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 Foreword1 

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Pennsylvania Station 
Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project (the Proposed Project). The Notice of Completion 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was issued by Empire State Development 
(ESD) on February 18, 2021. At the time of the release of the DEIS, the name of the Proposed 
Project was the Empire Station Complex Civic and Land Use Improvement Project. 

Following the adoption of the General Project Plan (GPP) for the Proposed Project by ESD’s 
Directors on February 18, 2021 and ESD’s issuance of the DEIS, ESD worked closely with and 
consulted the Project’s Community Advisory Committee and its larger Working Group, including 
local elected officials and community stakeholders. After considering their comments and 
recommendations, ESD staff proposed certain revisions to the plan (the Proposed Revisions) for 
the Proposed Project. Oral and written comments on the DEIS, the adopted General Project Plan 
(GPP), and Proposed Revisions, were received during virtual public hearings held by ESD on 
December 8, 2021 and January 20, 2022. Written comments were accepted from issuance of the 
DEIS through the public comment period which ended on February 22, 2022.  

This FEIS addresses all substantive comments made on the DEIS, adopted GPP, and Proposed 
Revisions during the public hearings and subsequent comment period. Those comments are 
summarized and responded to in Chapter 26, “Responses to Public Comments.” This FEIS has 
been changed and updated in response to those comments, as appropriate.  

The Proposed Project described and analyzed in this FEIS incorporates the Proposed Revisions. 
Generally, the Proposed Revisions reduce the density of the Proposed Project compared to the 
program that was analyzed in the DEIS, reduce encroachment on views of the Empire State 
Building along 33rd Street, add additional public space, require community facility space, require 
that one potential building be residential (and provide the option for three other buildings to 
include residential uses), and require improvements to facilities providing for pedestrian 
circulation, public transit access, and intermodal connections to Penn Station. 

This foreword summarizes changes to the Proposed Project’s program, as well as other substantive 
changes made to the EIS between the Draft and Final versions.  

The principal program modifications that have been proposed since the DEIS was issued and the 
GPP was adopted are as follows: 

• The program for the Proposed Project has been modified to include residential use and 
community facility space. Residential use would be required on Site 1A, and permitted on 
Sites 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units for all four sites.  

• Community facility uses would be required on Site 1A.  

 
1 This Foreword is new to the FEIS. 
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• The program for the Proposed Project has been modified to reduce the overall amount of floor 
area on the development sites. Specifically, the floor areas permitted on Sites 1B, 2A, 2B, 3, 
5, and 6 have been reduced. The floor area permitted on Site 1A has increased to maximize 
the amount of residential use that could be developed there, but the aggregate floor area of 
Site 1 (Sites 1A and 1B) has been reduced.  

• The changes to the uses and permitted floor area on each site since the DEIS was issued and 
the GPP was adopted are summarized below and will be reflected in the FEIS and the proposed 
modifications to the GPP: 
 Site 1A would be required to be a residential rental building and would be required to 

include community facility uses. Site 1A permitted floor area has been increased from 
approximately 347,700 gross square feet (gsf) to approximately 488,000 gsf.  

 As currently proposed, Site 1B could be developed under either of two potential 
development scenarios with the Proposed Project—a commercial scenario and a 
residential scenario. Permitted floor area on Site 1B has been reduced from approximately 
935,800 gsf to a maximum of approximately 732,000 gsf under the commercial scenario 
for the site.   

 The total permitted floor area on Sites 2A and 2B would be reduced from approximately 
6,292,100 gsf to approximately 5,362,706 gsf. The floor area has also been redistributed 
across these two sites so that the larger building in terms of floor area would be located 
on Site 2B. This would result in a reduction in the permitted floor area of Site 2A from 
approximately 3,470,800 gsf to approximately 2,495,500 gsf; and a small increase in the 
permitted floor area on Site 2B from approximately 2,821,300 gsf to approximately 
2,867,200 gsf. 

 Site 3 permitted floor area would be reduced from approximately 1,769,600 gsf to 
approximately 1,612,800 gsf. 

 As currently proposed, Site 4 could be developed under scenarios that would permit 
residential and hotel uses, residential and office uses, or office and hotel uses on the site.  

 Site 5 permitted floor area would be reduced from approximately 1,900,000 gsf to 
approximately 1,739,500 gsf. 

 Site 6 permitted floor area would be reduced from approximately 2,100,000 gsf to 
approximately 2,079,800 gsf. 

 As currently proposed, Site 8 could be developed under a commercial scenario or a 
residential scenario in which the existing Manhattan Mall building would remain and an 
enlargement containing residential uses would be constructed above it.  

The project modifications outlined above are described in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The 
proposed changes in floor area and uses have been incorporated into the various analyses of the 
FEIS, where relevant. As noted above, several development sites would have multiple potential 
development scenarios under the Proposed Project. Therefore, two reasonable worst-case 
development scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the analyses of the Proposed Project in the FEIS: 
one that maximizes commercial uses (Maximum Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes 
residential uses (Maximum Residential Scenario). For some technical areas, the Proposed Project 
may have different potential impacts under the Maximum Commercial Scenario and Maximum 
Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis (i.e., the 
potential for a greater environmental impact) is analyzed for each technical area. Where relevant, 
the scenario used in each technical analysis area is identified in the beginning of each FEIS chapter. 
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Table F-1 outlines the changes that ESD staff have recommended be made to the program for the 
Proposed Project since the DEIS was issued and the GPP was adopted. 

Table F-1 
Changes to the Program for the Proposed Project 

Document Total GSF 

Total 
Commercial 

GSF Office GSF 
Retail 
GSF 

Hotel 
(Rooms) 

DUs (# 
Affordable) 

Parking 
Spaces 

Community 
Facility 

GSF 

Non-
Program 

Area1 
DEIS 19,645,176 15,812,592 14,250,085 804,064 1,297 0 (0) 400 0 3,732,583 

FEIS Maximum Commercial 
Scenario 18,314,751 14,345,705 13,058,031 810,834 734 542 (163) 400 18,398 3,435,887 

Net Change from DEIS -1,330,425 -1,466,887 -1,192,054 +6,770 -563 +542 
(+163) 0 +18,398 -296,696 

FEIS Maximum Residential 
Scenario 17,365,162 12,690,369 11,560,875 822,834 472 1,798 

(540)2 400 18,398 3,225,939 

Net Change from DEIS -2,280,014 -3,122,223 -2,689,210 +18,770 -825 +1,798 
(+540) 0 +18,398 -506,644 

Notes: 
DU = dwelling unit; GSF = gross square feet  
1) Non-program area includes space for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-

of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and 
sublevels.  

2) The GPP would require residential development on Site 1A and permit residential development on Sites 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 DUs 
for the Proposed Project as a whole. 

   

Other Proposed Revisions include the following: 

• Bulk and massing parameters for the proposed developments would be modified in response 
to public comments, including reductions to the maximum building height on Site 1A; 
reductions to the maximum base height on Sites 1B, 2A, 2B, and 4; and inclusion of an 
additional setback on Site 6 along West 33rd Street; among other changes. 

• The Proposed Project’s program of public transportation improvements has been updated and 
refined following ESD’s consultation with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). 
In addition, illustrative technical details and diagrams regarding the public transportation 
improvements of the Proposed Project are provided in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” In 
particular, the Proposed Project’s program of public transportation improvements would now 
include a new underground concourse east of Seventh Avenue providing a below-grade 
connection from Penn Station to the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway station 
and the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station, which was evaluated as a potential 
mitigation measure in the DEIS. This proposed Underground Concourse Network would have 
three primary components: (1) crossings beneath Seventh Avenue, (2) an east–west 
underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 34th Street–Penn 
Station–Seventh Avenue subway stations (the East-West Connector); and (3) a north-south 
underground corridor east of Seventh Avenue (the North-South Corridor). There are two 
options under consideration for the East-West Connector, subject to additional analysis for 
engineering and financial feasibility. One of the options would be located along West 33rd 
Street and would consist of reconstructing and improving the closed Gimbels passageway (the 
33rd Street Option) and the other would be located along West 32nd Street and would consist 
of a new passageway south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8 (the 32nd Street Option). 

• The Phase 1 and Phase 2 analysis years for the Proposed Project (i.e., the year when a project 
is assumed to be substantially complete and operational) have been updated since the DEIS. 
The analysis year for Phase 1 of the Proposed Project has been revised from 2028 to 2033, 
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and the analysis year for Phase 2 has been revised from 2038 to 2044.2 The change in the 
analysis years is appropriate for three primary reasons: 

1. ESD’s extensive consultation with the CACWG regarding the Proposed 
Project after the issuance of the DEIS resulted in an extended timeline for the 
GPP and EIS processes; 

2. MTA, NJ Transit, and Amtrak (the Railroads) have not advanced the planning 
and environmental review for the potential expansion of Penn Station to the 
extent that was anticipated in the DEIS, and therefore the completion of a 
potential southward expansion of Penn Station (if selected as the preferred 
alternative through the federal environmental review), on Sites 1, 2, and 3, 
and above-grade development on those sites, would be completed later than 
expected; and  

3. The prolonged duration of the COVID-19 pandemic and its effects on office 
demand in the near term may affect the pace of development of new office 
buildings. 

• The conceptual phasing for the Proposed Project buildings has been revised. In the DEIS, 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project was assumed to include the new building on Site 7, along 
with the Penn Station reconstruction, potential southward expansion of Penn Station, and the 
Penn Station Service Building. In the FEIS, Sites 1A, 1B, and 4 are also assumed to be 
complete in Phase 1, along with the other project elements assumed in Phase 1 of the DEIS. 
The remainder of the development sites are assumed to be completed by the 2044 analysis 
year in Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. 

• The new train hall for the potential southern expansion of Penn Station is assumed to be 
located either in (1) the base of the building on Site 2B along West 31st Street with wrap-
around frontage either in the midblock adjacent to the new public plaza, or (2) along Seventh 
Avenue. The DEIS did not identify a specific location for the train hall for the potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station. 

• With respect to sustainability requirements of the Proposed Project, ESD staff proposes 
requiring that all buildings be designed to operate with fully electric heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning (HVAC) and hot water systems. All Proposed Project buildings also would 
be required to exceed the LEED Gold standard, among other sustainability requirements, as 
discussed in Chapter 1,“Project Description.” 

• The DEIS notes that shared street corridors are contemplated along West 32nd Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and West 33rd Street, between Sixth and Ninth Avenues. At the 
request of the CACWG, ESD would also recommend that NYCDOT study the implementation 
of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. 

The changes to the Proposed Project and analysis assumptions described above are reflected in 
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” and Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.” Chapter 2 also updates 
the list of development projects expected to be complete in the future without the Proposed Project 
The technical analyses in this FEIS have been updated to account for these changes. In addition, 

 
2 The use of the terms “Phase 1” and “Phase 2” in this FEIS is meant to encompass the portions of the 

Proposed Project assumed for analysis purposes to be completed by a particular analysis year, rather than 
a related collection of activities. 
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the FEIS qualitatively accounts for the nearby Macy’s redevelopment project as part of the No 
Action condition. 

Additional changes between the DEIS and FEIS include, but are not limited to: 

• Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” has been updated to include an analysis of indirect 
residential displacement (an analysis that in the DEIS was only warranted under the 
Residential Alternative); revise the economic benefits analysis for the changes to the Proposed 
Project’s program; and include a fiscal benefits analysis to estimate the non-property-tax-
related revenues that would be generated from the ongoing operations of the Proposed Project. 

• Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” has been updated to reflect consultation with 
the New York City Fire Department (FDNY); include analyses of public libraries and early 
childhood programs (analyses that in the DEIS were only warranted under the Residential 
Alternative in Chapter 21, “Alternatives”); and assess the displacement of the Lithuanian 
Alliance of America as a community facility on Site 1B.  

• Chapter 6, “Open Space,” has been revised to include an assessment of potential open space 
impacts from the Proposed Project’s residential population (an analysis that in the DEIS was 
only warranted under the Residential Alternative in Chapter 21, “Alternatives”). 

• Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” has been updated to include analysis of an 
additional ten architectural resources identified after the issuance of the DEIS as a result of 
ongoing consultation with the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP). 

• Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” has been revised to account for changes to 
the Design Guidelines; update and refine the photosimulation views of the Proposed Project; 
and present two additional views east on West 33rd Street toward the Empire State Building. 

• Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” has been updated to account for the 
requirements of the New York City Unified Stormwater Rule, and design guidance provided 
by the New York City Stormwater Manual, in the analysis of stormwater flows. 

• Chapter 13, “Energy,” has been revised to reflect the commitment to fully electric HVAC and 
hot water systems in the energy usage estimates.  

• Chapter 14, “Transportation,” has been revised to reflect further consultation with the New 
York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) and MTA; update the analyses to 
account for the Proposed Project’s Underground Concourse Network, including analyses of 
both the 33rd Street Option and the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector; include 
analyses of pedestrian elements at Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street and Ninth Avenue and 
West 33rd Street; and include a qualitative assessment of the potential effects of the potential 
West 31st Street shared street on traffic conditions.  

• Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” has been revised to reflect the commitment to fully electric 
buildings and qualitatively assess the potential air quality effects of the West 31st Street shared 
street.  

• Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” has been updated to account for changes to the 
building energy consumption and indirect GHG emissions associated with the commitment to 
fully electric buildings and the revised program. 

• Chapter 17, “Noise,” has been revised to include attenuation requirements for all of the 
development sites and to include attenuation requirements for a noise-sensitive residential use 
on Site 8 (which in the DEIS was only required for the Residential Alternative analyzed in 
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Chapter 21, “Alternatives”); and to qualitatively assess the potential mobile source noise 
impacts of the potential West 31st Street shared street. 

• Chapter 20, “Construction,” has been revised to update the worker and truck projections to 
reflect changes to the schedule for the potential Penn Station expansion and updates to the 
analyses to reflect changes to the conceptual phasing for the Proposed Project. 

• Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” has been updated to include residential uses in the Lower Density 
Alternative and eliminate the Residential Alternative because those uses are now included in 
the Proposed Project. 

• Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” has been updated to include mitigation for the Proposed Project’s 
potential significant adverse impact to early childhood programs (which was discussed as part 
of the Residential Alternative in the DEIS) and to incorporate mitigation measures developed 
after publication of the DEIS. 

• Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” has been revised to reflect the revisions made 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

• Chapter 26, “Responses to Public Comments,” which is entirely new to the document. 
• Appendix A, “Project Description Appendix,” Appendix E, “FDNY Correspondence,” 

Appendix F, “Open Space Appendix,” and Appendix I, “Noise Appendix,” which are entirely 
new to the document. 

• Appendix C, “Smart Growth,” has been updated to include a Final Smart Growth Impact 
Statement for the Proposed Project. 

• Appendix G, “Historic Resources Correspondence,” has been updated to included additional 
correspondence with OPRHP since the DEIS, and to include a Letter of Resolution (LOR) 
among ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP outlining mitigation measures for adverse impacts to 
architectural resources resulting from the development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

• Appendix K, “Alternatives,” has been updated to include additional information regarding the 
alternatives analysis for the Hotel Pennsylvania building. 

• Appendix M, “Public Comments Received on the DEIS, GPP, and Proposed Revisions,” 
which is entirely new to the document. 

• Updates to figures, where relevant. 
All text changes since publication of the DEIS are marked by double-underlining in this FEIS. No 
double-underlining is used for revisions to figures, or for this Foreword, Chapter 26, “Responses 
to Public Comments,” and updates to existing appendices or the newly added appendices. 
Revisions resulting in deletions from the DEIS are not shown.  
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  Executive Summary 

A. INTRODUCTION 
The New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State Development (ESD) is 
considering the affirmation of a modified General Project Plan (GPP) for the Pennsylvania Station 
Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project, a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to 
create a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around supporting and enhancing 
Penn Station and its intermodal connections (the Proposed Project). The Proposed Project would 
address substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area (as defined below) under the New 
York State Urban Development Corporation Act (the UDC Act) (the UDC Act)1 by facilitating 
redevelopment of a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district providing much-needed public 
transportation and public realm improvements in the area.  

The Proposed Project would result in the development of up to ten new buildings on eight 
development sites in the Project Area. The Proposed Project’s new developments would 
incorporate new onsite, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant entrances and access 
ways to Penn Station and public transit and facilitate public realm improvements to address 
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation and enhance the surrounding streetscape.  

The Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn 
Station, which would be accomplished through separate but related projects that would be 
undertaken by one or more of the involved public transportation entities, namely, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority of the State of New York (MTA); the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation doing business as Amtrak (Amtrak); and the New Jersey Transit Corporation, branded 
as NJ Transit (NJT) (collectively, the Railroads). . Development facilitated by the Proposed Project 
would generate essential revenue for substantial improvements at Penn Station, subway stations, 
and other transit facilities in the Project Area—as well as the potential future expansion of Penn 
Station.  

A potential future southern expansion of Penn Station into properties located within Block 780 and 
portions of Block 754 and Block 806 (designated in the GPP as Sites 1, 2, and 3) is contingent on 
such a southern expansion being selected as the preferred alternative following the Railroad’s 
completion of the environmental and historic resource review of the Penn Station expansion project 
under federal law. The federal review will consider a range of potential alternatives for the 
expansion of track and platform capacity in Penn Station, including but not limited to the potential 
southward expansion of the station. Such a station expansion would allow the Railroads to add 
new, below-grade tracks and platforms, significantly increasing the station’s rail capacity. For 

 
1 The terms “substandard” and “insanitary” are used in the UDC Act. For example, UDC Act Section 

10(c) requires that ESD make a finding, “That the area in which the project will be located is a 
substandard or insanitary area, or in danger of becoming a substandard or insanitary area and tends to 
impair or arrest sound growth and development of the municipality.” 
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analysis purposes, it is assumed that the additional rail infrastructure, if constructed and operated 
by the Railroads on and under Sites 1, 2, and 3, would require the prior acquisition and clearing 
of those sites. The development framework set forth in the GPP would allow ESD, pursuant to the 
GPP, to thereafter coordinate and facilitate the development of five new buildings on Sites 1, 2 and 
3 above the new Penn Station expansion. Thus, redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3 in accordance 
with the GPP is contingent on the future selection and approval of a Penn Station expansion at 
these locations. The GPP would provide the framework for developments and other improvements 
above the potential expanded Penn Station with its below-grade tracks and platforms, major station 
entrance hall, vertical circulation and access points for commuters and station users, and a 
replacement Penn Station service building. The design, construction, and operation of an expanded 
Penn Station, if undertaken, would be assumed by one or more of the involved Railroads (MTA, 
Amtrak, and/or NJT). The specific assignment of responsibilities for those tasks is the subject of 
ongoing collaboration and planning among them. 

This FEIS conservatively analyzes a future condition assuming the expansion of Penn Station at 
these locations, although as stated above, such future development there is contingent on selection 
of the potential southward expansion of the station as the preferred alternative, further 
governmental approvals that will be the subject of alternatives analyses, and their own federal 
environmental and historic resource review processes. 

Subsequent to the adoption of the GPP for the Proposed Project and issuance of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on February 18, 2021, ESD worked closely with and 
consulted the Project’s Community Advisory Committee and its larger Working Group, including 
local elected officials and community stakeholders. After considering their comments and 
recommendations, ESD staff proposed certain revisions to the plan (the Proposed Revisions) for 
the Proposed Project. Generally, the Proposed Revisions reduce the density of the Proposed 
Project compared to the program that was analyzed in the DEIS, reduce encroachment on views 
of the Empire State Building along 33rd Street, add additional public space, require community 
facility space, require that one potential building be residential (and provide the option for three 
other buildings to include residential uses), and require improvements to facilities providing for 
pedestrian circulation, public transit access, and intermodal connections to Penn Station. The 
Proposed Project described and analyzed in this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
incorporates the Proposed Revisions. 

The area of the Proposed Project is generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth Avenues to the east and 
west, and by West 30th and West 34th Streets to the south and north in Midtown Manhattan, 
Community Districts 4 and 5 (the Project Area). The Project Area includes all or portions of nine 
Manhattan tax blocks—Blocks 754, 755, 780, 781, 783, 806, 807, 808, and 809—that encompass 
Penn Station, Madison Square Garden (MSG), Moynihan Train Hall (see Figure S-1), and sur-
rounding blocks. However, the Proposed Project would not include any new commercial buildings 
at the existing Penn Station, MSG, or Moynihan Train Hall. As shown in Figure S-2, the Project 
Area is centrally located in Manhattan, near Hudson Yards and the Midtown Central Business 
District, proximate to passenger rail service at Penn Station and subway service at three major 
stations, with unmatched connections to other portions of New York City and the region.  

Despite its outstanding transit access, the Penn Station area today is characterized by outmoded 
building stock, a disjointed and uncoordinated public realm, overburdened and substandard mass 
transportation infrastructure (including poor pedestrian connections to and from Penn Station), 
and stagnant development activity. The Proposed Project would address these conditions by 
establishing a cohesive redevelopment framework, improving the above- and below-grade 
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circulation network, and following an integrated approach to the improvement of the public realm. 
Redevelopment under the Proposed Project would capitalize on the Project Area’s transit-rich 
location, transform the area to a premier mixed-use district, provide for public transportation and 
public realm improvements essential for a dynamic business district, and complement other 
transformative initiatives that have reshaped the Far West Side and Midtown over the past 20 years. 
Furthermore, the Proposed Project would reflect a public commitment to revitalize the area 
commensurate with the essential infrastructure investments already completed (Moynihan Train 
Hall, East End Gateway) and being planned for the future (the reconstruction and expansion of 
Penn Station). The Proposed Project would also promote the economic recovery of New York City 
and the region in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic by supporting economic activity 
associated with the growth of Midtown and investments in regional rail and transit infrastructure. 

Overall, the Proposed Project, including the project buildings, public realm improvements, and 
specific improvements required on each site to improve the transit network and connections to Penn 
Station, provides a framework for long-term growth in the area surrounding Penn Station that if 
implemented would create a vibrant mixed-use district to benefit Penn Station, complement long-
term development initiatives and reinforce major infrastructure investments in the reconstruction 
and potential expansion of Penn Station, support the City’s goal of encouraging high-density 
development around a world-class transportation hub, and support a dynamic regional economy. 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

In overview, the Proposed Project includes: 

• Creation of a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use district to benefit Penn Station, 
expansion of critical connecting transit infrastructure, and revitalization of the 
surrounding area. The Proposed Project would result in up to 18 million gross square feet 
(gsf) of primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling 
units (DUs) on eight development sites within the Project Area (see Figure S-1).  

• Significant improvements to area subway stations and transit connections with Penn 
Station to support current and projected future ridership growth. The Proposed Project 
includes transit improvements and connecting entrances to Penn Station at each development 
site in connection with new building construction. It is anticipated that intermodal transit 
improvements would be implemented at the following subway stations: 34th Street–Penn 
Station (Eighth Avenue A/C/E subway lines), 34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue 
1/2/3 subway lines), and 34th Street–Herald Square (Sixth Avenue B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W 
subway lines and Port Authority Trans-Hudson [PATH] train service). Additional public 
transportation improvements include creating a below-grade east–west corridor between the 
34th Street–Penn (1/2/3 subway lines) and 34th Street–Herald Square subway stations, new 
station entrances, new stairways, widening existing stairways and platforms, and creating a 
below-grade north–south circulation corridor east of Seventh Avenue, and other improvement 
measures.  

• Implementation of public realm improvements. ESD, through the GPP, would require the 
completion of public realm improvements in the Project Area in connection with the proposed 
developments. Improvements include widening sidewalks adjoining the Proposed Project 
buildings and creating new public spaces in the Project Area. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would support separate but related projects to improve and 
expand Penn Station. These projects would be undertaken separately by one or more of the 
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involved Railroads and would be subject to their own environmental and historic resource reviews 
and approvals, as appropriate. Specifically, the Proposed Project would: 
• Support reconstruction of the existing Penn Station. Revenue from the Proposed Project’s 

new development would contribute funding for substantial improvements to the existing Penn 
Station as identified through a Penn Station Master Plan study. 

• Support the potential future expansion of Penn Station. The Proposed Project would 
support the potential future expansion of Penn Station, if approved, by (i) providing a potential 
source of some of the funding needed for a future expansion, and (ii) facilitating, through the 
proposed GPP, transit-oriented development above the below-grade expansion of tracks and 
platforms south of the existing Penn Station, should that location be selected in the federal 
review process. Such an expansion of Penn Station would increase the overall station capacity 
for train operations and passenger flow. The expanded facility would incorporate up to 12 
tracks (depending on final configuration) to substantially increase Penn Station’s existing 
track and platform capacity. Subject to ongoing collaboration and planning among the 
involved Railroads and any required federal approvals and federal environmental reviews, the 
expansion of Penn Station would occupy the below-grade levels of Block 780 and portions of 
Blocks 754 and 806 (and areas beneath adjoining streets), if this location is selected as the 
approved location for the station’s expansion. The Proposed Project would be designed and 
constructed to accommodate rail infrastructure on Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event that those sites 
are selected for the potential future station expansion. 

Because the Proposed Project would provide support for the Railroads’ Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential future expansion projects, ESD’s environmental review of the 
Proposed Project conservatively includes an analysis of the potential effects of those Railroad 
projects, based on currently available information. 

To allow for the implementation of the Proposed Project, ESD is proposing to seek its Directors’ 
affirmation of a modified GPP that would, among other things, override the New York City Zoning 
Resolution and other local laws, as applicable, in accordance with the UDC. As stated above, at 
this time, a determination has not been made by the Railroads or federal agencies to locate the 
Penn Station expansion on the blocks to the south of the existing station, nor as to whether the 
property acquisitions that would be needed for an expansion at that location (consisting of Block 
780 and portions of Block 754 and Block 806) would be undertaken, in whole or in part, by ESD 
or by another entity, such as MTA or Amtrak. Decisions about property acquisition, including 
which public entity or entities would be responsible for those property acquisitions, would be 
made once a preferred alternative is selected for an expansion to Penn Station as a result of the 
federal approval process. The acquisition of property would be by negotiated purchase with the 
property owners and/or through the exercise of eminent domain. In addition, ESD and the City of 
New York would cooperate as contemplated by the UDC Act in connection with the construction 
of the public realm improvements located within City-owned mapped streets. Such improvements 
would be subject to the approval and remain under the jurisdiction of the New York City 
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT). Affirmation of a modified GPP for the Pennsylvania 
Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project, the future actions that may be taken to 
acquire the property interests as necessary to facilitate the Proposed Project, and other actions 
authorized by the UDC Act in furtherance of the Proposed Project are collectively referred to as 
the “Proposed Actions.” 

ESD is working closely with the City of New York to accomplish the Proposed Project’s devel-
opment goals and the implementation of public realm and public transportation improvements for 
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the area. The planning, design, and implementation of public realm improvements are a collabor-
ative effort of ESD with the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) and NYCDOT. 
ESD is collaborating with the Railroads with respect to any potential expansion of Penn Station, 
the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station, and implementation of public transportation 
improvements. To facilitate implementation of the Proposed Project, ESD is also working with 
Vornado Realty Trust (Vornado), the owner of a significant number of properties in the Project 
Area that contain connections (or potential future connections) to Penn Station and the rail and 
transit infrastructure in the Penn Station area. 

The Proposed Actions require discretionary approvals subject to environmental review under the 
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing regulations. 
Pursuant to SEQRA, ESD is the SEQRA lead agency for the Proposed Project. 

B. BACKGROUND 
Penn Station is the main intercity railroad station and a major commuter railroad station in New 
York City. Connections are available within Penn Station to Newark International Airport (via 
Amtrak and NJT service), John F. Kennedy International Airport (via LIRR and MTA New York 
City Transit [NYCT] subway service), and to LaGuardia Airport via NYCT subway to bus 
transfers. Penn Station provides connections to NYCT’s Seventh Avenue Line station, serving the 
1, 2, and 3 trains; and the Eighth Avenue Line station, serving the A, C, and E trains. These subway 
stations, and the Herald Square Subway Station and 33rd Street PATH Station located one block 
to the east of Penn Station at Sixth Avenue, are among the most heavily used subway stations in 
the City. With nearly 600,000 rail and subway trips per day, Penn Station is the busiest passenger 
transportation hub in North America, and offers unmatched connectivity between intercity rail 
service, commuter rail service, and local subway service. The station is located entirely 
underground between Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 31st and West 33rd Streets.  

The original Penn Station was built by the Pennsylvania Railroad and opened in 1910. It was a 
classic Beaux-Arts style building designed by the famed architecture firm of McKim, Mead, & 
White and featured an ornate marble and granite station house above ground covering the entire 
double superblock from West 31st to West 33rd Streets and Seventh to Eighth Avenues. The sta-
tion was considered a masterpiece of the Beaux-Arts style and one of the great architectural works 
of New York City. The station was part of the Pennsylvania Railroad’s New York Improvement 
and Tunnel Extension, which also included the tunnels and track connections extending from 
Weehawken, New Jersey, beneath the Hudson River, Manhattan, and the East River to Long Island 
City, Queens. Once completed, this massive engineering project enabled direct rail access to New 
York City from points south for the first time.  

Passenger volumes began to decline after World War II—a time when America was investing in 
automobiles, highways, and suburban infrastructure rather than rail and subways. In the 1950s, 
the declining Pennsylvania Railroad sold the air rights to the property and reduced the size of the 
railroad station. In 1963, the above-ground train station was demolished. Over the next nine years, 
the below-grade concourses and waiting areas were reconstructed, creating the Penn Station that 
commuters and visitors use today, while MSG and the high-rise office buildings at 1 Penn Plaza 
and 2 Penn Plaza, between West 31st and West 34th Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues, 
were constructed. The current station has three underground levels: concourses on the upper two 
levels and train platforms on the lowest. The two levels of concourses were original to the 1910 
station but were extensively modified during the construction of MSG into the cramped, poorly 
organized, and substandard corridors that exist today.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beaux-Arts_architecture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Air_rights
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pennsylvania_Plaza
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At the time Penn Station was demolished and replaced in the 1960s, the facility was designed to 
serve approximately 200,000 rail trips per day. Today, Penn Station is owned by Amtrak, a 
federally chartered corporation created under federal law. Penn Station is located on Amtrak’s 
Northeast Corridor, a vital passenger rail link over which Amtrak provides rail service from New 
York City to Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Washington, D.C., and intermediate points, with 
connections to Amtrak’s national intercity commuter rail network. Penn Station currently serves 
more than double the number of rail trips that it was designed for in the 1960s.  

LIRR’s services are operated in the lower concourse level of the station, which LIRR leases from 
Amtrak and operates under a joint facilities agreement. Although it is now confined to the lower 
level of Penn Station, LIRR’s portion of the station alone is the second-busiest rail station in the 
nation, second only to Grand Central Terminal. Based on 2019 data, LIRR provides over 237,000 
daily trips on more than 450 daily trains within its platforms, concourses, and exits. Similarly, 
NJT’s portion of Penn Station serves approximately 187,000 daily trips. LIRR and NJT customers 
also make heavy use of the adjacent NYCT subway stations to complete their journeys to and from 
workplaces or other destinations. Approximately one-half of commuting daily customers enter or 
leave the railroad station via the busy Seventh Avenue or Eighth Avenue subway stations, which 
accommodate 177,000 and 174,700 weekday trips, respectively.  

LIRR is currently completing the East Side Access Project, which will provide direct access to 
Grand Central Terminal for LIRR service. Once East Side Access is complete at the end of 2022, 
the number of LIRR trains serving Penn Station will decrease. Following that milestone, MTA 
Metro-North Railroad (Metro-North) service to Penn Station will begin, bringing Metro-North rail 
service directly to Penn Station for the first time via the Penn Station Access project from four 
new Metro-North stations in the Bronx, providing direct commutes for this underserved area. 

In the last decade, the number of average weekday Penn Station rail passengers on Amtrak, LIRR, 
and NJT trains has grown by 26 percent and subway ridership on the Seventh and Eighth Avenue 
lines has increased by 34 percent. Although they operate at capacity today, Amtrak, MTA (LIRR 
and Metro-North), and NJT project substantial demand for increased service.2  

Despite its status as the busiest rail and transit hub in the nation, commercial office development 
around Penn Station has been limited by an overburdened transit infrastructure, aging building 
stock, and poor pedestrian circulation. Even with these challenges, the Project Area presents a 
significant opportunity for sustainable growth in New York City, thanks to its unparalleled rail 
and transit access. 

Over the past two decades, the public and private sectors have embarked on transformative transit 
and land development proposals at Penn Station, the Far West Side, and East Midtown to improve 
transit infrastructure and sustain Manhattan as the nation’s center of commerce and business. The 
Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project presents a unique 
opportunity to reinvigorate the area that surrounds Penn Station and support initiatives to improve 
and potentially expand the station. 

 
2 The statistics cited in this section are based on recent data prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, which has 

changed short-term ridership patterns. The Railroads expect that as the pandemic subsides such 
ridership patterns will resume.  
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PENN STATION OPERATIONS 

Penn Station has a total of 11 platforms and 21 platform tracks, shared by Amtrak, LIRR, and 
NJT. The platform tracks are connected to a network of tracks to the east and west. On the west, 
Amtrak and NJT trains enter and leave the station using the two tracks of the existing North River 
Tunnel; Amtrak trains from the Empire Line serving Albany and points north also connect into 
Penn Station on the west.  

The blocks west of Penn Station are occupied by approach tracks that provide access to and from 
the station. These tracks are used for cross-Hudson rail service to the station for Amtrak’s 
Northeast Corridor Line, NJT lines, and LIRR’s rail connections to MTA’s John D. Caemmerer 
West Side Yard, which is bounded by Tenth Avenue, Twelfth Avenue, West 30th Street, and West 
33rd Street, and is used by LIRR for midday train storage and light maintenance. Tracks east of 
the station proceed eastward to the four-track East River Tunnels, which provide a continuing 
connection for Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor Line to New England, and for LIRR’s rail lines to 
Queens and Long Island. The East River Tunnels also provide access to Sunnyside Yard in 
Queens, a large Amtrak train storage and maintenance yard that is also used for midday train 
storage by NJT.  

Over the past several years, the three railroads have performed extensive operations analyses and 
implemented infrastructure improvements that have allowed the railroads to increase service fre-
quency. Today, the three railroads use the full capacity of the tracks and platforms in Penn Station 
during the peak hours of travel. 

Penn Station has two levels of passenger space above the tracks and platforms. The main passenger 
hall, Amtrak ticketing and waiting area, and NJT concourse are located on the upper passenger 
level. The upper level also provides connections to street level. The lower passenger level consists 
of LIRR’s concourse in the station, with connections to the Seventh and Eighth Avenue subway 
lines and NJT passenger access to its platforms. Several connecting concourses lead from LIRR’s 
main passenger space to provide access to the track space below. The Penn Station Service Build-
ing is located at 236-248 West 31st Street, directly across from Penn Station. This building was 
constructed in 1908 and originally supplied electricity to the electric locomotives going in and out 
of Penn Station. The Penn Station Service Building houses mechanical, electrical, and plumbing 
systems that serve Penn Station, including steam piping and chiller units, as well as systems that 
service tracks, including switches and compressors, which control train movements beyond Penn 
Station. The electricity that powers the tunnel ventilation system originates in the Service Build-
ing. This powers Amtrak infrastructure that extends from Long Island to New Jersey. 

MOYNIHAN TRAIN HALL 

The need for improvements to Penn Station has been recognized almost since the original station 
building was demolished in 1963. In the past two decades, a number of highly visible improve-
ments have been made. Most notable among these is the new Moynihan Train Hall completed in 
January 2021 at the Farley Building as part of ESD’s Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Im-
provement Project, which has brought a monumental above-ground passenger space back to Penn 
Station. 

The landmark Farley Building, across Eighth Avenue from Penn Station, was constructed around 
the time of the original Penn Station, and its architecture is evocative of the now-demolished 1910 
station building. As the Farley Building is directly above the western portion of most of Penn 
Station’s existing tracks and platforms, the location of the Farley Building and its related below-
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grade improvements offered a unique opportunity to create a new above-ground train hall serving 
Amtrak and LIRR passengers. The Moynihan Train Hall serves as the primary boarding and 
ticketing facility for Amtrak and an additional facility for LIRR. The train hall has a monumental, 
sky-lit passenger space with state-of-the-art wayfinding, information displays, and other visitor 
amenities. The Moynihan Train Hall expands Penn Station’s passenger concourse space by 50 
percent, and the shift of Amtrak’s daytime passenger services to the new Moynihan Train Hall 
now opens space for other uses in the existing Penn Station. 

Despite this improvement, the majority of train cars and passengers arriving at Penn Station 
continue to arrive beneath the unreconstructed part of the station east of Eighth Avenue and 
alighting passengers continue to navigate the substandard corridors and egress through those areas 
to exit the station. 

OTHER PENN STATION IMPROVEMENTS 

In addition to the Moynihan Train Hall, MTA, Amtrak, and NJT are currently completing other 
improvements at Penn Station. These include LIRR’s newly completed East End Gateway, which 
creates a new entrance to LIRR’s Penn Station concourse at West 33rd Street west of Seventh 
Avenue, and the LIRR Concourse project currently under construction, which will create a wider 
reconstructed passenger concourse to improve access, egress, and circulation, and relieve 
overcrowding at the northern edge of Penn Station. NJT is conducting preliminary design work 
for the Central Concourse Extension, a proposed corridor to provide additional access to Tracks 1 
through 12. In addition, Amtrak is undertaking an ongoing series of repairs and upgrades to tracks 
and switches at Penn Station, collectively referred to as the Penn Station Infrastructure Renewal 
Project. 

PENN STATION ACT 

The New York Pennsylvania Station Public Safety Improvements Act (Penn Station Act), adopted 
in 2018 as Part MMM of Chapter 59 of the Laws of 2018 (enacted into law by the New York State 
Legislature), identified the rehabilitation of Penn Station and its connectivity to the surrounding 
areas as “a pressing public safety and transportation issue and is a major objective for the State to 
resolve and should be made a top priority.” In particular, the Penn Station Act stated that the 
rehabilitation of Penn Station would require “improvements to access and egress and to the 
surrounding areas to position such areas to accommodate and attract passengers and evolving 
technological and business and commercial needs and practices” and directed ESD and other 
governmental, community and business entities to collaborate on solutions. The Proposed Project 
would help to achieve the goals of the Penn Station Act. 

PENN STATION MASTER PLAN 

As discussed in more detail below, Penn Station suffers from a number of design and operational 
deficiencies. To create a framework for addressing these problems, the Railroads have prepared a 
Master Plan for Penn Station, which is expected to be used as the basis for the design of the 
reconstruction of the existing station. The Penn Station Master Plan study provides 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. Key goals of the Penn Station Master Plan study include: 

• Increasing station capacity and accommodating increased train service; 
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• Integrating the components of Penn Station, including the new Moynihan Train Hall and a 
potential future expansion of Penn Station; 

• Integrating Penn Station with the surrounding area; 
• Rationalizing station functions and systems; 
• Improving pedestrian circulation;  
• Improving safety and security; and 
• Increasing revenue generation to support the station. 

The Proposed Project would support the implementation of the Penn Station reconstruction by 
improving connectivity through the improvement of access points including stairs, escalators and 
elevators, and passageways in and around the station, and generating revenue from the new 
development to be applied towards the implementation of the plan. 

REGIONAL RAIL INITIATIVES 

Several rail improvement projects are currently planned that will change rail operations at Penn 
Station in the future. These include capital projects planned or proposed by LIRR, Metro-North, 
Amtrak, and NJT. These improvement projects are separate and independent from the Proposed 
Project. 

LIRR EAST SIDE ACCESS 

MTA is currently constructing the East Side Access Project, which will allow LIRR service to 
Grand Central Terminal in East Midtown. The project includes a new passenger terminal beneath 
Grand Central’s existing passenger spaces as well as new tunnels, track connections, and rail 
storage and support spaces. When this project is complete, LIRR will serve both Penn Station and 
Grand Central Terminal. In combination with other LIRR initiatives, including the Main Line 
expansion (a new third track on the LIRR Main Line and new double track on Ronkonkoma 
Branch), this will allow LIRR to provide substantially more service across Long Island for its 
customers. 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 East Side Access 
Project is planned for completion in December 2022. 

METRO-NORTH PENN STATION ACCESS 

MTA is planning to bring Metro-North service to Penn Station, taking advantage of train capacity 
freed by the East Side Access Project. The Penn Station Access Project will create a new connec-
tion for Metro-North’s New Haven Line service, making use of Amtrak’s Hell Gate line (on its 
Northeast Corridor route) through the Bronx, Queens, and Penn Station. This project will create 
four new Metro-North stations in the East Bronx in areas not well-served by rail transit today. 
MTA has completed environmental review for this project and is currently progressing its design. 

GATEWAY PROGRAM 

The Gateway Program is a comprehensive program of phased rail infrastructure improvements to 
increase track, tunnel, bridge, and station capacity between Newark, New Jersey and Penn Station, 
that will eventually allow the doubling of passenger trains (including Amtrak and NJT service) on 
that segment of the Northeast Corridor. These improvements include a new two-track Hudson 
River rail tunnel to supplement the existing North River Tunnel, an upgraded replacement bridge 
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over the Hackensack River in New Jersey (Portal North Bridge), the addition of a new, two-track 
bridge over the Hackensack River (Portal South Bridge), and the potential Penn Station expansion. 
In addition, other infrastructure improvements are also required to allow increased rail service to 
Penn Station, including additional track improvements and a new rail storage yard for NJT in New 
Jersey. A connection at Secaucus Station would provide direct rail service to New York for a 
number of rail lines that currently terminate at Hoboken Terminal. All of these capacity improve-
ments are necessary to significantly increase Amtrak and NJT rail service to Penn Station.  

In addition to capacity expansion, the Gateway Program also includes preservation projects to 
update and modernize existing infrastructure and make repairs to infrastructure elements that are 
damaged due to age or events, such as Superstorm Sandy. 

A number of components of the Gateway Program are currently advancing, including the Hudson 
Tunnel Project and repair of the East River Tunnels, described below. 

HUDSON TUNNEL PROJECT 

One key component of the Gateway Program, the Hudson Tunnel Project, has independent utility 
as a resiliency project. The Hudson Tunnel Project will create a new two-track tunnel under the 
Hudson River for Amtrak and NJT service on the Northeast Corridor and will rehabilitate the 
existing North River Tunnel, which was severely damaged during Superstorm Sandy. Having the 
new tunnel in place will allow Amtrak and NJT to divert train service from the existing tunnel so 
that it can be repaired. The new tracks will connect to Penn Station immediately south of the 
connections from the existing North River Tunnel and Amtrak’s Empire Line service. 

EAST RIVER TUNNELS REHABILITATION 

Amtrak is planning the rehabilitation of the East River Tunnels that were damaged during Super-
storm Sandy. The rehabilitation will occur one tube at a time to minimize disruption to rail service, 
but closure of one tube will nonetheless require service changes for Amtrak, LIRR, and NJT.  

PLANNING CONTEXT 

In New York City, planning initiatives often link high-density development with transit and public 
realm improvements. Notable examples of this approach include the Hudson Yards Rezoning and 
No. 7 Subway Line Extension and the Greater East Midtown Rezoning, which have facilitated 
high-density development coupled with investment in transit improvements and the public realm. 

HUDSON YARDS REZONING AND NO. 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION 

Planning for Hudson Yards, an area of Manhattan bounded by West 42nd/West 43rd Streets, 
Seventh/Eighth Avenues, West 28th/West 30th Streets, and Hudson River Park, began in 2001. 
Since that time, the City of New York, MTA, and the State of New York have collaborated on 
planning initiatives to create a development program to transform Hudson Yards into a new 
mixed-use district accommodating job growth and new housing for New York City’s growing 
population. 

The heart of the Special Hudson Yards District is the John D. Caemmerer West Side Yard, span-
ning the superblocks between West 30th and West 33rd Streets and Tenth and Twelfth Avenues. 
The rezoning allowed the rail yard to be decked over with a new platform to allow for construction 
of new buildings. Bisected by Eleventh Avenue, the sites over the Caemmerer Rail Yard are 
known as the Eastern Rail Yard site and Western Rail Yard site.  
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As rezoned, the Special Hudson Yards District has the capacity for approximately 26 million 
square feet (sf) of new office development, 20,000 units of housing, 2 million sf of retail, and 3 
million sf of hotel space. To support the new neighborhood, MTA extended the No. 7 subway line 
from 42nd Street-Times Square to a new terminal station in Hudson Yards at 34th Street and 
Eleventh Avenue. Since the adoption of the rezoning in 2005, several developments have been 
constructed and more are underway—most notably the development on the Eastern Rail Yard site, 
which opened in 2019 with almost 12 million sf of development in four office buildings, two 
residential buildings, a shopping mall, an arts center called the Shed, and an art installation known 
as the Vessel. It is anticipated that the Western Rail Yard site will be developed with up to 6.4 
million sf of mixed-used development, providing residential and commercial uses (retail and 
office or hotel space), a new public school, and publicly accessible open space overlooking the 
High Line. 

GREATER EAST MIDTOWN REZONING 

In 2017, the City of New York approved the Greater East Midtown Rezoning. The rezoning will 
facilitate new, modern office buildings needed to spur jobs and keep New York a global capital of 
commerce. The plan ties that growth directly to improvements in the district’s public transit and 
public space network, so as new buildings are developed, major investments in infrastructure like 
subway stations and public plazas will also be implemented. The rezoning affected 78 blocks 
between Third and Madison Avenues and East 39th and East 57th Streets. 

The zoning changes will enable the development of new Class A commercial buildings, cementing 
East Midtown’s position as a world-class business district that offers modern amenities and a range 
of office types. Buildings would be able to achieve higher densities provided the developments 
support enhancements to the area’s public realm by providing transit improvements and/or pur-
chasing unused floor area from the district’s landmarks. The zoning framework is expected to 
generate 6.8 million sf of new commercial office space, along with an additional 6.6 million sf 
that will be upgraded into Class A office space. In “Transit Improvement Zones” near transit hubs, 
new buildings may include additional floor area when they undertake or pay for major subway 
station improvements. 

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Penn Station, which is located at the center of the Project Area, is Amtrak’s major train station for 
intercity rail service on the Northeast Corridor while also serving as major commuter rail stations 
for LIRR and NJT. Amtrak, which owns the station and primarily occupies the upper level, leases 
the next lower levels to LIRR and NJT and operates trackage and rail service below the station 
proper through joint service arrangements with them. Penn Station operates as part of a multi-
modal transportation complex that also includes the interconnected Moynihan Train Hall (utilized 
principally by Amtrak), three adjoining subway stations on Sixth Avenue (not currently 
connected), Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue, the PATH train, and a web of transit entrances 
and interconnecting pedestrian corridors. (The substandard “Gimbels passageway” between Penn 
Station and the Sixth Avenue subway station, however, has been closed for decades.) This 
transportation complex provides a critical civic facility for New York City and the region.  

However, aside from the recently completed Moynihan Train Hall, nearly every element of this 
civic facility is substandard and impedes the growth and vitality of the area and the region. The 
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following sections describe some of the challenges and substandard conditions facing the Penn 
Station transportation complex and the immediately surrounding area, and provides more detail 
on the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 

PENN STATION  

The combination of the low-cost construction redesign in the 1960s, inadequate investment in the 
station over time, and a steady rise in ridership has strained Penn Station’s infrastructure and 
systems and degraded the user experience. Almost 60 years after the demolition and underground 
reconstruction of Penn Station, the facility is substandard, poorly configured, and in dire need of 
major investment to maintain operations, renew its infrastructure, improve its revenue stream, and 
re-establish the station as the premier rail transportation center in the region. A substantially 
improved Penn Station, along with the Moynihan Train Hall across Eighth Avenue, would 
catalyze the economic revival of the surrounding area.   

Nearly 600,000 trips are navigated through Penn Station’s narrow underground corridors (more 
than three times the number of daily trips in the 1960s), which are devoid of natural light, 
consistent wayfinding, or sufficient waiting areas. The impact of all these trips with passengers 
connecting to subways, sidewalks, and crosswalks create an immense burden on the pedestrian 
circulation elements in the vicinity of Penn Station.  

The Railroads have conducted a comprehensive study of the existing conditions at Penn Station 
as part of the Penn Station Master Plan study. Commuters experience congested platforms and 
concourse levels, poor pedestrian accessibility (entrance and egress points are particularly difficult 
for persons with mobility issues to navigate), a lack of sufficient passenger waiting and overflow 
space, and a lack of sufficient public restroom facilities. The overall customer experience is 
universally perceived as very poor, particularly on the lower level, due to low ceiling heights, 
narrow corridors and concourses, poor lighting, and outdated and inadequate wayfinding and 
passenger information systems.  

Penn Station train operations are currently at or near capacity, constrained by the number of tracks 
and platforms in the station and by the condition and capacity of the North (Hudson) River and 
East River Tunnels that serve it. Ridership to and from Penn Station, though impacted in the short 
term by the COVID-19 pandemic, is projected to continue to increase as service is expanded and 
the population in the LIRR, NJT, Amtrak, and Metro-North service areas continues to grow. 
Responding to this growing need, Amtrak, NJT, MTA, and New York State are planning and 
implementing extensive investments to alleviate the existing constraints, expand service, and 
extend existing service to new locations. 

Although recent initiatives like the new Moynihan Train Hall and West End Concourse beneath 
the Farley Building have improved the passenger experience in parts of Penn Station, the station 
still operates well beyond its capacity in terms of both trains and passengers and remains over-
crowded and confusing for passengers. The station has frequent train delays, unclear wayfinding, 
and aesthetically uninviting concourse levels. In addition, only three of the eight primary entrances 
are ADA-compliant, which contribute to circulation challenges and make it difficult for many 
users to access the station. 



Executive Summary 

 S-13  

THE PENN STATION AREA AND PUBLIC REALM 

Despite its proximity to the busiest transit hub in North America, commercial office development 
in the vicinity of Penn Station has been limited by overburdened and degraded transit infrastruc-
ture, aging building stock, and poor pedestrian circulation. The last major building in the Project 
Area (1 Penn Plaza) was constructed 50 years ago (1970–1972). Aside from the recent ESD-led 
transformation of the underutilized Farley Building into the Moynihan Train Hall and new 
commercial development, the neighborhood immediately surrounding Penn Station is character-
ized by outmoded office buildings, low quality retail offerings, congested sidewalks, and limited 
publicly accessible open space. Despite those shortcomings, the Project Area provides a 
significant opportunity for sustainable growth in New York City due to its unmatched access to 
the region’s rail and transit network with the potential for future development to incorporate 
sustainable, resilient, and energy-efficient infrastructure.  

The Project Area is one of the most transit-rich areas in the City, but the public realm, both above- 
and below-grade, is substandard and deters redevelopment. Substandard conditions in the above- 
and below-grade public realm include: 

• The subway stations that serve Penn Station along Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Avenues are 
among the busiest subway stations in the City (the 3rd, 6th, and 7th busiest in 2019).3 Subway 
infrastructure below-grade is substandard, and portions of the stations experience pedestrian 
circulation constraints, including narrow stairs, corridors, and platforms that are subject to 
overcrowding during peak hours.  

• There is limited connectivity among the three subway stations in the Project Area and Penn 
Station. In particular, there is no below-grade connection from Penn Station to the 34th Street–
Herald Square–Sixth Avenue subway station; a passageway that formerly provided this 
connection, the “Gimbels passageway,” has been closed for decades due to its poor condition. 
Instead, passengers transferring between Penn Station or the 34th Street–Penn Station–
Seventh Avenue subway station and the Sixth Avenue subway station must exit to the street 
level to make the connection, contributing to inconvenience and sidewalk and crosswalk 
crowding. 

• Within the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway station and the 34th Street–
Penn Station–Eighth Avenue subway stations, there are an inadequate number of stairways to 
access the express platforms in each station, which are located in the center of the subway 
tracks and accessed via underpasses. Additional elevators would also be beneficial to improve 
circulation and access to the subway stations given the high volume of passengers. Targeted 
improvements are needed to improve circulation and transfers between local and express 
subway lines, as well as to relieve crowding on these platforms.  

• Subway entrances above-grade are in many cases difficult to locate, with small, inconspicuous 
entryways in the base of existing buildings or stairways occupying sidewalk space needed for 
pedestrian circulation.  

• Subway station elements, such as street-level entrances, in-station stairs, and platforms are in 
poor physical condition, as detailed in Appendix A. 

• Above-grade, public realm spaces, including sidewalks and pedestrian circulation spaces, are 
overcrowded and poorly organized, and sidewalk widths are too narrow to accommodate the 

 
3 https://new.mta.info/agency/new-york-city-transit/subway-bus-facts-2019 

https://new.mta.info/agency/new-york-city-transit/subway-bus-facts-2019
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high volume of pedestrians in the area. As many as 36 crosswalks and sidewalks in the vicinity 
operate at congested conditions during peak hours. High levels of vehicle traffic congestion 
during peak hours exacerbate the poor pedestrian experience and contribute to conflicts 
between turning vehicles and crossing pedestrians.  

• The area has limited publicly accessible open space and much of what is available consists of 
Privately Owned Public Spaces (POPS) that are substandard by modern measures. For 
example, the open plazas around MSG are barren and lack amenities such as seating. The 
POPS at 1 Penn Plaza, although currently undergoing renovation to improve the plaza would 
still not meet current standards for POPS (e.g., not flush to grade) upon completion of the 
renovation.  

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The goals and associated objectives for the Proposed Project are as follows: 

• Goal 1: Revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
mixed-use development 
 Provide a substantial amount of new mixed-use development to create a cohesive, 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; 

 Provide opportunities for the creation of new housing, including permanently affordable 
housing, to contribute to New York City’s effort to meet the demand for housing; 

 Eliminate substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area;  
 Foster and support economic growth and tax revenue through (a) the creation of jobs and 

economic activity during construction, (b) through the provision of new commercial office 
space to accommodate New York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern needs of 
commercial tenants (i.e., generous column spacing, large ceiling heights, upgraded 
mechanical systems and environmentally sustainable operations), and (c) the introduction 
of new households that will participate in the local economy; and 

 Maximize incorporation of sustainable design practices to achieve environmentally super-
ior performance in the new buildings.  

• Goal 2: Improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and 
safety 
 Implement transit improvements at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth Avenue [A/C/E], 

34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue [1/2/3], and 34th Street–Herald Square–Sixth 
Avenue [B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W/PATH] subway stations to better accommodate passenger 
volumes in these stations, and offer coherent wayfinding and a safer passenger experience; 

 Create a below-grade concourse system connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 
34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway stations; 

 Facilitate public realm improvements in the Project Area, including widened sidewalks, 
creation of shared streets, and installation of protected bike lanes; and  

 Create publicly accessible passive open space to serve residents, workers, and visitors in 
the area. 

• Goal 3: Support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station 
 Maximize revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, improvements to 

Penn Station by MTA, Amtrak, and NJT; and 
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 Utilize the adjacency of certain development sites to expand Penn Station ingress and 
egress and increase identifiable entrances and overall station prominence distributed at 
key locations in the project area. 

• Goal 4: Support and accommodate future capacity increases at Penn Station  
 Maximize revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, the potential 

expansion of Penn Station into Block 780 (and portions of Blocks 754 and 806) to 
accommodate new, below-grade tracks and platforms, to be designed, constructed and 
operated pursuant to arrangements among MTA, Amtrak, and NJT. Such expansion is 
anticipated to significantly increase the station’s overall track and platform capacity. 

 Accommodate the potential southward expansion of Penn Station in the design and 
construction of the development sites on the blocks comprising the potential expansion. 

 Provide and expand intermodal connections to support the projected increased ridership. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, modern 
transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around Penn Station. It would address substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the Project Area by introducing much-needed public transportation and public 
realm improvements to the area and facilitating high-density redevelopment of nearby parcels to create 
a cohesive, transit-oriented commercial district. The primary components of the Proposed Project are 
described in more detail below. The following section also describes the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of Penn Station, which would be supported and accommodated by the Proposed Project. 

TRANSIT-ORIENTED COMMERCIAL DISTRICT  

The Proposed Actions would facilitate redevelopment on the blocks surrounding Penn Station 
within the Project Area, setting the stage to transform a poorly planned and under-developed area 
with outmoded buildings and an inhospitable public realm into a cohesive commercial district 
incorporating sustainability measures. The GPP would facilitate the construction of up to 
approximately 18 million gsf of new Class A commercial office space, retail, and hotel space and 
up to 1,798 DUs in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. The new 
developments would provide new entrances and connections for both Penn Station and the subway 
system, increasing and improving transit access for the area. The new development would generate 
funds to support improvements to and expansion of Penn Station and its interconnected pedestrian 
passageways and subway stations.  

Sites 1 through 8 would be developed in accordance with Design Guidelines appended to the GPP. 
The development sites are shown in Figure S-1. The GPP would override the New York City 
Zoning Resolution, and would include Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project, which specify 
the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning.  

The proposed developments are described below and summarized in Table S-1. As detailed below, 
several development sites would have multiple potential development scenarios under the Proposed 
Actions. For purposes of analysis in this FEIS, two reasonable worst-case development scenarios 
(RWCDS) were prepared for the Proposed Project: one that maximizes commercial uses (Maximum 
Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes residential uses (Maximum Residential Scenario). This 
discussion describes the full range of potential development on these sites under the Proposed Actions. 

Figures S-3 and S-4 provide illustrative building massings for each development site. Figure S-3 
provides illustrative building massings for primarily commercial development throughout the 
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Figure S-3
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Illustrative Massing - Commercial Scenario
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Figure S-4
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Illustrative Massing – Residential Scenario

NOTE: This figure shows illustrative massings for residential buildings on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8.  
The Proposed Actions would permit residential development on these sites, up to a maximum of 
1,798 dwelling units (DUs). Any combination of these buildings could include residential units so 
long as the combined total number of constructed DUs on all four sites does not exceed 1,798.
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Project Area. Figure S-4 provides illustrative building massings with residential massings shown 
on the sites where residential development would be permitted. 

Site 1 
Site 1 is a 64,189-sf site at 403-415 Eighth Avenue, between West 30th and West 31st Streets 
(Block 754, Lots 34-41, 44, 51, and 63). Site 1 consists of Sites 1A and 1B, each of which would 
be redeveloped with a new building. These buildings would replace the existing lower-density mix 
of office, retail, hotel, residential, community facility, and parking uses. 

Site 1A, located in the midblock portion of Site 1 along West 31st Street, would be redeveloped 
with a building containing approximately 488,000 gsf of floor area, including approximately 542 
DUs (of which 30 percent, or 163 DUs, would be permanently affordable) and community facility 
and ground-floor retail spaces. Site 1A would be required to be a residential rental building with 
community facility and ground-floor retail uses.  

Site 1B, located on the portion of Site 1 along Eighth Avenue, would have two potential 
development scenarios under the Proposed Actions—a commercial scenario and a residential 
scenario.  

• Commercial Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 1B would be redeveloped with a building 
containing approximately 732,000 gsf of office and ground-floor retail space.  

• Residential Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 1B would be redeveloped with an 
approximately 709,000-gsf building with 439 DUs (of which 30 percent, or 132 DUs, would 
be permanently affordable) and office and ground-floor retail space. 

Site 2 
Site 2 is a 158,000-sf site that occupies the full block bounded by West 30th and West 31st Streets 
and Seventh and Eighth Avenues (Block 780, all lots). Site 2 consists of Site 2A, on the western 
portion of the block, and Site 2B, on the eastern portion of the block. Site 2A/2B would be 
redeveloped with approximately 5.4 million gsf of office space with ground-floor retail and a new 
approximately 30,800-square-foot public plaza in the center of the block (or two plazas comprising 
the same total square footage, with one in the center of the block and one on Seventh Avenue).  

Site 2A would be redeveloped with a building containing approximately 2.5 million gsf of office 
space and ground-floor retail.  

In addition, Site 2A would include a new Penn Station service building in the base of the new 
building, as discussed below in “Penn Station Reconstruction and Expansion.” Site 2B would be 
redeveloped with a building containing approximately 2.9 million gsf of office space and ground-
floor retail. Site 2B would also accommodate a train hall for the potential expansion of Penn 
Station, as discussed below. 

Site 2B Train Hall 
The new train hall for the potential southern expansion of Penn Station would be located in the 
base of the building on Site 2B along West 31st Street with wrap-around frontage either in the 
midblock, adjacent to the new public plaza, or along Seventh Avenue. If the train hall is oriented 
to the midblock, the building on Site 2B would be setback 15 feet from the property line along 
Seventh Avenue. If the train hall is oriented toward Seventh Avenue, the building would be set 
back 50 feet from the property line along Seventh Avenue to provide for circulation space and an 
entry plaza.  



Executive Summary 

 S-17  

This entry plaza would function as passive open space and would have programming, seating, and 
plantings. If the Seventh Avenue train hall option is developed on Site 2B, the size of the midblock 
open space would be reduced due to the shift in location for the building on Site 2B and an 
equivalent amount of new passive open space would be created in the plaza on the Seventh Avenue 
side of Site 2B. With either train hall option, Site 2 would include approximately 30,800 sf of 
publicly accessible open space. 

Figures S-5 and S-6 provide illustrative diagrams of the train hall options on Site 2B.  

Site 3 
Site 3 is a 44,438-sf site at 363-371 Seventh Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets 
(Block 806, Lots 1, 3, 6, 9, 69, and 76). Site 3 would be redeveloped with an approximately 1.6-
million-gsf building with office and ground-floor retail uses, replacing the existing mix of 
predominantly hotel and commercial office uses.  

Site 4 
Site 4 is a 34,807-sf site on the east side of Eighth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 783, Lot 1 and part of Lot 70). Site 4 would be developed with an approximately 
1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building. For analytical purposes, the FEIS assumes that three 
development scenarios may be permitted for this site under the Proposed Actions: 

• Office/Hotel Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-million-
gsf building with a mix of office, ground-floor retail, hotel uses, and accessory parking. 

• Residential/Hotel Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-
million-gsf building with a mix of residential, ground-floor retail, hotel uses, and accessory 
parking. This scenario would include approximately 630 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 189 
DUs, would be permanently affordable. 

• Residential/Office Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-
million-gsf building with a mix of residential, ground-floor retail, office uses, and accessory 
parking. This scenario would include approximately 630 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 189 
DUs, would be permanently affordable. 

Site 5 
Site 5 is a 45,425-sf site on the west side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 783, Lots 34, 48, and part of Lot 70). Site 5 is expected to be developed with a 1.7-
million-gsf building with office and ground-floor retail uses, replacing existing single-story retail, 
a six-story office podium, and relocating a Penn Station entrance to the corner.  

Site 6 
Site 6 is a 54,313-sf site on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 809, Lots 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 16, 17, 69, 73, 80, and 82). Site 6 would be redeveloped with 
an approximately 2.1-million-gsf office and retail building with accessory parking, replacing 
existing lower-density retail, mixed-use commercial and residential buildings, and office uses.  

Site 7 
Site 7 is a 79,000-sf site on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd 
Streets (Block 808, Lot 7501). The site contains the Hotel Pennsylvania, which is currently closed 
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and undergoing demolition. The new building on Site 7 would contain approximately 2.6 million 
gsf of office, retail, and accessory parking uses.  

Site 8 
Site 8 is a 79,000-sf site on the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd 
Streets (Block 808, Lot 40) with existing office and Manhattan Mall retail uses. Two development 
scenarios would be permitted for this site under the Proposed Actions: 

• Office Scenario: Under this scenario, the existing building would be demolished, and Site 8 
would be redeveloped with a 2.6 million gsf building with office, retail, and accessory parking. 

• Residential Scenario: Under this scenario, the existing Manhattan Mall building would remain 
and an enlargement containing residential uses would be constructed above it. Accessory 
parking would also be added within the base of the existing Manhattan Mall building. This 
scenario would contain approximately 626 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 188 DUs, would be 
permanently affordable.  

Building Forms 
As noted above, the GPP would require that Sites 1 through 8 be developed in accordance with 
Design Guidelines, which specify the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning. The 
new buildings would have maximum base heights specified in the Design Guidelines, and the GPP 
would limit the overall floor area of each building. However, consistent with zoning in other high-
density commercial areas of New York City, it would not impose height limits, except for on the 
midblock portion of Site 1, where a 350-foot height limit would be imposed (exclusive of rooftop 
mechanical equipment). Potential illustrative building heights for each site are provided in Table 
S-1. Illustrative building massings for each development site are shown in Figures S-3 and S-4. 
If constructed, the buildings could be taller and slimmer or shorter and bulkier than shown in 
Figures S-3 and S-4. Several factors have been taken into consideration to determine the 
development program and inform the illustrative depictions of the buildings, including the size of 
the development sites, the floorplate size necessary to accommodate modern office and residential 
developments, the amount of floor area necessary to achieve high-density commercial buildings 
that also provide space for on-site transit and public realm improvements, and the floor-to-ceiling 
heights sought by tenants of Class A office buildings. Additional details regarding the design 
parameters for each site established in the Design Guidelines, such as the maximum base heights 
and required tower setbacks, are described and analyzed in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy,” and Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources.”  

The proposed development program with the Proposed Project (the With Action condition) is 
summarized in Table S-1. 

Residential Use 
As shown in Table S-1, the Proposed Actions would permit residential development on Sites 1A, 
1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 DUs. Site 1A would be required to be a residential rental 
building, and the other three buildings could be developed with residential uses up to the maximum 
number of DUs on a “first come, first served” basis. Under this protocol, the building on Site 1A 
would be required to include residential uses, and developers on the other three sites could include 
residential uses so long as the combined total number of constructed DUs on all four sites does 
not exceed 1,798. Thirty percent of the residential units in each building would be set aside for 
affordable DUs, for a total of approximately 540 permanently affordable units.  
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Table S-1 
Permitted Development Under the Proposed Actions 

Site and 
Development 

Scenario Total GSF 

Total 
Commercial 

GSF Office GSF Retail GSF4 
Hotel 

(Rooms) 
DUs (# 

Affordable) 
Parking 
Spaces 

Community 
Facility 

GSF 

Non-
Program 

Area1 

Illustrative 
Heights  
(in feet) 

1A 487,955 6,000 0 6,000 0 542 (163) 0 18,398 48,796 2752 
1B (Commercial 

Scenario) 731,911 592,848 584,348 8,500 0 0 0 0 139,063 605 

1B (Residential 
Scenario) 708,676 254,078 245,578 8,500 0 439 (132) 0 0 99,098 665 

2A 2,495,471 2,021,331 2,004,579 16,752 0 0 0 0 474,139 975 
2B 2,867,235 2,322,461 2,303,213 19,248 0 0 0 0 544,775 1,150 
3 1,612,820 1,306,384 1,294,384 12,000 0 0 0 0 306,436 915 

4 (Office/Hotel 
Scenario) 1,100,000 866,000 289,160 100,000 734 0 100 0 209,000 664 

4 (Residential/ 
Hotel Scenario) 1,100,000 406,660 0 100,000 472 630 (189) 100 0 209,000 915 

4 (Residential/ 
Office Scenario) 1,100,000 406,660 306,660 100,000 0 630 (189) 100 0 209,000 915 

5 1,739,510 1,409,003 1,289,003 120,000 0 0 0 0 330,507 1,018 
6 2,079,849 1,659,678 1,539,344 120,334 0 0 100 0 395,171 1,130 
7 2,600,000 2,081,000 1,879,000 202,000 0 0 100 0 494,000 1,270 

8 (Commercial 
Scenario 2,600,000 2,081,000 1,875,000 206,000 0 0 100 0 494,000 975 

8 (Residential 
Scenario)3 1,650,411 885,004 667,004 218,000 0 626 (188) 100 0 284,053 715 

Notes:  
1) Non-program area includes space for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-

of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and 
sublevels.  

2) The Design Guidelines impose a height limit of 350 feet on Site 1A, exclusive of rooftop mechanical equipment. The illustrative heights for the other 
sites are presented for informational purposes; the Design Guidelines do not impose height limits on these sites. 

3) Under the Residential Scenario for Site 8, the existing Manhattan Mall building would remain on Site 8 and a new building expansion containing 
residential uses would be constructed above it. Therefore, the program shown in the table for Site 8 includes approximately 885,000 gsf of commercial 
use (office and retail) associated with the existing Manhattan Mall building, and 481,354 gsf of residential use and parking to be constructed as part of 
the Residential Scenario. 

4)  The indicated square footage for retail uses may include physical culture or health establishments (gyms), and community facilities without sleeping 
accommodations. These uses are conservatively analyzed as retail uses in the technical analyses of the EIS. 

 

Income bands for the affordable units have not been determined at this time. In addition, all 
residents displaced from the development sites who income certify (i.e. qualify for affordable 
housing by meeting the income requirements for the affordable units) would have a right to return 
to an affordable unit on Site 1A. There are currently 128 residences on the development sites, all 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3. There are no existing residences on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.  

It is anticipated that the affordable housing developed as part of the Proposed Project would be 
financed in part by the New York State Division of Housing and Community Renewal (HCR). 
HCR is committed to affirmatively furthering fair housing and removing barriers to housing 
choice for New Yorkers. As such, all marketing materials and leasing of HCR-funded units in new 
multifamily developments on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8 would comply with all applicable fair housing 
laws and associated policies to reduce segregation, and encourage integration in housing by 
promoting housing choice and opportunities regardless of one’s protected characteristics. 

Sustainable Design Measures 
As noted above, an objective of the Proposed Project is to incorporate sustainable design practices 
to achieve environmentally superior performance in the development and operation of the new 
buildings. The development on all sites would meet this objective as energy efficient measures 
and sustainable design elements are prescribed by the Design Guidelines for all buildings. Sites 1, 
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4, and 7 (assumed to be the first three buildings to be constructed as part of the Proposed Project) 
would be among the first new buildings to be designed and constructed after the passage of Local 
Law 97 of 2019, which places carbon intensity limits on most buildings larger than 25,000 sf, and 
those limits become more stringent over time. ESD would require compliance with the 
requirements of New York City’s Climate Mobilization Act (CMA), including Local Law 97, so 
the Proposed Project commercial and residential buildings would be required to meet applicable 
future carbon intensity limits as well as the green/solar rooftop requirements established under the 
law. ESD would also require that all buildings be designed to operate with fully electric heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and hot water systems with the only on-site emission 
sources being emergency back-up generators (per New York City Department of Buildings 
[NYCDOB] requirements). 

In addition to requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric HVAC and hot water systems, 
the Proposed Project buildings would be subject to additional sustainability requirements as set 
forth in the Design Guidelines. These requirements would include: 

• Achieve a LEED score exceeding the LEED Gold standard.  
• Mandatory achievement of several LEED categories (or equivalent standards) that are 

typically optional, including: 
 Required embodied carbon analysis and optimization; 
 Enhanced mechanical electrical plumbing systems and envelope commissioning; 
 Advanced energy metering;  
 Enhanced refrigerant management; and 
 Heat island effect mitigation 

• Stormwater management utilizing multiple strategies which may include grey water collection 
and treatment for reuse in landscape irrigation. 

• Coordination with the Railroads on potential synergies between the mechanical systems for 
the potential Penn Station expansion and buildings above. 

 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS 

Public Transportation Improvements 
The Proposed Project would include public transportation improvements consisting of improve-
ments to passenger rail and subway station facilities at and adjacent to Penn Station and new 
entrances and improvements to existing entrances to the station complex and subway stations that 
would be built outside the footprint of existing Penn Station. ESD, through the GPP and in 
collaboration with MTA, would require the completion of certain public transportation 
improvements as part of certain new building construction in the Project Area. It is anticipated 
that transit improvements would be implemented at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth Avenue 
[A/C/E], 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue [1/2/3], and 34th Street–Herald Square–Sixth 
Avenue [B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W/PATH] subway stations. The proposed public transportation 
improvements are summarized below:  

Sites 1, 2, and 3  
 New Penn Station entrances and new below-grade connections to existing Penn Station 

with publicly accessible in-building connections. 
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Site 4 
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station (Eighth Avenue) subway 
station: 

 New Penn Station and subway entrance at the corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd 
Street with new ADA-compliant elevator at this entrance;  

 New West 34th Street subway entrance with ADA-compliant elevator; widening of the 
uptown local C/E platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets;  

 One new and two widened express platform stairs;  
 New underground passageway to connect 33rd Street Penn Station Level A concourse 

with A/C/E subway mezzanine between 33rd Street and 34th Street;  
 Two new uptown local C/E platform stairs; and  
 One reconfigured fare control area. 
Site 5  
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway 
station: 
 New Penn Station and subway entrance at the corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th 

Street with escalators and an elevator, as well as new connections between Penn Station 
and the subway underpass and the fare control area at West 34th Street;  

 New West 33rd Street subway entrance; and  
 Relocation and widening of the downtown local No. 1 platform stairs, accompanied by an 

elevator, between West 33rd and West 34th Streets into the property line.  
Site 6 
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue) 
subway station: 

 Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets;  
 New West 33rd Street subway entrance;  
 New West 34th Street subway entrance;  
 Widening stairs from West 33rd Street-Seventh Avenue underpass to Penn Station; and  
 Widening West 33rd Street paid-zone stairs together with relocating an elevator.  
This site would also include portions of the new north-south underground corridor, as 
discussed in more detail below. 
Site 7  
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue) 
subway station: 

 Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets;  
 New West 32nd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue;  
 New West 33rd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue with ADA-compliant 

elevator,  
 Widening of the paid zone stair at the west end of the 32nd Street underpass;  
 New fare control area at the West 33rd Street underpass;  
 Reconfigure West 33rd Street free zone underpass and widen stair and add an ADA-

compliant elevator; and  
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 Add new express No. 2/3 platform stairs at the north and south portions of the station.  
This site would also include the east-west underground corridor and a portion of the new 
north-south underground corridor, as discussed in more detail below. 
Site 8  
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Herald Square subway station: 

 New subway entrances at West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and Sixth Avenue, plus 
additional escalators and/or other vertical circulation elements as needed in consultation 
with MTA and NYCT;  

 Reconstruct two mezzanine stairs connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M;  
 Reconfigure the fare control area at the B/D/F/M mezzanine level; and  
 Replace the PATH-related elevator in the new building on Site 8.4  
This site would also include portions of the new east-west underground corridor, as discussed 
in more detail below.  
Underground Concourse Network 

As an estimated 70 percent of Penn Station users are expected to have destinations east and north 
of the station, an important component of the Proposed Project’s program of public transportation 
improvements is the creation of a new underground concourse network east of Seventh Avenue 
providing a below-grade connection from Penn Station to the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh 
Avenue subway station and the 34th Street–Herald Square subway station. The purpose of this 
concourse system is two-fold: to alleviate pedestrian sidewalk crowding on the Seventh Avenue 
side of Penn Station as well as to divert some Penn Station-subway intermodal trips to the 
generally less congested 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. This proposed Underground 
Concourse Network has three primary components:  
1. One or two crossings beneath Seventh Avenue;  

2. An east–west underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 34th 
Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway stations and providing access to Sites 7 and 8 
with midblock emergency egress (the East-West Connector); and 

3. A north-south underground corridor east of Seventh Avenue from approximately West 32nd 
Street to West 34th Street, with connections to Penn Station and the East-West Connector. 
This north-south underground corridor would be within the footprints of, and provide access 
to, Sites 6 and 7 (the North-South Corridor). 

There are two options under consideration for the East-West Connector, subject to additional 
analysis for engineering and financial feasibility. One of the options would be located along West 
33rd Street (the 33rd Street Option) and the other would be located along West 32nd Street (the 
32nd Street Option). The overall underground concourse network would have a different 
configuration depending on which East-West Connector option is implemented. 

 
4 The PATH-related elevator would be replaced only if the existing building on Site 8 is demolished and 

a new building constructed. If Site 8 is developed with a residential overbuild above the existing 
building, the existing PATH elevator would be maintained. Aside from the PATH-related elevator, the 
same transit improvements (or functionally equivalent improvements) would be implemented at Site 8 
under the residential scenario for that site. 
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• Underground Concourse Network with 33rd Street Option: This network would include a 
North-South Corridor between approximately West 32nd Street and West 34th Street, an East-
West Connector in the approximate location of the former Gimbels passageway on the south 
side of West 33rd Street (wider than the former Gimbels passageway), and a reconfigured fare 
control area under West 33rd Street to function as a Seventh Avenue undercrossing to connect 
Penn Station to the concourse network. In addition, one of the mezzanine stairs connecting 
the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M trains would be constructed together with this option. 

• Underground Concourse Network with 32nd Street Option: This network would include a 
North-South Corridor from West 34th Street to a location south of West 32nd Street, an East-
West Connector along West 32nd Street, and two Seventh Avenue undercrossings: (1) the 
same reconfigured fare control area under West 33rd Street and (2) a new undercrossing of 
Seventh Avenue between West 31st Street and West 32nd Street.  

The construction of the Underground Concourse Network would occur over time with the 
development of Sites 6, 7, and 8. The East-West Connector (either option) would be constructed 
and operational as part of the development of Site 7, with an interim connection through or 
adjacent to Site 8 to the 34th Street–Herald Square subway station until Site 8 is redeveloped. 
When Site 8 is developed with either the commercial scenario or the residential scenario, the 
development would widen and enhance the eastern portion of the East-West Connector and add 
new or reconstructed station connections on both the West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street sides 
of the building. The portions of North-South Corridor within Sites 6 and 7 would be constructed 
at the time those sites are redeveloped.   

Summary 
Figure S-7 provides an overview map of the locations of the proposed transportation 
improvements, with the corresponding map numbers and improvement descriptions provided in 
Table S-2 below. Figure S-7 shows both the 33rd Street Option and the 32nd Street Option for 
the East-West Connector. Figure S-8a through S-8c provides additional illustrative technical 
details and diagrams for these transportation improvements as developed for analysis in this FEIS.  

In addition, a potential underground passage from the potential expansion of Penn Station to 
Moynihan Train Hall is under consideration subject to additional analysis for engineering and 
financial feasibility. 

Public Realm Improvements 
ESD, through the GPP, would require the implementation of above-grade public realm 
improvements in the Project Area in connection with the proposed developments. The above-
grade public realm improvements include sidewalk widenings, new passive open space, the 
potential creation of shared streets, and the potential installation of protected and standard bike 
lanes. The public realm improvements are shown in Figure S-9. A Public Realm Task Force would 
be created to advise ESD on the design of these improvements, as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines. 

Sidewalk Widenings  
Sidewalks would be widened on the sites adjoining the City-owned mapped streets at the locations 
listed below and shown in Figure S-9. The widenings would be accomplished by setting the new 
buildings back from the property line. 

 

 



Proposed Public Transportation Improvements

Potential Expansion of Penn Station

Penn Station Below-Grade Footprint

Proposed Underground Concourse with 
East-West Connector along West 33rd Street 

Transit improvement

Transit improvement 
with elevator Proposed Underground Concourse with 

East-West Connector along West 32nd Street
NYCT Subway Stations

Development Sites
Notes:
1) One of the two options for the East-West Connector 
would be selected and implemented.

2) The location of transit improvements shown in this 
figure is illustrative and may be subject to further design 
and engineering refinements and, if applicable, to securing 
any property interests needed to construct and maintain 
the improvements.
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Transit Mitigation: 8th Ave IND (A/C/E) - Platform Level (B Level Penn Station)
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mezzanine between 33rd & 34th St. Includes new 10’ stair up to uptown local platform.  
Flairs to 30’ wide for fare control line.

2. Build new 7.5’ stair to express platform south of 34th St. Requires relocation of  
NYCT BOH space.

3. Flip and widen stair at express platform to 7.5’. Requires relocation of NYCT BOH space.

4. Widen stair to express platform at 33rd St. underpass  to 10’.

5. Build new 10’ stair from paid-zone at 33rd St. underpass to uptown local platform

6. Widen uptown local platform between 33rd and 34th St. 

7. New subway & Penn Station entrance in the footprint of site 4 at northeast corner of 33rd St 

& 8th Ave.

8. New 10’ easement street stair and ADA elevator to subway at southeast corner of 34th St. 
and 8th Ave.
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Facility Location Element/Description Phase Associated w/

34th Street–Penn Station– 
Eighth Avenue [A/C/E]
Subway Station

Bet. 33rd & 34th Streets New 33rd Street easement access to subway and Penn Station (7).
• Replace 4.4’ S5/P4 with three escalators, one 6’ stairs, and one elevator.

New 34th Street easement access to subway (8).
• Replace 10’ S7/P6 with one 10’ stairs and one elevator.

New 20’ passageway connecting Level A and existing subway passageway (1).
• Flared to 30’ wide to accommodate FCA.
• One 10’ stairs connecting to uptown local platform.

Widen uptown local platform between 33rd and 34th Streets (6).
• Reconfigure FCA N072 - reduce # of turnstiles from 11 to 8.

New 10’ stairs from FCA N067 to uptown local platform (5).  
Widen M23/M24 from 8.7’ to 10’ (4).
New 7.5’ express platform stairs (2).
Flip and widen M27 from 5.7’ to 7.5’ (3).

1 Site 4

Note: The location of transportation improvements shown in the figure is illustrative and may be subject to further design and  
engineering refinements and, if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements.

Proposed Public Transportation Improvements - Illustrative Technical Details and Diagrams
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Proposed Public Transportation Improvements - Illustrative Technical Details and Diagrams

Facility Location Element/Description Phase Associated w/

34th Street–Penn
Station–Seventh Avenue
[1/2/3] Subway Station Herald Square Link

(33rd Street East-West 
Connector Option or
32nd Street East-West 
Connector Option)

33rd or 32nd Street East-West Connector between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.
33rd St. Option (22'-0" under Site 7 and 14'-8" under existing Site 8 Manhattan Mall).
• New 14' easement stairs connecting to Site 7.

32nd St. Option would be accompanied by underpass southward to the 31st to 32nd Street block, 
across Seventh Avenue to Penn Station Level A (22'-0").

1 Site 7

East side of  
Seventh Avenue
(North-South Corridor)

North-South Corridor (25') between 32nd and 33rd Streets. 1 Site 7

North-South Corridor (25') between 33rd and 34th Streets. 2 Site 6

Bet. 32nd & 33rd Streets Widen uptown local platform between 32nd and 33rd Streets (16). 1 Site 7

Replace 10.8' O17/P3 easement stairs at 33rd Street with widened 15' stairs (15). 1 Site 7

Replace 10.5' O14/O15 easement stairs at 32nd Street with widened 15' stairs (17). 1 Site 7

Widen uptown local platform stairs (18).
• O9/O10 stairs from 5.7' to 10'.
• O8 stairs from 9' to 20'.

1 Site 7

New 10' express platform stairs at 32nd Street underpass (2). 1 Site 7

Widen U10/U14 underpass stairs from 12.8' by 7.5' to 20.3' (19). 1 Site 7

Widen and relocated O5/O6 stairs from 4.7' to 10' (20). 1 MTA

Reconfigure FCA R135 and increase # of turnstiles from 6 to 10 (22). 1 MTA

Add direct access from downtown local platform to Penn Station Level A (21).
• New FCA with 5 turnstiles.

1 MTA

Bet. 33rd & 34th Streets Widen uptown local platform between 33rd and 34th Streets (12). 2 Site 6

Widen underpass (6).
• Relocate FCA R138 and maintain # of turnstiles at 12 (6).

1 Site 7

2 Site 5

New 10' express platform stairs at 33rd Street underpass (1).
• New FCA with 3 exit only turnstiles and a gate.

1 Site 7

Shift 9.75' ML 10 and ML 13 express platform stairs and relocate elevator (6a). 1 Site 7

Replace ML7/ML11 with new 15' stairs and an elevator (8). 2 Site 5

Replace 6.8' reconstructed S1/P1/P2 with new 10' easement stairs (7).
• Replace FCA R140 and increase # of turnstiles from 3 to 4.

2 Site 5

New connection and FCA bet. Penn Station Level A and 34th Street subway underpass (3).
• 5 turnstiles.

2 Site 5

New easement street connections at Seventh Avenue and 34th Street (5).
• Four 40"-tread escalators to Penn Station Level A.
• New 20' stairs between Penn Station Level A and downtown local.
• New 5' stairs between Penn Station Level A and street.
• Replace S3/P5 with new 10' easement stairs bet. downtown local and street.
• New elevator.

2 Site 5

Widen ML4 from 12.8' to 30' at 33rd Street underpass (6b).
• New elevator.

2 Site 6

Widen ML6/ML8 from 4.75' to 10' (13).
• Relocate elevator.

2 Site 6

Replace 5.4' S2/P4 and 5.9' O18/O19 with new 10' easement stairs (14). 2 Site 6

Replace 10' P6 with new 15' easement stairs (11). 2 Site 6
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Transit Mitigation: 7th Ave IRT (1/2/3) - Mezzanine Level (A Level Penn Station) - Overall View
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Transit Mitigation: 7th Ave IRT (1/2/3) - Platform Level (B Level Penn Station) - Overall View
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Transit Mitigation: 7th Ave IRT (1/2/3) - Mezzanine Level (A Level Penn Station) - Overall View
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2) One of the two options for the East-West Connector would be selected and implemented.
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Facility Location Element/Description Phase Associated w/

34th Street–Herald
Square–Sixth Avenue
[B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W/PATH]
Subway Station

Herald Square Link 33rd Street Option between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.
• New 15’ stairs connecting to Herald Sq. IND mezzanine.

1 Site 7

33rd Street Option between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.
• Widen to 22’-0” under Site 8.

2 Site 8

Bet. 32nd & 33rd Streets Rationalize and expand capacity of easement entrances (3).
Two reconstructed mezzanine stairs connecting BMT and IND trains.
• Above IND mezzanine stairs associated with 33rd Street link
• Reconstruct 7' ML1 to 15'.

Increase # of turnstiles at FCA N507 (BMT mezzanine level) from 11 to 19.
33rd Street side of building:
• New 9.5' street stairs and one 40"-tread escalator.
• New elevator.

32nd Street side of building:
• Replace 6’ HM307 with 15’ new easement stairs.
• Replace 32"-tread E221/E222 with 40"-tread escalators

Replace PATH elevator. (Only if development of Site 8 involves demolition of 
Manhattan Mall building).

2 Site 8

18

Transit Mitigation:  Herald Square - Mezzanine Level South - Enlarged
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1. Replace four pairs of IND platform escalators. Existing escalators are 24” tread 90 fpm speed. 

New escalators would be 32” tread, 120 fpm speed, if engineering allows. 

2. At southwest corner of 6th Ave & 34th st. Remove 10’ street stair and relocate and widen 

street stair serving free-zone and PATH corridor. 

3. Rationalize and expand capacity of easement entrances in Manhattan Mall serving both PATH 
mezz and IND mezz levels. Would include escalators between IND mezz and street level and 
additional street access at 33rd street

4. Widen stair between PATH mezz and free-zone at Broadway at 32nd St. 50 30’, 20’ free zone 

and 10’ paid zone.

5. Consolidate and expand three stairs on the northside of 32nd St. to one 25’ wide stair.

6. Build new mezzanine above BMT platforms. Mezzanine would connect with PATH mezzanine via 
new turnstiles to access free-zone and with paid-zone transfer to IND.  

Two new 7’ wide stairs down to each island platform. 
Two new 10’ wide paid zone stairs down to IND Mezzanine 
New 10’ street stair ascending north with fare control up to Greeley Square and 33rd St.

7. On southend of IND platforms widen stairs up to  mezzanine to 10’ wide.

8. Expand stair to 20’ and rotate 90 degrees to descend Northerly

6a. 
6b. 
6c. 
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Notes:
1) The location of transportation improvements shown in the figure is illustrative and may be subject to further design and engineering 
refinements and, if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements.
2) One of the two options for the East-West Connector would be selected and implemented.
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Proposed Public Transportation Improvements -  
Illustrative Technical Details and Diagrams
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Table S-2 
Transportation Improvements Summary 

Map Number* Transportation Improvement 

1a 
Establish the East-West Connector below West 33rd Street, connecting the 34th Street-Herald 
Square and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations, providing access to 
Sites 7 and 8 and including emergency midblock egress. 

1b 

Establish the East-West Connector below West 32nd Street, connecting the 34th Street-Herald 
Square and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations, providing access to 
Sites 7 and 8 and including emergency midblock egress. This option would include a new 
undercrossing below 7th Avenue between West 31st and West 32nd Streets. 

2 Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street, and 
between West 33rd Street and West 34th Street 

3 New easement subway entrances 
(Gray shading of map number indicates new entrance with elevator) 

4 Widen the paid zone stair at the west end of the 32nd Street underpass  
5 Add new express No. 2/3 platform stairs 
6 New Penn Station entrances 

7 New Penn Station and new subway station entrance within building 
(Gray shading of map number indicates new entrance with elevator) 

8 Relocate and widen the downtown local No. 1 stairs and elevator to within Site 5 property line 

9 New below-grade connections to existing Penn Station with publicly accessible in-building 
connections at Sites 1, 2, and 3  

10 New North-South Corridor under Sites 6 and 7 

11 
New fare control area at the West 33rd Street underpass; reconfigure West 33rd Street free zone 
underpass and widen stair and new elevator; reconfigure fare control area with new elevator; widen 
paid zone stair and relocate elevator 

12 Construct additional escalators and/or other vertical circulation elements as needed in consultation 
with the MTA and NYCT 

13 Reconstruct two mezzanine stairs connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M subway lines and 
reconfigure the fare control area at the B/D/F/M mezzanine level 

14 
Replace the PATH elevator in the new building on Site 8 (only if the existing building on Site 8 is 
demolished and a new building constructed. If Site 8 is developed with a residential overbuild above 
the existing building, the existing PATH elevator would be maintained.) 

15 Widen the uptown local C/E platform between West 33rd Street and West 34th Street 
16 Build one new express platform stair and widen two existing express platform stairs 

17 
Build new passageway to connect 33rd Street Penn Station concourse with A/C/E subway 
mezzanine between 33rd Street & 34th Street, build two new uptown local C/E platform stairs, and 
reconfigure fare control area 

Notes: * Refer to Figure S-7 for map numbers.  
The location of transportation improvements shown in Figure S-7 is illustrative and may be subject to further design and engineering  
refinements and, if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements. 

 
• The entire north side of West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, and portions 

of the north side of West 30th Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues;  

• The entire south side of West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, and portions 
of the south side of West 31st Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues;  

• Both sides of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues (all of the south side and 
western portion of the north side);  

• Both sides of Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets, and the east side of 
Eighth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets;  

• Both sides of Seventh Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets, both sides of Seventh 
Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets, and the east side of Seventh Avenue 
between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets; and 

• West side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets. 
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Under the Residential Scenario for Site 8, in which the existing building would be retained and an 
enlargement is built above it, the sidewalk widenings on the south side of West 33rd Street and 
the west side of Sixth Avenue along the site frontage would not be implemented. 

Open Space and Other Public Space 
The Proposed Project would introduce a new through-block open space on Site 2 between West 
30th and West 31st Streets. The proposed open space would be a public plaza (or plazas) 
constructed in connection with the commercial buildings on Site 2. As noted above, the 
configuration of the open space would depend on whether Site 2B is developed with a midblock 
train hall or a Seventh Avenue-facing train hall. If the midblock train hall is developed, there 
would be one plaza on Site 2 located in the midblock portion of the site, with dimensions of 
approximately 156 feet by 198 feet. If the Seventh Avenue-facing train hall is developed, there 
would be a midblock plaza (with dimensions of approximately 121 feet by 198 feet) and a plaza 
on the Seventh Avenue side of Site 2B (with dimensions of approximately 35 feet by 198 feet). 

In either configuration, the total publicly accessible open space to be created on Site 2 would be 
approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) and would provide a variety of hard- and soft-scape features 
to support passive recreation and provide a midblock pedestrian connection between West 30th 
and West 31st Streets. Although a detailed design has not yet been developed, the plaza(s) is (are) 
expected to include a variety of seating typologies and a mix of paved and planted areas. The open 
space would include planting beds (surface and/or raised) with ground cover, flower beds, shrubs 
or lawn. In addition, the plaza(s) is (are) expected to include access and egress points to the 
expanded Penn Station. The proposed publicly accessible open space on Site 2 would provide new 
passive open space amenities directly above a modernized and expanded Penn Station, and would 
serve residents, workers, and visitors of the new commercial district surrounding Penn Station and 
the surrounding neighborhoods.  

In addition to the proposed plaza area on Site 2, each development site would be required to 
provide public space in an amount calculated based on a percentage of the site area, as described 
in the Design Guidelines. The types of spaces that may be provided, as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines, include additional sidewalk widenings, pedestrian circulation space in front of transit 
or building entrances, or landscaped areas that may contain seating and passive activities for 
pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood.  

Shared Streets 
The Proposed Project envisions the future provision of “shared streets” to relieve sidewalk 
crowding, and provide space for functional elements such as landscaped areas (zones), seating, 
and furniture. 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.  

Shared street corridors are contemplated along West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues, and West 33rd Street, between Sixth and Ninth Avenues. These street segments would 
potentially be converted to shared streets, which would enhance the pedestrian experience and 
provide an opportunity for passive recreation for residents, workers, and visitors to the area. 
Access to all buildings and businesses would be maintained, allowing for servicing, loading, and 
deliveries. In addition, at the request of the CACWG, ESD would recommend that NYCDOT 
study the implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues. 
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Shared streets could be developed through a variety of means, either temporary (e.g., roadway 
painting, moveable planters and street furniture) or permanent (e.g., a rebuilt street with the 
roadway flush from building line to building line, rather than with a typical curb line grade 
separation). Development of shared streets within City-owned mapped streets would require 
approval by NYCDOT and would remain within the control of NYCDOT.  

Shared streets feature design elements to distinguish areas intended solely for pedestrians and the 
shared road. They typically include the installation of a tactile warning surface between the 
pedestrian-only areas and the shared road to guide people with visual impairments. Gutters or 
drainage inlets to handle stormwater are commonly located between the pedestrian-only zone and 
the shared road to define the spaces and manage stormwater runoff. Pedestrian areas may be 
programmed with furniture such as seating and planters, and mobility infrastructures such as bike-
share stations. Considerations are typically made to create a safe environment for pedestrians and 
cyclists. For example, a common strategy is to place bike arrows on the pavement to remind 
drivers that they are sharing the road with cyclists.   

Bicycle Lanes  
The Proposed Project would allow for the installation of protected bicycle lanes along Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues and a standard bicycle lane along West 31st Street within the Project Area, 
subject to NYCDOT approval. Along Seventh Avenue, the existing bicycle lane, which currently 
terminates at West 30th Street, is expected to be extended north by NYCDOT. On Eighth Avenue, 
a bicycle lane already exists and would be maintained. The Proposed Project would allow for the 
enhancement of bicycle lane infrastructure within the Project Area along these two corridors. As 
part of the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3, the Proposed Project would accommodate bicycle 
lanes between Sixth and Ninth Avenues along West 31st Street. NYCDOT may consider 
extending these bicycle lanes along West 31st Street beyond the Project Area. 

Potential Sky Concourse 
The Proposed Project would potentially include a publicly accessible sky concourse above Plaza 
33 with access through a portion of the 1 and 2 Penn Plaza office buildings. As currently proposed 
by Vornado, the sky concourse would be approximately 15 feet wide, and would be an enclosed, 
one-level transparent structure to be constructed of steel and glass. It would have minimum and 
maximum clearances above Plaza 33 of 14.5 feet and 20 feet, respectively, with a maximum height 
of 18 feet from floor to ceiling. The sky concourse would be approximately 75 feet long, 
connecting across 60-foot-wide West 33rd Street from the second-floor levels of 1 Penn Plaza and 
2 Penn Plaza. Construction of the sky concourse would require the consent of the City. 

PENN STATION RECONSTRUCTION AND EXPANSION 

In the event of a future expansion of Penn Station, a portion of the revenues generated by the 
Proposed Project would support such an expansion project. The design, construction, and operation 
of an expanded Penn Station would be undertaken by one or more of the involved Railroads: MTA, 
Amtrak, and/or NJT. A potential expansion would substantially increase the station’s track and 
platform capacity—addressing critical infrastructure constraints at Penn Station. The potential 
expansion of Penn Station would alleviate the limitations on train operations within Penn Station 
and would be integrated with existing Penn Station, including Moynihan Train Hall.  

This FEIS assumes that the expansion of Penn Station would encompass Block 780 immediately 
to the south (bounded by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 30th and West 31st Streets), the 
western portion of Block 806 on the east side of Seventh Avenue, and the eastern portion of Block 
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754 on the west side of Eighth Avenue (referred to as Sites 1, 2, and 3 in this FEIS), although that 
is only one of several alternatives currently under consideration for expanding Penn Station. To 
assess the reasonable worst-case development scenario, this FEIS further assumes that 
development of an expanded Penn Station to the south would require the removal of all buildings 
currently existing on these blocks within the Project Area. The Proposed Project establishes a 
framework for redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event that this occurs. Overall, the 
reasonable worst-case development scenario and the resultant analyses in the FEIS take into 
account, through best available information, the potential impacts of the Proposed Project 
including the potential southern expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 2, and 3. 

However, it is anticipated that alternative locations for the Penn Station expansion will be 
considered during the federal review under the National Environmental Policy Act, the National 
Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, and that 
a different alternative may be selected as a result of that review. The feasibility of preserving one 
or more of the buildings on the sites to the south of Penn Station, even with the construction of a 
potential station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, also will be assessed during the federal review of 
the expansion project. If the preservation of one or more of these buildings is determined to be 
feasible and is required as a condition of federal funding of a potential Penn Station expansion, 
ESD would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to conform to that 
determination. 

Potential expansion of the station would add new platforms and up to 12 new tracks—the exact 
number and configuration will be determined by service operations and engineering studies cur-
rently in progress—and would facilitate substantial increases in service for NJT and Amtrak. If a 
southern expansion is selected as the preferred alternative, the track spacing would accommodate 
the structure and foundations required to support high-density development over an expanded 
Penn Station.  

The potential expansion of Penn Station to the south would likely include a mezzanine level to 
connect passengers to Level A (the lower level) of the existing Penn Station under West 31st Street 
and could house mechanical and electrical systems and back-of-house space. Entrances to a 
southerly expansion of Penn Station into Block 780 and parts of Block 754 and 806 would be 
integrated into the proposed developments on Sites 1, 2, and 3. In addition, a new service building 
for the existing Penn Station and its expansion is assumed, for the purposes of this analysis, to be 
completed on Site 2A. This service building would be located in the base of the building on Site 
2A and would provide mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and other essential systems to serve Penn 
Station, the potential southern expansion of Penn Station, and tracks beyond Penn Station. The 
new service building would be completed with the potential southern expansion of Penn Station. 
Additional above-grade development on Site 2A would be constructed around the service building 
at a later date.  

A potential southern expansion of Penn Station is assumed to be constructed by 2032. When the 
new Hudson River Tunnel and other Gateway Program improvements are complete, the expansion 
could be used to its full capacity. While the Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use 
Improvement Project would provide partial funding of the potential expansion of Penn Station, all 
other components of the Gateway Program would be funded by other sources.  

In addition to accommodating an expanded Penn Station, the Proposed Project would support the 
reconstruction of the existing Penn Station. Specifically, development under the Proposed Project 
would generate revenue that would contribute towards funding for substantial improvements to 
Penn Station as identified through the Penn Station Master Plan study. As noted above, 
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improvements under the Penn Station Master Plan study would address the functionality, 
operations, capacity, and safety of the current station and integrate the different station 
components into a single, well-functioning, multi-modal complex. The implementation of the 
Penn Station Master Plan study is a separate but related project to the Proposed Project, and it 
would be undertaken separately by one or more of the involved Railroads (MTA, Amtrak, and/or 
NJT). 

Project Financing  
Project financing is not part of the EIS scope; however, the discussion below is intended to provide 
context and background. The Proposed Project is complex, with multiple components and con-
struction occurring over many years. In addition, the proposal involves various state and federal 
entities, such as ESD, MTA, NJT, and Amtrak, as well as private developers. A potential 
expansion of the station will require additional sources of financing, including federal and state 
funding, to cover the cost of construction. Financing a station expansion would likely require 
various partnership structures and federal and state appropriations that are currently unknown. 
ESD and its partners are exploring multiple funding options, which may include Payments In Lieu 
of Taxes (PILOTs), monetization of development rights and transfer fees, the sale of bonds, grants, 
and/or other mechanisms that could be utilized to finance and support the transit and public realm 
improvements of the Proposed Project as well as the reconstruction and potential expansion of 
Penn Station. 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, but various value-capture structures to potentially offset some of the cost of 
the improvements are being explored.  

Achievement of Project Goals and Objectives Without the Potential Penn Station Expansion 
As discussed above, redevelopment of Sites 1, 2 and 3 in accordance with the GPP is contingent 
on the future selection and approval of a Penn Station expansion at those locations. However, the 
developments on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are not dependent on the Penn Station expansion or the 
redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3, and would proceed in the absence of an expanded Penn Station. 
Redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would further the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project even without the redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3. Redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 
8 would provide a substantial amount of new mixed-use development and contribute to the 
creation of a cohesive, transit-oriented district around Penn Station. These sites would eliminate 
substandard and insanitary conditions in their portion of the Project Area, support economic 
growth and tax revenue, and provide opportunities for the creation of new housing, including 
permanently affordable housing. 

Redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would also improve passenger rail and transit facilities 
and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety. As discussed above, these sites would implement 
numerous transit improvements to Penn Station’s interconnecting subway stations, including the 
development of the Underground Concourse Network, and public realm improvements. Finally, 
redevelopment of these sites would support improvements to address substandard conditions in 
Penn Station by generating revenue to fund improvements to Penn Station and would take 
advantage of opportunities on these sites to provide access points to Penn Station.  
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D. REQUIRED ACTIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

REQUIRED APPROVALS 

The Proposed Project is expected to require the following discretionary actions and approvals, 
which collectively comprise the Proposed Actions: 

EMPIRE STATE DEVELOPMENT 

In order to implement the Proposed Project, ESD must affirm a GPP in accordance with the UDC 
Act, which would, among other things, provide for new development to create a transit-oriented 
mixed-use district to revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station, create new entrances and 
provide funding for the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station, and effectuate 
improvements to the Project Area subway stations and interconnecting pedestrian corridors that 
are elements of the Penn Station transportation complex. The GPP would allow for the override 
of New York City’s Zoning Resolution and other local laws, codes, and requirements.  

ESD has no authority to authorize a Penn Station expansion or dictate the location of such 
expansion. Any development on the potential Penn Station expansion sites (Sites 1, 2, and 3) 
would be contingent on those sites first being deemed the preferred alternative for a station 
expansion by or for the involved Railroads (MTA, Amtrak, and NJT) pursuant to a federal 
approval process, environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and federal historic resource review (under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act). ESD has included Sites 1, 2, and 
3 within the proposed GPP boundaries—and conservatively has studied a future condition 
assuming the station expansion at those locations—in order to (i) preserve the opportunity to 
facilitate joint development with the rail facility on those sites, should the station expansion 
proceed at those locations and (ii) include a potential station expansion and potentially other 
elements of the above- and below-grade pedestrian circulation network in the Project Area, as 
elements of Penn Station that could receive proceeds from the Proposed Project. If a preferred 
alternative different from a Penn Station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3 emerges from any federal 
approval process, ESD would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP as appropriate to 
achieve the goals of revitalizing the area and improving Penn Station, and would undertake 
additional environmental review as necessary and appropriate. 

At this time, a final determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would 
acquire the property interests needed for the potential expansion of Penn Station or which entity 
or entities would construct an expansion to the station. Any relocation and demolition of properties 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would not occur until after completion of the federal environmental and historic 
resource reviews, the expansion of Penn Station into such parcels is selected as the preferred 
alternative, and a determination has been made by the lead federal agency that there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative that would avoid the demolition of the historic resources on these blocks. 
If a Penn Station expansion proceeds on Sites 1, 2, or 3, it is anticipated that the portions of these 
properties (and the development rights above them) that are not needed for the potential expansion 
of Penn Station or to service the rail network would subsequently be conveyed or leased for the 
commercial and/or residential redevelopment that is described in “Project Description and Purpose 
and Need,” and assessed in this FEIS. However, ESD would not exercise its override of zoning or 
other local laws or enter into binding development arrangements for Sites 1, 2, or 3 unless and 
until the involved Railroads commit to constructing a Penn Station expansion at those locations, 
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the federal historic resource review process is complete, and the necessary federal approvals for 
the expansion are in place.   

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

MTA would take such actions as are necessary to implement its responsibilities under the Penn 
Station Master Plan study developed by the Railroads, including requisite agreements with NJT 
and Amtrak and, potentially, Madison Square Garden (MSG). As of the preparation of this FEIS, 
the Penn Station Master Plan study has not been approved by the Railroads. In the future, ESD 
would enter into agreements with MTA relating to the use of proceeds from the Proposed Project’s 
revenues to fund eligible improvements at Penn Station and the adjoining subway stations, new or 
refurbished below-grade pedestrian passageways connecting to Penn Station, or the potential 
expansion of Penn Station. The potential expansion may also involve a funding agreement with 
the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and/or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and 
it may require agreements among MTA (which also could involve MTA’s operating entities New 
York City Transit [NYCT], the Long Island Rail Road [LIRR], and the Metro-North Railroad 
[Metro-North]) and the other Railroads. In the event the expansion encompasses Sites 1, 2 or 3, it 
could also require agreements with as-yet-unknown developer(s) of those sites regarding project 
design, construction phasing, and leasing arrangements. Additional agreements among the various 
parties may also be required. 

CITY OF NEW YORK 

ESD has been engaged in ongoing consultation with the City as required by the UDC Act in 
connection with the GPP, including, among other things, with respect to design and development 
parameters in lieu of zoning for the buildings to be constructed on each site and construction of 
the portions of the proposed public realm improvements within City-owned mapped streets. 

NEW JERSEY TRANSIT 

It is anticipated that NJT would need to enter into agreements with Amtrak (and potentially the 
as-yet-unknown developer[s] of the land above the potential Penn Station expansion) regarding 
project design, construction phasing, and operations. NJT may also need to modify existing 
agreements governing NJT obligations and use of Penn Station facilities.  

AMTRAK  

As the owner of Penn Station, Amtrak would enter into development, construction, and leasing 
agreements with ESD, MTA, NJT, or others as necessary. 

PORT AUTHORITY OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY 

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) would be involved in the design and 
construction of any transportation improvements affecting the 33rd Street Port Authority Trans-
Hudson (PATH) station.  

APPROVALS REGARDING A POTENTIAL PENN STATION EXPANSION TO THE SOUTH 

Although the sites constituting a potential southward expansion of Penn Station are included 
within ESD’s GPP boundaries, no preferred alternative for a potential station expansion has yet 
been selected. The siting, planning, environmental review, property acquisition, and construction 



Executive Summary 

 S-31  

of a Penn Station expansion into the properties identified in this FEIS 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 Railroads—Amtrak, MTA, and NJT. A potential Penn Station 
expansion project would require federal approval. It is anticipated that the expansion project would 
also require some level of federal funding. The approvals for a potential expansion may include: 

• Designation of a federal lead agency (most likely the FRA and/or the FTA) and other 
cooperating agencies (i.e., those from which approvals are required) and participating 
agencies (i.e., those with an interest in the potential expansion); 

• Environmental review under NEPA, including—but not limited to—an identification of the 
preferred alternative and any other reasonable and feasible alternatives; 

• Determination of the scope of the environmental review;  
• Selection of the preferred alternative for a potential expansion; 
• Acceptance by the federal lead agency of the NEPA EIS and issuance by that lead agency of 

a Record of Decision upon completion of the NEPA review; and 
• Review under federal historic preservation laws, including Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. 
Although the Penn Station expansion is yet to be authorized and funded, the reasonable worst case 
scenario and the resultant analyses in the FEIS take into account, based upon available 
information, the potential impacts of a potential southern expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 
2, and 3. 

Property Acquisition 
As noted above, a determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would 
procure the property interests needed for a potential expansion of Penn Station. Property 
acquisitions by Amtrak would be governed by applicable federal law, including the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. § 4601 et seq.) and 
regulations promulgated under 49 CFR Part 24 (collectively, the “Uniform Act”). Property 
acquisitions by ESD, MTA, or other New York State public entity would be governed by 
applicable state laws, including (if undertaken by ESD or MTA) the New York Eminent Domain 
Procedure Law. Because the potential southward expansion of Penn Station would require federal 
approvals and likely a significant amount of federal funding, residents and businesses displaced 
by the expansion would receive relocation assistance provided in accordance with the federal 
Uniform Act, regardless of which entity or entities—federal or state—undertake the required 
property acquisitions and relocations. Otherwise, relocation assistance to displaced residents and 
businesses would be provided in accordance with applicable state law. 

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. 
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E. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

DEFINITION OF STUDY AREAS 

The Proposed Project involves ten buildings across eight development sites, adjoining public 
rights-of-way (like streets and sidewalks), at grade and transit infrastructure (existing and 
proposed) in the Project Area that are associated with Penn Station and area subway stations and 
are primarily located below-grade (see Figure S-1). 

For each technical area examined in the EIS, an appropriate study area or multiple study areas are 
defined for the specific analysis. A study area is the geographic area likely to be affected by the Pro-
posed Project for a given technical area or the area in which impacts of that type could occur. Appro-
priate study areas differ depending on the type of impact being analyzed. The methods and study 
areas for addressing impacts are discussed in the individual technical environmental analysis chapters. 

ANALYSIS YEARS  

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

SEQRA requires analysis of a project’s effects on its environmental setting. Because the Proposed 
Project would be completed and become operational at a future date, the environmental setting is 
the environment as it would exist at project completion and operation. Consequently, future con-
ditions must be projected for a particular year, referred to as the “analysis year” in the FEIS. The 
analysis year is the year when a project is assumed to be substantially operational, and when the 
effects of the project would occur. For analysis purposes, the Proposed Project is assumed to be 
constructed over approximately 22 years. The FEIS will assess an interim analysis year of 2033 
and a final analysis year of 2044. The exact schedule of the Proposed Project cannot be predicted 
with certainty, but the use of 2033 and 2044 analysis years will allow the FEIS to disclose the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and allow for the identification of any appropriate 
environmental mitigation of such impacts. 

By 2033, it is assumed that any potential southward expansion of Penn Station on Block 780 and 
portions of Blocks 754 and 806 would be constructed, and the tracks and train platforms would be 
in use. In addition, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and any southward 
expansion is assumed to be completed on Site 2A by 2033. Besides the new service building, the 
existing above-grade uses on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be cleared, and developments Sites 1A and 
1B would be completed. In addition, it is assumed that reconstruction of the existing Penn Station 
under the Penn Station Master Plan study would be completed, and commercial development on 
Site 7, including associated transit and public realm improvements, is assumed to be completed 
and operational. Development on Site 4 would also be completed, as either a commercial building, 
or a building with a mix of commercial and residential uses. The completed and operational 
components of the Proposed Project which are analyzed for the 2033 analysis year are referred to 
as “Phase 1.”5 The operational analysis for Phase 1 considers the potential environmental effects 
of the completed buildings in 2033. As noted below under “Construction Analysis,” potential 

 
5 The use of the terms “Phase 1” and “Phase 2” in this FEIS is meant to encompass the portions of the 

Proposed Project assumed for analysis purposes to be completed by a particular analysis year, rather 
than a related collection of activities. 
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cumulative effects during a period when construction is occurring and completed buildings are 
operational are analyzed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” as appropriate. 

By 2044, it is assumed that all components of the Proposed Project would be completed and fully 
operational, including the developments on Sites 2 (2A and 2B), 3, 5, 6, and 8, as well as the 
southward expansion of Penn Station and the Penn Station reconstruction, and all public transpor-
tation and public realm improvements. The components of the Proposed Project which are 
analyzed for the 2044 analysis year are referred to as “Phase 2.” For each analysis year, the With 
Action condition is evaluated and compared against the No Action condition.  

While construction sequencing of project buildings within each of the phases described above is 
partially guided by current expectations of the developer or assumptions regarding the construc-
tion process for the potential southern expansion of Penn Station, it is not intended to serve as a 
prediction of the exact sequence of the Proposed Project’s construction. Rather, it has been 
developed to provide for a reasonably conservative analysis of the range of environmental effects 
associated with the buildout of the Proposed Project, and to ensure that impacts are identified at 
the earliest points in which they would occur in the course of development and that mitigations 
are implemented at that time. The sequencing of the development sites is hypothetical, and there 
is the potential for buildings to be constructed in a different order than that which is studied in this 
FEIS. If the buildings were to be constructed in a different order, it would not materially change 
the overall conclusions at the full buildout of the project. Furthermore, Chapter 22, "Mitigation," 
identifies triggers for when the Proposed Project’s identified significant adverse impacts would 
occur and when mitigation implementation would be necessary. For example, for direct impacts, 
the mitigation discussion identifies the particular site or sites on which development would result 
in the direct impact, and for indirect impacts the mitigation discussion identifies the amount of 
development that would result in the indirect impact, regardless of development sequencing or 
phasing. 

The FEIS also considers an extended schedule scenario, as discussed below. 

CONSTRUCTION ANALYSIS 

For the purposes of analysis, construction of the Proposed Project is assumed to span over 
approximately 22 years and is delineated into two phases with completion years of 2033 and 2044. 
Construction activity associated with the Proposed Project would be substantial, and extended 
construction effects on the environment and sensitive receptors from construction activities are 
anticipated through 2044.  

The construction impact assessment is based on the Proposed Project’s conceptual construction 
schedule, preliminary logistics, on-site construction activities, and other relevant activities. For 
each of the technical areas, appropriate construction analysis year(s) have been selected to repres-
ent reasonable worst-case conditions relevant to that technical area, which can occur at different 
times for different analyses. Because there is uncertainty as to the construction schedule for the 
Proposed Project, which will depend in part on the demand for the substantial commercial office 
space that comprises a significant component of the Proposed Project, the conceptual construction 
schedule allows for an assessment of the potential for significant construction impacts under 
reasonable worst-case conditions, which would involve the concurrent construction of several 
project buildings, as well as the operation of completed buildings, as appropriate. 
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MITIGATION 

Potential mitigation measures for all significant adverse impacts identified in this EIS are 
described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” SEQRA requires that any significant adverse impacts 
identified in the EIS be minimized or avoided to the fullest extent practicable, balanced against 
social, economic, and other considerations. Where feasible mitigation is not available or 
practicable, the FEIS discloses the potential for unavoidable significant adverse impacts. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives analyzed in this FEIS include a No Action Alternative, a No Unmitigated Significant 
Adverse Impacts Alternative, and a Lower Density Alternative. As described above, with the 
Proposed Revisions, the Proposed Actions have been updated to permit residential development 
on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units. Consequently, as residential 
development is now analyzed as part of the Proposed Project, the Residential Alternative analyzed 
in the DEIS has been eliminated. Analyses that were presented in the DEIS as part of the 
Residential Alternative are now presented as part of the Proposed Project in the relevant FEIS 
chapters.  

The Lower Density Alternative has also been updated in the FEIS to include residential uses. 

EXTENDED SCHEDULE SCENARIO 

Notwithstanding current disruptions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, the proximity of 
the Proposed Project’s Class A office buildings to abundant transportation service is likely to make 
them attractive to prospective office tenants over the coming decades. Moreover, it is not 
reasonable to assume that the COVID-19 pandemic will continue to suppress demand for 
commercial office space and passenger rail and transit ridership through 2044, and the assumption 
that the Proposed Project would be completed by that year represents a reasonable worst-case 
scenario for the environmental analysis. In the event conditions stemming from the pandemic or 
other market forces suppress demand for commercial space for an extended period of time, the 
schedule actually followed for implementation of the Proposed Project would adjust to those 
market conditions.  

In general, 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 2044 analysis year, then 
construction and occupancy of the Proposed Project office buildings would be deferred. If the 
development of the Proposed Project extends beyond 2044, many of the economic benefits would 
not accrue and environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the Proposed Project 
would not occur until a later date.  

In the event that the Proposed Project’s completion is extended beyond the analysis years of 2033 
and 2044 (the extended schedule scenario), the environmental impacts from the Proposed Project 
would not be different or of a greater magnitude than the impacts studied and disclosed in the 
analysis chapters of this EIS. The EIS analysis accounts for 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. 
Therefore, the EIS analyses represent a reasonable worst-case depiction of future conditions, 
because they account for a full array of other nearby projects that could materialize within the 
study timeframes. To the extent that economic conditions affect the completion of the Proposed 
Project, it is expected that other background development projects would be subject to the same 



Executive Summary 

 S-35  

market forces (e.g., reduced demand for commercial space). Therefore, an extended schedule for 
the Proposed Project resulting from prolonged adverse economic conditions would be expected to 
be accompanied by a delay in other background development projects, and future conditions in an 
extended analysis year would be projected to be similar to those described in this EIS for 2044.  

In an extended schedule scenario, the program, bulk, density, and location of the Proposed Project 
would not change, nor would the projected worker population. It is also assumed that each develop-
ment site (other than Sites 1, 2, and 3, which would be cleared only for a southward Penn Station 
expansion if that alternative is selected for the potential station expansion) would continue as in 
existing conditions and would only be demolished when construction is ready to commence. 
Therefore, an extended schedule scenario would result in the same or similar impacts as the Proposed 
Project, but at a later date, in the analysis areas of land use, zoning, and public policy; 
socioeconomics; community facilities and services; open space; shadows; historic and cultural 
resources; urban design and visual resources; hazardous materials; water and sewer infrastructure; 
solid waste and sanitation services; energy; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
change; noise; public health; or neighborhood character. The extended schedule scenario would also 
result in the same or similar impacts with respect to transportation and construction, as discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” and Chapter 20, “Construction.” 

The completion of the Proposed Project at a later date would delay the delivery of some of the 
project benefits such as revitalization of the Project Area, economic growth and tax revenue 
through job creation and economic activity, implementation of transit and public realm improve-
ments, and the Proposed Project’s support for the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station. 

F. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to land use, zoning, 
or public policy. The Proposed Actions would facilitate development of eight sites with high-
density commercial and residential developments containing a mix of Class A office space, 
housing (including needed permanently affordable housing), retail space, hotel space, and 
community facility space. The Proposed Project would also introduce new public open space and 
public realm improvements to address pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation and enhance 
the surrounding streetscape. The Proposed Project would increase density compared to the No 
Action condition. The increase would be consistent with broader land use trends of high-density 
mixed-use development around other rail and transit hubs in Manhattan (including the area 
adjacent to Grand Central Terminal) and capitalize on the Project Area’s unparalleled transit 
access. The Proposed Project would enhance the above-grade and below-grade pedestrian 
circulation network connecting to the Penn Station complex and generate revenue for much-
needed public transportation improvements at Penn Station and area subway stations. The 
Proposed Project would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station, which would serve 
New York’s future transportation and economic needs. Overall, the Proposed Project would 
reinvigorate the Project Area by creating a modern, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered 
around Penn Station and would help create a corridor of high-density, predominantly commercial 
uses linking the Midtown Central Business District, Penn Station, and Hudson Yards. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not adversely affect the land use character of the primary or secondary 
study area and would not result in significant adverse land use impacts in either the Phase 1 or 
Phase 2 analysis years. The Proposed Project would not directly displace any land uses so as to 
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adversely affect surrounding land uses, nor would it generate land uses that would be incompatible 
with surrounding land uses, zoning, or public policies. 

The Proposed Actions would override the New York City Zoning Resolution and impose Design 
Guidelines, developed in consultation with the City, in lieu of zoning. The override of existing 
zoning would be necessary to achieve the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Actions would permit densities and bulk that would further public policies to support 
high-density development in areas well-served by public transit and the density permitted by the 
GPP would be consistent with the densities allowed in surrounding areas such as Hudson Yards 
and Midtown. Overall, the GPP and zoning overrides would foster high-density development 
appropriate for the Project Area’s central location in Midtown Manhattan and unmatched rail and 
transit connectivity. Therefore, the Proposed Actions would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to zoning. With respect to public policy, the Proposed Project would result in development 
that is consistent with land use and zoning and furthers several stated public policies intended to 
promote sustainability, walkability, transit, employment, and economic development.   

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts due changes in 
socioeconomic conditions, and would generate substantial economic benefits for New York City 
and New York State. Conclusions related to each of the five areas of potential socioeconomic 
impacts are summarized below, followed by a summary of economic benefits that would be 
generated by the Proposed Project. 

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

The Proposed Project would directly displace an estimated 214 residents living in 128 residential 
units on Sites 1, 2, and 3. This direct displacement estimate conservatively includes all housing 
units on the development sites regardless of their current occupancy status or the terms upon which 
they would be vacated. The potential displacement of these residents would occur prior to the 
demolition of existing buildings, at an early stage of development during Phase 1 of the Proposed 
Project (which is assumed to be completed by 2033). Based on guidelines in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, the direct displacement of these residents, although causing individual disruption, would 
not result in a significant adverse impact because they do not represent a significant portion of the 
study area population (the 214 residents represent less than five percent of the study area 
population), and they do not have socioeconomic characteristics that differ markedly from the 
study area population as a whole.  
As noted above, a determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would 
procure the property interests needed for a potential expansion of Penn Station. Property 
acquisitions by Amtrak would be governed by applicable federal law, including the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. § 4601 et seq.) and 
regulations promulgated under 49 CFR Part 24 (collectively, the “Uniform Act”). Property 
acquisitions by ESD, MTA, or other New York State public entity would be governed by 
applicable state laws, including (if undertaken by ESD or MTA) the New York Eminent Domain 
Procedure Law. Because the potential southward expansion of Penn Station would require federal 
approvals and likely a significant amount of federal funding, residents and businesses displaced 
by the expansion would receive relocation assistance provided in accordance with the federal 
Uniform Act, regardless of which entity or entities—federal or state—undertake the required 
property acquisitions and relocations. Otherwise, relocation assistance to displaced residents and 
businesses would be provided in accordance with applicable state law. 



Executive Summary 

 S-37  

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 AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

By 2044, the Proposed Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would result in the 
direct displacement of an estimated 8,937 employees and 472 firms. Prior to the demolition of 
buildings in Phase 1 (by 2033), an estimated 3,747 employees at 353 firms would be displaced. 
Prior to the demolition of buildings that would be redeveloped in Phase 2, an estimated 5,190 
employees at 119 firms would be displaced. The potentially displaced workers represent 
approximately three percent of total jobs in the ¼-mile study area. Businesses and institutions 
subject to direct displacement are involved in a variety of industries including Professional, 
Scientific, and Technical Services; Manufacturing; Information; Accommodation and Food 
Services; and Retail Trade. The proportion of displaced jobs by sector would not exceed five 
percent of the sector jobs within the ¼-mile study area, with the exception of the following: Retail 
Trade (nine percent); Manufacturing (seven percent); and Professional, Scientific, and Technical 
Services (six percent).  

Although displaced businesses and employees would experience disruption, the Proposed Project 
would not cause a significant adverse direct business and institutional displacement impact because 
the potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide goods and services that would still be 
found within the ¼-mile study area and that would continue to be available to local residents and 
businesses. None of the businesses or institutions serve a customer base that is uniquely dependent 
upon their location within the ¼-mile study area, nor are they subject to regulations or publicly 
adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, or otherwise protecting them in their current location.  

While the potentially displaced establishments and jobs are valuable individually and collectively to 
the City, the Proposed Project would provide modern office, retail, and hotel space in an area of the 
City where the commercial building stock is aging and in need of revitalization. The Proposed 
Project is necessary to maintain the Project Area’s competitiveness and connectivity as a business 
district within the City and region. The Proposed Project would result in a net increase of 10.0 million 
gross square feet (gsf) of office space, and 118,000 gsf of retail space over what would be developed 
in the No Action condition. This amount of new commercial space would create opportunities for 
new businesses to locate within the Project Area. Furthermore, potentially displaced businesses 
would be able to find comparable space within the ¼-mile study area or the City at large.  

Based on available information, the Proposed Project would displace 17 music-related businesses6 
that provide services to musicians and artists. The music-related businesses in the Project Area 
serve a broader trade area beyond the local economy and the ¼-mile study area. Thus, the direct 
displacement of some of these music-related businesses would not cause a significant adverse 
impact under the CEQR Technical Manual methodology as there are alternative venues that 
provide comparable services and employment opportunities within the ¼-mile study area, 

 
6 Reference USA Data (2019), fieldwork research (May 2020 – July 2020), and desktop research were 

used to identify specific businesses in the study area. As of March 2022, some of these businesses may 
have closed or relocated to new locations outside the Project Area. 
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borough, and City at large. The displaced businesses would also be able to find comparable space 
within the ¼-mile study area or the City at large.  

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts due to indirect 
residential displacement. The Proposed Project would include up to 1,798 residential units, of 
which 30 percent (up to 540 units) would be permanently affordable. The Proposed Project under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario is anticipated to result in a new population with higher 
incomes than the existing population and the increase in population due to the Maximum 
Residential Scenario is large enough to potentially affect real estate market conditions in the ¼-
mile study area, as it would increase the ¼-mile population by over 5 percent. However, the ¼-
mile study area is already experiencing a trend of increasing rents and the Proposed Project would 
not create or accelerate this trend. Absent the Proposed Project, the ¼-mile and ½-mile study area 
are expected to continue to experience the existing trend of increasing rents and increasing 
household incomes. The affordability requirement of the Proposed Project would also result in 
more affordable units in the Project Area than in the No Action condition. The Proposed Project 
would support the socio-economic diversity of the study area and ensure that households with a 
range of incomes could remain in the neighborhood. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts due to indirect residential displacement.  

INDIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant indirect business or institutional displacement 
impacts and, in general, existing businesses would benefit from the larger customer base that 
would be created by the worker and visitor populations introduced by the Proposed Project. While 
the introduction of new workers and visitors could alter existing economic patterns in certain 
portions of the study area, these changes would not lead to a substantial amount of indirect 
business or institutional displacement. Although the Proposed Project would directly displace 
8,937 employees, the Proposed Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would support 
54,400 new permanent jobs within the Project Area. Existing businesses could capitalize on new 
demand from both the worker population and services required from the new businesses in the 
area such that an increase in sales and services rendered could offset potential increased rents. In 
addition, the analysis found that neighboring submarkets are either consistent in development 
trends with the Proposed Project or are well-established commercial districts that have remained 
relatively stable within the Midtown market. In certain retail and commercial districts, the effects 
of rezoning efforts in Chelsea and the Garment District have already led to displacement of certain 
businesses in specific sectors (e.g., Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade), even in the absence of the 
Proposed Project. These displacement trends would be expected to continue to occur irrespective 
of the Proposed Project through the final analysis year of 2044.  

The types of businesses and institutions that are most vulnerable to indirect displacement include 
Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade sector jobs that are housed in traditionally industrial-class 
real estate. Institutional uses are also vulnerable to displacement, since these uses may be less 
compatible with economic trends. Overall, these categories of businesses and institutions are not 
unique to the study area and do not have locational needs that would preclude them from relocating 
elsewhere in Manhattan or to Brooklyn, Queens, or the Bronx. In the case of the Garment District, 
garment manufacturing and wholesale establishments have already been dispersing and growing 
in smaller clusters outside of Manhattan due in part to the changing nature of retail supply chain 
distribution networks. Based on the assessment of displaced businesses, the potentially displaced 
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products and services may be found elsewhere within the ¼-mile study area. As noted earlier, the 
¼-mile study area is already experiencing a trend of displacement of Manufacturing and 
Wholesale Trade businesses and this trend is expected to continue, even in the absence of the 
Proposed Project. Thus, the potential indirect displacement of businesses and institutions would 
not have a significant adverse impact on remaining businesses and residents in the ¼-mile study 
area.  

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRIES 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on business conditions in 
any specific industry or any category of businesses. In addition, the Proposed Project would not 
indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the economic viability in any specific 
industry or category of business. The analysis of direct business displacement studies the potential 
for adverse impacts due to the potential direct displacement of 17 music-related businesses. The 
Proposed Project would not significantly affect business conditions in the music industry, 
substantially reduce employment, or impair the economic viability of the music industry.  

ECONOMIC BENEFITS  

Proposed Project 
Transit-oriented developments have the potential to create economic benefits for the local and 
regional economies. The Proposed Project would increase the density and capacity for additional 
businesses and firms through new commercial spaces within the Project Area. It would provide 
substantial, new high-density and commercial development proximate to Penn Station. The 
generation of new, permanent direct and indirect jobs in New York City and New York State would 
produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York City and New York State, including income and 
sales tax revenues. The new commercial spaces within the Proposed Project would enable greater 
business activity for current and new establishments located in and around Penn Station. 
Additionally, residential developments in the Proposed Project would add a new population to the 
area. These residents would spend a portion of their incomes on sales-tax-applicable items and would 
generate fiscal benefits to both New York City and New York State.  

Based on estimated total development costs (not including the reconstruction or potential 
expansion of Penn Station) of $10.4 to $10.9 billion (in 2020 dollars), the construction of the 
Proposed Project buildings would generate approximately 66,700 to 70,200 direct and indirect 
person-years of construction-related employment in New York City, and approximately 79,700 to 
83,800 direct and indirect person-years of employment in New York State. In turn, the 
construction-related employment would generate $6.7 to $7.0 billion in wages in New York City 
and $7.7 to $8.1 billion in wages in New York State. In terms of total economic output, 
construction of the Proposed Project would generate $14.8 to $15.6 billion in economic activity 
in New York City and $19.4 to $20.4 billion in New York State overall.  

During annual operations, upon full build-out the Proposed Project would support an estimated 
48,400 to 54,400 direct full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs. Job growth within the Project Area has 
been stagnant compared to the study area, and the new employment generated by the Proposed 
Project would serve to revitalize the Project Area into a modernized commercial district. In New 
York City, the Proposed Project would generate 49,700 to 56,100 indirect FTE jobs, for a total of 
98,100 to 110,500 FTE jobs. In New York State, the Proposed Project would generate an 
additional 65,800 to 74,200 indirect FTE jobs for a total of 114,200 to 128,600 FTE jobs. This 
would generate $8.6 to $9.7 billion in total annual earnings within New York City and $9.7 to 
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$10.9 billion in total annual earnings in New York State. In terms of total economic output at 
completion, $38.5 to $43.4 billion would be generated annually in New York City and $44.1 to 
$49.7 billion in New York State overall.  

In addition, the operations of the Proposed Project would generate income tax revenues from 
employee wages, sales tax revenues from employee expenditures, and hotel occupancy tax 
revenues from hotel activity on Site 4. The total annual tax revenues (excluding property taxes) 
for New York City, New York State, and MTA are estimated to be $618.8 to $716.8 million. New 
York City would receive approximately $235.3 to $283.6 million. New York State would receive 
approximately $366.1 to $413.6 million, while MTA would receive approximately $17.3 to $19.6 
million in tax revenues. It should be noted that the analysis did not examine whether the benefits 
or impacts are net new to New York City and New York State. 

This analysis does not include estimates of property tax revenue or other potential real estate 
revenues, as the terms of potential payment agreements or other financing options are yet to be 
determined. The Proposed Project would help finance transit and public realm improvements in 
the Project Area, including the reconstruction of Penn Station and the potential expansion of Penn 
Station. As mentioned in “Project Description and Purpose and Need,” ESD is exploring multiple 
financing options, which may include Payments In Lieu of Taxes (PILOTs), and development 
rights and transfer fees that could be monetized to fund a portion of project costs. While the 
development of new buildings, and certain site-specific public realm and transportation 
improvements would be privately funded with developer equity and private financing based on 
development agreements, there would be value-capture frameworks (including PILOTs and other 
revenues generated by new development) to offset some of the cost of public improvements, the 
reconstruction of Penn Station, and the potential Penn Station expansion. ESD has proposed that 
the City would continue to receive current property tax revenues, adjusted annually, on all sites in 
the Project Area, so the City would not lose tax revenue. In addition, the PILOT structure would 
not continue in perpetuity but rather would be limited to the duration of any financing mechanism 
utilized to pay for the Penn Station and related public realm improvements. Thereafter, the PILOT 
agreements would be terminated, and the sites would revert to City tax rolls.    

Potential Penn Station Expansion 
Enhanced transportation infrastructure, including access/egress to station, street connections, as 
well as potential for future cross-Hudson capacity improvements, would allow for greater rail 
capacity, as well as improved accessibility for commuters, facilitating job growth in New York 
City. The Penn Station reconstruction and potential southward expansion of Penn Station would 
generate new direct and indirect construction-related employment in New York City and New 
York State. In turn, the construction-related employment would generate wages and annual 
economic activity in New York City and New York State. Increased rail capacity could also lead 
to an increase in economic activity for businesses located in and around the station. The new 
construction and economic activity would also generate fiscal benefits for both New York City 
and New York State, including income and sales tax revenues and transit fare revenues. The 
increased economic activity associated with the reconstruction of Penn Station and the potential 
southward expansion is not included in the figures above. 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

DIRECT EFFECTS 

In the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern expansion of 
Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed Project would result in direct effects 
associated with displacement of four community facilities: a homeless drop-in center; a house of 
worship that provides a food pantry, health and wellness programs, and meeting space for 
substance abuse recovery programs; an English language school, and a non-profit organization for 
Lithuanian Americans. A detailed assessment concludes that while these community facilities 
would be directly displaced by the Proposed Project, the displacement would not result in a 
significant adverse impact. With respect to the homeless drop-in center, house of worship, and 
English language school, comparable services are provided by other organizations and institutions 
in the vicinity of the Project Area. ESD would also work with the operator of the drop-in center 
to facilitate its right to return to the Project Area in a larger space to increase the facility’s capacity, 
if desired. With respect to the non-profit organization for Lithuanian Americans, the facility serves 
a regional population and does not have unique locational requirements and it is anticipated that 
it could relocate in Manhattan or New York City.   

Displacement of these community facilities would also be assessed during the federal review 
under the NEPA for the potential Penn Station expansion. 

INDIRECT EFFECTS 

The Proposed Project would introduce a new residential population and therefore detailed 
assessments of libraries and early childhood programs are warranted. Based on the CEQR 
Technical Manual screening methodology, detailed analyses of public schools are not warranted. 
Under the manual, detailed analyses of outpatient health care facilities and police and fire 
protection services are also not warranted, although a description of such facilities serving the 
Project Area is provided for informational purposes. The Railroads are developing an updated 
security and safety program for the integrated Penn Station complex. Development of the security 
and safety program will draw on guidance from the U.S. Department of Transportation—Transit 
Security Design Considerations developed for the Federal Transit Administration, applicable codes 
and statutes, transit agency stakeholder requirements, previous and ongoing Threat, Vulnerability, 
and Risk Assessments (TVRA[s]) and input from local, state and federal law enforcement and 
emergency response agencies.  

The following sections summarize the principal conclusions of the analyses of public libraries and 
publicly financed early childhood programs. 

Libraries 
In both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, there would be no libraries within the study 
area that would experience greater than the 5 percent increase in catchment area population that 
the CEQR Technical Manual defines as the threshold for a potential significant adverse impact 
(all increases would remain below 1 percent). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in 
a significant adverse impact to libraries in either analysis year.  

Publicly Financed Early Childhood Programs 
In both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, publicly financed early childhood programs in 
the study area are predicted to operate over capacity. In the 2033 With Action condition, the 
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Proposed Project would result in a 16 percent increase in the utilization rate. In the 2044 With 
Action Scenario, the Proposed Actions would result in a 29 percent increase in the utilization rate. 
As these increases are above the five percent change threshold for a significant adverse impact, 
the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to publicly financed early 
childhood programs. Measures to mitigate that significant adverse impact to early childhood 
programs are discussed below in “Mitigation.”  

OPEN SPACE 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to open space by directly and 
indirectly affecting open space resources. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a proposed 
action may result in a significant adverse impact on open space resources if (a) there would be 
direct displacement/alteration of existing public open space within the study area that would have 
a significant adverse effect on existing users; or (b) it would reduce the open space ratio and 
consequently result in the overburdening of existing facilities or further exacerbation of a 
deficiency in open space. Typically, a reduction in the open space ratio exceeding five percent is 
considered to be significant. However, if an area is “underserved” and has a very low open space 
ratio, a reduction as small as one percent may be considered significant. 

The open space analysis considers two study areas – a ¼-mile open space study area for the 
commercial population and a ½-mile study area for the residential population. Both study areas 
cover areas of Manhattan that are considered neither “underserved” nor “well-served” by open 
space as defined by the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual. Since these study areas do not fall into the 
“underserved” category, a decrease of five percent or more (rather than simply one percent) in the 
open space ratio for either study area is considered to be significant.  

The Proposed Project’s redevelopment of Site 5 would result in the direct displacement of a 
through-block plaza between West 33rd and West 34th Streets that is part of the 1 Penn Plaza 
privately owned public space (POPS), eliminating a substantial portion of that open space 
resource. In addition, the Proposed Project would introduce substantial non-residential and 
residential populations to the study areas that would place a significant demand on open spaces.  

The passive open space ratio is used to determine the adequacy of open space for the non-
residential population such as office workers, as this population tends to use passive open spaces. 
Passive open spaces encourage such activities as strolling, reading, sunbathing, and people watching. 
They include picnic areas, walking paths, seating areas, or gardens. Certain areas, such as lawns or 
public esplanades, can serve as both active and passive open spaces. In contrast, active open spaces 
are intended for vigorous activities, such as jogging, field sports, and children’s active play. They 
include basketball and handball courts, jogging paths, ball fields, and playground equipment. 
Currently, the open space ratio for the non-residential population in the study area is well below 
the City’s guidelines as indicated in the CEQR Technical Manual, and would remain well below 
the guidelines in both the With Action condition and the No Action condition for both the 2033 
Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years. 

Because residential populations tend to utilize both active and passive open spaces, the adequacy 
of open space for this population is informed by the active, passive, and total open space available 
to residents in a given study area. The total and active open space ratios in the study area for the 
Maximum Residential Scenario would remain below the City’s guideline ratios in both the With 
Action and the No Action conditions in both the 2033 and 2044 analysis years. The passive ratio 
for residential users would remain above the City’s guidelines. 
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DIRECT EFFECTS  

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would cast shadows on study area open 
spaces, which is considered a direct effect on open space. Based on the shadows analysis, 
incremental shadows would fall on the Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS and Farley Building 
Steps, resulting in significant adverse impacts to these open space resources. However, based on 
the air quality, noise, and construction impacts analyses, study area open spaces would not 
experience direct effects related to any of these areas of analysis that would cause a significant 
adverse impact to open space.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would directly affect open space by 
introducing new through-block public plaza area on Site 2 between West 30th and West 31st 
Streets. The proposed public plaza area on Site 2 would be approximately 30,800 square feet (sf) 
(0.71 acres) and would provide a variety of hard and soft scape features to support passive 
recreation use as well as midblock pedestrian access between West 30th and West 31st Streets. It 
is expected that the proposed plaza would include a variety of seating types to provide varied 
seating options, a mix of paved and planted areas, and other amenities. The proposed public plaza 
on Site 2 would provide new open space amenities directly above a modernized Penn Station, and 
would serve the new commercial district surrounding Penn Station and the adjacent 
neighborhoods. The configuration of the open space on Site 2 would depend on whether the 
proposed train hall is developed as a midblock train hall or a Seventh Avenue-facing train hall. If 
a midblock train hall is developed, there would be one plaza on Site 2 located in the midblock 
portion of the site, with dimensions of approximately 156 feet by 198 feet. If the Seventh Avenue-
facing train hall is developed, there would be a midblock plaza (with dimensions of approximately 
121 feet by 198 feet) and a plaza along Seventh Avenue (with dimensions of approximately 35 
feet by 198 feet). In either configuration, the total publicly accessible open space to be created on 
Site 2 would be approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres). 

In addition to the proposed plaza on Site 2, Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would introduce other 
improvements that would enhance the public realm, including wider sidewalks and shared streets, 
which would reduce sidewalk crowding and allow for an improved pedestrian experience around 
Penn Station. Subject to the approval of NYCDOT, shared streets would be located along West 
32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth 
Avenues. Shared streets could provide space for seating and planters. Additionally, ESD would 
recommend that NYCDOT study the implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street 
between Seventh and Eighth Avenues.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project’s redevelopment of Site 5 would also 
directly affect open space by eliminating the through-block east plaza that is part of the 1 Penn 
Plaza POPS. The elimination of the plaza represents a reduction of approximately 0.16 acres of 
passive open space as compared to the No Action condition. Although the Proposed Project would 
introduce improvements that would enhance the public realm—including wider sidewalks, shared 
streets, and a new public plaza on Site 2—the elimination of the plaza on the 1 Penn Plaza POPS 
as a result of construction on Site 5 would constitute a significant adverse direct impact to open 
space. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse direct open space impact are 
discussed below in “Mitigation.”  

Furthermore, as discussed in “Shadows,” the Proposed Project would result in a significant 
adverse impact as a result of incremental shadows cast on six open space resources: the Madison 
Square Garden POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open space 
and the Farley Building’s Eighth Avenue steps. Based on the analyses provided for air quality, 
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noise, and construction, study area open spaces would not experience significant adverse impacts 
associated with direct effects related to any of these areas of analysis.  

INDIRECT EFFECTS 

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project is projected to result in a net increase in 
the worker population in the study area compared to the No Action condition. This projected 
increase in the worker population reflects new development on Sites 1, 4, and 7 in Phase 1 as well 
as the clearing of the existing buildings on Sites 2 and 3 to accommodate construction of the 
potential expansion of Pennsylvania Station (Penn Station). Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would 
result in a moderate decrease to the passive open space ratio for the worker population (a 0.74 
percent decrease). Taking into account the combined residential and worker populations within 
the study area, there would be a 0.55 percent decrease in the combined open space ratio in Phase 
1 is as compared to the No Action condition. Since there would be a moderate decrease in the 
open space ratios of less than five percent, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant adverse impact associated with the worker population.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would introduce new and enhanced 
publicly accessible open spaces, as well as other public realm improvements that would benefit 
workers and residents of the surrounding neighborhoods. Nonetheless, given the introduction of a 
substantial new worker population, the Proposed Project would result in a decrease in the passive 
open space ratio of approximately 7.27 percent. Taking into account the combined residential and 
worker populations within the study area, there would be a 6.43 percent decrease in the combined 
open space ratio. These decreases would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual threshold of a five 
percent decrease for a potential open space impact. The Proposed Project would overburden 
existing and proposed passive open spaces, particularly during the midday hours when the open 
spaces would be most heavily utilized by numerous users in addition to study area workers. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse indirect impact to non-
residential open space in 2044.  

Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse indirect impact to open space are discussed 
below under “Mitigation.” 

The new residential population introduced with the Proposed Project in the 2033 and 2044 analysis 
years would not result in any significant adverse impacts to open space.  

SHADOWS 

In the 2033 analysis year (Phase 1), the Proposed Project would cause significant adverse shadow 
impacts to one open space resource and one historic architectural resource with sunlight-sensitive 
features. In the 2044 analysis year (Phase 2), the Proposed Project would cause significant adverse 
shadow impacts to the same two resources as in Phase 1 plus an additional four open space 
resources and three historic architectural resources with sunlight-sensitive features. 

The Proposed Project would result in the development of ten new buildings within the Project 
Area. These buildings would be developed in accordance with Design Guidelines, which would 
specify the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning and, consistent with zoning in 
other high-density commercial areas of New York City, would not impose height limits, except 
for on Site 1A, where a 350-foot height limit would be imposed. Therefore, to provide for a 
conservative analysis, the assessment accounts for the maximum buildable envelope for each 
development site (i.e., assuming minimum required setbacks), up to the illustrative building 
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height,7 plus an additional 150 feet to provide for future design flexibility, rooftop mechanical 
space, and other potential rooftop structures, such as spires (except for Site 1A, which was 
conservatively analyzed as 400 feet in height).8 The actual structures to be built on the 
development sites may have a different height and bulk than the conservative envelopes examined 
in this shadow assessment, resulting in somewhat different shadows. 

Since the issuance of the DEIS, the Proposed Revisions would reduce the permitted maximum 
base heights and permitted floor area on certain sites. These changes would generally result in 
shorter buildings and smaller building envelopes than analyzed in the DEIS. However, the 
shadows analysis in the FEIS conservatively retains maximum buildable envelopes analyzed in 
the DEIS for each site. On Site 2, the FEIS has been updated to reflect the change with the 
Proposed Revisions with the larger building on Site 2B and the smaller building on Site 2A.  

The analysis concludes that, in the 2033 analysis year, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would cast 
incremental shadows on 39 sunlight-sensitive resources. As described in detail below, these new 
shadows would in most cases be of limited extent and duration over the course of a year with 
respect to the sunlight-sensitive resources and would not cause any significant adverse shadow 
impacts. Incremental shadow would fall on 18 of the 39 resources for 30 minutes or less on any 
given day, and would only occur in some but not all seasons. Other resources would receive longer 
durations of incremental shadow. In two cases, the incremental shadow would be substantial 
enough to significantly impact the use or appreciation of the resource, or, in the case of the historic 
resources, obscure a sunlight-dependent feature. Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse shadow impacts to the Madison Square Garden (MSG) privately owned public 
space (POPS), and the skylights and Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley Building. 

In the 2044 analysis year (Phase 2), the additional development from the Proposed Project would 
cast larger shadows for longer durations as compared to the future without the Proposed Project, 
reaching additional sunlight-sensitive resources. Specifically, in the 2044 analysis year, 49 
sunlight-sensitive resources would experience incremental shadows. Most of the affected 
resources in 2044 would experience a limited extent and duration of new shadows as a result of 
the Proposed Project and would not be significantly impacted. However, nine sun-sensitive 
resources (including the two significantly impacted in Phase 1) would experience substantial 
durations and occasionally large extents of new shadow, significantly reducing their attractiveness 
and usability, or, in the case of the historic resources, obscuring a sunlight-dependent feature. 
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to the 
following sunlight-sensitive resources: MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, 
the Penn South open spaces, the Farley Building (the skylights, Eighth Avenue steps, and 
colonnade), St. Michael’s Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former 
Greenwich Savings Bank. A range of potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse 
shadows impacts is discussed below in “Mitigation.” 

 
7 The illustrative building height refers to the height of a massing developed for each site to provide 

examples of the buildings that could be developed with the Proposed Project pursuant to the parameters 
of the Design Guidelines referenced in the GPP. 

8 As noted in “Project Description and Purpose and Need,” the height limit for Site 1A has been reduced 
to 350 feet in this FEIS. The FEIS shadows analysis conservatively retains the 400 foot height limit as 
analyzed in the DEIS. The reduction to 350 feet would not result in any changes to the conclusions of 
the analysis.  
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HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES  

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to architectural resources, 
however, no impacts to archaeological resources would occur.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

There are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. LPC reviewed the blocks 
and lots included within the development sites and advised ESD in a letter dated July 14, 2020 
that Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 were not potentially archaeologically significant. After considering 
such advice, ESD as the lead agency determined that no further archaeological analysis is required 
for those sites. An Archaeological Documentary Study of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed of West 
32nd Street prepared in September 2020 determined that Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed are not 
archaeologically sensitive due to the extensive excavation that occurred during the construction 
of the existing railroad easements and the Hotel Pennsylvania. In comment letters dated December 
10 and December 14, 2020, OPRHP and LPC (respectively) concurred with the conclusions and 
recommendations of the Archaeological Documentary Study. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not result in significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources in either the 2033 
(Phase 1) or 2044 (Phase 2) With Action conditions. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

In the 2033 With Action condition, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred 
alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed 
Project would result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural 
resources currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 is 
currently being demolished to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or without 
the Proposed Project. This is conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact in the 2033 
With Action condition and is considered in the consultation with OPRHP under SHPA. Measures 
that could partially mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described below in “Mitigation;” 
these measures were developed in consultation with OPRHP. 

In the 2033 With Action condition, development of the Proposed Project could have adverse phys-
ical impacts on 14 additional architectural resources that are located within 90 feet of proposed 
construction activities, close enough to potentially experience adverse construction-related 
impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or 
damage from construction machinery. Thirteen of the architectural resources, plus two additional 
architectural resources, could also be adversely affected by adjacent construction in the 2044 With 
Action condition. Therefore, Construction Protection Plans to protect the 15 architectural 
resources within 90 feet of construction would be required to be developed and implemented in 
coordination with OPRHP. For New York City Landmark-designated and eligible properties 
potentially affected by construction impacts, the Construction Protection Plans would also be 
submitted to LPC for review and comment. In addition, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse shadows impacts on one architectural resource in the primary study area. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in additional significant 
adverse shadows impacts on that same architectural resource in the primary study area, three 
architectural resources in the secondary study area, and one architectural resource that is located 
north of the secondary study area. Additionally, one architectural resource could be removed for 
the redevelopment of Site 8. However, a design of the redevelopment has not been determined, 
and it is not known based on current information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 
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would involve the removal of the architectural resource. Therefore, the Proposed Project could 
have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. ESD, in consultation with 
OPRHP, has identified potential measures that could partially mitigate certain of these significant 
adverse impacts. Those measures are described below in “Mitigation.” However, practicable 
mitigation has not been identified to address significant adverse shadows impacts on three of the 
five architectural resources, and those impacts would remain unmitigated. In the 2044 With Action 
condition, the Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse visual impacts with respect 
to the Empire State Building by obstructing certain views east and northeast towards the 
architectural resource. As discussed below in “Mitigation,” practicable mitigation measures have 
not been identified for these significant adverse visual impacts on the Empire State Building, and 
they would remain unmitigated. 

As noted above, the siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
proceed only if a southern expansion alternative is selected for a potential expansion of Penn Station 
and would be subject to separate actions and approvals by the involved public transportation 
agencies and separate environmental review under NEPA and consultation pursuant to Section 106. 
which mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on any properties listed on 
or determined eligible for S/NR listing and afford the federal Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Section 106 requires 
consultation with the SHPO, federally recognized Indian tribes that might attach religious and 
cultural significance to historic properties affected by the project, and additional consulting parties 
with a demonstrated interest in the project based on a legal or economic relation to affected properties 
or on an interest in the project’s effects on historic properties. The lead federal agency, in 
consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties, must determine whether a proposed project 
would have any adverse effects on historic properties within the project’s area of potential effect. 
When adverse effects are identified, Section 106 consultation typically results in a Memorandum of 
Agreement or Programmatic Agreement, outlining agreed-upon measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the project’s effects on historic properties. Likewise, historic reviews on the state level 
typically result in the documentation of any agreements stemming from the consultation process in 
Letters of Resolution.  

The involved public transportation agencies would also comply with Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (Section 4(f)), which applies to projects that receive 
funding from or require approval by an agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
Specifically, Section 4(f) prohibits such projects from taking actions that require the “use” of a 
historic property that is listed in or eligible for S/NR listing, unless a determination is made that 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such use, and all possible planning has been 
undertaken to minimize harm to the 4(f) property or that the use would have a “de minimis” 
impact. Because a potential expansion of Penn Station would require funding and approvals from 
an agency or agencies of the U.S. Department of Transportation (namely, the Federal 
Transportation Administration and/or the Federal Railroad Administration), the involved public 
transportation agencies for that project, if the project is approved, would be required to undertake 
the necessary evaluations, reviews, and consultations related to historic properties to comply with 
Section 106 and Section 4(f). 

Since the reviews under Section 106 and Section 4(f) have not commenced, no determination has 
yet been made as to whether Sites 1, 2, or 3 would be selected as the location of a Penn Station 
expansion, or whether one or more of the architectural resources on those sites could be preserved 
in the event those sites are selected for a southward expansion alternative. Notwithstanding these 
separate reviews, because the Proposed Project would support a potential southward expansion of 
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Penn Station onto Sites 1, 2, and 3 (in the event they are selected in the federal review process as 
the preferred alternative for the expansion), the potential effects of that potential expansion 
alternative on those architectural resources are addressed in this EIS. To assess the reasonable 
worst-case development scenario, the FEIS assumes that the construction of a below-grade 
southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would require removal of the 
architectural resources on those sites. It is anticipated, however, that alternatives to an expansion 
of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and the feasibility of preserving one or more of these 
architectural resources—even with the construction of a potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3—will be assessed during the separate NEPA environmental review, 
Section 106 consultation, and Section 4(f) evaluation. If an alternative location for the Penn 
Station expansion is selected or the preservation of one or more of these resources is determined 
to be feasible and is required as a condition of federal approval of a Penn Station expansion, ESD 
would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to conform to that 
determination. In the event a southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 is not 
selected, there would be no significant adverse effects on architectural resources on those sites. 

As noted above, the Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction of Penn Station, which 
has been determined eligible for S/NR listing. Therefore, the MTA would consult with OPRHP 
under either SHPA or NHPA to address any potential impacts on architectural resources prior to 
construction activities for the Penn Station reconstruction project. 

This EIS identifies the potential impacts from development of all eight sites within the boundaries 
of the GPP and identifies mitigation measures to fully or partially address adverse impacts on 
historic and cultural resources. Measures to mitigate the adverse impacts resulting from 
construction on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are stipulated in a Letter of Resolution (LOR) among ESD, 
Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic Preservation Act. 
The LOR is included in Appendix G of the FEIS. If a southward expansion alternative is selected 
and pursued for expansion of Penn Station, mitigation measures to address adverse effects to 
architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be developed through the Section 106 
consultation process and stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreement 
among the lead federal agency, SHPO, and other applicable parties pursuant to the separate 
Section 106 consultation. ESD will seek designation as a consulting party in the Section 106 
process. 

The impacts of the Proposed Project on architectural resources are summarized in Table S-3. 
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Table S-3 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources 

Resource 

Adverse 
Impact from 

Removal 

Potential Adverse 
Impact from 

Adjacent 
Construction* 

Adverse 
Visual/Shadows 

Impact 
Notes 

(A) Lithuanian Alliance of America, 307 West 
30th Street, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 1 
(#1) Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 

West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-
eligible 

X   Significant Adverse Impact from 
Development on Site 2 

(#2) Fairmont Building, 239-241 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 2 
(#3) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic 

Church Complex, 207-215 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

X   Significant Adverse Impact from 
Development on Site 2 

(#4) Penn Terminal Building, 370 Seventh 
Avenue, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 2 
(#5) Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue, 

S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 
Development on Site 3 

(#6) Hotel Pennsylvania, 401 Seventh 
Avenue, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 7 

(#7) U.S. General Post Office, Block bounded 
by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, West 31st and 

West 33rd Streets, S/NR, NYCL 
 X X 

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Site 1; Shadows 
Impact from Development on 

Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 
(#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance 

Company, 393 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL-eligible 

 X  
Potential Adverse Construction-

Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 3 and 7 

(#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church 
Complex, 129-143 West 31st Street, S/NR-

eligible, NYCL-eligible 
 X X 

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Site 3;** 
Shadows Impact from 

Development on Sites 3 and 8 
(#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House, 
134-138 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible, 

NYCL 
 X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(#27) Loft Building, 144-154 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(#30) Fur Craft Building, 242-246 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(B) Madison Square Garden, Block bounded 
by Seventh and Eighth Avenues, West 31st 

and West 33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible 
 X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Sites 2 and 4 
(B) Penn Station, Block bounded by Seventh 

and Eighth Avenues, West 31st and West 
33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible 

 X  
Potential Adverse Construction-

Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 2, 4, and 5 

(B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion), 397 
Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Sites 2 and 5 

(C) Gimbel Brothers Administration Building, 
116 West 32nd Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 8 
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Table S-3 (cont’d) 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources 

Resource 

Adverse 
Impact from 

Removal 

Potential Adverse 
Impact from 

Adjacent 
Construction* 

Adverse 
Visual/Shadows 

Impact 
Notes 

(D) Gimbel Brothers Skybridge over West 
32nd Street (S/NR-eligible) X X  

Potential Significant Adverse 
Impact from Development on Site 

8; Potential Adverse 
Construction-Related Impacts 
from Construction on Site 8 

(E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1, 
142 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(F) The Fralber Building, 224 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(G) Loft building, 236 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(H) Fire Patrol No. 3, 240 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(I) Irwin House, 308 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 1 

(#37) Penn South Apartment Complex, 
Complex bounded by West 29th and West 
23rd Streets, Eighth and Ninth Avenues, 

S/NR-eligible 

  X 
Shadows Impact from 

Development on Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, 
and 8 

(#40) St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church 
Complex, 414-424 West 34th Street S/NR-

eligible, NYCL-eligible 
  X Shadows Impact from 

Development on Sites 1 and 2 

(#45) Empire State Building, S/NR, NYCL, 
NHL   X Visual Impact from Development 

on Sites 2, 5, and 6*** 
Former Greenwich Savings Bank, 1352-1362 

Broadway, S/NR, NYCL (This property is 
outside the study area.) 

  X Shadows Impact from 
Development on Sites 5, 6, and 7 

Notes: 
* Resources that may experience an adverse impact from adjacent construction are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities. 
** The DEIS noted that the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex could also experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on 
Site 7. However, the portions of the complex that are located within 90 feet of Site 7 (which are later additions to the church on West 32nd Street) are non-
contributing to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible resource. The contributing buildings of the church complex are approximately 115 feet south of Site 7. 
Therefore, the church would not experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 7.  
*** The 2044 With Action development on Site 6 would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 34th Street, the 2044 
With Action developments on Sites 5 and 6 would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 33rd Street, and the 2044 
With Action development on the east (Seventh Avenue) portion of Site 2 would block partial views northeast to the Empire State Building available from the east 
portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street. 
NYCL: New York City Landmark 
S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 

 

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

URBAN DESIGN 

In the 2033 With Action condition under both the Maximum Commercial Scenario and the 
Maximum Residential Scenario, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to urban design. As with the No Action condition, the proposed developments on Sites 
1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be constructed on existing blocks, and would not result in any changes to 
topography, street pattern and hierarchy, block shapes, or natural features. The proposed widened 
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sidewalks at Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be consistent with the urban design of the primary and 
secondary study areas where a variety of buildings, including more recently built towers are set 
back from the property line behind widened sidewalks, plazas, and landscaped areas. In addition 
to the sidewalk widenings and the transit improvements (station and subway easement entrances), 
each development site would be required to provide public space in an amount calculated based 
on a percentage of the site area, as further described in the Design Guidelines. The types of spaces 
that may be provided, as set forth in the Design Guidelines, include additional sidewalk widenings, 
pedestrian circulation space in front of transit or building entrances, or landscaped areas that may 
contain seating and passive activities for pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood.  

The inclusion of ground-floor retail at the sidewalks, similar to the No Action condition, would 
be consistent with the streetscape of the primary and secondary study areas. The proposed With 
Action developments on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would allow uses that are consistent with those 
uses currently developed or proposed within the primary and/or secondary study areas, including 
office, residential, hotel, and retail uses. The anticipated building massings, which could vary and 
include buildings with base and tower configurations and other configurations including buildings 
that do not have bases such as 2 Penn Plaza and the recently built towers at the nearby Manhattan 
West development, would be in keeping with the urban design of the primary and secondary study 
areas. In addition, the development of tall buildings along the avenues would be consistent with the 
urban design of the primary study area, such as 2 Penn Plaza, and the secondary study area.  

The proposed developments on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be built within a context of both older 
and newer buildings that vary in height, form, and materials, including shorter older buildings of 
masonry construction and taller newer buildings with steel, glass, and masonry curtain walls. The 
proposed developments on Sites 1B and 4 in the Maximum Commercial Scenario with illustrative 
building heights of 605 and 664 feet, respectively, would be shorter than 1 Penn Plaza (at 
approximately 750 feet tall) in the primary study area. The proposed mixed-use building on Site 
1A, with an illustrative building height of 275 feet (and a height limit of 350 feet), would be shorter 
in height than the approximately 412-foot-tall office building at 2 Penn Plaza and the 
approximately 390-foot-tall building at 11 Penn Plaza in the primary study area. The proposed 
development on Site 4 in the Maximum Residential Scenario (915 feet) and on Site 7 (1,270 feet) 
would be among the tallest buildings in the area. However, the heights would be comparable to 
other tall buildings in the secondary study area including the Empire State Building and 30 Hudson 
Yards. The secondary study area also contains other tall buildings, although shorter than the 
proposed development on Site 7, such as the One and Two Manhattan West developments, and 
towers at Hudson Yards that have also been recently built or are projected to be complete by the 
2033 analysis year. The height of the building on Site 7 would not be readily apparent to the 
pedestrian at street level in close proximity to the site, though it would be more discernable when 
viewed from farther away and in context with other tall towers located in the secondary study area. 

It is assumed that Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared of buildings (except for the new service building 
for Penn Station on Site 2A and entrances to the Penn Station expansion) in the 2033 Phase 1 With 
Action condition. The sites would not have any ground-floor amenities or elements of visual 
interest to the pedestrian, and are expected to be surrounded by construction fencing except for 
entrances to the potential Penn Station expansion. This condition would have a negative effect on 
the pedestrian experience until the completion of the new buildings on Sites 2 and 3 in the 2044 
analysis year. In the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the expansion 
of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 
3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites with 
temporary uses or other programming. The potential sky concourse proposed by Vornado above 
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Plaza 33 to connect the buildings at 1 and 2 Penn Plaza would be consistent with the urban design 
character of the primary and secondary study areas, where a number of structures and bridges span 
over streets. 

While the size and height of the buildings contemplated as part of the Proposed Project would 
constitute a substantial change, the Proposed Project would also not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to urban design in the 2044 analysis year. The Proposed Project would not alter 
the location and arrangement of streets, street hierarchy, or block shapes in the primary and 
secondary study areas. The shared streets contemplated along West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues, along West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues, and potentially along 
West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, would be consistent with the urban design 
character of the Broadway Boulevard Plazas in the secondary study area, which also create 
pedestrian-friendly spaces and include seating, plantings, and street furniture; however, the intent 
is for a more civic character with higher-quality materials and favoring heavier pedestrian traffic. 
The proposed installation of bicycle lanes along a number of the avenues and on West 31st Street 
within the Project Area would be in keeping with the existing urban design character of the 
secondary study area and the City’s urban design goals, where protected bike lanes are separated 
from vehicular traffic by a lane of parking, traffic islands, and plantings.  

The proposed widened sidewalks adjacent to the development sites, potential landscaping and 
other potential pedestrian amenities that could be included in the public space required at each 
development site, as well as potential landscaping and trees on the proposed shared streets could 
provide plantings and publicly accessible spaces for pedestrians to utilize and enjoy, though in-
ground trees would not be possible in many areas due to rail structures beneath. In addition, the 
proposed public plaza space on Site 2 would provide a new open space that would serve the new 
mixed-use district surrounding Penn Station and the surrounding neighborhoods and provide a 
significant new pedestrian amenity. The proposed open space would be anticipated to provide 
greenery and passive recreation opportunities for the pedestrian, such as seating, in an area where 
there are limited publicly accessible open spaces, and would have a positive impact on the 
pedestrian’s experience.  

The proposed developments would provide office, retail, residential, hotel, and open space uses 
that are consistent with the existing uses currently developed or proposed within the secondary 
study area, including commercial and residential uses. The Proposed Actions would facilitate the 
development of new, tall buildings on the development sites, which would be considerably taller 
than many of the older existing buildings in the secondary study area, but comparable in height to 
a number of the buildings built in the secondary study area within the past 20 years or planned or 
under construction by the 2033 analysis year. These new buildings would form a cluster of 
predominantly tall towers that are anticipated to be of steel, glass, and masonry curtain wall 
construction, consistent with the urban design characteristics of the Manhattan West development. 
In addition, the proposed developments would share some similar characteristics as Hudson Yards 
in terms of building scale and materials, though the developments would be set within an existing 
street grid and in context with older existing, lower-scale buildings.  

The anticipated building massings that would be allowed pursuant to the Design Guidelines permit 
base and tower configurations and other configurations consistent with modern mixed-use and 
office development such as buildings that rise from the ground without a base. These building 
massings would be consistent with the urban design of the larger and taller more recent buildings 
constructed in the second half of the 20th century in the primary and secondary study areas and 
the buildings recently built or under construction within the past 20 years in the secondary study 
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area, such as the recently constructed towers at Manhattan West. Street wall requirements would 
permit varied geometry to accommodate heavy pedestrian circulation areas, including at transit 
entrances and office lobbies. The buildings would have large footprints, which would be consistent 
with the urban design of the primary study area including 1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, MSG, and 
the Farley Building and with the secondary study area, which includes a mix of buildings of 
smaller size and footprint and buildings that have large footprints and occupy all or portions of 
city blocks. 

The buildings are anticipated to have contemporary designs, with curtain wall façades of glass, 
metal, or masonry, which would be consistent with the urban design character of a number of the 
taller, more recently constructed buildings in the primary study area, such as 1 Penn Plaza and 2 
Penn Plaza, and in the secondary study area; as well as complementing the urban design character 
of some shorter buildings. The location of new buildings ranging in illustrative height between 
605 feet and 1,270 feet along the avenues would be consistent with the urban design of the study 
area (i.e., the area within a ¼-mile of the Project Area), where recent new construction includes 
tall buildings of between 500 and 1,000 feet in height, as well as taller buildings of over 1,000 
feet. Overall, the development of new taller and larger buildings would be consistent with trends 
in the secondary study area that have included and continue to include the development of tall, 
large buildings of contemporary designs and curtain wall cladding—in particular, groupings of 
such buildings at Manhattan West and Hudson Yards. Although most of the new buildings would 
be taller than existing buildings in the primary study area, the proposed buildings on Sites 1A and 
1B would be shorter than 1 Penn Plaza (approximately 750 feet tall). In addition, though most of 
the new buildings would be among the tallest in the secondary study area, it is not anticipated that 
the height of the new buildings, when viewed in context with other tall towers visible to 
pedestrians within and outside the primary and secondary study areas, would result in significant 
adverse impacts to the pedestrian experience. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to visual resources in the 2033 
and 2044 analysis years. Demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2 is assumed to 
occur as of the 2033 analysis year and the possible demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge spanning from the existing building on Site 8 across West 32nd Street would occur by 
the 2044 analysis year. As these elements are identified, based on CEQR Technical Manual 
criteria, as visual resources, demolition of these visual resources would constitute a direct 
significant adverse impact on visual resources. In addition, the obstruction of views east and 
northeast from certain vantage points within the western portion of the secondary study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would also constitute a 
significant adverse impact to visual resources. More proximate and complete views of the Empire 
State Building would remain unaffected in views north and south on Fifth Avenue, in all views 
from east of the Empire State Building looking west, and in views looking east to the Empire State 
Building from areas east of Sixth Avenue. Although these views would continue to be available, 
the new project buildings would block pedestrian views of the Empire State Building from certain 
vantage points in the west portion of the study area, constituting a significant adverse impact with 
respect to a visual resource. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse impacts to visual 
resources have been evaluated and are discussed below in “Mitigation.” As discussed in 
“Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” these impacts would be unavoidable. 

The proposed developments on Sites 1 through 8 would not obstruct view corridors on public 
streets as the proposed developments would be constructed on existing blocks. The potential sky 
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concourse above Plaza 33 west of Seventh Avenue would be visible in views from areas to the 
east and west of it on West 33rd Street. However, the potential sky concourse, which would be 
elevated above Plaza 33 by at least 14.5 feet, would not obstruct street level pedestrian views. As 
a largely transparent (glazed) structure, it would have less of a visual presence than other bridges 
that cross over streets in the secondary study area, which are larger and of solid steel or masonry 
construction. Moreover, there are no views of the Hudson River and extremely limited and distant 
views of New Jersey from locations east of the proposed sky concourse on West 33rd Street. In 
addition, the High Line already crosses over West 33rd Street near Twelfth Avenue, affecting 
views west closer to the river. Therefore, the potential sky concourse would also not obstruct view 
corridors on public streets and would not result in a significant adverse impact to urban design and 
visual resources. 

The Proposed Project would also not affect views to parks that constitute visual resources in the 
secondary study area including Chelsea Park, Greeley Square, and Herald Square. Views on the 
High Line would also remain free of obstructions.  

The Proposed Project’s new buildings, in views throughout the secondary study area including 
from publicly accessible open spaces, would contribute to the continuously evolving Manhattan 
skyline, providing a grouping of new visual elements in much the same way as the tall, glazed 
towers of Manhattan West and Hudson Yards. These new buildings would also be visible from 
outside the secondary study area, adding to the diversity of the Manhattan skyline, which includes 
a variety of shorter and taller buildings of different massings, designs and materials.  

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials. A hazardous materials assessment was performed to identify the potential for 
contamination in the buildings and the subsurface, based on past and current use. Potential 
contamination may be present in both the subsurface (related primarily to localized former gas 
stations, historic fill, current and abandoned heating oil underground storage tanks [USTs], and 
historical operations) and inside buildings (primarily related to asbestos, lead-based paint [LBP], 
and polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs]). With the implementation of a variety of standard 
precautionary measures (e.g., identification of hazardous materials as part of Phase I and Phase II 
investigations, and handling/disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with applicable 
regulations and under the direction of material management plans and health and safety plans), no 
significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be expected to occur as a result 
of construction of the Proposed Project. Following construction of the Proposed Project with the 
proposed measures, there would be no further potential for significant adverse impacts. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on the City’s water supply, 
wastewater treatment, or stormwater management infrastructure in either analysis year. With 
respect to stormwater and sanitary sewage, the Proposed Project would result in decreases in the 
peak stormwater runoff rate in both analysis years and would not contribute to increased combined 
sewer overflow (CSO) events, as summarized below.  

In the event of a southward expansion of Penn Station beneath Sites 1, 2, and 3, it is assumed that 
some or all of the existing water and sewer infrastructure where underground expansion is to take 
place would require relocation or re-routing. Other utilities within the right-of-way may require 
relocation as well. 
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WATER SUPPLY—2033 

Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in an increase in water demand of 99,159 gallons per day 
(gpd) as compared to the Future without the Proposed Project (the No Action condition). This repre-
sents a 0.01 percent increase in demand on the New York City water supply system. Phase 1 of the 
Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on the City’s water supply system.  

SANITARY SEWAGE—2033 

The Proposed Project would result in an increase of 73,638 gpd of sewage compared to the No 
Action condition. The increase in volume in sanitary flow to the combined sewer system would 
represent approximately 0.07 percent of the average daily flow to the North River Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP). This minor increase in sanitary flow would not result in an exceedance 
of the North River WWTP’s capacity. Therefore, the 2033 With Action condition would not create 
a significant adverse impact on the City’s sanitary sewage treatment system. 

STORMWATER—2033 

The overall volume of stormwater runoff is anticipated to increase due to the replacement of some 
existing paved areas and walkways with roof coverage, which is more impervious than pavement 
and walkways; however, with adherence to the New York City Department of Environmental 
Protection’s (DEP) design standards, the peak stormwater runoff rate from the development sites 
is anticipated to decrease. The development sites are located in an area that is well-served by 
combined sewer infrastructure. Additionally, the incorporation of selected best management 
practices (BMPs) on Sites 1, 4 and 7 would contribute to a reduction in stormwater runoff rates 
compared to existing conditions. Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in a decrease of 
48.80 cubic feet per second (cfs) in peak stormwater runoff rate compared to existing conditions, 
and 13.60 cfs in the peak stormwater runoff rate compared to the No Action condition. Given the 
small increment in flow volumes, and the incorporation of sanitary and stormwater source control 
BMPs, the Proposed Project is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of 
CSO events. Therefore, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not have a significant adverse 
impact on the downstream City combined sewer system.  

WATER SUPPLY—2044 

In 2044, Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in an incremental water demand of 
2,445,443 gpd as compared to the No Action condition. This represents a 0.22 percent increase in 
demand on the New York City water supply system. Given the immense capacity of the City’s 
water supply system, the relatively minor incremental increase in water consumption (as compared 
to citywide demand) and the development sites’ location in an area well-served by water infra-
structure, the Proposed Project’s incremental demand would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on the City’s water supply.  

SANITARY SEWAGE—2044 

The Proposed Project would result in an increment of 967,809 gpd of sewage. This incremental 
volume in sanitary flow to the combined sewer system would represent approximately 0.9 percent 
of the average daily flow to the North River WWTP. This volume would not result in an exceed-
ance of the North River WWTP’s capacity, and is not anticipated to create a significant adverse 
impact on the City’s sanitary sewage treatment system. 
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STORMWATER—2044 

The overall volume of stormwater runoff is anticipated to increase due to the replacement of some 
existing paved areas with roof coverage, which is more impervious than pavement and walkways; 
however, with adherence to DEP design standards, the peak stormwater runoff rate from the 
development sites is anticipated to decrease. As stated above, the development sites are located in 
an area that is well-served by combined sewer infrastructure. Additionally, with the incorporation 
of selected BMPs (specifically on-site detention), the peak stormwater runoff rates are expected 
to be reduced as compared to existing conditions. BMPs (such as on-site detention) are part of a 
comprehensive pollution control plan to reduce runoff of storm water from the development sites 
into the city sewer system. DEP’s detention performance standard is intended to reduce peak 
discharges to the City’s sewer system during rain events by requiring greater onsite storage of 
stormwater runoff and slower release to the sewer system. The implementation of DEP’s 
stormwater performance standard over time is expected to provide additional capacity to the 
existing sewer system, thereby improving its performance. The Proposed Project would result in 
a decrease of 72.80 cfs in peak stormwater runoff rate compared to existing conditions, and 19.64 
cfs in the peak stormwater runoff rate compared to the No Action condition. Given the small 
increment in flow volumes, and the incorporation of sanitary and stormwater source control 
BMPs, the Proposed Project is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of 
CSO events. Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to water 
supply, wastewater treatment, or stormwater conveyance. 

SOLID WASTE 

This analysis finds that the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on 
solid waste and sanitation services. In addition, the Proposed Project would not directly affect a 
solid waste management facility. 

In the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in solid 
waste between No Action and With Action conditions of approximately 6 tons per week, 
comprised of a reduction of approximately 7 tons of waste handled by the New York City 
Department of Sanitation (DSNY), and an increase of approximately 13 tons of waste handled by 
private carters when compared to the No Action condition (0.02 percent of the City’s anticipated 
future commercial waste generation). This correlates to approximately 1 additional truckload per 
week handled by private carters. Although this would be an increase compared with the No Action 
condition, the additional solid waste resulting from the Proposed Project would be a negligible 
increase relative to the approximately 12,260 tons of solid waste handled by DSNY or the 9,000 
tons handled by private carters per day. As such, the Proposed Project would not result in an 
increase in solid waste that would overburden available waste management capacity and there 
would be no significant adverse impact to solid waste by 2033.  

In the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in an incremental increase in 
solid waste compared to the No Action condition of approximately 262 tons per week of solid 
waste, comprised of a reduction of approximately 10 tons of waste handled by DSNY, and an 
increase of approximately 272 tons of waste when compared to the No Action condition (0.35 
percent of the City’s anticipated future commercial waste generation) that would be handled by 
private carters.9 This correlates to approximately 18 additional truckloads per week handled by 

 
9 The assessment of solid waste and sanitation services is conservatively based on the Maximum 

Commercial Scenario because this scenario would generate the most solid waste in the 2044 Phase 2 
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private carters. Although this would be an increase compared with the No Action condition, the 
additional solid waste resulting from the Proposed Project would be a negligible increase relative 
to the approximately 12,260 tons of solid waste handled by DSNY or the 9,000 tons handled by 
private carters per day. As such, the Proposed Project would not result in an increase in solid waste 
that would overburden available waste management capacity and there would be no significant 
adverse impact to solid waste. The Proposed Project would not conflict with, or require any 
amendment to, the City’s solid waste management objectives as stated in the SWMP.  

ENERGY 

This analysis finds that the annual energy consumption for neither Phase 1 nor Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. As presented in 
this analysis, the energy demand for each phase of the Proposed Project represents the total energy 
consumption for the Future with the Proposed Project (the With Action condition) in the applicable 
analysis year. 

In the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, the Proposed Project (new buildings on Sites 1, 4, and 7 and 
existing buildings on Sites 5, 6, and 8) is expected to result in an energy demand of approximately 
649,196 million British thermal units (MMBTUs) of energy per year. Similarly, with the 
completion of the Proposed Project in 2044, the Proposed Project is projected to result in an energy 
demand of approximately 1,215,972 MMBTUs of energy per year by the 2044 analysis year. This 
would represent at most 0.59 percent of the regional electricity generation in New York City. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. 

The existing buildings at the Project Sites are estimated to consume approximately 1,063,070 
MMBTU per year. In the Future without the Proposed Project (the No Action condition), existing 
buildings and planned developments would be subject to New York City’s energy efficiency and 
carbon intensity regulations and are anticipated to result in more energy efficient buildings in the 
No Action condition. However, it is not known how each building will comply with these 
regulations, and projections of energy consumption in the No Action condition would require 
building specific information and estimates would be speculative in nature. Therefore, the analysis 
compares energy consumption in the With Action condition to existing energy consumption on 
the development sites, and presents the change in energy consumption compared to the existing 
conditions. When compared to the existing conditions, the Proposed Project would result in an 
overall decrease of energy consumption in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year by 413,874 MMBTU 
per year, and an overall increase of 152,902 MMBTU per year over existing conditions on full 
build-out of the Proposed Project. 

The commitment for buildings to use fully-electrified heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) and hot water systems would result in estimated energy consumption being reduced 
substantially when compared to the City’s energy consumption factors for buildings that utilize 
fossil fuel-fired systems. In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the 
NYCECC, which imposes performance requirements for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) systems, as well as the exterior building envelope of new buildings. In compliance with 

 
analysis year. While the Maximum Residential Scenario would result in more waste handled by DSNY 
than with the Maximum Commercial Scenario when compared to the No Action condition, it would be 
a negligible increase relative to the solid waste handled by DSNY per day. As such, the Proposed 
Project would not result in an increase in solid waste that would overburden available waste 
management capacity and there would be no significant adverse impact to solid waste. 
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this code, new development must meet standards for energy conservation, which include 
requirements relating to energy efficiency and combined thermal transmittance.  

TRANSPORTATION 

The transportation-related impact assessments prepared for this FEIS accounted for the anticipated 
changes in trip-making attributed to both the Proposed Project and the projected ridership 
increases from the potential expansion of Penn Station. The findings presented below were 
reviewed and concurred by DOT, MTA, and NYCT. 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic conditions were evaluated at 108 intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours. In the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 80 
intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, 79 intersections during the weekday midday peak 
hour, and 76 intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. In the 2044 With Action condition, 
significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 102 intersections during the weekday AM 
peak hour, 89 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 94 intersections during the 
weekday PM peak hour. Table S-4 summarizes the projected significant adverse traffic impacts 
for both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions. Potential improvement measures that may be 
implemented to mitigate these impacts are summarized below under “Mitigation.” 

Table S-4 
Summary of Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Analysis Peak Hour 
Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 
Weekday AM 80/123 102/188 

Weekday Midday 79/121 89/147 
Weekday PM 76/120 94/175 

Totals During Any Peak Hour 92/170 104/231 
Notes: In total, 108 intersections, comprising nearly 400 lane groups, were included in the traffic study area for analysis. 
 

TRANSIT 

Based on a detailed assignment of project-generated bus trips and in consultation with NYCT, it 
was determined that none of the express or local bus routes serving the study area would incur 50 
or more peak hour riders in a single direction. Therefore, a detailed bus line-haul analysis is not 
warranted and the Proposed Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse bus line-
haul impacts. For subway operations, detailed analyses of station circulation elements and control 
areas were prepared for the 34th Street–Herald Square, 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn 
Station, and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations for the weekday AM and 
PM peak hours. A subway line-haul analysis was also prepared for the subway lines serving the 
three stations for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. Tables S-5 and S-6 summarize the 
projected significant adverse subway station and line-haul impacts, respectively, for the 2033 and 
2044 With Action conditions. Potential improvement measures that may be implemented to 
mitigate these impacts are discussed below in “Mitigation.” 
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Table S-5 
Summary of Significant Adverse Subway Station Impacts 

Analysis 
Peak Hour 

Station 
Element 

Total No. of Impacted Station Elements 
2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

Weekday AM 

Stairways 3 2 0 8 3 0 
Escalators 1 0 0 2 0 0 

Passageways 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Control Areas 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Weekday PM 

Stairways 4 3 0 7 4 3 
Escalators 2 0 0 3 0 0 

Passageways 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Control Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: In total, 101 existing or reconstructed station elements and 10 new station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square, 34th 
Street–Seventh Avenue, and 34th Street–Eighth Avenue Subway Stations were included in the subway station analysis. 

 

Table S-6 
Summary of Significant Adverse Subway Line-Haul Impacts 

Analysis 
Peak Hour 

Direction of 
Travel 

Impacted Subway Lines 
2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

Weekday AM Southbound     2/3 E 
Weekday PM Northbound    D 1, 2/3 A, E 

Notes: The 34th Street-Herald Square Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W subway lines; the 34th Street-Seventh Avenue 
Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 subway lines; and the 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Station serves the A, C, and E subway lines. 

 

Between DEIS and FEIS, a substantial number of additional station improvements were 
incorporated into the Proposed Project, and NYCT provided additional guidance on the anticipated 
distribution of future subway ridership along the various subway lines serving the study area. 
Accordingly, refinements to the future conditions subway station and line haul analyses were 
made, where appropriate, and presented in the FEIS. 

PEDESTRIANS 

Weekday peak-period pedestrian conditions were evaluated at key area sidewalk, corner reservoir, 
and crosswalk locations. Pedestrian conditions were evaluated at 102 sidewalks, 88 corners, and 
82 crosswalks for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action 
condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for three sidewalks and six crosswalks 
during the weekday AM peak hour; two sidewalks and 15 crosswalks during the weekday midday 
peak hour; and nine sidewalks, four corners, and 18 crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. 
In the 2044 With Action condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 18 sidewalks, 
10 corners, and 40 crosswalks during the weekday AM peak hour; six sidewalks and 36 crosswalks 
during the weekday midday peak hour; and 19 sidewalks, 15 corners, and 43 crosswalks during 
the weekday PM peak hour. Table S-7 summarizes the projected significant adverse pedestrian 
impacts for both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions. Potential improvement measures that 
may be implemented to mitigate these impacts are discussed below in “Mitigation.” 
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Table S-7 
Summary of Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Analysis Peak Hour 

Total No. of Impacted Pedestrian Elements 
2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

Sidewalks Corners Crosswalks Sidewalks Corners Crosswalks 
Weekday AM 3 0 6 18 10 40 

Weekday Midday 2 0 15 6 0 36 
Weekday PM 9 4 18 19 15 43 

Totals During Any Peak Hour 11 4 26 23 17 53 
Notes: In total, 272 pedestrian elements were included in the pedestrian study area for analysis. 

 

VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 

Crash data for the study area intersections were obtained from DOT for the period between January 
1, 2015 and December 31, 2017. During this period, a total of 1,663 reportable and non-reportable 
crashes, eight fatalities, 1,250 injuries, and 542 pedestrian/bicyclist-related crashes occurred at the 
study area intersections. A rolling yearly total of crash data identifies 22 study area intersections 
as high crash locations. A summary of the identified high crash locations, based on CEQR 
Technical Manual criteria, prevailing trends, project-specific effects, and recommended safety 
measures is provided in Table S-8. 

In consultation with DOT, other study area analysis locations that are not considered high crash 
locations per CEQR Technical Manual criteria were reviewed to determine whether they are 
Vision Zero high priority intersections or part of high priority corridors. This review identified 57 
other study area analysis intersections that are Vision Zero high priority intersections or part of 
high priority corridors. Additional safety measures were recommended, where applicable, at these 
locations to improve pedestrian safety. These include restriping faded crosswalks at the 
intersections of Second Avenue and East 34th Street and at Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street.  

PARKING 

Under the 2033 With Action condition, public parking utilization is projected to be at 97, 118, 
117, and 84 percent of the off-street parking capacity within ¼-mile of the Project Area during the 
weekday AM, midday, PM, and overnight time periods, respectively. The corresponding parking 
shortfall for the 2033 With Action weekday midday and PM time periods would be 1,219 and 
1,125 parking spaces, respectively. These levels are expected to increase under the 2044 With 
Action condition to 105, 131, 120, and 84 percent during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and 
overnight time periods, respectively. The corresponding parking shortfall for the 2044 With 
Action weekday AM, midday, and PM time periods would be 355, 2,047, and 1,306 parking 
spaces, respectively. As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from 
a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a significant adverse impact, due to the 
magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation. If the projected level of parking 
demand materializes in the 2044 With Action condition, some motorists may alter their modes of 
transportation or would have to seek parking availability further beyond the Project Area. 
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Table S-8 
Summary of High Crash Locations and Recommended Safety Measures 

High Crash Intersection Prevailing Trends 
Anticipated Background 

and Project Changes Recommended Safety Measures 

First Ave & E 30th St 
North and east 

crosswalks affected 
by failing to yield 

Incremental trips: 77 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

First Ave & E 34th St Lighting Incremental trips: 130 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Second Ave & E 30th St 
Northeast corner 

pedestrians not using 
crosswalk 

Incremental trips: 83 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians 

Widening north crosswalk to median and 
improving median 

Second Ave & E 36th St Queues from QMT Incremental trips: 232 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Improve Signage 

Third Ave & E 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 91 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Install countdown timers 

Third Ave & E 30th St 
North and east 

crosswalks affected 
by failing to yield 

Incremental trips: 100 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Fifth Ave/B’way & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 62 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Vision Zero improvements implemented 

Fifth Ave & W 31st St No prevailing trends Incremental trips: 208 vehicles 
and 208 pedestrians Vision Zero improvements to be implemented 

Sixth Ave & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 89 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Sixth Ave & W 30th St 
North and east 

crosswalks affected 
by failing to yield 

Incremental trips: 243 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Seventh Ave & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 110 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Seventh Ave & W 34th St No prevailing trends Incremental trips: 416 vehicles 
and 870 pedestrians None 

Seventh Ave & W 42nd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: less than 50 
vehicles and less than 200 

pedestrians 
Intersection recently reconfigured due to SBS 

Eighth Ave & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 125 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eighth Ave & W 26th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 152 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eighth Ave & W 29th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 144 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eighth Ave & W 34th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 243 vehicles 
and 334 pedestrians Improve Signage 

Eighth Ave & W 39th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: less than 50 
vehicles and less than 200 

pedestrians 
Vision Zero improvements implemented 

Eighth Ave & W 42nd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: less than 50 
vehicles and less than 200 

pedestrians 
None 

Ninth Ave & W 31st St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 173 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Adjacent properties under construction 

Ninth Ave & W 42nd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 73 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eleventh Ave & W 34th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 93 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Adjacent properties under construction 

Notes: Anticipated background and project changes – only general traffic increases and those relevant to specified crash trends are identified; 
LPI = Leading Pedestrian Interval. 

Sources: DOT January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2017 crash data. 
 

AIR QUALITY 

The Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts. The mobile 
source analyses determined that concentrations of CO and particulate matter less than 10 microns 
in diameter (PM10) due to the Proposed Project would not result in any violations of National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) at the intersections analyzed for the 2033 and 2044 
analysis years and that incremental concentrations of CO would not exceed the de minimis criteria 
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referenced in the CEQR Technical Manual. Maximum 24-hour average concentrations of 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) would not exceed the de minimis 
criteria referenced in the CEQR Technical Manual for the 2033 and 2044 analysis years, and 
annual average concentrations would not exceed the de minimis criteria for the 2033 analysis year. 
Maximum annual average PM2.5 concentrations are predicted to exceed the de minimis criterion at 
all three intersection sites analyzed in the 2044 analysis year. The potential exceedances would be 
limited to the immediate areas around these intersections, primarily sidewalk locations, and at two 
of the three locations, no residential, hotel, or other buildings with sensitive uses would be 
affected. The ambient air in each of the three affected areas would be in areas used only by 
transient users (pedestrians) and the overall exposure to the predicted PM2.5 concentrations at the 
affected locations near these intersections would be infrequent and brief. Furthermore, while the 
maximum incremental increase in annual average PM2.5 concentrations was predicted to exceed 
the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria, the maximum total annual concentration is 11.1 
µg/m3, which is below the NAAQS of 12 µg/m3. Therefore, the PM2.5 concentrations exceeding 
the CEQR Technical Manual PM2.5 de minimis criteria would not constitute a significant adverse 
air quality impact.  

Emissions of CO and PM from the proposed parking garages at Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8 were analyzed. 
The analysis found that concentrations from the proposed parking facilities would not result in 
any significant adverse air quality impacts with respect to CO. For PM2.5, maximum predicted 
increments from the proposed garages individually were found to not exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual de minimis criteria; however, the mobile source intersection analysis determined that the 
intersection adjacent to Site 6 would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria for 
annual average PM2.5 for the 2044 analysis year; therefore, the cumulative incremental PM2.5 
annual average concentration (including the contribution from the intersection) also results in a 
concentration that exceeds the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria on an annual average 
basis. However, no violation of the NAAQS would result from cumulative impacts of the Proposed 
Project’s mobile sources of emission and emissions from the proposed parking garages, and thus 
no significant adverse air quality impacts are predicted. 

Based on the analysis of the emissions from large and major sources of emissions in the study area 
on the Proposed Project, design requirements regarding the placement of operable windows and 
air intakes on portions of Sites 4, 5, and 7 would be imposed in the project documents to avoid the 
potential for significant adverse air quality impacts at these sites from an existing non-project 
source.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with New York City’s GHG reduction goals, and would 
be developed in compliance with recently adopted City requirements intended to reduce GHG 
emissions from buildings. In order to attain the City’s OneNYC GHG reduction goal to achieve 
carbon neutrality by 2050, the City of New York enacted the Climate Mobilization Act (CMA). 
The CMA includes a number of laws geared towards moving New York City’s buildings towards 
the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions by targeting increased energy efficiency, utilizing roof 
space for installation of solar energy sources and green roofing, and reducing GHG emissions 
associated with building energy use.   

As part of the CMA, Local Law 97 (LL97) places carbon intensity limits on most buildings larger than 
25,000 sf, and those limits become more stringent over time. The City, in consultation with stake-



Executive Summary 

 S-63  

holders, is establishing a program to implement those limits with enforcement of the first carbon in-
tensity limits beginning in 2024. ESD would require compliance with the requirements of the CMA, 
so the Proposed Project commercial and residential buildings would be required to meet applicable 
future carbon intensity limits as well as the green/solar rooftop requirements established under the law.  

The commercial and residential building energy use (in conformance with the carbon intensity 
limits specified in LL97) and vehicle use associated with the proposed developments envisioned 
under the GPP in the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year is expected to result in up to approximately 239 
thousand metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions per year for the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, and up to approximately 218 thousand metric tons per year for the Maximum 
Residential Scenario. The GPP would require the use of fully electric heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) and hot water systems as well compliance with the CMA in future years. 
Accordingly, GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project are likely to decrease as both 
New York City and New York State make progress towards achieving 100 percent renewable 
electric grids. Fully electric buildings would also ensure consistency with the efficient buildings 
goal defined in the CEQR Technical Manual as part of the City’s GHG reduction goal. Moreover, 
additional energy efficiency measures would be identified and incorporated into the project 
buildings as their design evolves. Among other things, the Design Guidelines require such buildings 
to exceed the LEED Gold standard, perform an embodied carbon analysis and optimize the 
selection of building materials based on the results, perform enhanced MEP and envelope 
commissioning, and implement advanced energy metering and enhanced refrigerant management.  

The Proposed Project would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station. While the 
expanded Penn Station would not be subject to the Design Guidelines in the GPP, it is anticipated 
that the expanded Penn Station would seek to achieve a reduction in GHG emissions by 50 percent 
below current levels and to certify Penn Station as a zero carbon facility by 2050. Design elements 
for the station are currently being developed to meet these goals. As part of the design process, a 
sustainability framework for the expanded Penn Station is under development that will identify 
potential measures to achieve the emission reduction goals. These measures will be assessed for 
implementation throughout the design process.  

New York State has enacted the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (CLCPA), 
which calls for stringent limits on the statewide emission of GHGs, requiring that those emissions 
on a statewide basis be reduced by 40 percent by 2030 and 85 percent by 2050, compared with 
statewide 1990 levels. Pursuant to the CLCPA, a newly created body called the Climate Action 
Council has issued a Draft Scoping Plan outlining recommendations for attaining the GHG 
emission limits established under the statute. A Final Scoping Plan is anticipated to be issued by 
the end of 2022. Based upon recommendations made in the Final Scoping Plan, the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), as directed under the CLCPA, will 
promulgate regulations to reduce emissions, as necessary, to meet the statutory mandates. The 
CLCPA also calls for dramatic increases in the generation of power through renewable energy 
sources, and requires that significant portions of investments be directed to disadvantaged com-
munities. The DEC regulations would apply across various sectors, including the buildings and 
construction industry.  

Among other things, the Draft Scoping Plan identifies the need for widespread adoption of electric 
HVAC systems in order to achieve the GHG emission reduction goals. ESD expects that 
development in accordance with the GPP would be entirely consistent with and not hinder or 
interfere with the attainment of the future statewide emissions limits established under the CLCPA. 
If regulations promulgated by DEC under the CLCPA recommend additional regulations to impose 
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emission standards even more stringent than the City’s CMA, developers of the buildings that would 
be constructed under the Proposed Project would be required to comply with such CLCPA 
regulations.  

The Draft Scoping Plan also prioritizes the promotion of “mobility-oriented development” within 
the state and makes the specific recommendation that ESD should “designate priority development 
areas to concentrate development and make it easier to build in areas that facilitate low-carbon 
transportation modes.”10 Since the Project Area is exactly such an area, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this recommendation. The Proposed Project would result in high-density 
development in close proximity to Penn Station and would provide new entrances and connections 
for both Penn Station and the subway system, further increasing transit access for the area, consistent 
with this recommendation of the CLCPA. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would also support the 
potential expansion of Penn Station that would alleviate the limitations on train operations within 
Penn Station and would be integrated with Penn Station, including Moynihan Train Hall, and enable 
the Gateway Program to make full use of the Hudson River Tunnels with additional track and 
platform capacity.  

The total emissions associated with construction of the mixed-use developments along with construc-
tion associated with the expanded Penn Station throughout the construction period, including both 
direct energy and emissions embedded in materials (extraction, production, and transport), would be 
approximately 1.5 million metric tons CO2e, equivalent to approximately 6 or 7 years of operational 
emissions for the Maximum Commercial and Maximum Residential Scenarios, respectively. 

The CEQR Technical Manual defines five goals by which a project’s consistency with the City’s 
emission reduction goals is evaluated: (1) efficient buildings; (2) clean power; (3) sustainable 
transportation; (4) construction-related emissions; and (5) building materials carbon intensity.  

Under the GPP, the proposed commercial and residential developments are anticipated to comply 
with the requirements of the CMA due to the GPP requirement that all developments must use 
fully electric HVAC and hot water systems. Specific energy efficiency measures and design 
elements beyond this are not known at this time; however, potential measures to further reduce 
energy consumption—allowing the electrical grid to avoid the need for fossil fuel-fired electrical 
generation during peak demand events—have been identified for consideration, such as efficient 
lighting and heating controls and inclusion of rooftop solar arrays.  

The proposed developments would also be subject to the City’s 2020 building energy code (New 
York City Energy Conservation Code [NYCECC]), as such code is updated at the time of 
construction of a project building. The NYCECC currently imposes stringent energy efficiency 
requirements. In order to meet the requirements of the CMA, the building design efficiencies 
would likely exceed these recently enacted code requirements.  

The Proposed Project would also support the other GHG goals by virtue of its inclusion and 
proximity to public transportation, avoidance of the use of fossil fuels for on-site combustion 
sources through the commitment to utilize fully electric HVAC and hot water systems, 
commitment to construction air quality controls, and the fact that as a matter of course, 
construction in New York City generally uses recycled steel and includes cement replacements, 

 
10 New York State Climate Action Council. Draft Scoping Plan. Chapter 11, “Transportation”, Strategy 

T6. Mobility-Oriented Development. December 30, 2021. 
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to the extent practicable. All of these factors demonstrate that the proposed development supports 
the GHG reduction goal. 

The Proposed Project would be a transit-oriented development located in close proximity to 
abundant mass transportation services, and would implement a wide variety of energy efficiency 
and sustainability measures to (i) comply with the stringent requirements of the CMA; (ii) meet 
any requirements of the CLCPA as applicable under future regulations; and (iii) meet or exceed 
the City’s stringent building energy code. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with the City’s emissions reduction goals, as defined in the CEQR Technical Manual.  

NOISE 

In the 2033 analysis year, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not have the potential to result in any 
significant impacts as the predicted increases in noise levels would fall below the applicable CEQR 
Technical Manual significant adverse impact threshold (3.0 dBA). In the 2044 analysis year, traffic 
generated by the Proposed Project would be expected to produce significant increases in noise levels 
at receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, along West 31st Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. The 
increases would occur primarily due to project-generated trucks travelling along the New York City 
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) truck route on these streets. The increases would constitute 
a significant adverse impact at the receptors along these roadway segments. Proposed mitigation for 
impacted receptors is described below under “Mitigation.” 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in noise levels at the newly 
introduced open space at Site 2 that would exceed the 55 dBA L10(1) noise level for outdoor areas 
requiring serenity and quiet recommended by the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
guidelines. However, the existing noise levels at these locations are currently in the low-to mid -
70s dBA, exceeding the acceptable threshold, and the predicted levels at this open space are 
comparable to those at many open spaces in New York City. Consequently, the predicted noise 
exposure at the newly introduced open space would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 

Based on the projected noise levels at newly introduced residential, commercial office, hotel 
guestroom and community facility receptors, up to 37 dBA window/wall attenuation would be 
required to achieve acceptable interior noise levels per the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
guideline at these uses. To implement the attenuation requirements, ESD would include provisions 
specifying the appropriate window/wall attenuation applicable to each development site in project 
documents with the future developers of each site. By meeting the requirements specified in the 
project documents, buildings developed as a result of the Proposed Project would provide sufficient 
attenuation to achieve the CEQR Technical Manual interior noise level guidelines of 45 dBA L10 for 
residential, hotel guestroom, or community facility uses and 50 dBA L10 for commercial office uses. 
With implementation of the attenuation levels outlined above, the Proposed Project would not result 
in any significant adverse impacts at the newly introduced noise receptors. 

As noted in “Project Description,” ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. If 
NYCDOT chooses to implement a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, this street would remain open to vehicular traffic (including delivery vehicles), but some 
of its traffic could divert to other westbound cross-streets such as West 29th Street, West 34th 
Street, and West 35th Street. Some westbound truck traffic along West 31st Street may divert to 
West 29th Street for access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street/Dyer 
Avenue. Therefore, if the West 31st Street shared street is implemented by NYCDOT, the impacts 
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identified along West 31st Street may lessen in intensity or be eliminated altogether but new 
impacts could occur along West 29th Street instead as a result of the stated truck diversions, 
requiring the same mitigation measures specified for residences along West 31st Street. 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse public health impact. As described 
in the relevant analyses of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the Proposed Project would 
not result in unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of hazardous materials, water 
quality, or air quality, and therefore would not have the potential for a public health impact related 
to these technical areas. As described in “Noise,” the Proposed Project would result in a significant 
adverse noise impact at sensitive receptors along West 30th and West 31st Streets due to noise 
increases from project-generated trucks traveling on these streets, which would be unmitigated or 
only partially mitigated (see “Mitigation” section below). In addition, as noted in “Construction,” 
construction activities for the Proposed Project would result in unmitigated significant adverse 
noise impacts at several sensitive receptor locations, as defined by CEQR Technical Manual 
thresholds, during certain phases of project construction. A public health assessment was 
conducted for these unmitigated noise impacts. The assessment determined that the predicted 
noise exposure that would be experienced by people inhabiting affected areas would be 
comparable to existing noise exposure at other nearby areas, and it would not exceed the threshold 
that would be expected to result in health effects. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s unmitigated 
noise impacts would not result in a significant adverse public health impact. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

The Proposed Project would effectuate a dramatic change in the Project Area, but would not result 
in a significant adverse impact on neighborhood character. The defining features of neighborhood 
character are a mixture of several high-density commercial buildings and lower-scale (and, in some 
cases, historic) commercial buildings and transportation infrastructure; high levels of pedestrian and 
vehicular activity and associated noise; and a varied neighborhood context with smaller buildings 
interspersed among taller buildings and iconic New York City landmarks. The assessment concludes 
that the Proposed Project is expected to enhance existing neighborhood character by reinforcing 
these defining features while improving pedestrian facilities and transit accessibility. As described 
above in “Project Description,” the Proposed Project would address substandard conditions in the 
Project Area by facilitating redevelopment to create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district, 
introducing much-needed public transportation and public realm improvements in the area, and 
supporting the Penn Station reconstruction and potential Penn Station expansion.  

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning, and 
public policy; socioeconomic conditions; or urban design. Although there would be significant 
adverse impacts with respect to open space, historic resources, shadows, visual resources, 
transportation, and noise, these impacts would not result in a significant adverse impact to the 
defining elements of neighborhood character, nor would a combination of effects result in a 
significant adverse impact to such a defining feature. Overall, the Proposed Project is expected to 
result in positive effects to neighborhood character by addressing substandard and insanitary 
conditions and transforming the area around Penn Station into a revitalized, modern transit-
oriented mixed-use district. In addition to supporting a potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station and the reconstruction of the station, the Proposed Project would support an integrated 
intermodal transit network by providing transit improvements, including new entrances, stairs, 
elevators, wider subway platforms, and a new an east–west underground corridor connecting the 



Executive Summary 

 S-67  

34th Street–Herald Square Station with the 34th Street–Seventh Avenue Station (the East-West 
Connector) and a north-south corridor on the east side of Seventh Avenue (the North-South 
Corridor) to provide alternative pathways for pedestrians. It would provide public realm 
improvements, including new open space, wider sidewalks, and potentially shared streets—
amenities for residents, as well as workers and visitors.  

The Proposed Project would reinvigorate the neighborhood by replacing aging and outmoded 
commercial buildings with new primarily Class A office and mixed-use buildings befitting the 
neighborhood’s prime New York City and Midtown Manhattan location and unparalleled transit 
access. While the Proposed Project would result in a change to neighborhood character, the change 
represents an improvement over current conditions and future conditions absent the Proposed 
Project. The new development and the public realm and public transportation improvements 
introduced with the Proposed Project would unify the area around Penn Station, making it a more 
attractive and inviting neighborhood. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, localized neighborhood character, and historic and 
cultural resources. For all other technical areas, the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse construction impacts.  

Construction associated with the Proposed Project would result in temporary disruptions in the 
surrounding area. The construction impact assessment is based on an illustrative construction 
schedule intended to reflect a reasonable worst-case scenario for the potential sequencing of 
construction events. However, if the construction schedule were to extend beyond the timetable 
assumed in this analysis, then construction activities for the Proposed Project as a whole would 
occur over a longer period of time. This scenario (“Extended Schedule Scenario”) was also 
assessed and presented in Chapter 20, “Construction,” under Section G, “Extended Schedule 
Scenario.” 

The illustrative construction schedule for the Proposed Project assumes that construction activities 
would typically occur from 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM, five days a week on weekdays. However, for 
the below-grade work for the potential expansion of Penn Station during Phase 1 construction, 
construction activity in close proximity to existing train tracks would be conducted primarily 
during nights and weekends to avoid disruptions to daytime train service; night and weekend work 
may also be necessary in order to meet the project construction schedule or to make up time due 
to weather delays and/or other circumstances. This scenario (“Alternative Construction Schedule 
Scenario”) was also assessed and presented in Chapter 20, “Construction,” under Section H, 
“Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario.”   

Analysis results specific to each of the technical areas are summarized below. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The Proposed Project’s construction transportation analysis is based on peak two-year running 
average construction conditions. As detailed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” the Proposed Project 
is not expected to result in any significant adverse parking, transit, and pedestrian impacts during 
construction. 
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Traffic 
For traffic, conditions during construction were evaluated at 16 and 67 intersections for the Phase 
1 and Phase 2 construction conditions, respectively, for the weekday AM and PM construction 
peak hours. During the Phase 1 construction condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were 
identified at 10 intersections during the weekday AM construction peak hour and 10 intersections 
during the weekday PM construction peak hour. During the Phase 2 construction condition, sig-
nificant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 39 intersections during the weekday AM con-
struction peak hour and 45 intersections during the weekday PM construction peak hour. Table 
S-9 summarizes the projected significant adverse traffic impacts for both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 
construction conditions. Potential improvement measures that may be implemented to mitigate 
these impacts are discussed below in “Mitigation.” 

Table S-9 
Summary of Significant Adverse Construction Traffic Impacts 

Analysis Peak Hour 
Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

Phase 1 Peak Construction Condition Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition 
Weekday AM 10/13 39/60 
Weekday PM 10/13 45/87 

Totals During Any Peak Hour 13/19 52/104 
Notes: In total, 16 and 67 intersections, comprised of approximately 50 and 250 lane groups, were included the 

traffic study area for analysis for Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction analyses, respectively.  
 

Pedestrians 
Construction worker trips would be dispersed to pedestrian elements surrounding the Project Area. 
These peak construction pedestrian increments would also take place during hours when 
background pedestrian levels are lower than they would be in the 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 5:00 
PM to 6:00 PM commuter peak hours. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project is not 
expected to result in any significant adverse pedestrian impacts. With regard to pedestrian facilities 
surrounding the construction sites, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) plans that are 
subject to approvals and stipulations from DOT’s Office of Construction Mitigation and 
Coordination (OCMC) would be implemented to appropriately protect and facilitate pedestrian 
flow, as well as to avoid impacts to pedestrian circulation. As with standard practices for 
construction projects in New York City, the temporary effects from these measures would change 
over time and across different parts of construction sites. 

Transit 
Construction worker-related transit trips would be dispersed to the numerous subway 
stations/lines, local bus routes, and commuter rail/bus options described above. These trips would 
also be made outside of the commuter peak hours, which correspond with lower background 
transit levels and are typically not subject to concern or assessment of operating conditions. 
Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse 
transit impacts. 

Parking 
Under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition, public parking utilization would increase to 80 
and 130 percent within ¼-mile of the Project Area during the weekday AM and PM construction 
time periods, respectively. A shortfall of 1,974 parking spaces would occur during the weekday 
PM construction time period. These levels are expected to increase, under the Phase 2 Peak 
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Construction condition, to 81 and 135 percent within ¼-mile of the Project Area during the 
weekday AM and PM construction time periods, respectively. A shortfall of 2,321 parking spaces 
would occur during the weekday PM construction time period. As stated in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a 
significant adverse impact, due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation. 
If the projected level of parking demand materializes in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Peak Construction 
conditions, some motorists may alter their modes of transportation or would have to seek parking 
availability farther from the Project Area.  

AIR QUALITY 

The construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of both non-road construction 
equipment and on-road vehicles. Non-road construction equipment includes equipment operating 
on-site, such as cranes, loaders, and excavators. On-road vehicles include worker vehicles and 
construction trucks arriving to and departing from the construction site as well as operating on-
site. The dispersion modeling analysis of construction-related air emissions for both non-road and 
on-road sources determined that particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), annual average nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), and carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations would be below their National Air 
Quality Ambient Standards (NAAQS), respectively. In addition, the requirement to use Tier 4 non-
road diesel engines would reduce NOx emissions and address the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS. An 
emissions reduction program would be implemented for the Proposed Project to minimize the 
effects of construction activities on the surrounding community. Measures would include, to the 
extent practicable, dust suppression measures, use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel, idling 
restrictions, diesel equipment reduction, the utilization of newer equipment (i.e., equipment 
meeting the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s [EPA] Tier 4 emission standard), and best 
available tailpipe reduction technologies. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would 
not result in significant adverse air quality impacts due to construction sources. 

NOISE 

Based on the construction predicted to occur at each development site, noise resulting from 
construction is expected to exceed the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical 
Manual noise impact thresholds as well as result in “objectionable” and “very objectionable” noise 
level increases at some receptors. Twelve time periods were analyzed over the course of the Pro-
posed Project’s assumed construction schedule. The construction noise analysis has 
conservatively assessed the construction schedule established in the DEIS rather than the revised 
construction schedule. The differences in schedule would not change the conclusions of the 
detailed construction noise analysis conducted using the DEIS illustrative construction schedule, 
as the significant adverse noise impacts that would be expected with the updated construction 
schedule would not result in impacts not previously addressed in the analysis using the DEIS 
construction schedule. Receptors where noise level increases were predicted to exceed the 
construction noise evaluation thresholds for extended durations were identified. The noise analysis 
results show that the predicted noise levels would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise impact criteria at numerous receptors near the Project Area.  

For development sites at which noise-sensitive uses (e.g., residential, hotel, community facility 
spaces) would be completed and occupied while other project construction would occur immedi-
ately adjacent, construction is predicted to result in “clearly unacceptable” noise levels and interior 
noise levels exceeding the 45 dBA criterion considered acceptable by up to 5 dBA. These exceed-
ances would be intermittent and temporary, and would not occur during the nighttime hour when 
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residences and hotel guest rooms are most sensitive to noise. Consequently, noise resulting from 
construction of the proposed developments would not result in significant adverse noise impacts 
at completed project buildings. 

At locations predicted to experience an exceedance of the noise impact threshold criteria, the 
exceedances would be due primarily to noise generated by on-site construction activities (rather 
than construction-related traffic). However, the noise analysis examined the reasonable worst-case 
peak hourly noise levels that would result from construction in a specific month selected for anal-
ysis, and consequently is conservative in predicting significant increases in noise levels. Typically, 
the loudest hourly noise level during each month of construction would not persist throughout the 
entire month. Furthermore, this analysis is based on conceptual site plans and construction sched-
ules. If construction on multiple development sites do not overlap, construction noise would be less 
intense than the analysis predicts. However, if the construction schedule were to extend beyond the 
timetable assumed in the analysis, then construction activities for the Proposed Project as a whole 
would occur over a longer period of time. This would increase the duration of elevated construction 
noise levels at some locations, particularly those with line of sight to two or more Proposed Project 
buildings that are assumed to be constructed simultaneously rather than consecutively in the 
quantified analysis presented in Chapter 20, “Construction,” although avoiding the overlap in 
construction activities for those specific receptors would reduce the maximum level of construction 
noise. 

VIBRATION 

The buildings of most concern with regard to the potential for structural or architectural damage 
due to vibration would be historic buildings (see Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” 
for a list of historic structures) immediately adjacent to the development sites. Since these historic 
buildings and structures would be within 90 feet of the development sites, DOB TPPN #10/88 
regulations would require acceptable levels of vibration and require vibration monitoring at these 
structures. For non-historic buildings and other structures immediately adjacent to the 
development sites, vibration levels would be in the range generally considered acceptable for a 
non-historic buildings or structures. In terms of potential vibration levels that would be perceptible 
and annoying, construction would have the potential to produce perceptible vibration levels at 
receptor locations within a distance of approximately 550 feet depending on soil conditions. 
However, the operation would only occur for limited periods of time at a particular location and 
therefore would not result in any significant adverse impacts. Consequently, significant adverse 
vibration impacts would not result from construction of the Proposed Project. 

LAND USE AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Land Use 
Construction activities would affect land use on the development sites, but would not affect land 
use conditions and patterns outside of these areas. As is typical with construction projects, during 
periods of peak activity, there would be some disruption to nearby areas. There would be 
construction trucks and construction workers coming to the Project Area as well as trucks and other 
vehicles backing up, loading, and unloading. These disruptions would have limited effects on land 
uses in the larger study area, as most construction activities would take place within the Project Area. 
Overall, the temporary and localized nature of construction would not result in any significant 
adverse impacts on local land use patterns of the nearby area. 
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Neighborhood Character 
Long-term construction activity associated with the potential expansion of Penn Station and new 
buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant adverse localized neighborhood character 
impacts in the immediate vicinity of these development sites during construction. Construction 
activities would be disruptive and concentrated on these sites for an extended period of time. 
Throughout the construction period, measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, 
and vibration on the construction sites, including the erection of construction fencing and in some 
areas fencing incorporating sound reducing measures. This fencing would reduce potentially 
undesirable views of construction sites and buffer noise emitted from construction activities. 
Furthermore, in the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the expansion 
of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 
3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites with 
temporary uses or other programming. Nonetheless, long-term construction activities on Sites 1, 
2, and 3 would constitute a substantial change to the character of these blocks, especially given 
their location in Midtown Manhattan adjacent to Penn Station to the north and residential uses to 
the south and west. Therefore, construction activity associated with the Proposed Project would 
have significant adverse localized neighborhood character impacts in the immediate vicinity of 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 during construction. However, the impacts would be localized and would not alter 
the character of the larger neighborhoods surrounding these development sites. 

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Construction activities could temporarily affect pedestrian and vehicular access to businesses near 
the development sites. However, MPT plans would be developed and implemented to ensure that 
access to existing businesses near the Project Area would be maintained throughout the 
construction period. Construction would create direct benefits resulting from expenditures on 
labor, materials, and services, and indirect benefits near the Project Area created by expenditures 
by material suppliers, construction workers, and other employees involved in the construction 
activity. Construction also would contribute to increased tax revenues for the City and state, 
including those from personal income taxes. Construction activities associated with the Proposed 
Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic conditions. 

OPEN SPACES 

Construction of the Proposed Project would directly affect three publicly accessible open spaces—
the through-block east plaza at 1 Penn Plaza, Plaza 33, and the proposed plaza space on Site 2. At 
Site 5, the through-block east plaza of 1 Penn Plaza would be displaced by construction activities. 
This would constitute a significant adverse impact on open space under operational conditions. 
Construction of Site 5 would also likely use a portion of the adjacent Plaza 33 for construction 
staging activities, which would temporarily reduce the amount of open space in Plaza 33. This 
would be a temporary adverse effect on Plaza 33 and would not constitute a significant adverse 
impact to open space. At Site 2, in the event that there is an extended period between the 
completion of the expansion of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new 
buildings above-ground, the proposed plaza space could be opened on a temporary basis after the 
completion of the potential expansion of Penn Station, and then returned to use for construction 
staging activities during construction of one or both buildings on the site. After completion of the 
new buildings on Site 2, the proposed plaza space would be opened on a permanent basis. 
Therefore, the displacement of temporary Site 2 plaza space would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact to open space.  
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Other open space resources would not be used for construction staging, and access to other 
resources would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction period. While 
construction of the Proposed Project may cause temporary disruptions to the other nearby open 
spaces, it is expected that such disruptions in any given area would be temporary and would not 
be ongoing for the full duration of the construction period. Throughout the construction period, 
measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, and vibration within the construction 
areas. Therefore, construction associated with the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts on nearby open spaces.  

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

For Phase 1 construction, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for 
a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed Project would 
result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural resources 
currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 is currently being 
demolished to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or without the Proposed 
Project. This is conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact for the construction of the 
Proposed Project and is considered in the consultation with OPRHP under the New York State 
Historic Preservation Act. In addition, during Phase 2 construction, one architectural resource 
could be removed for the redevelopment of Site 8. Although the proposed redevelopment of Site 
8 would occur within the envelope permitted by the GPP, a design of the redevelopment has not 
been determined. Accordingly, it is not known based on current information whether the proposed 
redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the architectural resource. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project could have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. The 
seven architectural resources that would experience significant adverse direct impacts in Phase 1, 
and the one architectural resource that could experience a significant adverse direct impact in 
Phase 2, are described and summarized in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” Measures 
that could partially mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described below in “Mitigation.” 
These measures were developed in consultation with OPRHP. 

HAZARDOUS AND CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous mater-
ials. A hazardous materials assessment was performed to identify the potential for contamination 
in the buildings and the subsurface, based on past and current use. Potential contamination may 
be present in both the subsurface (related primarily to localized former gas stations, historic fill, 
current and abandoned heating oil USTs, and historical operations) and inside buildings (primarily 
related to asbestos, LBP, and PCBs). With the implementation of a variety of standard 
precautionary measures (e.g., identification of hazardous materials as part of Phase I and Phase II 
investigations, and handling/disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with applicable 
regulations and under the direction of material management plans and health and safety plans), no 
significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be expected to occur as a result 
of construction of the Proposed Project. Following construction of the Proposed Project with the 
proposed measures, there would be no further potential for significant adverse impacts. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

Infrastructure activities at the Project Area would include utility connections and potential 
upgrades to existing water, sewer, electric, gas, and telecommunications. These activities would 
be coordinated with DEP, Con Edison, or the appropriate private utility company to ensure that 
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service to customers in nearby areas is not disrupted. All utility lines would be located either in 
the streetbed or within the below-grade space. Residents and workers in nearby buildings are not 
expected to experience substantial disruptions to water supply or wastewater removal. Any 
disruption to service that may occur when new equipment (e.g., a transformer, or a sewer or water 
line) is put into operation is expected to be very short-term (i.e., hours). Therefore, the construction 
of the Proposed Project’s infrastructure improvements would not cause any significant adverse 
impacts to nearby users of these services. 

ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with SEQRA, the DEIS analyzed three alternatives to the Proposed Project: a No 
Action Alternative, a No Unmitigated Significant Impact Alternative, and a Lower Density 
Alternative. The conclusions for each alternative are provided below. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Consideration of the No Action Alternative is mandated by SEQRA and is intended to provide the 
lead and involved agencies with an assessment of the expected environmental impacts of no action 
on their part. Under the No Action Alternative, Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 would remain unchanged 
from existing conditions. As-of-right development would occur on Sites 5 and 7 and development 
pursuant to a prior ESD approval would occur on Site 4. The No Action Alternative assumes that 
Penn Station would not be expanded and most of the public transportation and public realm 
improvements would not be implemented. Accordingly, this alternative would not support the 
creation of a modern intermodal hub supporting the New York economy. 

The potential for significant adverse impacts anticipated for the Proposed Project would not occur 
with the No Action Alternative, except in the areas of historic resources and construction noise. 
As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would result in the direct impact on Site 
7 due to the demolition of Hotel Pennsylvania to allow for new commercial development on that 
site. Additionally, construction on Site 7 under the No Action Alternative could result in the same 
potential for impacts identified with the Proposed Project to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible 
former Equitable Life Assurance Company.11 Similarly, construction on Site 4 under the No 
Action Alternative could result in accidental construction damage to Madison Square Garden and 
Penn Station, which are located within 90 feet and are contributing components of the Penn Plaza 
architectural resource (B, S/NR-eligible). As with the Proposed Project, ESD would likely require 
a CPP for Madison Square Garden and Penn Station under SHPA in connection with the No Action 
development of Site 4. Absent a CPP, these resources would be offered some protection through 
DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities.  

Furthermore, although the No Action Alternative would not result in the Proposed Project’s 
significant adverse transportation impacts, transportation conditions under this alternative would 
be characterized by increased roadway congestion, increasingly congested subway station 
elements, subway lines, and pedestrian elements. 

Overall, the No Action Alternative would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project. Specifically, the No Action Alternative would not:  

 
11 The likelihood of adverse effects to this resource in the No Action Alternative is further minimized as 

it shares common ownership with Site 7. 
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• revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with a substantial amount of new, sustainable, 
high-density mixed-use development that would eliminate substandard and insanitary 
conditions in the Project Area, foster and support economic growth and tax revenue; and 
maximize the incorporation of sustainable design practices; 

• improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety with 
the implementation of transportation and public realm improvements and the creation of new 
open space;  

• support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station; or  
• support and accommodate future capacity increases at Penn Station. 

NO UNMITIGATED SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ALTERNATIVE 

The No Unmitigated Impact Alternative considers development that would eliminate the Proposed 
Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts. The FEIS analyses identified significant 
adverse impacts for which no practicable mitigation has been identified to fully mitigate the 
impacts in the areas of: community facilities (early childhood program), open space, shadows, 
historic and cultural resources, visual resources, transportation, noise, and construction-period 
traffic, noise, and neighborhood character.  

There is no practicable alternative that could be developed to avoid the unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. Eliminating the Proposed Project’s significant adverse 
impact on early childhood programs would require: 1) limiting the number of affordable housing 
units in the Proposed Project to an extent that would compromise the Proposed Project's objective 
of providing opportunities for the creation of new permanently affordable housing; or 2) providing 
suitable space for an early childhood program center with sufficient capacity on one of the 
development sites, such as in the community facility space planned for Site 1A. In order to 
eliminate the Proposed Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of open 
space, shadows, historic and cultural resources, visual resources, and noise, the Proposed Project 
would have to be reduced in size or modified to a point where it would not realize the goals and 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which include revitalizing the area surrounding Penn Station 
and eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area; fostering and 
supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity; 
improving passenger rail and transit facilities; creating new open space; supporting improvements 
to address substandard conditions in Penn Station; and supporting and accommodating future 
capacity increases at Penn Station. Additionally, any level of development could result in the 
unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of shadows, transportation, and construction. 
Additionally, with a reduction in size of this magnitude, the No Unmitigated Impact Alternative 
would require land acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over significantly less office 
and residential space, which would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and 
residential buildings. Therefore, there is no practicable alternative that could be developed to avoid 
the unmitigated significant adverse impacts of the Proposed Project.  

LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

The Lower Density Alternative considers a project program that would include less total square 
footage of development, including less commercial office, residential, retail, hotel rooms, and 
parking square footage and spaces than the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, the 
commercial density would be reduced on certain sites and Site 8 would not be redeveloped. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative represents a reduction in 
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program density of approximately 28 percent under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, and 
approximately 23 percent under the Maximum Residential Scenario. The purpose of this 
alternative is to evaluate whether there would be a meaningful reduction in the significant adverse 
impacts of the Proposed Project with a smaller program. 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts with respect to: land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; urban 
design; hazardous materials; water and sewer infrastructure; solid waste and sanitation services; 
energy; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; public health; and neighborhood character. 

Under the Lower Density Alternative, significant adverse impacts in the areas of community 
facilities (early childhood programs), open space, historic resources, noise, construction noise 
would be the same as or similar to those of the Proposed Project. The Lower Density Alternative 
would result in significant adverse transportation impacts (operational and during construction), 
but to a lesser extent than with the Proposed Project. With respect to shadows, the Lower Density 
Alternative would result in the same significant adverse impacts as the Proposed Project, with the 
exception of the impact to Herald Square Park. With no new development on Site 8, the Lower 
Density Alternative would cast less incremental shadow on Herald Square Park, and, unlike the 
Proposed Project, would not cause a significant adverse shadow impact to that park. With respect 
to visual resources, the Lower Density Alternative would result in the same significant adverse 
impacts as the Proposed Project, except with respect to the demolition of the copper Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge spanning from Site 8 across West 32nd Street. If the owner of Site 8 retains 
the skybridge, the significant adverse impact that would occur with the Proposed Project would 
not occur.  

With respect to traffic, it can be expected that the number of intersections with significant adverse 
impacts resulting from full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would fall within the range 
of impacted intersections of the Proposed Project in Phases 1 and 2, during any analysis peak hour. 
Some of these impacts could be mitigated with the same types of mitigation measures as with the 
Proposed Project. Compared with Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, the number of unmitigated 
intersections under full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would be expected to be fewer 
than the number of unmitigated intersections for Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. The Lower 
Density Alternative could result in unmitigated transit impacts at the same or slightly fewer 
subway station analysis elements as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. As with Phase 
2 of the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in any bus line-haul 
impacts. 

With respect to pedestrians, the Lower Density Alternative is expected to result in moderately 
fewer overall impacted locations as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. However, 
because the existing Site 8 building and uses would remain under the Lower Density Alternative, 
it would not provide the building setbacks along the south side of West 33rd Street portion fronting 
Site 8 and the west side of Sixth Avenue that would otherwise accompany the Proposed Project’s 
Site 8 development in the Maximum Commercial Scenario. Therefore, these two sidewalk 
segments, which are not impacted under the Proposed Project, could potentially be impacted under 
the Lower Density Alternative. Without the additional sidewalk circulation space afforded by the 
building setbacks, these impacts could potentially be unmitigated. Accounting for these potential 
two additional unmitigated sidewalk impacts and the potential reduction of unmitigated impacts 
at other pedestrian analysis elements due to the overall lower trip increments, the Lower Density 
Alternative could result in unmitigated pedestrian impacts at the same or a slightly fewer elements 
as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. 
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Thus, the Lower Density Alternative would not substantially avoid or reduce the significant adverse 
impacts that would occur with the Proposed Project and could result in new unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts with respect to pedestrians that would not occur with the Proposed Project. 

In general, although the Lower Density Alternative would meet a number of the Proposed Project’s 
goals and objectives, it would do so to a lesser degree than the Proposed Project because it would 
introduce less new commercial office and residential use and would not implement all of the public 
transportation and public realm improvements that would occur with the Proposed Project. As with 
the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would address substandard conditions in the 
Project Area by facilitating redevelopment to create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district, 
although the amount of commercial and residential development under this alternative would be 
less than the Proposed Project and would not capitalize on the Project Area’s unmatched rail and 
transit access and would not be consistent with the maximum permitted densities of other transit-
oriented districts in the City.  

By providing for less overall development, the Lower Density Alternative would require land 
acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over less office and residential space, which 
would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and residential buildings, potentially 
delaying or forestalling their construction. Similarly, the Lower Density Alternative would foster 
and support economic growth to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project by creating fewer jobs 
and less economic activity. The Lower Density Alternative would be less supportive of the public 
policy goal of accommodating jobs and future economic growth in areas near transit hubs, and 
therefore a greater proportion of the City and state’s future growth could be located in areas that 
are less transit-accessible than the Project Area under this alternative than with the Proposed 
Project.  

Furthermore, the Lower Density Alternative would implement fewer public transportation and 
public realm improvements than the Proposed Project, as it would not provide the sidewalk 
widenings or public transportation improvements associated with Site 8, and it would generate 
substantially less revenue than the Proposed Project and would therefore be less successful at 
providing support for the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. 
Therefore, the Lower Density Alternative would not meet the project goal of maximizing revenue 
to support those projects. 

MITIGATION 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS 

The Proposed Project may result in a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario. Under the analysis appearing in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities,” a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs is predicted to occur with the 
completion and occupancy of approximately 192 affordable dwelling units (DUs) targeted to 
households earning up to 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) (or approximately 22 child-
ren eligible for publicly funded early childhood programs). As indicated in Chapter 5, income bands 
for the affordable units have not been determined at this time. For analysis purposes, the assessment 
assumes that all of the affordable units introduced by the Proposed Project would be targeted to 
households earning up to 80 percent AMI and would meet the eligibility criteria for publicly funded 
early childhood programs. However, if some of the affordable units target higher income house-
holds, these households would likely have incomes exceeding the eligibility criteria for publicly 
funded early childhood programs, and more affordable housing units could be constructed before 
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a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs would occur, or such an impact may not 
occur at all. 

Moreover, the demand for publicly funded early childhood programs depends not only on the 
amount of residential development in an area, but on the proportion of new low-income 
households with children that qualify (not all children meet the social and income eligibility 
criteria). Additionally, the analysis is based on the existing inventory of early childhood programs 
in the area and does not reflect shifts in demand or creation of new capacity. It is reasonable to 
expect that the market (i.e., childcare facility operators) may respond to demand by opening new 
early childhood programs in the study area and thereby avoid the significant impact determined 
through the conservative methodology used in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” to assess the 
potential for impacts to the availability of early childhood program slots at local facilities. 

Several factors may reduce the number of children in need of slots in publicly funded early 
childhood programs. Families in the study area could make use of alternatives to publicly funded 
early childhood programs. There are slots at homes licensed to provide family-based child care 
that families of eligible children could elect to use instead of public center child care. These 
facilities could provide additional slots in the study area but are not included in the quantitative 
analysis appearing in Chapter 5. Parents of eligible children are also not restricted to enrolling 
their children in early childhood programs in a specific geographical area closer to their place of 
employment and beyond the study area assumed in the FEIS analysis.  

Measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact have been identified by ESD and would be 
further developed in consultation with the New York City Department of Education’s (DOE) 
Division of Early Childhood Education, as explained below. Mitigation measures for the significant 
adverse impact could include a number of options: suitable space for an early childhood program 
center could be provided on one of the development sites, such as in the community facility space 
planned for Site 1A; additional early childhood program space could be provided at suitable 
locations off-site and within a reasonable distance (at a rate affordable to DOE providers); or 
additional capacity could be provided at existing facilities on- or off-site. 

At this time, it is premature to determine whether such mitigation would be needed, and if so, 
which of the options described above should be implemented. Accordingly, at such time as ESD 
enters into a development agreement for a building that would include affordable housing, it would 
consult with DOE’s Division of Early Childhood Education (or other appropriate agency at the 
time of mitigation consultation) to determine whether such building would trigger the need for 
additional early childhood program space. In the event such mitigation is determined to be 
necessary, ESD would include in such development agreement (or other binding agreement) 
provisions requiring the developer to arrange for such space through one or more of the options 
described above. The additional capacity to be provided under the development agreement would 
be at a level sufficient to avoid a significant impact to Early Childhood Education resulting from 
construction of the building containing the affordable housing units (considered together with any 
prior project buildings containing affordable housing). If an on-site facility or facilities are 
identified to be needed, the developer’s design team would coordinate with the New York City 
Department of Transportation (DOT) regarding pick-up/drop-off locations, curbside parking 
regulations, school bus accommodations (if any), and pedestrian safety. 

Based on the results of the analysis presented in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” ESD anticipates 
that approximately 16 slots in early childhood programs would be necessary to reduce or mitigate the 
impact, because 16 slots would reduce the utilization rate to less than five percent as compared to the 
No Action condition. However, as a result of changes in the demand for and availability of childcare 
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slots at the time of construction of a new project building containing affordable housing units, the 
number of childcare slots that would be required to mitigate the impact could be more than or less 
than 16 slots. Absent the implementation of such mitigation measures, the Proposed Project could 
have an unmitigated significant adverse impact on publicly funded early childhood programs. 

OPEN SPACE  

Chapter 6, “Open Space,” identifies direct and indirect impacts on open space resources. Specif-
ically, the Proposed Project would result in the following significant adverse impacts to open 
space: 

• Direct impact due to the elimination of a portion of the through-block east plaza on Site 5 that 
is part of the 1 Penn Plaza privately owned public space (POPS). The elimination of the plaza 
represents a reduction of approximately 0.16 acres of passive open space as compared to the 
No Action condition. 

• Indirect impact due to the introduction of a substantial new worker population, causing a de-
crease in the passive open space ratio of approximately 7.27 percent. Taking into account the 
combined residential and worker populations within the study area, there would be a 6.43 
percent decrease in the combined open space ratio for workers and residents. 

The direct impact would occur with the elimination of the through-block east plaza at the 
commencement of construction at Site 5. The indirect impact would occur with the completion 
and occupancy of approximately 8.0 million gsf of office floor area, which would introduce 
approximately 32,000 office workers to the study area. 

The significant adverse indirect impact on open space could be fully mitigated with the addition 
of approximately 0.37 acres (or approximately 16,000 square feet [sf], or the amount of open space 
necessary to result in a decrease in the open space ratio of less than 4 percent) of new passive open 
space. This amount of open space would be in addition to the open space introduced with the 
Proposed Project.  

Open space mitigation measures have been explored by ESD and will be further developed in 
consultation with the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks). To 
address the significant adverse indirect impact on open space, ESD would require future 
developers to implement one or both of the following measures:  

1. Create additional passive open space in or near the Project Area (in addition to the proposed 
plaza on Site 2). Additional passive open space could be created on the development sites 
under the “public space” requirements of the Design Guidelines. Under the Design 
Guidelines, a certain percentage of each site must be set aside for public space. Public space 
can include transit entrances and sidewalk widenings that would not be considered “open 
space.” However, the public space requirements could also be satisfied by the provision of 
passive open spaces such as plazas with seating or other amenities. At this time, it is not 
known which sites (other than Site 2) may include passive open spaces or the specific details 
and features of these spaces. The design and features of any additional passive open spaces 
would be developed as part of the design of the new buildings on each site, in consultation 
with the cross-jurisdictional public realm task force to be established, and subject to review 
by ESD.  

2. Provide funding for open space improvements and/or maintenance of open space resources 
in the study area. Funding for open space improvements or maintenance could serve to 
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partially mitigate the significant adverse open space impact. ESD would require future 
developers to make a financial contribution towards open space improvements and/or 
maintenance of open space resources in the study area. The funding would be used for 
programs or improvements which would improve or increase open space within the ¼-mile 
(non-residential) open space study area (shown in Figure 6-1 of Chapter 6, “Open Space”), 
including, but not limited to: (a) creation of new open space; (b) renovation, repairs, or 
improvements to existing open space; and/or (c) expansion of hours of operation of existing 
facilities. The funding would be allocated in consultation with NYC Parks. 

To address the significant adverse direct impact on open space, the modified GPP would require 
measures to compensate for the displacement of the existing POPS on Site 5 by one or more of 
the following measures: removing the bonused floor area from 1 Penn Plaza, providing new on-
site open space, or requiring the developer of Site 5 to make an appropriate payment for use on 
public realm improvements in the Project Area. These measures would partially mitigate the direct 
open space impact. NYCDOT would retain jurisdiction and approval over any changes to the 
public right-of-way. 

The amount of any financial contributions that may be required as mitigation for the significant 
adverse direct and indirect open space impacts would be established at the time that a development 
is proposed for each site. In establishing the amount of the financial contribution, ESD would 
account for the availability of other funds, the contribution of that development to the significant 
adverse open space impact, and the provision of any additional open space on the development 
site to satisfy the public space requirements of the Design Guidelines.  

At this time, it is not possible to know exactly which mitigation measures would be most 
appropriate, because the condition of open spaces in the area may change and other spaces may 
be identified as needing repairs and upgrades in the future at the time that the open space impact 
occurs, and detailed development plans are not yet available for any of the development sites. ESD 
would require an appropriate contribution to the open space mitigation in the form of one or more 
of the mitigation measures listed above at the time that a development agreement is signed between 
ESD and the future developer(s) for each site. The requirement to implement the open space 
mitigation would be contained in the development agreement(s) or other binding documents 
between ESD and the future developer(s). Absent the implementation of such mitigation measures, 
the significant adverse impact would remain unmitigated. 

The Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse direct impacts to open space due to 
shadows. Potential mitigation measures for shadow impacts to open space are discussed below. 

SHADOWS 

As described in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” shadows cast by the Proposed Project in the 2033 analysis 
year would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to one open space resource (the Madison 
Square Garden [MSG] POPS) and one historic architectural resource with sunlight-sensitive 
features (the skylights and Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley Building). 

In the 2044 analysis year, shadows cast by the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
shadow impacts to nine sunlight-sensitive historic and open space resources. The impacted 
sunlight-sensitive open space resources are the MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea 
Park, the Penn South open spaces, and the Farley Building steps. The impacted sunlight-sensitive 
historic resources are St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, the 
former Greenwich Savings Bank, and the Farley Building (the Eighth Avenue steps, colonnade, 
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and skylights). These nine sunlight-sensitive resources would experience substantial durations and 
occasionally large extents of new shadow, which would significantly reduce the attractiveness and 
usability of the open spaces, or, in the case of the historic resources, obscure sunlight-dependent 
features. Mitigation measures are described below.  

Shadows On Open Spaces 
The City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual identifies several measures 
that could mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on open spaces. These measures include 
modifying the height, shape, size, or orientation of the proposed developments in order to 
eliminate or reduce the extent and duration of incremental shadow on the resource; relocating 
sunlight-sensitive features within an open space to avoid sunlight loss; and undertaking additional 
maintenance to relocate or upgrade facilities or equipment or replace plantings. 

Mitigation measures for shadow impacts that involve changes to the bulk or configuration of the 
proposed developments would be impracticable for the Proposed Project. Other potential 
mitigation measures for the shadows impacts to Chelsea Park, the Penn South open space areas 
north of West 26th Street, Herald Square Park, the MSG POPS, and Plaza 33 have been explored 
by ESD. To address the significant adverse shadow impacts on open spaces, ESD would require 
future developers to fund open space improvements and/or maintenance at the impacted open 
space resources. The funds would be used for renovation, repairs, or improvements to the impacted 
open space resources (such as relocating seating, providing more seating in sunlit areas, upgrading 
walkways, upgrading the Chelsea Park comfort station, replacing existing plantings with shade-
tolerant species, or hiring additional maintenance staff to provide improved maintenance of these 
resources). 

The amount of any financial contributions that may be required as mitigation for the significant 
adverse shadow impacts would be established at the time that a development is proposed for each 
site that contributes to the shadow impacts. In establishing the amount of the financial 
contribution, ESD would account for the availability of other funds and the contribution of that 
development (with its specific as-designed envelope) to the significant adverse shadow impact. 

At this point, it is not possible to know exactly which improvements or maintenance would be 
most appropriate, because the condition of open spaces may change or other repairs or upgrades 
may be identified in the future at the time that the shadow impacts to open spaces occurs. ESD 
would commit to work with NYC Parks and the Penn South Cooperative, the owner of the Penn 
South open spaces, to allocate funding for the open space improvements and/or maintenance of 
open space resources at the time development agreements are signed between ESD and the future 
developer(s) for sites that are predicted to result in a significant adverse shadow impact to an open 
space resource (individually or collectively). 

The provision of funding for open space improvements and/or maintenance would partially 
mitigate the significant adverse shadow impacts to open space resources. As the significant 
adverse shadows impacts would not be fully mitigated, the Proposed Project would result in 
unmitigated significant adverse shadows impacts to these resources. 

Shadows on Historic Resources 
The CEQR Technical Manual identifies potential mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate, to 
the greatest extent practicable, significant adverse shadow impacts to sunlight-sensitive historic 
features, including changes to the bulk or configuration of the proposed developments that cause 
or contribute to the significant adverse impact. As noted above, mitigation measures for shadow 
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impacts that involve changes to the bulk or configuration of the proposed developments would be 
impracticable for the Proposed Project. For significant adverse impacts to stained-glass windows 
and skylights, potential mitigation measures can also include the provision of artificial lighting to 
simulate the effect of direct sunlight. With respect to the Farley Building skylights, the FEIS 
concludes that artificial lighting for the significant adverse impact to the skylights would be 
impracticable. ESD will continue to consult with OPRHP regarding the significant adverse 
shadows impacts on the stained glass windows of the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex 
and the stained glass windows of the St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex. ESD has 
committed to require the developers of Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 to offer artificial lighting, which would 
simulate the effect of direct sunlight on the stained glass windows of the historic resources, to the 
Churches in the future when development on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 proceeds. If one or more of the 
church owners do not accept the offer of artificial lighting, then the significant adverse effects to 
the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex or St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church 
Complex, as the case may be, would be unmitigated.  

ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors 
on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. If the 
installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts 
would remain unmitigated.  

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact associated with direct and 
indirect effects on architectural resources. The Proposed Project would result in the demolition of 
six architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 that would be removed for the potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station, and one architectural resource on Site 7 that is currently 
undergoing demolition to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or without the 
Proposed Project. These resources are: the Lithuanian Alliance of America (A, S/NR-eligible), 
Penn Station Service Building (#1, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), Fairmont Building at 239-241 
West 30th Street (#2, S/NR-eligible), St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex (#3, 
S/NR-eligible, NYC-eligible), Penn Terminal Building at 370 Seventh Avenue (#4, S/NR-
eligible) Stewart Hotel (#5, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), and Hotel Pennsylvania (#6, S/NR-
eligible). The Proposed Project could also result in the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
(D, S/NR-eligible) over West 32nd Street for the redevelopment of Site 8. The removal of the 
resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would only occur if a southern expansion alternative is selected for 
a potential expansion of Penn Station and at the conclusions of the NEPA process, Section 106 
consultation, and 4(f) evaluation, the involved public transportation agencies make a 
determination that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such use, and all possible planning 
has been undertaken to minimize harm to the 4(f) properties. 

Because the Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7 has been determined to be S/NR-eligible, a feasibility 
study was undertaken to evaluate the potential for retaining and renovating the building for 
continued hotel use or reusing the building for office or residential uses. As detailed in Chapter 
21, “Alternatives,” and Appendix H, “Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use 
Improvement Project Alternatives Analysis for the Hotel Pennsylvania Building,” the analysis 
determined that it would not be feasible to retain this building.  

As noted in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the federal agency taking the lead in 
performing the environmental and historic resources review under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) of the 
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U.S. Department of Transportation Act will be considering alternatives or other measures that 
might preserve the historic resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3. ESD intends to seek to participate in the 
Section 106 process as a consulting party, with the intention of exploring further whether there are 
alternatives or other measures that might avoid to mitigate historic impacts on these sites. However, 
based upon the information currently available, ESD believes that retaining the architectural 
resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would substantially compromise the goals and objectives of the 
Proposed Project because as discussed in more detail in Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” retaining these 
buildings would likely preclude the expansion of Penn Station into the area beneath these sites. 
Moreover, retaining the historic resources may prevent the redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3, 
which would prevent achievement of the project goal of revitalizing the area immediately to the 
south of Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density commercial development, eliminating 
substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area, fostering and supporting economic 
growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity, and accommodating 
New York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern needs of commercial tenants at a transit-
accessible location. Retaining these buildings would also be less supportive of the project 
objective of maximizing revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, improvement 
and expansion of Penn Station, and would preclude the development of new open space on Site 2, 
which would not fulfill the project objective of creating new publicly accessible passive open 
space. 

The retention of the architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would also greatly 
complicate—or perhaps preclude altogether—the potential southern expansion of Penn Station 
beneath Sites 1, 2, and 3. Further analysis of this issue is expected to be developed during the 
federal environmental review process. 

Potential mitigation measures that could partially mitigate the impact of the demolition of the six 
architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 may include (to the extent practicable and 
feasible): 

• Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) documentation. HABS Level II documentation 
of all six buildings could be conducted by a recognized professional credentialed for preparing 
such reports, to be submitted to LPC, OPRHP, the New York Historical Society, the Museum 
of the City of New York, and/or other repositories. 

• Architectural salvage. Surveys of the historic resources could be conducted to determine if 
any significant exterior or interior architectural elements could be removed and incorporated 
into the proposed project. This could include paying for the relocation and installation of 
church artifacts from St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church to other church locations. 

It is anticipated that potential measures to partially mitigate the adverse effects resulting from the 
expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement 
or Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, OPRHP acting in its capacity as the 
State Historic Preservation Office, and other applicable parties in accordance with Section 106 
regulations. 

Mitigation measures for the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7 have been developed 
in consultation with OPRHP and are stipulated in a Letter of Resolution (LOR) executed on June 
21, 2022, by ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic 
Preservation Act. The LOR is included in Appendix G of this FEIS. Mitigation for the significant 
adverse impact to the Hotel Pennsylvania includes:  

• HABS Level II recordation.  
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• Architectural salvage. Vornado has salvaged the following items from the Hotel Pennsylvania: 
two original guest room Servidors; a Hotel Pennsylvania letterbox originally located in the 
hotel lobby; the Ellsworth M. Statler commemorative plaque originally located in the hotel 
lobby; decorative elements from the former Dining Room/Café Rouge, including two 
remaining column capitals, or portions thereof, and ceiling beams that retain ornament; and 
will salvage some original electrical switchgear and electrical panels found in the sub-
basement of the hotel. Each salvaged item has been wrapped and crated individually, labeled 
with its contents, and placed in Vornado’s storage area in the second basement of 11 Penn 
Plaza. In addition, Vornado will make reasonable efforts to salvage a mosaic originally 
installed in the Gimbel’s Passage. The mosaic consists of brown and white tiles that read 
above a directional arrow, “Pennsylvania Station, Seventh Avenue Subway, Statler Hilton.” 
In the event this mosaic can reasonably be salvaged, Vornado will cause it to be cleaned by a 
restoration contractor and stored by Vornado with the other salvaged artifacts or by its 
contractor in a suitable location until its reinstallation. Vornado will consult with ESD and 
OPRHP regarding the installation of the recovered artifacts. Such reinstallation will be 
incorporated into an interpretive exhibit at a location that is accessible to the public. 

The Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible) over West 32nd Street could be removed for 
the redevelopment of Site 8. Although the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would occur within 
the envelope permitted by the GPP, a design of the redevelopment of this site has not been 
determined. Two alternative programs for Site 8 have been identified: a new office tower that 
would require removal of the existing building on Site 8 (and with it the removal of the Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge) or the construction of a residential enlargement above the existing building 
on Site 8 (which may also require demolition of the Gimbel brothers Skybridge). Accordingly, it 
is not known based on current information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would 
involve the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. Therefore, the Proposed Project could 
have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. As stipulated in the LOR, 
at such time as the necessary information concerning the conceptual design and proposed program 
for the Site 8 redevelopment is available, a thorough study as to whether feasible and practical 
alternatives would be available to avoid or minimize any adverse effects to the Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge will be prepared in consultation with OPRHP. Further, if that future study determines 
that the redevelopment of Site 8 pursuant to the GPP would result in a significant adverse impact 
on the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, measures that could partially mitigate that significant adverse 
impact would be developed and implemented in consultation with OPRHP as stipulated in the 
LOR. 

Development of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical impacts on 15 architectural 
resources that are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities, close enough to 
potentially experience adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne construction-
period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction machinery. 
These resources are: U.S. General Post Office (#7, S/NR, NYCL); former Equitable Life 
Assurance Company (#8, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible); St. Francis Roman Catholic Church 
Complex (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible); 23rd Police Precinct Station House (#25, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL); loft building (#27, S/NR-eligible) at 144-154 West 30th Street; and Fur Craft 
Building (#30, S/NR-eligible); Madison Square Garden (B, S/NR-eligible); Penn Station (B, 
S/NR-eligible); plaza portion of 2 Penn Plaza (B, S/NR-eligible); Gimbel Brothers Administration 
Building (C, S/NR-eligible); Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible); FDNY Hook and 
Ladder 24, Engine 1 (E, S/NR-eligible); Fralber Building (F, S/NR-eligible); loft building (G, 
S/NR-eligible) at 236 West 30th Street; Fire Patrol No. 3 (H, S/NR-eligible), and Irwin House (I, 
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S/NR-eligible). Therefore, Construction Protection Plans to protect the 15 architectural resources 
within 90 feet of construction would be developed and implemented in coordination with OPRHP. 
The Construction Protection Plans would be required for Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. For the NYCL 
and NYCL-eligible properties potentially affected by construction impacts, the Construction 
Protection Plans would also be submitted to LPC for review and comment. 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadows impacts on four architectural 
resources in the primary and secondary study areas—the Farley Building (#7, S/NR, NYCL), St. 
Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), the open spaces 
of the Penn South Apartment Complex (#37, S/NR-eligible), and St. Michael’s Roman Catholic 
Church Complex (#40, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), and one architectural resource that is 
located north of the secondary study area: Greenwich Savings Bank (S/NR, NYCL). The sites that 
contribute to the shadows impact at each of these resources are discussed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation.” As described therein, ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the 
feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors on nearby structures to mitigate the significant adverse 
shadow impacts on the Farley Building (#7, S/NR, NYCL), the open spaces of the Penn South 
Apartment Complex (#37, S/NR-eligible), and the former Greenwich Savings Bank (S/NR, 
NYCL), as described in the LOR included in Appendix G. If the installation of mirrors is 
determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts would remain unmitigated. 
Regarding the significant adverse shadow impacts on the stained glass windows of the St. Francis 
Roman Catholic Church Complex and the stained glass windows of the St. Michael’s Roman 
Catholic Church Complex, ESD will continue to consult with OPRHP and has committed in the 
LOR to require the developers of Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 to offer artificial lighting, which would simulate 
the effect of direct sunlight on the stained glass windows of the historic resources, to the churches 
in the future when development on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 proceeds, as stipulated in the LOR. If one or 
more of the church owners do not accept the offer of artificial lighting, then the significant adverse 
effects to the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex or St. Michael’s Roman Catholic 
Church Complex, as the case may be, would be unmitigated. 

In addition, completion of Site 6 of the Proposed Project would partially obstruct views east of the 
iconic Empire State Building along West 34th Street west of Sixth Avenue, completion of Sites 5 
and 6 would partially obstruct views east of the Empire State Building along West 33rd Street at 
Ninth Avenue, and completion of Site 2 would block northeast views of the Empire State Building 
from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th 
Street within the larger urban design study area. As described below, the potential mitigation 
measures for these significant adverse impacts to this architectural and visual resource would not 
be practicable, as they would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 
Mitigation measures for adverse impacts resulting from the development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 
(as summarized in Table 8-1 of Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”) are stipulated in the 
LOR executed on June 21, 2022, by ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP.  

VISUAL RESOURCES  

The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to visual resources in the 2033 
and 2044 analysis years; however, it would not result in a significant adverse impact related to 
urban design. Demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2 is assumed to occur with 
the start of construction on Site 2 and demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers skybridge spanning 
from Site 8 across West 32nd Street could occur during construction of Site 8. Demolition of these 
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visual resources would constitute a direct significant adverse impact on visual resources. In ad-
dition, the obstruction of views east and northeast from certain vantage points within the western 
portion of the secondary study area towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action 
condition would constitute a significant adverse impact to visual resources. In particular, the 
Proposed Project would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 
33rd and West 34th Streets, and would fully obstruct views northeast from West 28th Street and 
Ninth Avenue, and in views northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park. Potential measures to 
mitigate the significant adverse impact to visual resources are discussed below. 

Subject to the outcome of the federal reviews under NEPA, Section 106, and Section 4(f),, the 
visual resource on Site 2—the Church of St. John the Baptist—would be demolished by the 2033 
analysis year. As the Church of St. John the Baptist is an architectural resource, partial mitigation 
measures would be developed as discussed above in “Historic and Cultural Resources.” In 
addition, the visual resource connected to the existing building on Site 8—the copper Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge—could be demolished by the 2044 analysis year under either the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario or Maximum Residential Scenario. It is not known based on current 
information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. As the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge is an architectural resource, a 
future study of feasible and practicable alternatives would be completed, and feasible and 
practicable mitigation measures developed as appropriate, as discussed above under “Historic and 
Cultural Resources.” 

 

The proposed development on Site 6 would partially block views of the Empire State Building 
along West 33rd and West 34th Streets. The proposed development on Site 5 would also partially 
block views of the Empire State Building on West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue. In views northeast 
from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, from the south side of the intersection 
of Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street, and along the western portion of West 28th Street between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues, the eastern building of Site 2 along Seventh Avenue would block 
views of the Empire State Building. As noted in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” 
views to the Empire State Building in views north and south on Fifth Avenue and in all views 
looking towards the west would remain unaffected by the Proposed Project, as would views east 
from Sixth Avenue.  
Mitigation options considered for the significant adverse impact to the Empire State Building as a 
visual resource included limiting the height of the proposed buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6 and 
requiring a greater setback from West 33rd Street and/or West 34th Street on Site 6 and on West 
33rd Street on Site 5. As noted in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” to reduce 
obstruction of views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 33rd Street, the Design 
Guidelines require the tower at Site 6 to have an additional, intermediate 30-foot setback on West 
33rd Street (inclusive of the 10-foot sidewalk widening) above 500 feet. This measure was 
explored between the DEIS and FEIS and incorporated into the Proposed Project in this FEIS. 
This setback would allow for greater visibility of the spire of the Empire Building in views east 
along West 33rd Street from locations west of Eighth Avenue. The FEIS analyses concluded that 
additional mitigation measures in the form of height reductions or setbacks would not be 
practicable. Accordingly, the significant adverse impact to the Empire State Building as a visual 
resource would remain unmitigated. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

The Proposed Project could result in significant adverse impacts to traffic, transit, and pedestrians. 
Potential measures to mitigate these impacts to the extent practicable are summarized below. Since the 
publication of the DEIS, specific programming assumptions, project phasing, and assumed completion 
years have changed. Additionally, notable updates have been made to the transit-related improvements 
that would be undertaken as part of the Proposed Project. These include modification of easement 
connections within certain development sites, incorporation of additional underground concourses and 
additional station access facilities, and integration of several mitigation measures identified in the DEIS 
into the Proposed Project. Chapter 14, “Transportation,” details the analysis results and updated impact 
findings associated with these changes. Accordingly, the related mitigation analyses have been revised 
and the results of these analyses were updated for this FEIS. Because of the Proposed Project’s long 
build-out and the extent and severity of the transportation-related impacts identified, ESD in 
coordination with DOT, would require developers for the Proposed Project to undertake studies under 
a future transportation monitoring plan (TMP). The TMP studies, which would be undertaken at several 
development milestones, are expected to evaluate actual project-generated demand and background 
conditions during various stages of project development and occupancy and would consider adjusting 
the identified mitigation strategies as appropriate and practicable to address traffic and pedestrian issues 
at those points in time. This plan would be developed in consultation between ESD, and DOT for the 
identified mitigation strategies to address significant adverse traffic and pedestrian impacts. Regarding 
mitigation for the identified significant adverse subway station impacts, an assessment of when these 
impacts would materialize was prepared to inform decisions regarding the timing of mitigation 
implementation that ESD would make in coordination with the MTA and NYCT. 

Traffic 
Traffic conditions were evaluated at 108 intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours. In the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 80 
intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, 79 intersections during the weekday midday peak 
hour, and 76 intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. Under the 2044 With Action 
condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 102 intersections during the 
weekday AM peak hour, 89 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 94 
intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. Potential measures considered to mitigate these 
impacts include signal timing changes, restriping, and changes to parking regulations. Due to the 
high level of congestion predicted for both the future No Action and With Action conditions, many 
of the identified impacts were determined, in consultation with DOT, to be potentially 
“unmitigatable,” meaning that no practicable mitigation (i.e., signal timing changes, restriping, 
geometric modifications or changes to parking regulations) has been identified that would 
eliminate the significant impact identified at the relevant intersection under the methodology set 
forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. Table S-10 summarizes the traffic mitigation analysis 
results for both the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years. 

Table S-10 
Summary of Traffic Mitigation Analysis Results 

Analysis Peak 
Hour 

2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 
No. of Impacted 

Intersections 
No. Fully 
Mitigated 

No. Partially Mitigated 
or Unmitigated 

No. of Impacted 
Intersections 

No. Fully 
Mitigated 

No. Partially Mitigated 
or Unmitigated 

Weekday AM 80 43 37 102 27 75 
Weekday Midday 79 45 34 89 41 48 

Weekday PM 76 42 34 94 25 69 
Notes: In total, 108 intersections, comprising of nearly 400 lane groups, were included in the traffic study area for analysis.  
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32nd Street Option East-West Connector 
While the 32nd Street East-West Connector Option (located below-grade for pedestrian passage) 
would not affect future vehicular traffic volumes, the Proposed Project’s proposed underground 
connections would alter on-street pedestrian flow patterns, including those crossing at several 
study area intersections. The effects of these passageway locations on vehicular conditions would 
be limited to the blocks in the immediate vicinity of Seventh and Sixth Avenues and West 31st 
Street through West 34th Street, where crosswalk volumes would differ. The effects of the 
different crosswalk volumes with the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector are 
discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  

Transit 
Detailed analyses of station circulation elements and control areas were prepared for the 34th 
Street-Herald Square Station, 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station, and 34th Street (Eighth 
Avenue)-Penn Station, as well as line-haul conditions along the subway lines serving these three 
stations for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action condition, significant 
adverse impacts were identified for six station elements during the AM peak hour and nine station 
elements during the PM peak hour. Under the 2044 With Action condition, significant adverse 
impacts were identified for 13 station elements during the AM peak hour and 17 station elements 
during the PM peak hour. In addition, two subway lines during the AM peak hour and five subway 
lines during the PM peak hour would incur significant adverse line-haul impacts. Potential 
measures considered to mitigate these impacts include increasing operating speeds for escalators, 
streamlining the structure or widening of stairways, constructing new or reconfiguring stairways, 
adding turnstiles, and increasing operating frequency of subway trains on subway lines. In the 
event that certain mitigation measures are deemed, in consultation with the MTA and NYCT, 
impracticable and no other practicable mitigation measures can be identified, those impacts would 
be unmitigated. Table S-11 summarizes the subway station mitigation analysis results for both 
the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years.  

Regarding the subway line-haul conditions identified for 2044 Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, 
the necessary changes in service frequency to fully mitigate the projected impacts are summarized 
in Table S-12. Since these changes are subject to the operational and fiscal feasibility of the MTA 
and NYCT, the identified impacts could be unmitigated. 

32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector 
The 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector, which would have an additional connection 
under Seventh Avenue, is expected to draw more Penn Station riders underground and shift more 
subway riders to the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. In comparison to the 33rd Street 
Option for the East-West Connector, the 32nd Street Option is expected to result in overall fewer 
subway station impacts at the 34th Street-(Seventh Avenue) Penn Station Subway Station and the 
34th Street-(Eighth Avenue) Penn Station Subway Station, roughly the same number of station 
impacts at the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station, and fewer subway line haul impacts, as 
described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 
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Table S-11 
Summary of Subway Station Mitigation Analysis Results 

Analysis 
Peak Hour 

Station 
Element 

34th Street-Herald Square 
Station 34th-Seventh Ave Station 34th-Eighth Ave Station 
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2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 

Weekday AM 

Stairways 3 3 0 2 0 2 0 – – 
Escalators 1 1 0 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 

Weekday PM 

Stairways 4 4 0 3 0 3 0 – – 
Escalators 2 1 1 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 

2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

Weekday AM 

Stairways 8 4 4 3 0 3 0 – – 
Escalators 2 2 0 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 1 1 0 0 – – 

Weekday PM 

Stairways 7 3 4 4 0 4 3 2 1 
Escalators 3 3 0 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 

Notes: In total, 101 existing or reconstructed station elements and 10 new station elements at the 34th Street-Herald Square, 34th Street-
Seventh Avenue, and 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Stations were included in the subway station analysis. 

 

Table S-12 
Summary of 2044 Phase 2 Subway Line Haul Mitigation Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction Maximum Load Point 
Average No. of Scheduled 

Trains Per Hour 
No. of Additional Trains 

Needed to Mitigate Impact 

Weekday AM 
2/3 SB 34th St - Penn Station 21.5 2 

E SB 
Jackson Heights –  

Roosevelt Av 15.3 1 

Weekday PM 

1 NB Columbus Cir 16.1 1 
2/3 NB Times Sq 21.3 2 
A/D NB Columbus Cir 12.1 1 
E NB Lexington Av - 53rd St 14.6 1 

Notes: The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station 
Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
 

34th Street Undercrossings 
As part of the Phase 2 development at Sites 5 and 6, which are situated on the west and east sides 
of Seventh Avenue, respectively, between West 33rd and West 34th Streets, new easement 
connections at both sites and the extension of the North-South Corridor through Site 6 would 
present an opportunity to extend the underground connections on both sides of Seventh Avenue 
to the north side of West 34th Street, where there are currently approximately 5.6-foot-wide stairs 
only connecting to the Seventh Avenue Subway Station. The incorporation of these connections 
may also require additional elevators and other changes along the north sidewalks of West 34th 
Street on both sides of Seventh Avenue. The feasibility of implementing these changes to 
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accommodate the enhanced connections would be subject to future design, study, and coordination 
with the MTA and DOT. The efficacy and potential adverse impacts of these 34th Street 
undercrossings are assessed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  

Pedestrians 
Detailed analyses of pedestrian conditions were prepared for a study consisting of 272 pedestrian 
elements, including 102 sidewalks, 88 corners, and 82 crosswalks) for the weekday AM, midday, 
and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse impacts were identified 
for three sidewalks and six crosswalks during the weekday AM peak hour; two sidewalks and 15 
crosswalks during the weekday midday peak hour; and nine sidewalks, four corners, and 18 
crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. Under the 2044 With Action condition, significant 
adverse impacts were identified for 18 sidewalks, 10 corners, and 40 crosswalks during the 
weekday AM peak hour; six sidewalks and 36 crosswalks during the weekday midday peak hour; 
and 19 sidewalks, 15 corners, and 43 crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. Potential 
measures explored to mitigate these impacts include street furniture removal/relocation, 
sidewalk/corner obstruction removal/relocation, curb extension, signal timing modification, and 
crosswalk widening. Table S-13 summarizes the pedestrian mitigation analysis results for both 
the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years.  

Table S-13 
Summary of Pedestrian Mitigation Analysis Results 

Analysis Peak 
Hour 
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2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 
Weekday AM 3 0 3 0 – – 6 2 4 

Weekday Midday 2 0 2 0 – – 15 7 8 
Weekday PM 9 0 9 4 1 3 19 4 15 

2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 
Weekday AM 18 1 17 10 4 6 40 6 34 

Weekday Midday 6 0 6 0 – – 36 11 25 
Weekday PM 19 1 18 15 5 10 43 7 36 

Notes: In total, 272 pedestrian elements were included in the pedestrian study area for analysis. Under the 2033 With Action condition, 
significant adverse impacts were identified at six, 15, and 18 crosswalks during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. However, the recommended traffic mitigation measures would result in one new crosswalk impact during the weekday 
PM peak hour for a total of 19 total crosswalk impacts. 

 

32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector 
The Proposed Project with the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector is expected to 
result in five fewer significant adverse pedestrian impacts in 2033 and two fewer in 2044 than the 
Proposed Project with the 33rd Street Option. The corresponding differences in potential 
mitigation measures at affected locations are detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

34th Street Undercrossings 
The 34th Street undercrossing passageways would enable Penn Station riders to connect to the 
north side of West 34th Street without having to cross West 34th Street at-grade and potentially 
draw more pedestrian traffic northward before continuing east. The efficacy and potential adverse 
impacts of these 34th Street undercrossings are assessed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of proposed traffic and pedestrian mitigation measures would be subject to 
modifications in light of the results of the TMP and the approval of NYCDOT prior to installation. 
These include signal timing changes, restriping, changes to parking regulations, street/sidewalk 
obstruction removal/relocation, curb extension, and crosswalk widening––standard measures 
routinely implemented throughout the City and generally considered to be feasible. ESD will 
required designated developers of the Project Area development sites to undertake future TMP 
studies. In consideration of the project build-out timeline analyzed in this EIS, four development 
milestones have been identified for undertaking the TMP efforts. The first would be the comple-
tion of the first two buildings (Sites 4 and 7, or an equivalent amount of floor area) of the Proposed 
Project. In recognition of the substantially greater level of development under Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project, two interim points and the full build-out of Phase 2 have been identified as the 
other three milestones. The first Phase 2 interim point would be the completion of half of the 
development sites and the completion of the Penn Station expansion and related regional 
infrastructure improvements. The second Phase 2 interim point would be the completion of all the 
development sites except for Sites 2 and 3, or an equivalent amount of floor area. The completion 
of the Penn Station expansion and related regional infrastructure improvements are expected to be 
completed prior to the completion of the Phase 2 build-out. Should the Phase 2 development site 
build-out period or the completion of the Penn Station expansion and related regional 
infrastructure improvements extend substantially, additional interim TMP studies may be added 
at the discretion of ESD. Prior to undertaking any TMP, the designated developer would prepare 
a scope of work and submit for ESD and NYCDOT review and approval. The designated 
developer would submit a report summarizing the finding of each TMP as well as all necessary 
materials (drawings, LOS analyses, etc.) for ESD and DOT’s review and approval. The designated 
developer is responsible for all costs associated with the TMP and the design and implementation 
of any subsequent measures recommended by the TMP.  

Regarding the significant adverse subway station and line-haul impacts, ESD would continue to 
collaborate with MTA and NYCT in their consideration of the measures described above for 
mitigating the significant adverse subway station and line-haul impacts identified in this FEIS. 
However, their implementation would be subject to available project funding.  

NOISE 

By the 2044 analysis year, traffic generated by the Proposed Project would produce significant 
increases in noise levels at receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, 
along West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between 
Sixth and Eighth Avenues. The increases would occur primarily due to project-generated trucks 
travelling along the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT)-designated truck route 
on these streets. The increases would constitute a significant adverse impact at the receptors along 
these roadway segments. These locations are shown in Table S-14. These operational noise 
impacts are projected to occur upon the completion and occupancy of approximately 4.75 million 
gsf of office space on the proposed development sites. 
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Table S-14 
Operational Noise Impact Locations 

Address Block Lot 
371 Ninth Avenue 729 7502 

432 West 31st Street 728 55 
252 West 30th Street1, 3 779 7501 
234 West 30th Street1 779 62 
360 Seventh Avenue1 779 45 

355 Seventh Avenue1, 2 805 97 
130 West 30th Street1, 2 805 7501 

143 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 17 
137 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 18 
133 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 22 
132 West 32nd Street2, 3, 4 807 7501 
110 West 32nd Street2, 3, 4 807 50 
109 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 7502 

855 Sixth Avenue2 806 7502 
Notes:  
1 Construction at Site 2 predicted to contribute to 
significant adverse noise impact at this location 
requiring mitigation.  
2 Construction at Site 3 predicted to contribute to 
significant adverse noise impact at this location 
requiring mitigation. 
3 Construction at Site 7 predicted to contribute to 
significant adverse noise impact at this location 
requiring mitigation. 
4 Construction at Site 8 predicted to contribute to 
significant adverse noise impact at this location 
requiring mitigation. 

 

Many of the buildings at these locations feature modern façade construction including insulated glass 
windows and an alternate means of ventilation that would allow for the maintenance of a closed-
window condition. At impacted residential buildings’ façades that do not already have one or both 
of these features, ESD would require project developers to make mitigation measures (i.e., storm 
windows and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form of window air conditioners) available 
at no cost for purchase and installation on the buildings’ West 31st Street or West 30th Street façades. 
Building façades with insulated glass windows or storm windows and alternative ventilation would 
provide sound attenuation such that even during warm weather conditions, interior noise levels 
would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise levels. However, traffic generated by the 
Proposed Project by the 2044 analysis year would still result in interior noise levels up to 
approximately 9 dBA higher than 45 dBA during the peak hour of truck activity. Therefore, the 
significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-mentioned residences would be 
only partially mitigated. In addition, at locations noted in Table S-14 to experience significant 
adverse noise impacts resulting from construction of the Proposed Project, ESD would require the 
provision of receptor noise controls prior to the start of construction on any development site whose 
construction contributes to the predicted impact at that receptor (see Table S-15), and thus these 
sites would have these features in place at the time the operational impact would materialize. 

As noted above in “Project Description and Purpose and Need,” ESD would recommend that 
NYCDOT study the implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues. If NYCDOT chooses to implement a shared street on West 31st Street between 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues, this street would remain open to vehicular traffic (including delivery 
vehicles), but some of its traffic could divert to other westbound cross-streets such as West 29th 
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Street, West 34th Street, and West 35th Street. Some westbound truck traffic along West 31st 
Street may divert to West 29th Street for access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 
30th Street/Dyer Avenue. Therefore, if the West 31st Street shared street is implemented by 
NYCDOT, the impacts identified along West 31st Street may lessen in intensity or be eliminated 
altogether but new impacts could occur along West 29th Street instead as a result of the stated 
truck diversions, requiring the same mitigation measures specified above for residences along 
West 31st Street. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Traffic 
Construction of the Proposed Project would result in temporary significant adverse traffic and 
noise impacts during the peak construction period for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction. The 
same or similar traffic mitigation measures identified to mitigate the operational impacts could be 
implemented early at the discretion of DOT to mitigate the temporary traffic impacts during 
construction. 

Noise 
Significant adverse noise impacts are predicted to occur at multiple sensitive locations as a result 
of construction of the proposed developments associated with the Proposed Project under either 
the illustrative construction schedule scenario (i.e., the construction schedule which assumes 
construction would occur only Monday through Friday) or the alternative construction schedule 
scenario (i.e., the construction schedule which assumes night and weekend work for the expansion 
of Penn Station as well), as shown below in Table S-15. 

Where feasible and practicable, construction would use drilled piles or caissons instead of impact-
driven piles. This pile installation method is approximately 10 dBA quieter than impact-driven 
piles. Since impact-driven piles were the dominant noise source for most construction sites, this 
would reduce maximum noise levels at most impacted receptors. However, it is not possible at this 
time to confirm that drilled piles would be feasible and practicable for all pile installation work. 

Construction of the proposed buildings at the development sites would be required to follow the 
requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code for construction noise control measures. 
Specific noise control measures would be incorporated in noise mitigation plan(s) required under 
the New York City Noise Code, including a variety of source and path controls.  
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Table S-15 
Locations with Significant Construction Noise Impacts 

Address Block / Lot 

Impact from Illustrative 
or Alternative 

Construction Schedule  
Associated 

Development Site(s) 
105 West 28th Street Block 804 / Lot 32 Both Sites 3 and 8 
140 West 28th Street Block 803 / Lot 62 Both Sites 3 and 4 
261 West 28th Street Block 778 / Lot 7501 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
124 West 29th Street Block 804 / Lot 54 Both Site 3 
211 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 31 Both Site 2 
215 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 7502 Both Site 2 
221 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 27 Both Site 2 
247 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 12 Both Sites 2 and 7 
249 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 10 Both Sites 2 and 7 
252 West 29th Street Block 778 / Lot 70 Both Site 2 
253 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 8 Both Sites 2 and 7 
257 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 7 Both Sites 2 and 7 
301 West 29th Street Block 753 / Lot 35 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
130 West 30th Street Block 805 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 2 and 3 
135 West 30th Street Block 806 / Lot 13 Both Sites 3 and 7 
143 West 30th Street Block 806 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 3 and 7 
208 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 49 Both Site 2 
214 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 52 Both Site 2 
234 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 62 Both Site 2 
252 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 2 and 7 
308 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 1, 2, and 7 
313 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 31 Both Sites 1 and 7 
314 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 51 Alternative Sites 1, 2, and 7 
315 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 30 Both Sites 1 and 7 
317 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 29 Both Sites 1 and 7 
319 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 28 Both Sites 1 and 7 
321 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 27 Both Sites 1 and 7 
324 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 56 Both Sites 1, 2, and 7 
337 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 19 Both Sites 1 and 7 
341 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 18 Both Sites 1 and 7 
342 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 65 Both Sites 1, 2, and 7 
345 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 16 Both Sites 1 and 7 
361 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 8 Both Sites 1 and 2 
363 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 1 Both Sites 1 and 2 
109 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
116 West 31st Street Block 806 / Lot 52 Both Site 3 
133 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 22 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
137 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 18 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
143 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 17 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
110 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 50 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
132 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
142 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 64 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
144 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 65 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
36 West 33rd Street Block 834 / Lot 66 Both Sites 3 and 8 
42 West 33rd Street Block 834 / Lot 69 Both Sites 3 and 8 
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Table S-15 (cont’d) 
Locations with Significant Construction Noise Impacts 

Address Block / Lot 

Impact from Illustrative 
or Alternative 

Construction Schedule  
Associated 

Development Site(s) 
49 West 33rd Street Block 835 / Lot 9 Both Sites 7 and 8 
315 West 33rd Street Block 757 / Lot 22 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
321 West 33rd Street Block 757 / Lot 20 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
40 West 34th Street Block 835 / Lot 65 Both Sites 7 and 8 
44 West 34th Street Block 835 / Lot 67 Both Sites 7 and 8 

124 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 59 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
126 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 60 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
128 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 61 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
130 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 62 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
134 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 64 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
136 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 65 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
138 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 66 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
140 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 67 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
142 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 68 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
223 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 28 Both Sites 4 and 7 
243 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 18 Both Sites 4 and 7 
245 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 17 Both Sites 4 and 7 
249 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 15 Both Sites 4 and 7 
255 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 12 Both Sites 4 and 7 
315 West 34th Street Block 758 / Lot 28 Both Sites 2 and 4 
218 West 35th Street Block 784 / Lot 54 Both Sites 4 and 7 

835 Avenue of the 
Americas Block 805 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 2 and 3 

846 Avenue of the 
Americas Block 831 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 2 and 8 

855 Avenue of the 
Americas Block 806 / Lot 7502 Both Site 3 

874 Avenue of the 
Americas Block 832 / Lot 78 Alternative Site 8 

960 Avenue of the 
Americas Block 837 / Lot 1 Both Sites 3 and 8 

315 Seventh Avenue Block 803 / Lot 7501 Alternative Sites 3 and 5 
341 Seventh Avenue Block 805 / Lot 1 Both Sites 2 and 3 
355 Seventh Avenue Block 805 / Lot 97 Both Sites 2 and 3 
360 Seventh Avenue Block 779 / Lot 45 Both Site 2 
474 Seventh Avenue Block 785 / Lot 43 Both Sites 3 and 4 
370 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 75 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
372 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 74 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
374 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 73 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
376 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 72 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
378 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 71 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
382 Eighth Avenue Block 779 / Lot 1 Both Sites 2 and 7 
383 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 36 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
387 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 37 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
389 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 38 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
391 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 39 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
393 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 40 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
481 Eighth Avenue Block 758 / Lot 37 Both Sites 2 and 4 
270 Ninth Avenue Block 751 / Lot 1 Alternative Site 2 
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Table S-15 (cont’d) 
Locations with Significant Construction Noise Impacts 

Address Block / Lot 

Impact from Illustrative 
or Alternative 

Construction Schedule  
Associated 

Development Site(s) 
305 Ninth Avenue Block 752 / Lot 1 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
342 Ninth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 78 Both Sites 1 and 2 
360 Ninth Avenue Block 754 / Lot 5 Both Sites 1 and 2 
1227 Broadway Block 831 / Lot 68 Both Site 8 
1260 Broadway Block 834 / Lot 11 Both Sites 2 and 8 
1282 Broadway Block 835 / Lot 1 Both Sites 7 and 8 

1313 Broadway Block 810 / Lot 40 Alternative 
Peak construction truck 

traffic from all sites 
 

In terms of source controls (i.e., reducing noise levels at the source or during the most sensitive 
time periods), the following measures would be implemented in accordance with the New York 
City Noise Code: 

• Equipment that meets the sound level standards specified in Subchapter 5 of the New York 
City Noise Control Code would be utilized from the start of construction. Table 20-22 in 
Chapter 20, “Construction,” shows the noise levels for typical construction equipment and the 
mandated noise levels for the equipment that would be used for construction under the 
Proposed Actions.  

• As early in the construction period as logistics would allow, diesel- or gas-powered equipment 
would be replaced with electrical-powered equipment such as welders, water pumps, bench 
saws, and table saws (i.e., early electrification) to the extent feasible and practicable.  

• Where feasible and practicable, construction sites would be configured to minimize back-up 
alarm noise. In addition, trucks would be prohibited from idling in violation of Title 24, 
Chapter 1, Subchapter 7, Section 24-163 of the New York City Administrative Code. 

• Contractors and subcontractors would be required to properly maintain their equipment and 
mufflers. 

In terms of path controls (e.g., placement of equipment, implementation of barriers or enclosures 
between equipment and sensitive receptors), the following measures for construction would be 
implemented to the extent feasible and practicable: 

• Where logistics allow, noisy equipment—such as cranes, concrete pumps, concrete trucks, 
and delivery trucks—would be located away from and shielded from sensitive receptor 
locations. 

• Noise barriers at least eight feet tall constructed from plywood or other materials consistent 
with the noise barrier performance requirements set forth in DEP’s “Rules for Citywide Con-
struction Noise Mitigation,” would be erected to provide shielding; and 

• Path noise control measures (i.e., portable noise barriers, panels, enclosures, and acoustical 
tents, where feasible) for certain dominant noise equipment would be employed to the extent 
feasible and practical. The requirements for construction of portable noise barriers, enclosures, 
tents, etc. are set forth in DEP’s “Rules for Citywide Construction Noise Mitigation.” 

Many of the buildings where impacts have been identified feature modern façade construction, 
including insulated glass windows and an alternative means of ventilation that would allow for 
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the maintenance of a closed-window condition. At façades of impacted buildings that do not 
already have one or both of these features, ESD would require project developers to make 
mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form of 
window air conditioners) available on façades that face construction at no cost for purchase and 
installation. The mitigation measures would be implemented at each receptor prior to the start of 
construction on any development site whose construction contributes to the predicted impact at 
that receptor (see Table S-15). Building façades with insulated glass windows or storm windows 
and alternative ventilation would provide sound attenuation such that even during warm weather 
conditions, interior noise levels would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise levels. 
However, construction of the Proposed Project during the most noise-intensive construction 
activity nearest a receptor would result in interior noise levels up to 62 dBA L10, which is 17 dBA 
greater than the level considered acceptable according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
guidelines. Consequently, significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-
mentioned residences would be only partially mitigated. 

Neighborhood Character 
As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction” long-term construction activity associated with the 
potential expansion of Penn Station and new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in 
significant adverse localized neighborhood character impact in the immediate vicinity of these 
development sites during construction. Construction activities would be disruptive and 
concentrated on these sites for an extended period of time. Throughout the construction period, 
measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, and vibration on the construction 
sites, including the erection of construction fencing and in some areas fencing incorporating sound 
reducing measures. This fencing would reduce potentially undesirable views of construction sites 
and buffer noise emitted from construction activities. Furthermore, in the event that there is an 
extended period between the completion of the expansion of Penn Station and the commencement 
of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, 
would seek to activate one or more of the sites with temporary uses or other programming. There 
are no other practicable measures to mitigate the significant adverse localized neighborhood 
character impact in the vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 3. Therefore, this impact would remain 
unmitigated. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 
During Phase 1 construction activities, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
direct impacts on six architectural resources located on Sites1, 2, and 3 that would be removed for 
the potential below-grade expansion of Penn Station, and one architectural resource on Site 7 that 
is currently undergoing demolition to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or 
without the Proposed Project. In addition, during Phase 2 construction, one architectural resource 
could be removed for the redevelopment of Site 8. See discussion above under “Historic and 
Cultural Resources” regarding potential mitigation measures for these impacts. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

The Proposed Project may result in a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario. Under the analysis appearing in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities,” a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs is predicted to occur with the 
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completion and occupancy of approximately 192 affordable dwelling units (DUs) targeted to 
households earning up to 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) (or approximately 22 child-
ren eligible for publicly funded early childhood programs).  

As discussed above in “Mitigation,” measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact to early 
childhood programs have been identified by ESD and would be further developed in consultation 
with the DOE Division of Early Childhood Education. Absent the implementation of such 
mitigation measures, the significant adverse impact on publicly funded early childhood programs 
would remain unmitigated and constitute an unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

OPEN SPACE 

The Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect significant adverse impacts on open space 
resources. Specifically, the Proposed Project would result in a direct impact due to the elimination 
of portion of the through-block east plaza on Site 5 that is part of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS, and an  
indirect impact would occur as the result of the introduction of a substantial new worker 
population, causing a substantial decrease in the passive open space ratio for workers and the 
combined open space ratio for workers and residents. As discussed in Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” 
alternatives that would avoid these open space impacts would be impracticable.  

As discussed above in “Mitigation,” open space mitigation measures have been explored by ESD 
and will be further developed in consultation with the New York City Department of Parks and 
Recreation (NYC Parks). To address the significant adverse impact on open space, ESD would 
require future developers to create additional passive open space in or near the Project Area (in 
addition to the proposed plaza on Site 2) and/or provide funding for open space improvements 
and/or maintenance of open space resources in the study area. In addition, the modified General 
Project Plan (GPP) would require measures to compensate for the displacement of the existing 
POPS on Site 5. These measures would partially mitigate the open space impact. Absent the 
implementation of such mitigation measures, the significant adverse open space impacts would 
remain unmitigated and constitute an unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

SHADOWS 

Shadows cast by the Proposed Project in the 2033 analysis year would result in significant adverse 
shadow impacts to two sunlight-sensitive resources: Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS and 
the Farley building skylights. In the 2044 analysis year the Proposed Project would cast shadows 
resulting in significant adverse impacts to those same two resources, Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) POPS and the Farley building skylights, plus the Farley Building Eighth Avenue steps and 
colonnade, and seven additional sunlight-sensitive historic and open space resources: Plaza 33, 
Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open spaces, , St. Michael’s Roman Catholic 
Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former Greenwich Savings Bank. These nine 
sunlight-sensitive resources would experience substantial durations and occasionally large extents 
of new shadow, which would significantly reduce the attractiveness and usability of the open 
spaces, or, in the case of the historic resources, obscure sunlight-dependent features.  

Mitigation measures to eliminate or minimize the significant adverse shadow impacts are 
described above in “Mitigation.” As discussed above, mitigation measures for shadow impacts to 
open spaces and historic resources that involve changes to the bulk or configuration of the 
proposed developments would be impracticable for the Proposed Project. In addition, artificial 
lighting for the significant adverse impact to the Farley Building skylights would be impracticable. 
For significant adverse impacts to stained-glass windows, measures to partially mitigate these 
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impacts are described above in “Mitigation.” Because these impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the 
significant adverse shadow impacts would constitute unavoidable significant adverse impacts of 
the Proposed Project.  

ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors 
on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. If the 
installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts 
would remain unmitigated and would constitute unavoidable significant adverse impacts of the 
Proposed Project. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to architectural resources in the 
2033 and 2044 analysis years.  

In the 2033 With Action condition, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred 
alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed 
Project would result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural 
resources currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 is 
currently undergoing demolition to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or 
without the Proposed Project; this is conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact in 
the consultation with OPRHP under the New York State Historic Preservation Act. These 
architectural resources are: (A, S/NR-eligible) Lithuanian Alliance of America at 307 West 30th 
Street; (#1, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) Penn Station Service Building at 236-248 West 31st 
Street; (#2, S/NR-eligible) Fairmont Building at 239-241 West 30th Street; (#3, S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL-eligible) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex at 207-215 West 30th 
Street; (#4, S/NR-eligible) Penn Terminal Building at 370 Seventh Avenue; (#5, S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL-eligible) Stewart Hotel at 371-377 Seventh Avenue; and (#6, S/NR-eligible) Hotel 
Pennsylvania at 401 Seventh Avenue. Measures that could partially mitigate these significant 
adverse impacts are described above in “Mitigation;” these measures were developed in 
consultation with the OPRHP. In the absence of practicable mitigation, the significant adverse 
direct impacts would be unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project could also result in a significant adverse 
direct impact from the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible), which is 
supported at its northern end by structures within the existing building on Site 8. However, as 
more fully discussed in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” it is not known based on 
current information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of 
the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. Therefore, as stipulated in the LOR among ESD Vornado, and 
OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic Preservation Act, at such time as 
the necessary information concerning the conceptual design and proposed program for the Site 8 
redevelopment is available, a thorough study as to whether feasible and practical alternatives 
would be available to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts to the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
will be prepared in consultation with OPRHP. Further, if that future study determines that the 
redevelopment of Site 8 pursuant to the GPP would result in a significant adverse impact on the 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, measures that could partially mitigate that significant adverse impact 
would be developed and implemented in consultation with OPRHP as stipulated in the LOR. In 
the absence of practicable mitigation, the significant adverse direct impact would be an 
unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 
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In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadows 
impacts on four architectural resources in the primary and secondary study areas and one architectural 
resource that is located north of the secondary study area. These architectural resources are: (#7, 
S/NR, NYCL) U.S. General Post Office, on the block bounded by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, West 
31st and West 33rd Streets; (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church 
at 129-143 West 31st Street; (#37, S/NR-eligible) Penn South Apartment Complex, bounded by West 
29th and West 23rd Streets, Eighth and Ninth Avenues; (#40, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) St. 
Michael’s Roman Catholic Church at 414-424 West 34th Street; and the former Greenwich Savings 
Bank (S/NR, NYCL) at 1352-1362 Broadway, which is outside the study area. Measures to partially 
mitigate the significant adverse impacts on St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex and St. 
Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex are described above in “Mitigation;” consultation with 
OPRHP regarding these potential measures is ongoing. Potential measures to mitigate the 
significant adverse shadow impacts on the other three architectural resources would not be practicable 
and the significant adverse impacts would remain unmitigated. However, as noted above, ESD has 
advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors on 
nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. If the 
installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts 
would remain unmitigated. In the absence of practicable mitigation, the significant adverse 
shadow impacts would be unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse visual 
impacts with respect to the Empire State Building by obstructing views towards the architectural 
resource east on West 33rd and West 34th Streets and northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park, 
and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street. Potential measures to mitigate these significant adverse 
visual impacts would not be practicable; therefore, the obstruction of views to the Empire State 
Building would be an unavoidable significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to visual resources in the 2033 
and 2044 analysis years. Demolition of visual resources on two development sites, the Church of 
St. John the Baptist on Site 2 by the 2033 analysis year and possibly the copper Gimbel Brothers 
skybridge spanning from Site 8 across West 32nd Street by the 2044 analysis year, would constitute 
a direct significant adverse impact on visual resources. In addition, the Proposed Project would 
obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets and in views northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, from the 
south side of the Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street intersection, and along the western portion of 
West 28th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. The obstruction of these views east and 
northeast from certain vantage points within the western portion of the secondary study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would constitute a significant 
adverse impact to visual resources. As discussed above, potential measures to mitigate the 
significant adverse impact to visual resources were assessed. As the St. John the Baptist Roman 
Catholic Church Complex is an architectural resource, partial mitigation measures would be 
developed as discussed above. As it is possible that the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 could 
involve the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, the Proposed Project could have a direct 
significant adverse impact on this visual resource, which is also a historic resource as discussed 
above. In the absence of practicable mitigation for the resources discussed above, the significant 
adverse direct impacts would be unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. Potential 
mitigation measures considered with respect to the obstruction of views to the Empire State 
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Building from certain vantage points within the western portion of the study area would not be 
practicable; therefore, the significant adverse impacts constitute an unavoidable significant 
adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Under the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, a number of significant adverse transportation 
impacts could not be fully mitigated during one or more analysis peak hours; therefore, these 
unmitigated impacts would constitute unavoidable significant adverse impacts of the Proposed 
Project.  

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse traffic 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 37, 34, and 34 intersections during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For transit, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse subway station element impacts that could not be fully mitigated at two and 
four analysis elements during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. For pedestrians, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse pedestrian impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated at seven, 10, and 27 analysis elements during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours, respectively.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse traffic 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 75, 48, and 69 intersections during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For transit, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse subway station element impacts that could not be fully mitigated at seven and 
nine analysis elements during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. For pedestrians, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse pedestrian impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated at 57, 31, and 64 analysis elements during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours, respectively. 

Regarding mitigation for traffic and pedestrian impacts, ESD in coordination with DOT, would 
require developers for the Proposed Project to undertake a future TMP to evaluate actual project-
generated demand and background conditions during various stages of project development and 
occupancy and would consider adjusting the identified mitigation strategies as appropriate to 
address traffic and pedestrian issues at those points in time.  

For transit elements for which potential mitigation has been identified, ESD in coordination with 
the MTA and NYCT will assess in further detail the feasibility, practicability, and the 
implementation timing of the potential transit mitigation measures. In the event that upon 
subsequent review and engineering studies certain mitigation measures are deemed impracticable 
and no other practicable mitigation measures can be identified, those impacts would be 
unmitigated. Furthermore, mitigation measures identified for station elements within the footprint 
of a development site may be implemented together with the construction of that development 
site; therefore, if the development of a building at a development site is delayed or does not occur, 
the mitigation measures at that development site may be delayed or may not be implemented. For 
certain transit elements, no practicable mitigation has been identified. 

Should there be delays in implementing certain traffic, transit, or pedestrian mitigation measures 
because a development site has not been constructed, then the projected impacts would be 
unmitigated until the development site is constructed and the corresponding mitigation measures 
implemented. In the event that certain development sites are not developed, then some of the 
projected impacts may not occur and others would be unmitigated. 
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NOISE 

Traffic noise generated by the Proposed Project would increase noise levels resulting in significant 
adverse noise impacts at receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, 
along West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, primarily due to project-generated trucks travelling along the New 
York City Department of Transportation (DOT)-designated truck route on these streets. As 
discussed above in “Mitigation,” many of the buildings at these locations feature modern façade 
construction, including insulated glass windows and an alternate means of ventilation that would 
allow for the maintenance of a closed-window condition. At impacted residential buildings’ façades 
that do not already have one or both of these features, ESD would require project developers to make 
mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form of 
window air conditioners) available at no cost for purchase and installation on the buildings’ West 
31st Street or West 30th Street façades. Building façades with insulated glass windows or storm 
windows and alternative ventilation would provide sound attenuation such that even during warm 
weather conditions, interior noise levels would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise 
levels. However, traffic generated by the Proposed Project by the 2044 analysis year would still 
result in interior noise levels up to approximately 9 dBA higher than 45 dBA during the peak hour 
of truck activity. Therefore, the significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-
mentioned residences would be only partially mitigated. In addition, some building owners may 
not accept the offer of storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation; at these locations, 
the significant adverse noise impacts would be unmitigated. Because these impacts cannot be fully 
mitigated, the impacts would constitute an unavoidable significant adverse impact of the Proposed 
Project. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Transportation 
As discussed above, there would be temporary significant adverse traffic impacts during the Phase 
1 and Phase 2 peak construction conditions that cannot be fully mitigated during one or more 
construction analysis peak hours. In the Phase 1 peak construction condition, there would be 
significant adverse traffic impacts that could not be fully mitigated at two intersections during 
both the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours. In the Phase 2 peak construction 
condition, there would be significant adverse traffic impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 
14 and 27 intersections during the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours, respectively.  

Noise 
As discussed above, the detailed analysis of construction-period noise determined that 
construction of the Proposed Project has the potential to result in construction-period noise levels 
that would constitute significant adverse construction-period impacts at multiple sensitive 
locations (see Table S-15). 

As discussed above in “Mitigation,” additional control measures beyond those already identified in 
the construction assessment were explored to determine if there are feasible and practicable 
measures that could mitigate the potential construction noise impacts listed above. Where feasible 
and practicable, construction would use drilled piles or caissons instead of impact-driven piles. 
Construction of the proposed buildings at the development sites would be required to follow the 
requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code for construction noise control measures. 
At façades of impacted buildings that do not already have one or both of these features, ESD 
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would require project developers to make mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and/or 
alternative means of ventilation in the form of window air conditioners) available on façades that 
face construction at no cost for purchase and installation. With the provision of such measures, 
the façades of these buildings would be expected to provide approximately 25 dBA window/wall 
attenuation. Even with these measures, interior L10(1) noise levels at these buildings would at times 
during the construction period exceed the 45 dBA guideline recommended for residential and 
community spaces according to CEQR noise exposure guidelines by up to approximately 17 dBA. 
Because it is not possible at this time to confirm that drilled piles would be feasible and practicable 
for all pile installation and interior noise levels could still exceed the acceptable threshold even 
with the provision of receptor noise mitigation, the significant adverse construction noise impacts 
would be only partially mitigated. In addition, some building owners may not accept the offer of 
storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation; at these locations, the significant adverse 
construction-period noise impacts would be unmitigated. Because these impacts cannot be fully 
mitigated, the impacts would constitute an unavoidable impact. 

Neighborhood Character 
Long-term construction activity associated with the proposed expansion of Penn Station and new 
buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant adverse localized neighborhood character 
impacts in the immediate vicinity of these development sites during construction. Construction 
activities would be disruptive and concentrated on these sites for an extended period of time. 
Throughout the construction period, measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, 
and vibration on the construction sites, including the erection of construction fencing and in some 
areas fencing incorporating sound reducing measures. This fencing would reduce potentially 
undesirable views of construction sites and buffer noise emitted from construction activities. 
Furthermore, in the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the expansion 
of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 
3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites with 
temporary uses or other programming. There are no other practicable measures to mitigate the 
significant adverse localized neighborhood character impacts in the vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 3. 
Therefore, this impact would constitute an unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

GROWTH-INDUCING ASPECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Proposed Project is not expected to induce additional growth beyond the Project Area. While 
the Proposed Project would improve existing infrastructure, including passenger rail and subway 
facilities, the infrastructure in the study area—i.e., the ¼-mile area surrounding the Project Area—
is already well-developed such that improvements associated with the Proposed Project would not 
induce additional growth in that surrounding area. The study area’s residential market demand is 
already heavily influenced by its location proximate to a major commercial district and transit 
hub. Similarly, the retail uses introduced by the Proposed Project are already present in the study 
area and available to residents, workers, and visitors. For these reasons, the Proposed Project is 
not expected to induce residential growth in the ¼-mile study area. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

There are a number of resources, both natural and man-made, that would be expended in the 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project. These resources include the building materials 
used in construction; energy in the form of gas and electricity consumed during construction and 
operation of project-generated development by various mechanical and processing systems; and 
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the human effort (time and labor) required to develop, construct, and operate various components 
of the Proposed Project.  

The resources are considered irretrievably committed because their reuse for some purpose other 
than for the Proposed Project would be unlikely. The development associated with the Proposed 
Project also constitutes a long-term commitment of land resources, thereby rendering land use for 
other purposes highly unlikely in the foreseeable future. However, the land use changes, transit 
and rail improvements, and public realm improvements generated under the Proposed Project 
would be compatible in terms of use and scale with existing conditions and trends in the area as a 
whole. None of the development sites possess any natural resource of significant value, and the 
sites are in large part developed or have been previously developed.  

These commitments of land resources and materials are weighed against the benefits of the 
Proposed Project, which would result in approximately 18 million gross square feet (gsf) of 
primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling units (DU) 
in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. The Proposed Project 
would support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. In addition, the 
Proposed Project would provide several significant public benefits (including the provision of 
transit improvements at area subway stations) and public realm improvements (including new 
publicly accessible open space, improvements to pedestrian circulation, and shared streets).  
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Chapter 1:  Project Description 

A. INTRODUCTION 
The New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State Development (ESD) is 
considering the affirmation of a modified General Project Plan (GPP) for the Pennsylvania Station 
Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project, a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to 
create a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around supporting and enhancing 
Penn Station (the Proposed Project). The Proposed Project would address substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the Project Area (as defined below) under the New York State Urban 
Development Corporation Act (the UDC Act)1 by facilitating redevelopment of a cohesive, transit-
oriented mixed-use district providing much-needed public transportation and public realm im-
provements in the area.  

The Proposed Project would result in the development of up to ten new buildings on eight 
development sites in the Project Area. The Proposed Project’s new developments would 
incorporate new onsite, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant entrances and access 
ways to Penn Station and public transit and facilitate public realm improvements to address 
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation and enhance the surrounding streetscape.  

The Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn 
Station, which would be accomplished through separate but related projects that would be 
undertaken by one or more of the involved public transportation entities, namely, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority of the State of New York (MTA); the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation doing business as Amtrak (Amtrak); and the New Jersey Transit Corporation, branded 
as NJ Transit (NJT) (collectively, the Railroads). Development facilitated by the Proposed Project 
would generate revenue for substantial improvements at Penn Station, subway stations, and other 
transit facilities in the Project Area—as well as the potential future expansion of Penn Station.  

A potential future southern expansion of Penn Station into properties located within Block 780 and 
portions of Block 754 and Block 806 (designated in the GPP as Sites 1, 2, and 3) is contingent on 
such a southern expansion being selected as the preferred alternative following the Railroad’s 
completion of the environmental and historic resource review of the Penn Station expansion project 
under federal law. The federal review will consider a range of potential alternatives for the 
expansion of track and platform capacity in Penn Station, including but not limited to the potential 
southward expansion of the station. Such a station expansion would allow the Railroads to add 
new below-grade tracks and platforms, significantly increasing the station’s rail capacity. For 
analysis purposes, it is assumed that the additional rail infrastructure, if constructed and operated 

 
1 The terms “substandard” and “insanitary” are used in the UDC Act.  For example, UDC Act Section 10(c) 

requires that ESD make a finding, “That the area in which the project will be located is a substandard or 
insanitary area, or in danger of becoming a substandard or insanitary area and tends to impair or arrest 
sound growth and development of the municipality.” 
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by the Railroads on and under Sites 1, 2, and 3, would require the prior acquisition and clearing 
of those sites. The development framework set forth in the GPP would allow ESD, pursuant to the 
GPP, to thereafter coordinate and facilitate the development of five new buildings on Sites 1, 2 
and 3 above the new Penn Station expansion. Thus, redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3 in 
accordance with the GPP is contingent on the future selection and approval of a Penn Station 
expansion at these locations. The GPP would provide the framework for developments and other 
improvements above the potential expanded Penn Station with its below-grade tracks and 
platforms,  major station entrance hall, vertical circulation and access points for commuters and 
station users, and a replacement Penn Station service building.  The design, construction, and 
operation of an expanded Penn Station, if undertaken, would be assumed by one or more of the 
involved Railroads (MTA, Amtrak, and/or NJT). The specific assignment of responsibilities for 
those tasks is the subject of ongoing collaboration and planning among them. 

As further discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS conservatively analyzes a 
future condition assuming the expansion of Penn Station at these locations, although as stated 
above, such future development there is contingent on selection of the potential southward 
expansion of the station as the preferred alternative, further governmental approvals that will be 
the subject of alternatives analyses, and their own federal environmental and historic resource 
review processes. 

Subsequent to the adoption of the GPP for the Proposed Project and issuance of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on February 18, 2021, ESD worked closely with and 
consulted the Project’s Community Advisory Committee and its larger Working Group, including 
local elected officials and community stakeholders (see Appendix A for a list of the members of 
the Community Advisory Committee Working Group). After considering their comments and 
recommendations, ESD staff proposed certain revisions to the plan (the Proposed Revisions) for 
the Proposed Project. Generally, the Proposed Revisions reduce the density of the Proposed 
Project, reduce encroachment on views of the Empire State Building along 33rd Street, add 
additional public space, require community facility space, require that one potential building be 
residential (and provide the option for three other buildings to include residential uses), and require 
improvements to facilities providing for pedestrian circulation, public transit access, and 
intermodal connections to Penn Station.The Proposed Project described and analyzed in this Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) incorporates the Proposed Revisions. 

The area of the Proposed Project is generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth Avenues to the east and 
west, and by West 30th and West 34th Streets to the south and north in Midtown Manhattan, 
Community Districts 4 and 5 (the Project Area). The Project Area includes all or portions of nine 
Manhattan tax blocks—Blocks 754, 755, 780, 781, 783, 806, 807, 808, and 809—that encompass 
Penn Station, Madison Square Garden (MSG), Moynihan Train Hall (see Figure 1-1), and sur-
rounding blocks. However, the Proposed Project would not include any new commercial buildings 
at the existing Penn Station, MSG, or Moynihan Train Hall. As shown in Figure 1-2, the Project 
Area is centrally located in Manhattan, near Hudson Yards and the Midtown Central Business 
District, proximate to passenger rail service at Penn Station and subway service at three major 
stations, with unmatched connections to other portions of New York City and the region. 

Despite its outstanding transit access, the Penn Station area today is characterized by outmoded 
building stock, a disjointed and uncoordinated public realm, overburdened and substandard mass 
transportation infrastructure (including poor pedestrian connections to and from Penn Station), 
and stagnant development activity. The Proposed Project would address these conditions by 
establishing a cohesive redevelopment framework, improving the above- and below-grade 
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circulation network, and following an integrated approach to the improvement of the public realm. 
Redevelopment under the Proposed Project would capitalize on the Project Area’s transit-rich 
location, transform the area to a premier mixed-use district, provide for public transportation and 
public realm improvements essential for a dynamic business district, and complement other 
transformative initiatives that have reshaped the Far West Side and Midtown over the past 20 years. 
Furthermore, the Proposed Project would reflect a public commitment to revitalize the area 
commensurate with the essential infrastructure investments already complete (Moynihan Train 
Hall, East End Gateway) and being planned for the future (the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of Penn Station). The Proposed Project would also promote the economic recovery of 
New York City and the region in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic by supporting economic 
activity associated with the growth of Midtown and investments in regional rail and transit 
infrastructure. 

Overall, the Proposed Project, including the project buildings, public realm improvements, and 
specific improvements required on each site to improve the transit network and connections to Penn 
Station, provides a framework for long-term growth in the area surrounding Penn Station that if 
implemented would create a vibrant mixed-use district to benefit Penn Station, complement long-
term development initiatives and reinforce major infrastructure investments in the reconstruction 
and potential expansion of Penn Station, support the City’s goal of encouraging high-density 
development around a world-class transportation hub, and support a dynamic regional economy. 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

In overview, the Proposed Project includes: 

• Creation of a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use district to benefit Penn Station, 
expansion of critical connecting transit infrastructure, and revitalization of the 
surrounding area. The Proposed Project would result in up to 18 million gross square feet 
(gsf) of primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling 
units (DUs) on eight development sites within the Project Area (see Figure 1-1).  

• Significant improvements to area subway stations and transit connections with Penn 
Station to support current and projected future ridership growth. The Proposed Project 
includes transit improvements and connecting entrances to Penn Station at each development 
site in connection with new building construction. It is anticipated that transit improvements 
would be implemented at the following subway stations: 34th Street–Penn Station (Eighth 
Avenue A/C/E subway lines), 34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue 1/2/3 subway lines), 
and 34th Street–Herald Square (Sixth Avenue B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W subway lines and Port 
Authority Trans-Hudson [PATH] train service). Additional public transportation 
improvements include creating a below-grade east–west corridor between the 34th Street–
Penn (1/2/3 subway lines) and 34th Street–Herald Square subway stations, new station 
entrances, new stairways, widening existing stairways and platforms, and creating a below-
grade north–south circulation corridor east of Seventh Avenue, and other improvement 
measures.  

• Implementation of public realm improvements. ESD, through the GPP, would require the 
completion of public realm improvements in the Project Area in connection with the proposed 
developments. Improvements include widening sidewalks adjoining the Proposed Project 
buildings and creating new public spaces in the Project Area. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would support separate but related projects to improve and 
expand Penn Station. These projects would be undertaken separately by one or more of the 
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involved Railroads and would be subject to their own environmental and historic resource reviews 
and approvals, as appropriate. Specifically, the Proposed Project would: 
• Support reconstruction of the existing Penn Station. Revenue from the Proposed Project’s 

new development would contribute funding for substantial improvements to the existing Penn 
Station as identified through a Penn Station Master Plan study. 

• Support the potential future expansion of Penn Station. The Proposed Project would 
support the potential future expansion of Penn Station, if approved, by (i) providing a potential 
source of some of the funding needed for a future expansion, and (ii) facilitating, through the 
proposed GPP, transit-oriented development above the below-grade expansion of tracks and 
platforms south of the existing Penn Station, should that location be selected in the federal 
review process. Such an expansion of Penn Station would increase the overall station capacity 
for train operations and passenger flow. The expanded facility would incorporate up to 12 
tracks (depending on final configuration) to substantially increase Penn Station’s existing 
track and platform capacity. Subject to ongoing collaboration and planning among the 
involved Railroads and any required federal approvals and federal environmental reviews, the 
expansion of Penn Station would occupy the below-grade levels of Block 780 and portions of 
Blocks 754 and 806 (and areas beneath adjoining streets), if this location is selected as the 
approved location for the station’s expansion. The Proposed Project would be designed and 
constructed to accommodate rail infrastructure on Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event that those sites 
are selected for the potential future station expansion.  

Because the Proposed Project would provide support for the Railroads’ Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential future expansion projects, ESD’s environmental review of the 
Proposed Project conservatively includes an analysis of the potential effects of those Railroad 
projects, based on currently available information.  

To allow for the implementation of the Proposed Project, ESD is proposing to seek its Directors’ 
affirmation of a modified GPP that would, among other things, override the New York City Zoning 
Resolution and other local laws, as applicable, in accordance with the UDC Act. As stated above, 
at this time, a determination has not been made by the Railroads or federal agencies to locate the 
Penn Station expansion on the blocks to the south of the existing station, nor as to whether the 
property acquisitions that would be needed for an expansion at that location (consisting of Block 
780 and portions of Block 754 and Block 806) would be undertaken, in whole or in part, by ESD 
or by another entity, such as MTA or Amtrak. Decisions about property acquisition, including 
which public entity or entities would be responsible for those property acquisitions, would be 
made once a preferred alternative is selected for an expansion to Penn Station as a result of the 
federal approval process. The acquisition of property would be by negotiated purchase with the 
property owners and/or through the exercise of eminent domain. In addition, ESD and the City of 
New York would cooperate as contemplated by the UDC Act in connection with the construction 
of the public realm improvements located within City-owned mapped streets. Such improvements 
would be subject to the approval and remain under the jurisdiction of the New York City 
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT). Affirmation of a modified GPP for the Pennsylvania 
Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project, the future actions that may be taken to 
acquire the property interests as necessary to facilitate the Proposed Project, and other actions 
authorized by the UDC Act in furtherance of the Proposed Project are collectively referred to as 
the “Proposed Actions.” 

ESD is working closely with the City of New York to accomplish the Proposed Project’s devel-
opment goals and the implementation of public realm and public transportation improvements for 



Chapter 1: Project Description 

 1-5  

the area. The planning, design, and implementation of public realm improvements are a collabor-
ative effort of ESD with the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) and NYCDOT. 
ESD is collaborating with the Railroads with respect to any potential expansion of Penn Station, 
the reconstruction of Penn Station, and implementation of public transportation improvements. To 
facilitate implementation of the Proposed Project, ESD is also working with Vornado Realty Trust 
(Vornado), the owner of a significant number of properties in the Project Area that contain 
connections (or potential future connections) to Penn Station and the rail and transit infrastructure 
in the Penn Station area. 

The Proposed Actions require discretionary approvals subject to environmental review under the 
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing regulations. 
Pursuant to SEQRA, ESD is the SEQRA lead agency for the Proposed Project. 

B. BACKGROUND 
Penn Station is the main intercity railroad station and a major commuter railroad station in New 
York City. Connections are available within Penn Station to Newark International Airport (via 
Amtrak and NJT service), John F. Kennedy International Airport (via LIRR and MTA New York 
City Transit [NYCT] subway service), and to LaGuardia Airport via NYCT subway to bus 
transfers. Penn Station provides connections to NYCT‘s Seventh Avenue Line station, serving the 
1, 2, and 3 trains; and the Eighth Avenue Line station, serving the A, C, and E trains. These subway 
stations, and the Herald Square Subway Station and 33rd Street PATH Station located one block 
to the east of Penn Station at Sixth Avenue, are among the most heavily used subway stations in 
the City. With nearly 600,000 rail and subway trips per day, Penn Station is the busiest passenger 
transportation hub in North America, and offers unmatched connectivity between intercity rail 
service, commuter rail service, and local subway service. The station is located entirely 
underground between Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 31st and West 33rd Streets.  

The original Penn Station was built by the Pennsylvania Railroad and opened in 1910. It was a 
classic Beaux-Arts style building designed by the famed architecture firm of McKim, Mead, & 
White and featured an ornate marble and granite station house above ground covering the entire 
double superblock from West 31st to West 33rd Streets and Seventh to Eighth Avenues. The sta-
tion was considered a masterpiece of the Beaux-Arts style and one of the great architectural works 
of New York City. The station was part of the Pennsylvania Railroad’s New York Improvement 
and Tunnel Extension, which also included the tunnels and track connections extending from 
Weehawken, New Jersey, beneath the Hudson River, Manhattan, and the East River to Long Island 
City, Queens. Once completed, this massive engineering project enabled direct rail access to New 
York City from points south for the first time.  

Passenger volumes began to decline after World War II—a time when America was investing in 
automobiles, highways, and suburban infrastructure rather than rail and subways. In the 1950s, 
the declining Pennsylvania Railroad sold the air rights to the property and reduced the size of the 
railroad station. In 1963, the above-ground train station was demolished. Over the next nine years, 
the below-grade concourses and waiting areas were reconstructed, creating the Penn Station that 
commuters and visitors use today, while MSG and the high-rise office buildings at 1 Penn Plaza 
and 2 Penn Plaza, between West 31st and West 34th Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues, 
were constructed. The current station has three underground levels: concourses on the upper two 
levels and train platforms on the lowest. The two levels of concourses were original to the 1910 
station but were extensively modified during the construction of MSG into the cramped, poorly 
organized, and substandard corridors that exist today.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beaux-Arts_architecture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Air_rights
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pennsylvania_Plaza
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At the time Penn Station was demolished and replaced in the 1960s, the facility was designed to  
serve approximately 200,000 rail trips per day. Today, Penn Station is owned by Amtrak, a 
federally chartered corporation created under federal law. Penn Station is located on Amtrak’s 
Northeast Corridor, a vital passenger rail link over which Amtrak provides rail service from New 
York City to Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Washington, D.C., and intermediate points, with 
connections to Amtrak’s national intercity commuter rail network. Penn Station currently serves 
more than double the number of rail trips that it was designed for in the 1960s.   

LIRR’s services are operated in the lower concourse level of the station, which LIRR leases from 
Amtrak and operates under a joint facilities agreement. Although it is now confined to the lower 
level of Penn Station, LIRR’s portion of the station alone is the second-busiest rail station in the 
nation, second only to Grand Central Terminal. Based on 2019 data, LIRR provides over 237,000 
daily trips on more than 450 daily trains within its platforms, concourses, and exits. Similarly, 
NJT’s portion of Penn Station serves approximately 187,000 daily trips. LIRR and NJT customers 
also make heavy use of the adjacent NYCT subway stations to complete their journeys to and from 
workplaces or other destinations. Approximately one-half of commuting daily customers enter or 
leave the railroad station via the busy Seventh Avenue or Eighth Avenue subway stations, which 
accommodate 177,000 and 174,700 weekday trips, respectively.  

LIRR is currently completing the East Side Access Project, which will provide direct access to 
Grand Central Terminal for LIRR service, as discussed later in this chapter. Once East Side Access 
is complete at the end of 2022, the number of LIRR trains serving Penn Station will decrease. 
Following that milestone, MTA Metro-North Railroad (Metro-North) service to Penn Station will 
begin, bringing Metro-North rail service directly to Penn Station for the first time via the Penn 
Station Access project from four new Metro-North stations in the Bronx, providing direct 
commutes for this underserved area.2 

In the last decade, the number of average weekday Penn Station rail passengers on Amtrak, LIRR, 
and NJT trains has grown by 26 percent and subway ridership on the Seventh and Eighth Avenue 
lines has increased by 34 percent. Although they operate at capacity today, Amtrak, MTA (LIRR 
and Metro-North), and NJT project substantial demand for increased service.3  

Despite its status as the busiest rail and transit hub in the nation, commercial office development 
around Penn Station has been limited by an overburdened transit infrastructure, aging building 
stock, and poor pedestrian circulation. Even with these challenges, the Project Area presents a 
significant opportunity for sustainable growth in New York City, thanks to its unparalleled rail 
and transit access. 

 
2 MTA is a New York State public authority and public benefit corporation that manages and develops 

commuter transportation serving New York City and a New York metropolitan transportation district that 
also embraces the counties of Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester, Putnam, Rockland, Orange, and Dutchess. 
MTA oversees various subsidiary and affiliated operating entities, which together with MTA, are managed 
by the same chairperson and board. These include, among others: NYCT, which operates subway service 
in New York City; LIRR, which operates commuter rail service between Long Island and New York City; 
and Metro-North, which operates rail service into Grand Central Terminal from points north of the City. 

3 The statistics cited in this section are based on recent data prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, which has 
changed short-term ridership patterns. The Railroads expect that as the pandemic subsides such ridership 
patterns will resume. 
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Over the past two decades, the public and private sectors have embarked on transformative transit 
and land development proposals at Penn Station, the Far West Side, and East Midtown to improve 
transit infrastructure and sustain Manhattan as the nation’s center of commerce and business. The 
Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project presents a unique 
opportunity to reinvigorate the area that surrounds Penn Station and support initiatives to improve 
and potentially expand the station. 

PENN STATION OPERATIONS 

Penn Station has a total of 11 platforms and 21 platform tracks, shared by Amtrak, LIRR, and 
NJT. The platform tracks are connected to a network of tracks to the east and west. On the west, 
Amtrak and NJT trains enter and leave the station using the two tracks of the existing North River 
Tunnel; Amtrak trains from the Empire Line serving Albany and points north also connect into 
Penn Station on the west.  

The blocks west of Penn Station are occupied by approach tracks that provide access to and from 
the station. These tracks are used for cross-Hudson rail service to the station for Amtrak’s 
Northeast Corridor Line, NJT lines, and LIRR’s rail conections to MTA’s John D. Caemmerer 
West Side Yard, which is bounded by Tenth Avenue, Twelfth Avenue, West 30th Street, and West 
33rd Street, and is used by LIRR for midday train storage and light maintenance. Tracks east of 
the station proceed eastward to the four-track East River Tunnels, which provide a continuing 
connection for Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor Line to New England, and for LIRR’s rail lines to 
Queens and Long Island. The East River Tunnels also provide access to Sunnyside Yard in 
Queens, a large Amtrak train storage and maintenance yard that is also used for midday train 
storage by NJT.  

Over the past several years, the three railroads have performed extensive operations analyses and 
implemented infrastructure improvements that have allowed the railroads to increase service fre-
quency. Today, the three railroads use the full capacity of the tracks and platforms in Penn Station 
during the peak hours of travel. 

Penn Station has two levels of passenger space above the tracks and platforms. The main passenger 
hall, Amtrak ticketing and waiting area, and NJT concourse are located on the upper passenger 
level. The upper level also provides connections to street level. The lower passenger level consists 
of LIRR’s concourse in the station, with connections to the Seventh and Eighth Avenue subway 
lines and NJT passenger access to its platforms. Several connecting concourses lead from LIRR’s 
main passenger space to provide access to the track space below. The Penn Station Service Build-
ing is located at 236-248 West 31st Street, directly across from Penn Station. This building was 
constructed in 1908 and originally supplied electricity to the electric locomotives going in and out 
of Penn Station. The Penn Station Service Building houses mechanical, electrical, and plumbing 
systems that serve Penn Station, including steam piping and chiller units, as well as systems that 
service tracks, including switches and compressors, which control train movements beyond Penn 
Station. The electricity that powers the tunnel ventilation system originates in the Service Build-
ing. This powers Amtrak infrastructure that extends from Long Island to New Jersey. 

MOYNIHAN TRAIN HALL 

The need for improvements to Penn Station has been recognized almost since the original station 
building was demolished in 1963. In the past two decades, a number of highly visible improve-
ments have been made. Most notable among these is the new Moynihan Train Hall completed in 
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January 2021 at the Farley Building as part of ESD’s Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Im-
provement Project, which has brought a monumental above-ground passenger space back to Penn 
Station. 

The landmark Farley Building, across Eighth Avenue from Penn Station, was constructed around 
the time of the original Penn Station, and its architecture is evocative of the now-demolished 1910 
station building. As the Farley Building is directly above the western portion of most of Penn 
Station’s existing tracks and platforms, the location of the Farley Building and its related below-
grade improvements offered a unique opportunity to create a new above-ground train hall serving 
Amtrak and LIRR passengers. The Moynihan Train Hall serves as the primary boarding and 
ticketing facility for Amtrak and an additional facility for LIRR. The train hall has a monumental, 
sky-lit passenger space with state-of-the-art wayfinding, information displays, and other visitor 
amenities. The Moynihan Train Hall expands Penn Station’s passenger concourse space by 50 
percent, and the shift of Amtrak’s daytime passenger services to the new Moynihan Train Hall 
now opens space for other uses in the existing Penn Station. 

Despite this improvement, the majority of train cars and passengers arriving at Penn Station 
continue to arrive beneath the unreconstructed part of the station east of Eighth Avenue and 
alighting passengers continue to navigate the substandard corridors and egress through those areas 
to exit the station. 

OTHER PENN STATION IMPROVEMENTS 

In addition to the Moynihan Train Hall, MTA, Amtrak, and NJT are currently completing other 
improvements at Penn Station. These include LIRR’s newly completed East End Gateway, which 
creates a new entrance to LIRR’s Penn Station concourse at West 33rd Street west of Seventh 
Avenue, and the LIRR Concourse project currently under construction, which will create a wider 
reconstructed passenger concourse to improve access, egress, and circulation, and relieve 
overcrowding at the northern edge of Penn Station. NJT is conducting preliminary design work 
for the Central Concourse Extension, a proposed corridor to provide additional access to Tracks 1 
through 12. In addition, Amtrak is undertaking an ongoing series of repairs and upgrades to tracks 
and switches at Penn Station, collectively referred to as the Penn Station Infrastructure Renewal 
Project. 

PENN STATION ACT 

The New York Pennsylvania Station Public Safety Improvements Act (Penn Station Act), adopted 
in 2018 as Part MMM of Chapter 59 of the Laws of 2018 (enacted into law by the New York State 
Legislature), identified the rehabilitation of Penn Station and its connectivity to the surrounding 
areas as “a pressing public safety and transportation issue and is a major objective for the State to 
resolve and should be made a top priority.” In particular, the Penn Station Act stated that the 
rehabilitation of Penn Station would require “improvements to access and egress and to the 
surrounding areas to position such areas to accommodate and attract passengers and evolving 
technological and business and commercial needs and practices” and directed ESD and other 
governmental, community and business entities to collaborate on solutions. The Proposed Project 
would help to achieve the goals of the Penn Station Act. 

PENN STATION MASTER PLAN 

As discussed in more detail below, Penn Station suffers from a number of design and operational 
deficiencies. To create a framework for addressing these problems, the Railroads have prepared a 



Chapter 1: Project Description 

 1-9  

Master Plan for Penn Station, which is expected to be used as the basis for the design of the 
reconstruction of the existing station. The Penn Station Master Plan study provides 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. Key goals of the Penn Station Master Plan study include: 

• Increasing station capacity and accommodating increased train service; 
• Integrating the components of Penn Station, including the new Moynihan Train Hall and a 

potential future expansion of Penn Station; 
• Integrating Penn Station with the surrounding area; 
• Rationalizing station functions and systems; 
• Improving pedestrian circulation;  
• Improving safety and security; and 
• Increasing revenue generation to support the station. 

The Proposed Project would support the implementation of the Penn Station reconstruction by 
improving connectivity through the improvement of access points including stairs, escalators and 
elevators, and passageways in and around the station, and generating revenue from the new 
development to be applied towards the implementation of the plan.  

REGIONAL RAIL INITIATIVES 

Several rail improvement projects are currently planned that will change rail operations at Penn 
Station in the future. These include capital projects planned or proposed by LIRR, Metro-North, 
Amtrak, and NJT. These improvement projects are separate and independent from the Proposed 
Project. 

LIRR EAST SIDE ACCESS 

MTA is currently constructing the East Side Access Project, which will allow LIRR service to 
Grand Central Terminal in East Midtown. The project includes a new passenger terminal beneath 
Grand Central’s existing passenger spaces as well as new tunnels, track connections, and rail 
storage and support spaces. When this project is complete, LIRR will serve both Penn Station and 
Grand Central Terminal. In combination with other LIRR initiatives, including the Main Line 
expansion (a new third track on the LIRR Main Line and new double track on Ronkonkoma 
Branch), this will allow LIRR to provide substantially more service across Long Island for its 
customers. 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 East Side Access 
Project is planned for completion in December 2022. 

METRO-NORTH PENN STATION ACCESS 

MTA is planning to bring Metro-North service to Penn Station, taking advantage of train capacity 
freed by the East Side Access Project. The Penn Station Access Project will create a new connec-
tion for Metro-North’s New Haven Line service, making use of Amtrak’s Hell Gate line (on its 
Northeast Corridor route) through the Bronx, Queens, and Penn Station. This project will create 
four new Metro-North stations in the East Bronx in areas not well-served by rail transit today. 
MTA has completed environmental review for this project and is currently progressing its design. 
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GATEWAY PROGRAM 

The Gateway Program is a comprehensive program of phased rail infrastructure improvements to 
increase track, tunnel, bridge, and station capacity between Newark, New Jersey and Penn Station, 
that will eventually allow the doubling of passenger trains (including Amtrak and NJT service) on 
that segment of the Northeast Corridor. These improvements include a new two-track Hudson 
River rail tunnel to supplement the existing North River Tunnel, an upgraded replacement bridge 
over the Hackensack River in New Jersey (Portal North Bridge), the addition of a new, two-track 
bridge over the Hackensack River (Portal South Bridge), and the potential Penn Station expansion. 
In addition, other infrastructure improvements are also required to allow increased rail service to 
Penn Station, including additional track improvements and a new rail storage yard for NJT in New 
Jersey. A connection at Secaucus Station would provide direct rail service to New York for a 
number of rail lines that currently terminate at Hoboken Terminal. All of these capacity improve-
ments are necessary to significantly increase Amtrak and NJT rail service to Penn Station.  

In addition to capacity expansion, the Gateway Program also includes preservation projects to 
update and modernize existing infrastructure and make repairs to infrastructure elements that are 
damaged due to age or events, such as Superstorm Sandy. 

A number of components of the Gateway Program are currently advancing, including the Hudson 
Tunnel Project and repair of the East River Tunnels, described below. 

HUDSON TUNNEL PROJECT 

One key component of the Gateway Program, the Hudson Tunnel Project, has independent utility 
as a resiliency project.4 The Hudson Tunnel Project will create a new two-track tunnel under the 
Hudson River for Amtrak and NJT service on the Northeast Corridor and will rehabilitate the 
existing North River Tunnel, which was severely damaged during Superstorm Sandy. Having the 
new tunnel in place will allow Amtrak and NJT to divert train service from the existing tunnel so 
that it can be repaired. The new tracks will connect to Penn Station immediately south of the 
connections from the existing North River Tunnel and Amtrak’s Empire Line service. 

EAST RIVER TUNNELS REHABILITATION 

Amtrak is planning the rehabilitation of the East River Tunnels that were damaged during Super-
storm Sandy. The rehabilitation will occur one tube at a time to minimize disruption to rail service, 
but closure of one tube will nonetheless require service changes for Amtrak, LIRR, and NJT.  

PLANNING CONTEXT 

In New York City, planning initiatives often link high-density development with transit and public 
realm improvements. Notable examples of this approach include the Hudson Yards Rezoning and 
No. 7 Subway Line Extension and the Greater East Midtown Rezoning, which have facilitated 
high-density development coupled with investment in transit improvements and the public realm. 

 
4 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration and NJT. Hudson Tunnel Project 

Combined Final Environmental Impact Statement/Record of Decision and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 
Hudson County, NJ and New York County, NY. May 2021. Available at 
http://www.hudsontunnelproject.com/feis.html 

http://www.hudsontunnelproject.com/feis.html
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HUDSON YARDS REZONING AND NO. 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION 

Planning for Hudson Yards, an area of Manhattan bounded by West 42nd/West 43rd Streets, 
Seventh/Eighth Avenues, West 28th/West 30th Streets, and Hudson River Park, began in 2001. 
Since that time, the City of New York, MTA, and the State of New York have collaborated on 
planning initiatives to create a development program to transform Hudson Yards into a new 
mixed-use district accommodating job growth and new housing for New York City’s growing 
population. 

The heart of the Special Hudson Yards District is the John D. Caemmerer West Side Yard, span-
ning the superblocks between West 30th and West 33rd Streets and Tenth and Twelfth Avenues. 
The rezoning allowed the rail yard to be decked over with a new platform to allow for construction 
of new buildings. Bisected by Eleventh Avenue, the sites over the Caemmerer Rail Yard are 
known as the Eastern Rail Yard site and Western Rail Yard site.  

As rezoned, the Special Hudson Yards District has the capacity for approximately 26 million 
square feet (sf) of new office development, 20,000 units of housing, 2 million sf of retail, and 3 
million sf of hotel space. To support the new neighborhood, MTA extended the No. 7 subway line 
from 42nd Street-Times Square to a new terminal station in Hudson Yards at 34th Street and 
Eleventh Avenue. Since the adoption of the rezoning in 2005, several developments have been 
constructed and more are underway—most notably the development on the Eastern Rail Yard site, 
which opened in 2019 with almost 12 million sf of development in four office buildings, two 
residential buildings, a shopping mall, an arts center called the Shed, and an art installation known 
as the Vessel. It is anticipated that the Western Rail Yard site will be developed with up to 6.4 
million sf of mixed-used development, providing residential and commercial uses (retail and 
office or hotel space), a new public school, and publicly accessible open space overlooking the 
High Line. 

GREATER EAST MIDTOWN REZONING 

In 2017, the City of New York approved the Greater East Midtown Rezoning. The rezoning will 
facilitate new, modern office buildings needed to spur jobs and keep New York a global capital of 
commerce. The plan ties that growth directly to improvements in the district’s public transit and 
public space network, so as new buildings are developed, major investments in infrastructure like 
subway stations and public plazas will also be implemented. The rezoning affected 78 blocks 
between Third and Madison Avenues and East 39th and East 57th Streets. 

The zoning changes will enable the development of new Class A commercial buildings, cementing 
East Midtown’s position as a world-class business district that offers modern amenities and a range 
of office types. Buildings would be able to achieve higher densities provided the developments 
support enhancements to the area’s public realm by providing transit improvements and/or pur-
chasing unused floor area from the district’s landmarks. The zoning framework is expected to 
generate 6.8 million sf of new commercial office space, along with an additional 6.6 million sf 
that will be upgraded into Class A office space. In “Transit Improvement Zones” near transit hubs, 
new buildings may include additional floor area when they undertake or pay for major subway 
station improvements. 
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C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Penn Station, which is located at the center of the Project Area, is Amtrak’s major train station for 
intercity rail service on the Northeast Corridor while also serving as major commuter rail stations 
for LIRR and NJT. Amtrak, which owns the station and primarily occupies the upper level, leases 
the next lower levels to LIRR and NJT and operates trackage and rail service below the station 
proper through joint service arrangements with them. Penn Station operates as part of a multi-
modal transportation complex that also includes the interconnected Moynihan Train Hall (utilized 
principally by Amtrak), three adjoining subway stations on Sixth Avenue (not currently 
connected), Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue, the PATH train, and a web of transit entrances 
and interconnecting pedestrian corridors. (The substandard “Gimbels passageway” between Penn 
Station and the Sixth Avenue subway station, however, has been closed for decades.) This 
transportation complex provides a critical civic facility for New York City and the region.  

However, aside from the recently completed Moynihan Train Hall, nearly every element of this 
civic facility is substandard and impedes the growth and vitality of the area and the region. The 
following sections describe some of the challenges and substandard conditions facing the Penn 
Station transportation complex and the immediately surrounding area, and provides more detail 
on the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 

PENN STATION  

The combination of the low-cost construction redesign in the 1960s, inadequate investment in the 
station over time, and a steady rise in ridership has strained Penn Station’s infrastructure and 
systems and degraded the user experience. Almost 60 years after the demolition and underground 
reconstruction of Penn Station, the facility is substandard, poorly configured, and in dire need of 
major investment to maintain operations, renew its infrastructure, improve its revenue stream, and 
re-establish the station as the premier rail transportation center in the region. A substantially 
improved Penn Station, along with the Moynihan Train Hall across Eighth Avenue, would 
catalyze the economic revival of the surrounding area.   

Nearly 600,000 trips are navigated through Penn Station’s narrow underground corridors (more 
than three times the number of daily trips in the 1960s), which are devoid of natural light, 
consistent wayfinding, or sufficient waiting areas. The impact of all these trips with passengers 
connecting to subways, sidewalks, and crosswalks create an immense burden on the pedestrian 
circulation elements in the vicinity of Penn Station. 

The Railroads have conducted a comprehensive study of the existing conditions at Penn Station 
as part of the Penn Station Master Plan study. Commuters experience congested platforms and 
concourse levels, poor pedestrian accessibility (entrance and egress points are particularly difficult 
for persons with mobility issues to navigate), a lack of sufficient passenger waiting and overflow 
space, and a lack of sufficient public restroom facilities. The overall customer experience is 
universally perceived as very poor, particularly on the lower level, due to low ceiling heights, 
narrow corridors and concourses, poor lighting, and outdated and inadequate wayfinding and 
passenger information systems.  

Penn Station train operations are currently at or near capacity, constrained by the number of tracks 
and platforms in the station and by the condition and capacity of the North (Hudson) River and 
East River Tunnels that serve it. Ridership to and from Penn Station, though impacted in the short 



Chapter 1: Project Description 

 1-13  

term by the COVID-19 pandemic, is projected to continue to increase as service is expanded and 
the population in the LIRR, NJT, Amtrak, and Metro-North service areas continues to grow. 
Responding to this growing need, Amtrak, NJT, MTA, and New York State are planning and 
implementing extensive investments to alleviate the existing constraints, expand service, and 
extend existing service to new locations. 

Although recent initiatives like the new Moynihan Train Hall and West End Concourse beneath 
the Farley Building have improved the passenger experience in parts of Penn Station, the station 
still operates well beyond its capacity in terms of both trains and passengers and remains over-
crowded and confusing for passengers. The station has frequent train delays, unclear wayfinding, 
and aesthetically uninviting concourse levels. In addition, only three of the eight primary entrances 
are ADA-compliant, which contribute to circulation challenges and make it difficult for many 
users to access the station. 

THE PENN STATION AREA AND PUBLIC REALM 

Despite its proximity to the busiest transit hub in North America, commercial office development 
in the vicinity of Penn Station has been limited by overburdened and degraded transit infrastruc-
ture, aging building stock, and poor pedestrian circulation. The last major building in the Project 
Area (1 Penn Plaza) was constructed 50 years ago (1970–1972). Aside from the recent ESD-led 
transformation of the underutilized Farley Building into the Moynihan Train Hall and new 
commercial development, the neighborhood immediately surrounding Penn Station is character-
ized by outmoded office buildings, low quality retail offerings, congested sidewalks, and limited 
publicly accessible open space. Despite those shortcomings, the Project Area provides a 
significant opportunity for sustainable growth in New York City due to its unmatched access to 
the region’s rail and transit network with the potential for future development to incorporate 
sustainable, resilient, and energy-efficient infrastructure.  

The Project Area is one of the most transit-rich areas in the City, but the public realm, both above- 
and below-grade, is substandard and deters redevelopment. Substandard conditions in the above- 
and below-grade public realm include: 

• The subway stations that serve Penn Station along Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Avenues are 
among the busiest subway stations in the City (the 3rd, 6th, and 7th busiest in 2019).5 Subway 
infrastructure below-grade is substandard, and portions of the stations experience pedestrian 
circulation constraints, including narrow stairs, corridors, and platforms that are subject to 
overcrowding during peak hours.  

• There is limited connectivity among the three subway stations in the Project Area and Penn 
Station. In particular, there is no below-grade connection from Penn Station to the 34th Street–
Herald Square–Sixth Avenue subway station; a passageway that formerly provided this 
connection, the “Gimbels passageway,” has been closed for decades due to its poor condition. 
Instead, passengers transferring between Penn Station or the 34th Street–Penn Station–
Seventh Avenue subway station and the Sixth Avenue subway station must exit to the street 
level to make the connection, contributing to inconvenience and sidewalk and crosswalk 
crowding. 

• Within the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway station and the 34th Street–
Penn Station–Eighth Avenue subway stations, there are an inadequate number of stairways to 

 
5 https://new.mta.info/agency/new-york-city-transit/subway-bus-facts-2019 

https://new.mta.info/agency/new-york-city-transit/subway-bus-facts-2019
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access the express platforms in each station, which are located in the center of the subway 
tracks and accessed via underpasses. Additional elevators would also be beneficial to improve 
circulation and access to the subway stations given the high volume of passengers. Targeted 
improvements are needed to improve circulation and transfers between local and express 
subway lines, as well as to relieve crowding on these platforms.  

• Subway entrances above-grade are in many cases difficult to locate, with small, inconspicuous 
entryways in the base of existing buildings or stairways occupying sidewalk space needed for 
pedestrian circulation.  

• Subway station elements, such as street-level entrances, in-station stairs, and platforms are in 
poor physical condition. Appendix A includes survey of the current substandard and 
insanitary conditions (as of April 2022) of the various subway elements that would be 
reconstructed or improved by the Proposed Project’s program of public transportation 
improvements. 

• Above-grade, public realm spaces, including sidewalks and pedestrian circulation spaces, are 
overcrowded and poorly organized, and sidewalk widths are too narrow to accommodate the 
high volume of pedestrians in the area. As many as 36 crosswalks and sidewalks in the vicinity 
operate at congested conditions during peak hours. High levels of vehicle traffic congestion 
during peak hours exacerbate the poor pedestrian experience and contribute to conflicts 
between turning vehicles and crossing pedestrians.  

• The area has limited publicly accessible open space and much of what is available consists of 
Privately Owned Public Spaces (POPS) that are substandard by modern measures. For 
example, the open plazas around MSG are barren and lack amenities such as seating. The 
POPS at 1 Penn Plaza, although currently undergoing renovation to improve the plaza would 
still not meet current standards for POPS (e.g., not flush to grade) upon completion of the 
renovation.  

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The goals and associated objectives for the Proposed Project are as follows: 

• Goal 1: Revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
mixed-use development 
 Provide a substantial amount of new mixed-use development to create a cohesive, 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; 

 Provide opportunities for the creation of new housing, including permanently affordable 
housing, to contribute to New York City’s effort to meet the demand for housing; 

 Eliminate substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area;  
 Foster and support economic growth and tax revenue through (a) the creation of jobs and 

economic activity during construction, (b) through the provision of new commercial office 
space to accommodate New York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern needs of 
commercial tenants (i.e., generous column spacing, large ceiling heights, upgraded 
mechanical systems, and environmentally sustainable operations), and (c) the introduction 
of new households that will participate in the local economy; and 

 Maximize incorporation of sustainable design practices to achieve environmentally super-
ior performance in the new buildings.  
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• Goal 2: Improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and 
safety 
 Implement transit improvements at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth Avenue [A/C/E], 

34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue [1/2/3], and 34th Street–Herald Square–Sixth 
Avenue [B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W/PATH] subway stations to better accommodate passenger 
volumes in these stations, and offer coherent wayfinding and a safer passenger experience; 

 Create a below-grade concourse system connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 
34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway stations; 

 Facilitate public realm improvements in the Project Area, including widened sidewalks, 
creation of shared streets, and installation of protected bike lanes; and  

 Create publicly accessible passive open space to serve residents, workers, and visitors in 
the area. 

• Goal 3: Support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station 
 Maximize revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, improvements to 

Penn Station by MTA, Amtrak, and NJT; and 
 Utilize the adjacency of certain development sites to expand Penn Station ingress and 

egress and increase identifiable entrances and overall station prominence distributed at 
key locations in the project area. 

• Goal 4: Support and accommodate future capacity increases at Penn Station  
 Maximize revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, the potential 

expansion of Penn Station into Block 780 (and portions of Blocks 754 and 806) to 
accommodate new, below-grade tracks and platforms, to be designed, constructed and 
operated pursuant to arrangements among MTA, Amtrak, and NJT. Such expansion is 
anticipated to significantly increase the station’s overall track and platform capacity. 

 Accommodate the potential southward expansion of Penn Station in the design and 
construction of the development sites on the blocks comprising the potential expansion. 

 Provide and expand intermodal connections to support the projected increased ridership. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, modern 
transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around Penn Station. It would address substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the Project Area by introducing much-needed public transportation and 
public realm improvements to the area and facilitating high-density redevelopment of nearby 
parcels to create a cohesive, transit-oriented district. The primary components of the Proposed 
Project are described in more detail below. The following section also describes the reconstruction 
and potential expansion of Penn Station, which would be supported and accommodated by the 
Proposed Project. 

TRANSIT-ORIENTED MIXED-USE DISTRICT  

The Proposed Actions would facilitate redevelopment on the blocks surrounding Penn Station 
within the Project Area, setting the stage to transform a poorly planned and under-developed area 
with outmoded buildings and an inhospitable public realm into a cohesive commercial district 
incorporating sustainability measures. The GPP would facilitate the construction of up to 
approximately 18 million gsf of new Class A commercial office space, retail, and hotel space and 
up to 1,798 DUs in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. The new 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 1-16  

developments would provide new entrances and connections for both Penn Station and the subway 
system, increasing and improving transit access for the area. The new development would generate 
funds to support improvements to and expansion of Penn Station and its interconnected pedestrian 
passageways and subway stations.  

Sites 1 through 8 would be developed in accordance with Design Guidelines appended to the GPP. 
The development sites are shown in Figure 1-1. The GPP would override the New York City 
Zoning Resolution, and would include Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project, which specify 
the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning.  

The proposed developments are described below and summarized in Table 1-1. As detailed below, 
several development sites would have multiple potential development scenarios under the 
Proposed Actions. Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” discusses how these various program 
scenarios are analyzed in the FEIS. As discussed in more detail in that chapter, two reasonable 
worst-case development scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the Proposed Project: one that 
maximizes commercial uses (Maximum Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes residential 
uses (Maximum Residential Scenario). This discussion describes the full range of potential 
development on these sites under the Proposed Actions. 

Figures 1-3 and 1-4 provide illustrative building massings for each development site. Figure 1-3 
provides illustrative building massings for primarily commercial development throughout the 
Project Area. Figure 1-4 provides illustrative building massings with residential massings shown 
on the sites where residential development would be permitted.  

Site 1 
Site 1 is a 64,189-sf site at 403-415 Eighth Avenue, between West 30th and West 31st Streets 
(Block 754, Lots 34-41, 44, 51, and 63). Site 1 consists of Sites 1A and 1B, each of which would 
be redeveloped with a new building. These buildings would replace the existing lower-density mix 
of office, retail, hotel, residential, community facility, and parking uses. 

Site 1A, located in the midblock portion of Site 1 along West 31st Street, would be redeveloped 
with a building containing approximately 488,000 gsf of floor area, including approximately 542 
DUs (of which 30 percent, or 163 DUs, would be permanently affordable) and community facility 
and ground-floor retail spaces. Site 1A would be required to be a residential rental building with 
community facility and ground-floor retail uses.  

Site 1B, located on the portion of Site 1 along Eighth Avenue, would have two potential 
development scenarios under the Proposed Actions—a commercial scenario and a residential 
scenario.  

• Commercial Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 1B would be redeveloped with a building 
containing approximately 732,000 gsf of office and ground-floor retail space.  

• Residential Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 1B would be redeveloped with an 
approximately 709,000-gsf building with 439 DUs (of which 30 percent, or 132 DUs, would 
be permanently affordable) and office and ground-floor retail space. 

Site 2 
Site 2 is a 158,000-sf site that occupies the full block bounded by West 30th and West 31st Streets 
and Seventh and Eighth Avenues (Block 780, all lots). Site 2 consists of Site 2A, on the western 
portion of the block, and Site 2B, on the eastern portion of the block. Site 2A/2B would be 
redeveloped with approximately 5.4 million gsf of office space with ground-floor retail and a new 



So
ur

ce
: F

XC
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
s 

LL
P

This figure is new to the FEIS6.6.22

Figure 1-3
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Illustrative Massing - Commercial Scenario



So
ur

ce
: F

XC
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
s 

LL
P

This figure is new to the FEIS6.6.22

Figure 1-4
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Illustrative Massing – Residential Scenario

NOTE: This figure shows illustrative massings for residential buildings on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8.  
The Proposed Actions would permit residential development on these sites, up to a maximum of 
1,798 dwelling units (DUs). Any combination of these buildings could include residential units so 
long as the combined total number of constructed DUs on all four sites does not exceed 1,798.
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approximately 30,800-square-foot public plaza in the center of the block (or two plazas comprising 
the same total square footage, with one in the center of the block and one on Seventh Avenue).  

Site 2A would be redeveloped with a building containing approximately 2.5 million gsf of office 
space and ground-floor retail.  

In addition, Site 2A would include a new Penn Station service building in the base of the new 
building, as discussed below in “Penn Station Reconstruction and Expansion.” Site 2B would be 
redeveloped with a building containing approximately 2.9 million gsf of office space and ground-
floor retail. Site 2B would also accommodate a train hall for the potential expansion of Penn 
Station, as discussed below. 

Site 2B Train Hall 
The new train hall for the potential southern expansion of Penn Station would be located in the 
base of the building on Site 2B along West 31st Street with wrap-around frontage either in the 
midblock, adjacent to the new public plaza, or along Seventh Avenue. If the train hall is oriented 
to the midblock, the building on Site 2B would be setback 15 feet from the property line along 
Seventh Avenue. If the train hall is oriented toward Seventh Avenue, the building would be set 
back 50 feet from the property line along Seventh Avenue to provide for circulation space and an 
entry plaza.  

This entry plaza would function as passive open space and would have programming, seating, and 
plantings. If the Seventh Avenue train hall option is developed on Site 2B, the size of the midblock 
open space would be reduced due to the shift in location for the building on Site 2B and an 
equivalent amount of new passive open space would be created in the plaza on the Seventh Avenue 
side of Site 2B. With either train hall option, Site 2 would include approximately 30,800 sf of 
publicly accessible open space. 

Figures 1-5 and 1-6 provide illustrative diagrams of the train hall options on Site 2B.  

Site 3 
Site 3 is a 44,438-sf site at 363-371 Seventh Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets 
(Block 806, Lots 1, 3, 6, 9, 69, and 76). Site 3 would be redeveloped with an approximately 1.6-
million-gsf building with office and ground-floor retail uses, replacing the existing mix of 
predominantly hotel and commercial office uses.  

Site 4 
Site 4 is a 34,807-sf site on the east side of Eighth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 783, Lot 1 and part of Lot 70). Site 4 would be developed with an approximately 
1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building. For analytical purposes, the FEIS assumes that three 
development scenarios may be permitted for this site under the Proposed Actions: 

• Office/Hotel Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-million-
gsf building with a mix of office, ground-floor retail, hotel uses, and accessory parking. 

• Residential/Hotel Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-
million-gsf building with a mix of residential, ground-floor retail, hotel uses, and accessory 
parking. This scenario would include approximately 630 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 189 
DUs, would be permanently affordable. 

• Residential/Office Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-
million-gsf building with a mix of residential, ground-floor retail, office uses, and accessory 



So
ur

ce
: F

XC
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
s 

LL
P

This figure is new to the FEIS6.6.22

Figure 1-5
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Site 2B Midblock Train Hall Illustrative Diagram

SITE 
2B

SITE 
2A



So
ur

ce
: F

XC
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
Ar

ch
ite

ct
s 

LL
P

This figure is new to the FEIS6.6.22

Figure 1-6
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Site 2B Seventh Avenue Train Hall Illustrative Diagram

SITE 
2B

SITE 
2A



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 1-18  

parking. This scenario would include approximately 630 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 189 
DUs, would be permanently affordable. 

Site 5 
Site 5 is a 45,425-sf site on the west side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 783, Lots 34, 48, and part of Lot 70). Site 5 is expected to be developed with a 1.7-
million-gsf building with office and ground-floor retail uses, replacing existing single-story retail, 
a six-story office podium, and relocating a Penn Station entrance to the corner.  

Site 6 
Site 6 is a 54,313-sf site on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 809, Lots 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 16, 17, 69, 73, 80, and 82). Site 6 would be redeveloped with 
an approximately 2.1-million-gsf office and retail building with accessory parking, replacing 
existing lower-density retail, mixed-use commercial and residential buildings, and office uses.  

Site 7 
Site 7 is a 79,000-sf site on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd 
Streets (Block 808, Lot 7501). The site contains the Hotel Pennsylvania, which is currently closed 
and undergoing demolition. The new building on Site 7 would contain approximately 2.6 million 
gsf of office, retail, and accessory parking uses.  

Site 8 
Site 8 is a 79,000-sf site on the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd 
Streets (Block 808, Lot 40) with existing office and Manhattan Mall retail uses. Two development 
scenarios would be permitted for this site under the Proposed Actions: 

• Office Scenario: Under this scenario, the existing building would be demolished, and Site 8 
would be redeveloped with a 2.6 million gsf building with office, retail, and accessory parking. 

• Residential Scenario: Under this scenario, the existing Manhattan Mall building would remain 
and an enlargement containing residential uses would be constructed above it. Accessory 
parking would also be added within the base of the existing Manhattan Mall building. This 
scenario would contain approximately 626 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 188 DUs, would be 
permanently affordable. 

Building Forms 
As noted above, the GPP would require that Sites 1 through 8 be developed in accordance with 
Design Guidelines, which specify the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning. The 
new buildings would have maximum base heights specified in the Design Guidelines, and the GPP 
would limit the overall floor area of each building. However, consistent with zoning in other high-
density commercial areas of New York City, it would not impose height limits, except for on the 
midblock portion of Site 1, where a 350-foot height limit would be imposed (exclusive of rooftop 
mechanical equipment). Potential illustrative building heights for each site are provided in Table 
1-1. Illustrative building massings for each development site are shown in Figures 1-3 and 1-4. If 
constructed, the buildings could be taller and slimmer or shorter and bulkier than shown in Figures 
1-3 and 1-4. Several factors have been taken into consideration to determine the development 
program and inform the illustrative depictions of the buildings, including the size of the 
development sites, the floorplate size necessary to accommodate modern office and residential 
developments, the amount of floor area necessary to achieve high-density commercial buildings 
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that also provide space for on-site transit and public realm improvements, and the floor-to-ceiling 
heights sought by tenants of Class A office buildings. Additional details regarding the design 
parameters for each site established in the Design Guidelines, such as the maximum base heights 
and required tower setbacks, are described and analyzed in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy,” and Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources.”  

The proposed development program with the Proposed Project (the With Action condition) is 
summarized in Table 1-1. 

Residential Use 
As shown in Table 1-1, the Proposed Actions would permit residential development on Sites 1A, 
1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 DUs. Site 1A would be required to be a residential rental 
building, and the other three buildings could be developed with residential uses up to the maximum 
number of DUs on a “first come, first served” basis. Under this protocol, the building on Site 1A 
would be required to include residential uses, and developers on the other three sites could include 
residential uses so long as the combined total number of constructed DUs on all four sites does 
not exceed 1,798. Thirty percent of the residential units in each building would be set aside for 
affordable DUs, for a total of approximately 540 permanently affordable units.  

Table 1-1 
Permitted Development Under the Proposed Actions 

Site and 
Development 

Scenario Total GSF 

Total 
Commercial 

GSF Office GSF Retail GSF4 
Hotel 

(Rooms) 
DUs (# 

Affordable) 
Parking 
Spaces 

Community 
Facility 

GSF 

Non-
Program 

Area1 

Illustrative 
Heights  
(in feet) 

1A 487,955 6,000 0 6,000 0 542 (163) 0 18,398 48,796 2752 
1B (Commercial 

Scenario) 731,911 592,848 584,348 8,500 0 0 0 0 139,063 605 

1B (Residential 
Scenario) 708,676 254,078 245,578 8,500 0 439 (132) 0 0 99,098 665 

2A 2,495,471 2,021,331 2,004,579 16,752 0 0 0 0 474,139 975 
2B 2,867,235 2,322,461 2,303,213 19,248 0 0 0 0 544,775 1,150 
3 1,612,820 1,306,384 1,294,384 12,000 0 0 0 0 306,436 915 

4 (Office/Hotel 
Scenario) 1,100,000 866,000 289,160 100,000 734 0 100 0 209,000 664 

4 (Residential/ 
Hotel Scenario) 1,100,000 406,660 0 100,000 472 630 (189) 100 0 209,000 915 

4 (Residential/ 
Office Scenario) 1,100,000 406,660 306,660 100,000 0 630 (189) 100 0 209,000 915 

5 1,739,510 1,409,003 1,289,003 120,000 0 0 0 0 330,507 1,018 
6 2,079,849 1,659,678 1,539,344 120,334 0 0 100 0 395,171 1,130 
7 2,600,000 2,081,000 1,879,000 202,000 0 0 100 0 494,000 1,270 

8 (Commercial 
Scenario 2,600,000 2,081,000 1,875,000 206,000 0 0 100 0 494,000 975 

8 (Residential 
Scenario)3 1,650,411 885,004 667,004 218,000 0 626 (188) 100 0 284,053 715 

Notes:  
1) Non-program area includes space for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-

of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and 
sublevels.  

2) The Design Guidelines impose a height limit of 350 feet on Site 1A, exclusive of rooftop mechanical equipment. The illustrative heights for the other 
sites are presented for informational purposes; the Design Guidelines do not impose height limits on these sites. 

3) Under the Residential Scenario for Site 8, the existing Manhattan Mall building would remain on Site 8 and a new building expansion containing 
residential uses would be constructed above it. Therefore, the program shown in the table for Site 8 includes approximately 885,000 gsf of commercial 
use (office and retail) associated with the existing Manhattan Mall building, and 481,354 gsf of residential use and parking to be constructed as part of 
the Residential Scenario. 

4)  The indicated square footage for retail uses may include physical culture or health establishments (gyms), and community facilities without sleeping 
accommodations. These uses are conservatively analyzed as retail uses in the technical analyses of the EIS. 
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Income bands for the affordable units have not been determined at this time. In addition, all 
residents displaced from the development sites who income certify (i.e. qualify for affordable 
housing by meeting the income requirements for the affordable units) would have a right to return 
to an affordable unit on Site 1A. There are currently 128 residences on the development sites, all 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3. There are no existing residences on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.  

It is anticipated that the affordable housing developed as part of the Proposed Project would be 
financed in part by the New York State Division of Housing and Community Renewal (HCR). 
HCR is committed to affirmatively furthering fair housing and removing barriers to housing 
choice for New Yorkers. As such, all marketing materials and leasing of HCR-funded units in new 
multifamily developments on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8 would comply with all applicable fair housing 
laws and associated policies to reduce segregation, and encourage integration in housing by 
promoting housing choice and opportunities regardless of one’s protected characteristics. 

Sustainable Design Measures 
As noted above, an objective of the Proposed Project is to incorporate sustainable design practices 
to achieve environmentally superior performance in the development and operation of the new 
buildings. The development on all sites would meet this objective as energy efficient measures 
and sustainable design elements are prescribed by the Design Guidelines for all buildings. Sites 1, 
4, and 7 (assumed to be the first three buildings to be constructed as part of the Proposed 
Project)would be among the first new buildings to be designed and constructed after the passage 
of Local Law 97 of 2019, which places carbon intensity limits on most buildings larger than 25,000 
sf, and those limits become more stringent over time. ESD would require compliance with the 
requirements of New York City’s Climate Mobilization Act (CMA), including Local Law 97, so 
the Proposed Project commercial and residential buildings would be required to meet applicable 
future carbon intensity limits as well as the green/solar rooftop requirements established under the 
law. ESD would also require that all buildings be designed to operate with fully electric heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and hot water systems with the only on-site emission 
sources being emergency back-up generators (per New York City Department of Buildings 
[NYCDOB] requirements). 

In addition to requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric HVAC and hot water systems, 
the Proposed Project buildings would be subject to additional sustainability requirements as set 
forth in the Design Guidelines. These requirements would include: 

• Achieve a LEED score exceeding the LEED Gold standard. 
• Mandatory achievement of several LEED categories (or equivalent standards) that are 

typically optional, including: 
 Required embodied carbon analysis and optimization; 

 Enhanced mechanical electrical plumbing systems and envelope commissioning; 

 Advanced energy metering;  

 Enhanced refrigerant management; and 

 Heat island effect mitigation 

• Stormwater management utilizing multiple strategies which may include grey water collection 
and treatment for reuse in landscape irrigation. 
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• Coordination with the Railroads on potential synergies between the mechanical systems for 
the potential Penn Station expansion and buildings above. 

  

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS 

Public Transportation Improvements 
The Proposed Project would include public transportation improvements consisting of improve-
ments to passenger rail and subway station facilities at and adjacent to Penn Station and new 
entrances and improvements to existing entrances to the station complex and subway stations that 
would be built outside the footprint of existing Penn Station. ESD, through the GPP and in 
collaboration with MTA, would require the completion of certain public transportation 
improvements as part of certain new building construction in the Project Area. It is anticipated 
that transit improvements would be implemented at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth Avenue 
[A/C/E], 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue [1/2/3], and 34th Street–Herald Square–Sixth 
Avenue [B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W/PATH] subway stations. The proposed public transportation 
improvements are summarized below:  

Sites 1, 2, and 3  
 New Penn Station entrances and new below-grade connections to existing Penn Station 

with publicly accessible in-building connections. 

Site 4 
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station (Eighth Avenue) subway 
station: 

 New Penn Station and subway entrance at the corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd 
Street with new ADA-compliant elevator at this entrance;  

 New West 34th Street subway entrance with ADA-compliant elevator; widening of the 
uptown local C/E platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets;  

 One new and two widened express platform stairs;  

 New underground passageway to connect 33rd Street Penn Station Level A concourse 
with A/C/E subway mezzanine between 33rd Street and 34th Street;  

 Two new uptown local C/E platform stairs; and  

 One reconfigured fare control area. 

Site 5  
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway 
station: 
 New Penn Station and subway entrance at the corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th 

Street with escalators and an elevator, as well as new connections between Penn Station 
and the subway underpass and the fare control area at West 34th Street;  

 New West 33rd Street subway entrance; and  

 Relocation and widening of the downtown local No. 1 platform stairs, accompanied by an 
elevator, between West 33rd and West 34th Streets into the property line.  
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Site 6 
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue) 
subway station: 

 Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets;  

 New West 33rd Street subway entrance;  

 New West 34th Street subway entrance;  

 Widening stairs from West 33rd Street–Seventh Avenue underpass to Penn Station; and  

 Widening West 33rd Street paid-zone stairs together with relocating an elevator.  

This site would also include portions of the new north-south underground corridor, as 
discussed in more detail below. 

Site 7  
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue) 
subway station: 

 Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets;  

 New West 32nd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue;  

 New West 33rd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue with ADA-compliant 
elevator,  

 Widening of the paid zone stair at the west end of the 32nd Street underpass;  

 New fare control area at the West 33rd Street underpass;  

 Reconfigure West 33rd Street free zone underpass and widen stair and add an ADA-
compliant elevator; and  

 Add new express No. 2/3 platform stairs at the north and south portions of the station.  

This site would also include the east-west underground corridor and a portion of the new 
north-south underground corridor , as discussed in more detail below. 

Site 8  
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street–Herald Square subway station: 

 New subway entrances at West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and Sixth Avenue, plus 
additional escalators and/or other vertical circulation elements as needed in consultation 
with MTA and NYCT;  

 Reconstruct two mezzanine stairs connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M;  

 Reconfigure the fare control area at the B/D/F/M mezzanine level; and  

 Replace the PATH-related elevator in the new building on Site 8.6  

 
6 The PATH-related elevator would be replaced only if the existing building on Site 8 is demolished and a 

new building constructed. If Site 8 is developed with a residential overbuild above the existing building, 
the existing PATH elevator would be maintained. Aside from the PATH-related elevator, the same transit 
improvements (or functionally equivalent improvements) would be implemented at Site 8 under the 
residential scenario for that site. 
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This site would also include portions of the new east-west underground corridor, as discussed 
in more detail below.  

Underground Concourse Network 
As an estimated 70 percent of Penn Station users are expected to have destinations east and north 
of the station, an important component of the Proposed Project’s program of public transportation 
improvements is the creation of a new underground concourse network east of Seventh Avenue 
providing a below-grade connection from Penn Station to the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh 
Avenue subway station and the 34th Street–Herald Square subway station. The purpose of this 
concourse system is two-fold: to alleviate pedestrian sidewalk crowding on the Seventh Avenue 
side of Penn Station as well as to divert some Penn Station-subway intermodal trips to the 
generally less congested 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. This proposed Underground 
Concourse Network has three primary components:  
1. One or two crossings beneath Seventh Avenue;  

2. An east–west underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 34th 
Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway stations and providing access to Sites 7 and 8 
with midblock emergency egress (the East-West Connector); and 

3. A north-south underground corridor east of Seventh Avenue from approximately West 32nd 
Street to West 34th Street, with connections to Penn Station and the East-West Connector. 
This north-south underground corridor would be within the footprints of, and provide access 
to, Sites 6 and 7 (the North-South Corridor). 

There are two options under consideration for the East-West Connector, subject to additional 
analysis for engineering and financial feasibility. One of the options would be located along West 
33rd Street (the 33rd Street Option) and the other would be located along West 32nd Street (the 
32nd Street Option). The overall underground concourse network would have a different 
configuration depending on which East-West Connector option is implemented. 

• Underground Concourse Network with 33rd Street Option: This network would include a 
North-South Corridor between approximately West 32nd Street and West 34th Street, an East-
West Connector in the approximate location of the former Gimbels passageway on the south 
side of West 33rd Street (wider than the former Gimbels passageway), and a reconfigured fare 
control area under West 33rd Street to function as a Seventh Avenue undercrossing to connect 
Penn Station to the concourse network. In addition, one of the mezzanine stairs connecting 
the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M trains would be constructed together with this option. 

• Underground Concourse Network with 32nd Street Option: This network would include a 
North-South Corridor from West 34th Street to a location south of West 32nd Street, an East-
West Connector along West 32nd Street, and two Seventh Avenue undercrossings: (1) the 
same reconfigured fare control area under West 33rd Street and (2) a new undercrossing of 
Seventh Avenue between West 31st Street and West 32nd Street.  

The construction of the Underground Concourse Network would occur over time with the 
development of Sites 6, 7, and 8. The East-West Connector (either option) would be constructed 
and operational as part of the development of Site 7, with an interim connection through or 
adjacent to Site 8 to the 34th Street–Herald Square subway station until Site 8 is redeveloped. 
When Site 8 is developed with either the commercial scenario or the residential scenario, the 
development would widen and enhance the eastern portion of the East-West Connector and add 
new or reconstructed station connections on both the West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street sides 
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of the building. The portions of North-South Corridor within Sites 6 and 7 would be constructed 
at the time those sites are redeveloped.   

Summary 
Figure 1-7 provides an overview map of the locations of the proposed transportation 
improvements, with the corresponding map numbers and improvement descriptions provided in 
Table 1-2 below. Figure 1-7 shows both the 33rd Street Option and the 32nd Street Option for 
the East-West Connector. Figure 1-8a through 1-8c provides additional illustrative technical 
details and diagrams for these transportation improvements as developed for analysis in this FEIS.  

In addition, a potential underground passage from the potential expansion of Penn Station to 
Moynihan Train Hall is under consideration subject to additional analysis for engineering and 
financial feasibility. 

Table 1-2 
Transportation Improvements Summary 

Map Number* Transportation Improvement 

1a 
Establish the East-West Connector below West 33rd Street, connecting the 34th Street-Herald 
Square and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations, providing access to 
Sites 7 and 8 and including emergency midblock egress. 

1b 

Establish the East-West Connector below West 32nd Street, connecting the 34th Street-Herald 
Square and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations, providing access to 
Sites 7 and 8 and including emergency midblock egress. This option would include a new 
undercrossing below 7th Avenue between West 31st and West 32nd Streets. 

2 Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street, and 
between West 33rd Street and West 34th Street 

3 New easement subway entrances 
(Gray shading of map number indicates new entrance with elevator) 

4 Widen the paid zone stair at the west end of the 32nd Street underpass  
5 Add new express No. 2/3 platform stairs 
6 New Penn Station entrances 

7 New Penn Station and new subway station entrance within building 
(Gray shading of map number indicates new entrance with elevator) 

8 Relocate and widen the downtown local No. 1 stairs and elevator to within Site 5 property line 

9 New below-grade connections to existing Penn Station with publicly accessible in-building 
connections at Sites 1, 2, and 3  

10 New North-South Corridor under Sites 6 and 7 

11 
New fare control area at the West 33rd Street underpass; reconfigure West 33rd Street free zone 
underpass and widen stair and new elevator; reconfigure fare control area with new elevator; widen 
paid zone stair and relocate elevator 

12 Construct additional escalators and/or other vertical circulation elements as needed in consultation 
with the MTA and NYCT 

13 Reconstruct two mezzanine stairs connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M subway lines and 
reconfigure the fare control area at the B/D/F/M mezzanine level 

14 
Replace the PATH elevator in the new building on Site 8 (only if the existing building on Site 8 is 
demolished and a new building constructed. If Site 8 is developed with a residential overbuild above 
the existing building, the existing PATH elevator would be maintained.) 

15 Widen the uptown local C/E platform between West 33rd Street and West 34th Street 
16 Build one new express platform stair and widen two existing express platform stairs 

17 
Build new passageway to connect 33rd Street Penn Station concourse with A/C/E subway 
mezzanine between 33rd Street & 34th Street, build two new uptown local C/E platform stairs, and 
reconfigure fare control area 

Notes: * Refer to Figure 1-7 for map numbers.  
The location of transportation improvements shown in Figure 1-7 is illustrative and may be subject to further design and engineering  
refinements and, if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements. 
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Facility Location Element/Description Phase Associated w/

34th Street–Penn Station– 
Eighth Avenue [A/C/E]
Subway Station

Bet. 33rd & 34th Streets New 33rd Street easement access to subway and Penn Station (7).
• Replace 4.4’ S5/P4 with three escalators, one 6’ stairs, and one elevator.

New 34th Street easement access to subway (8).
• Replace 10’ S7/P6 with one 10’ stairs and one elevator.

New 20’ passageway connecting Level A and existing subway passageway (1).
• Flared to 30’ wide to accommodate FCA.
• One 10’ stairs connecting to uptown local platform.

Widen uptown local platform between 33rd and 34th Streets (6).
• Reconfigure FCA N072 - reduce # of turnstiles from 11 to 8.

New 10’ stairs from FCA N067 to uptown local platform (5).  
Widen M23/M24 from 8.7’ to 10’ (4).
New 7.5’ express platform stairs (2).
Flip and widen M27 from 5.7’ to 7.5’ (3).

1 Site 4

Note: The location of transportation improvements shown in the figure is illustrative and may be subject to further design and  
engineering refinements and, if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements.

Proposed Public Transportation Improvements - Illustrative Technical Details and Diagrams
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Proposed Public Transportation Improvements - Illustrative Technical Details and Diagrams

Notes:
1) The location of transportation improvements shown in the figure is illustrative and may be subject to further design and engineering refinements and, 
if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements.
2) One of the two options for the East-West Connector would be selected and implemented.
3) Improvements associated with MTA in the table above are assumed to be completed by MTA as part of the Penn Station reconstruction.

Facility Location Element/Description Phase Associated w/

34th Street–Penn
Station–Seventh Avenue
[1/2/3] Subway Station Herald Square Link

(33rd Street East-West 
Connector Option or
32nd Street East-West 
Connector Option)

33rd or 32nd Street East-West Connector between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.
33rd St. Option (22'-0" under Site 7 and 14'-8" under existing Site 8 Manhattan Mall).
• New 14' easement stairs connecting to Site 7.

32nd St. Option would be accompanied by underpass southward to the 31st to 32nd Street block, 
across Seventh Avenue to Penn Station Level A (22'-0").

1 Site 7

East side of  
Seventh Avenue
(North-South Corridor)

North-South Corridor (25') between 32nd and 33rd Streets. 1 Site 7

North-South Corridor (25') between 33rd and 34th Streets. 2 Site 6

Bet. 32nd & 33rd Streets Widen uptown local platform between 32nd and 33rd Streets (16). 1 Site 7

Replace 10.8' O17/P3 easement stairs at 33rd Street with widened 15' stairs (15). 1 Site 7

Replace 10.5' O14/O15 easement stairs at 32nd Street with widened 15' stairs (17). 1 Site 7

Widen uptown local platform stairs (18).
• O9/O10 stairs from 5.7' to 10'.
• O8 stairs from 9' to 20'.

1 Site 7

New 10' express platform stairs at 32nd Street underpass (2). 1 Site 7

Widen U10/U14 underpass stairs from 12.8' by 7.5' to 20.3' (19). 1 Site 7

Widen and relocated O5/O6 stairs from 4.7' to 10' (20). 1 MTA

Reconfigure FCA R135 and increase # of turnstiles from 6 to 10 (22). 1 MTA

Add direct access from downtown local platform to Penn Station Level A (21).
• New FCA with 5 turnstiles.

1 MTA

Bet. 33rd & 34th Streets Widen uptown local platform between 33rd and 34th Streets (12). 2 Site 6

Widen underpass (6).
• Relocate FCA R138 and maintain # of turnstiles at 12 (6).

1 Site 7

2 Site 5

New 10' express platform stairs at 33rd Street underpass (1).
• New FCA with 3 exit only turnstiles and a gate.

1 Site 7

Shift 9.75' ML 10 and ML 13 express platform stairs and relocate elevator (6a). 1 Site 7

Replace ML7/ML11 with new 15' stairs and an elevator (8). 2 Site 5

Replace 6.8' reconstructed S1/P1/P2 with new 10' easement stairs (7).
• Replace FCA R140 and increase # of turnstiles from 3 to 4.

2 Site 5

New connection and FCA bet. Penn Station Level A and 34th Street subway underpass (3).
• 5 turnstiles.

2 Site 5

New easement street connections at Seventh Avenue and 34th Street (5).
• Four 40"-tread escalators to Penn Station Level A.
• New 20' stairs between Penn Station Level A and downtown local.
• New 5' stairs between Penn Station Level A and street.
• Replace S3/P5 with new 10' easement stairs bet. downtown local and street.
• New elevator.

2 Site 5

Widen ML4 from 12.8' to 30' at 33rd Street underpass (6b).
• New elevator.

2 Site 6

Widen ML6/ML8 from 4.75' to 10' (13).
• Relocate elevator.

2 Site 6

Replace 5.4' S2/P4 and 5.9' O18/O19 with new 10' easement stairs (14). 2 Site 6

Replace 10' P6 with new 15' easement stairs (11). 2 Site 6
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Transit Mitigation: 7th Ave IRT (1/2/3) - Mezzanine Level (A Level Penn Station) - Overall View
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Transit Mitigation: 7th Ave IRT (1/2/3) - Platform Level (B Level Penn Station) - Overall View
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Transit Mitigation: 7th Ave IRT (1/2/3) - Mezzanine Level (A Level Penn Station) - Overall View
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Notes:
1) The location of transportation improvements shown in the figure is illustrative and may be subject to further design and engineering 
refinements and, if applicable, to securing any property interests needed to construct and maintain the improvements.
2) One of the two options for the East-West Connector would be selected and implemented.

Facility Location Element/Description Phase Associated w/

34th Street–Herald
Square–Sixth Avenue
[B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W/PATH]
Subway Station

Herald Square Link 33rd Street Option between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.
• New 15’ stairs connecting to Herald Sq. IND mezzanine.

1 Site 7

33rd Street Option between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.
• Widen to 22’-0” under Site 8.

2 Site 8

Bet. 32nd & 33rd Streets Rationalize and expand capacity of easement entrances (3).
Two reconstructed mezzanine stairs connecting BMT and IND trains.
• Above IND mezzanine stairs associated with 33rd Street link
• Reconstruct 7' ML1 to 15'.

Increase # of turnstiles at FCA N507 (BMT mezzanine level) from 11 to 19.
33rd Street side of building:
• New 9.5' street stairs and one 40"-tread escalator.
• New elevator.

32nd Street side of building:
• Replace 6’ HM307 with 15’ new easement stairs.
• Replace 32"-tread E221/E222 with 40"-tread escalators

Replace PATH elevator. (Only if development of Site 8 involves demolition of 
Manhattan Mall building).

2 Site 8

18

Transit Mitigation:  Herald Square - Mezzanine Level South - Enlarged

SITE 08
CELLAR LEVEL 1

DEMO EXISTING

U
N

D
ERG

RO
U

N
D

 CO
N

CO
U

RSE O
PTIO

N
 1

SEE CO
N

CO
U

RSE D
W

G
S.

U
N

D
ERG

RO
U

N
D

 CO
N

CO
U

RSE O
PTIO

N
 2, A

BO
VE

SEE CO
N

CO
U

RSE D
W

G
S.

DEMO EXISTING

3

6

5

5

5

2

2

2

1 1

1 1

4

8

6b

6b
6c

6a

6a

34TH
 ST.

33RD
 ST.

33RD
 ST.

34TH
 ST.

34TH
 ST.

BLOCK 809

Free Zone

Paid Zone

Non NYCT Space

New Mitigation

Demo Mitigation

1. Replace four pairs of IND platform escalators. Existing escalators are 24” tread 90 fpm speed. 

New escalators would be 32” tread, 120 fpm speed, if engineering allows. 

2. At southwest corner of 6th Ave & 34th st. Remove 10’ street stair and relocate and widen 

street stair serving free-zone and PATH corridor. 

3. Rationalize and expand capacity of easement entrances in Manhattan Mall serving both PATH 
mezz and IND mezz levels. Would include escalators between IND mezz and street level and 
additional street access at 33rd street

4. Widen stair between PATH mezz and free-zone at Broadway at 32nd St. 50 30’, 20’ free zone 

and 10’ paid zone.

5. Consolidate and expand three stairs on the northside of 32nd St. to one 25’ wide stair.

6. Build new mezzanine above BMT platforms. Mezzanine would connect with PATH mezzanine via 
new turnstiles to access free-zone and with paid-zone transfer to IND.  

Two new 7’ wide stairs down to each island platform. 
Two new 10’ wide paid zone stairs down to IND Mezzanine 
New 10’ street stair ascending north with fare control up to Greeley Square and 33rd St.

7. On southend of IND platforms widen stairs up to  mezzanine to 10’ wide.

8. Expand stair to 20’ and rotate 90 degrees to descend Northerly

6a. 
6b. 
6c. 
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Proposed Public Transportation Improvements -  
Illustrative Technical Details and Diagrams
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Public Realm Improvements 
ESD, through the GPP, would require the implementation of above-grade public realm 
improvements in the Project Area in connection with the proposed developments. The above-
grade public realm improvements include sidewalk widenings, new passive open space, the 
potential creation of shared streets, and the potential installation of protected and standard bike 
lanes. The public realm improvements are shown in Figure 1-9. A Public Realm Task Force would 
be created to advise ESD on the design of these improvements, as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines. 

Sidewalk Widenings  
Sidewalks would be widened on the sites adjoining the City-owned mapped streets at the locations 
listed below and shown in Figure 1-9. The widenings would be accomplished by setting the new 
buildings back from the property line. 

• The entire north side of West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, and portions 
of the north side of West 30th Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues;  

• The entire south side of West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, and portions 
of the south side of West 31st Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues;  

• Both sides of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues (all of the south side and 
western portion of the north side);  

• Both sides of Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets, and the east side of 
Eighth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets;  

• Both sides of Seventh Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets, both sides of Seventh 
Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets, and the east side of Seventh Avenue 
between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets; and 

• West side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets. 

Under the Residential Scenario for Site 8, in which the existing building would be retained and an 
enlargement is built above it, the sidewalk widenings on the south side of West 33rd Street and 
the west side of Sixth Avenue along the site frontage would not be implemented. 

Open Space and Other Public Space 
The Proposed Project would introduce a new through-block open space on Site 2 between West 
30th and West 31st Streets. The proposed open space would be a public plaza (or plazas) 
constructed in connection with the commercial buildings on Site 2. As noted above, the 
configuration of the open space would depend on whether Site 2B is developed with a midblock 
train hall or a Seventh Avenue-facing train hall. If the midblock train hall is developed, there 
would be one plaza on Site 2 located in the midblock portion of the site, with dimensions of 
approximately 156 feet by 198 feet. If the Seventh Avenue-facing train hall is developed, there 
would be a midblock plaza (with dimensions of approximately 121 feet by 198 feet) and a plaza 
on the Seventh Avenue side of Site 2B (with dimensions of approximately 35 feet by 198 feet). 

In either configuration, the total publicly accessible open space to be created on Site 2 would be 
approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) and would provide a variety of hard- and soft-scape features 
to support passive recreation and provide a midblock pedestrian connection between West 30th 
and West 31st Streets. Although a detailed design has not yet been developed, the plaza(s) is (are) 
expected to include a variety of seating typologies and a mix of paved and planted areas. The open 
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space would include planting beds (surface and/or raised) with ground cover, flower beds, shrubs 
or lawn. In addition, the plaza(s) is (are) expected to include access and egress points to the 
expanded Penn Station. The proposed publicly accessible open space on Site 2 would provide new 
passive open space amenities directly above a modernized and expanded Penn Station, and would 
serve residents, workers, and visitors of the new commercial district surrounding Penn Station and 
the surrounding neighborhoods.  

In addition to the proposed plaza area on Site 2, each development site would be required to 
provide public space in an amount calculated based on a percentage of the site area, as described 
in the Design Guidelines. The types of spaces that may be provided, as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines, include additional sidewalk widenings, pedestrian circulation space in front of transit 
or building entrances, or landscaped areas that may contain seating and passive activities for 
pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood. 

Shared Streets 
The Proposed Project envisions the future provision of “shared streets” to relieve sidewalk 
crowding, and provide space for functional elements such as landscaped areas (zones), seating, 
and furniture. 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.  

Shared street corridors are contemplated along West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues, and West 33rd Street, between Sixth and Ninth Avenues. These street segments would 
potentially be converted to shared streets, which would enhance the pedestrian experience and 
provide an opportunity for passive recreation for residents, workers, and visitors to the area. 
Access to all buildings and businesses would be maintained, allowing for servicing, loading, and 
deliveries. In addition, at the request of the CACWG, ESD would recommend that NYCDOT 
study the implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues. 

Shared streets could be developed through a variety of means, either temporary (e.g., roadway 
painting, moveable planters and street furniture) or permanent (e.g., a rebuilt street with the 
roadway flush from building line to building line, rather than with a typical curb line grade 
separation). Development of shared streets within City-owned mapped streets would require 
approval by NYCDOT and would remain within the control of NYCDOT.  

Shared streets feature design elements to distinguish areas intended solely for pedestrians and the 
shared road. They typically include the installation of a tactile warning surface between the 
pedestrian-only areas and the shared road to guide people with visual impairments. Gutters or 
drainage inlets to handle stormwater are commonly located between the pedestrian-only zone and 
the shared road to define the spaces and manage stormwater runoff. Pedestrian areas may be 
programmed with furniture such as seating and planters, and mobility infrastructures such as bike-
share stations. Considerations are typically made to create a safe environment for pedestrians and 
cyclists. For example, a common strategy is to place bike arrows on the pavement to remind 
drivers that they are sharing the road with cyclists.  

Bicycle Lanes  
The Proposed Project would allow for the installation of protected bicycle lanes along Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues and a standard bicycle lane along West 31st Street within the Project Area, 
subject to NYCDOT approval. Along Seventh Avenue, the existing bicycle lane, which currently 
terminates at West 30th Street, is expected to be extended north by NYCDOT. On Eighth Avenue, 
a bicycle lane already exists and would be maintained. The Proposed Project would allow for the 
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enhancement of bicycle lane infrastructure within the Project Area along these two corridors. As 
part of the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3, the Proposed Project would accommodate bicycle 
lanes between Sixth and Ninth Avenues along West 31st Street. NYCDOT may consider 
extending these bicycle lanes along West 31st Street beyond the Project Area. 

Potential Sky Concourse 
The Proposed Project would potentially include a publicly accessible sky concourse above Plaza 
33 with access through a portion of the 1 and 2 Penn Plaza office buildings. As currently proposed 
by Vornado, the sky concourse would be approximately 15 feet wide, and would be an enclosed, 
one-level transparent structure to be constructed of steel and glass. It would have minimum and 
maximum clearances above Plaza 33 of 14.5 feet and 20 feet, respectively, with a maximum height 
of 18 feet from floor to ceiling. The sky concourse would be approximately 75 feet long, 
connecting across 60-foot-wide West 33rd Street from the second-floor levels of 1 Penn Plaza and 
2 Penn Plaza. Construction of the sky concourse would require the consent of the City.  

PENN STATION RECONSTRUCTION AND EXPANSION 

In the event of a future expansion of Penn Station, a portion of the revenues generated by the 
Proposed Project would support such an expansion project. The design, construction, and operation 
of an expanded Penn Station would be undertaken by one or more of the involved Railroads: MTA, 
Amtrak, and/or NJT. A potential expansion would substantially increase the station’s track and 
platform capacity—addressing critical infrastructure constraints at Penn Station. The potential 
expansion of Penn Station would alleviate the limitations on train operations within Penn Station 
and would be integrated with existing Penn Station, including Moynihan Train Hall.  

This FEIS assumes that the expansion of Penn Station would encompass Block 780 immediately 
to the south (bounded by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 30th and West 31st Streets), the 
western portion of Block 806 on the east side of Seventh Avenue, and the eastern portion of Block 
754 on the west side of Eighth Avenue (referred to as Sites 1, 2, and 3 in this FEIS), although that 
is only one of several alternatives currently under consideration for expanding Penn Station. To 
assess the reasonable worst-case development scenario, this FEIS further assumes that 
development of an expanded Penn Station to the south would require the removal of all buildings 
currently existing on these blocks within the Project Area. The Proposed Project establishes a 
framework for redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event that this occurs. Overall, the 
reasonable worst-case development scenario and the resultant analyses in the FEIS take into 
account, through best available information, the potential impacts of the Proposed Project 
including the potential southern expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 2, and 3. 

However, it is anticipated that alternative locations for the Penn Station expansion will be 
considered during the federal review under the National Environmental Policy Act, the National 
Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, and that 
a different alternative may be selected as a result of that review. The feasibility of preserving one 
or more of the buildings on the sites to the south of Penn Station, even with the construction of a 
potential station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, also will be assessed during the federal review of 
the expansion project. If the preservation of one or more of these buildings is determined to be 
feasible and is required as a condition of federal funding of a potential Penn Station expansion, 
ESD would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to conform to that 
determination. 
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Potential expansion of the station would add new platforms and up to 12 new tracks—the exact 
number and configuration will be determined by service operations and engineering studies cur-
rently in progress—and would facilitate substantial increases in service for NJT and Amtrak. If a 
southern expansion is selected as the preferred alternative, the track spacing would accommodate 
the structure and foundations required to support high-density development over an expanded 
Penn Station.  

The potential expansion of Penn Station to the south would likely include a mezzanine level to 
connect passengers to Level A (the lower level) of the existing Penn Station under West 31st Street 
and could house mechanical and electrical systems and back-of-house space. Entrances to a 
southerly expansion of Penn Station into Block 780 and parts of Block 754 and 806 would be 
integrated into the proposed developments on Sites 1, 2, and 3. In addition, a new service building 
for the existing Penn Station and its expansion is assumed, for the purposes of this analysis, to be 
completed on Site 2A. This service building would be located in the base of the building on Site 
2A and would provide mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and other essential systems to serve Penn 
Station, the potential southern expansion of Penn Station, and tracks beyond Penn Station. The 
new service building would be completed with the potential southern expansion of Penn Station. 
Additional above-grade development on Site 2A would be constructed around the service building 
at a later date.  

A potential southern expansion of Penn Station is assumed to be constructed by 2032. When the 
new Hudson River Tunnel and other Gateway Program improvements are complete, the expansion 
could be used to its full capacity. While the Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use 
Improvement Project would provide partial funding of the potential expansion of Penn Station, all 
other components of the Gateway Program would be funded by other sources.  

In addition to accommodating an expanded Penn Station, the Proposed Project would support the 
reconstruction of the existing Penn Station. Specifically, development under the Proposed Project 
would generate revenue that would contribute towards funding for substantial improvements to 
Penn Station as identified through the Penn Station Master Plan study. As noted above, 
improvements under the Penn Station Master Plan study would address the functionality, 
operations, capacity, and safety of the current station and integrate the different station 
components into a single, well-functioning, multi-modal complex. The implementation of the 
Penn Station Master Plan study is a separate but related project to the Proposed Project, and it 
would be undertaken separately by one or more of the involved Railroads (MTA, Amtrak, and/or 
NJT). 

Project Financing  
Project financing is not part of the EIS scope; however, the discussion below is intended to provide 
context and background. The Proposed Project is complex, with multiple components and con-
struction occurring over many years. In addition, the proposal involves various state and federal 
entities, such as ESD, MTA, NJT, and Amtrak, as well as private developers. A potential 
expansion of the station will require additional sources of financing, including federal and state 
funding, to cover the cost of construction. Financing a station expansion would likely require 
various partnership structures and federal and state appropriations that are currently unknown. 
ESD and its partners are exploring multiple funding options, which may include Payments In Lieu 
of Taxes (PILOTs), monetization of development rights and transfer fees, the sale of bonds, grants, 
and/or other mechanisms that could be utilized to finance and support the transit and public realm 
improvements of the Proposed Project as well as the reconstruction and potential expansion of 
Penn Station. In addition, the development of the commercial buildings, and the site-specific 
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public realm and transportation improvements, would be privately funded with developer equity 
and private financing, but various value-capture structures to potentially offset some of the cost of 
the improvements are being explored.  

Achievement of Project Goals and Objectives Without the Potential Penn Station Expansion 
As discussed above, redevelopment of Sites 1, 2 and 3 in accordance with the GPP is contingent 
on the future selection and approval of a Penn Station expansion at those locations. However, the 
developments on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are not dependent on the Penn Station expansion or the 
redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3, and would proceed in the absence of an expanded Penn Station. 
Redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would further the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project even without the redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3. Redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 
8 would provide a substantial amount of new mixed-use development and contribute to the 
creation of a cohesive, transit-oriented district around Penn Station. These sites would eliminate 
substandard and insanitary conditions in their portion of the Project Area, support economic 
growth and tax revenue, and provide opportunities for the creation of new housing, including 
permanently affordable housing. 

Redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would also improve passenger rail and transit facilities 
and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety. As discussed above, these sites would implement 
numerous transit improvements to Penn Station’s interconnecting subway stations, including the 
development of the Underground Concourse Network, and public realm improvements. Finally, 
redevelopment of these sites would support improvements to address substandard conditions in 
Penn Station by generating revenue to fund improvements to Penn Station and would take 
advantage of opportunities on these sites to provide access points to Penn Station. 

REQUIRED APPROVALS 

The Proposed Project requires discretionary approvals by ESD and the Railroads. ESD’s actions 
related to the GPP are subject to SEQRA. A potential expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 2, 
and 3 or otherwise would reguire federal approvals and would be contingent on some level of 
federal funding, and those actions would be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act, the 
National Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. 
At this time, a determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would procure 
the property interests needed in the event of a potential expansion of Penn Station, or which entity 
or entities would construct the expanded station. Property acquisitions by Amtrak would be 
governed by applicable federal law, while property acquisitions by ESD or MTA would be 
governed by applicable state laws, including (if undertaken by ESD or MTA), the New York 
Eminent Domain Procedure Law. All of the required actions and approvals for the Proposed 
Project are fully described in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.”   
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Chapter 2:  Analytical Framework 

A. INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the New York State 
Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State Development (ESD), as the SEQRA lead agency 
for the Proposed Project, has determined that the Proposed Actions may have significant adverse en-
vironmental impacts and, as a result, has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  

This chapter provides an overview of the framework used to guide the technical analyses presented 
in subsequent chapters of this FEIS. The chapter begins with a summary of the regulatory and 
procedural framework to comply with environmental review regulations, and follows with the 
analytical framework for the technical environmental analyses, laying out the assumptions 
concerning future conditions on the development sites and surrounding area with and without the 
Proposed Project.  

Subsequent to the adoption of the General Project Plan (GPP) for the Proposed Project and 
issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), ESD worked closely with and 
consulted the Project’s Community Advisory Committee and its larger Working Group 
(CACWG), including local elected officials and community stakeholders. After considering their 
comments and recommendations, ESD staff proposed certain revisions to the plan (Proposed 
Revisions) for the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project described and analyzed in this FEIS 
incorporates the Proposed Revisions. The analytical framework for the technical environmental 
analyses in this FEIS has been updated to reflect the Proposed Revisions.  

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
In New York State, development projects or discretionary actions undertaken by, or requiring 
discretionary approvals from, a state or local governmental entity are generally subject to envi-
ronmental review under SEQRA. SEQRA requires the sponsoring or approving governmental 
body to identify potential significant environmental impacts of the activity it is proposing or 
approving and to identify practicable alternatives and mitigation measures to avoid or minimize 
such impacts. The Proposed Project is being implemented by ESD, a New York State political 
subdivision and public benefit corporation created under the New York State Urban Development 
Corporation Act (UDC Act), and is therefore subject to these environmental review requirements.  

As set forth below, the SEQRA process for the FEIS follows a prescribed path to enable ESD and 
other involved agencies to make informed decisions about the environmental consequences of the 
Proposed Actions. 

LEGISLATIVE APPLICABILITY 

This FEIS has been prepared pursuant to SEQRA, Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation 
Law, and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617). As a state public benefit corporation, 
ESD is not required to follow the criteria or methodologies established by New York City under 

https://govt.westlaw.com/nycrr/Browse/Home/NewYork/NewYorkCodesRulesandRegulations?guid=Ifb3e6cb0b5a011dda0a4e17826ebc834&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=Default&contextData=%28sc.Default%29
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City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) procedures. Nevertheless, ESD has prepared this 
FEIS utilizing, as guidance, the assessment methodologies and impact criteria contained in the 
2020 CEQR Technical Manual, as and to the extent it has deemed appropriate. 

PROCESS OVERVIEW 

ESTABLISHING A LEAD AGENCY 

Under SEQRA, the “lead agency” is the public entity responsible for conducting the environmen-
tal review of a proposed action. The lead agency is also typically the entity primarily responsible 
for carrying out or approving the proposed action. ESD is serving as lead agency pursuant to 
SEQRA. Other agencies also participate in the review process as involved or interested agencies. 
Involved agencies are those with discretionary decisions to make regarding some aspect of a pro-
ject. Interested agencies are those without jurisdiction to fund, approve, or undertake an action, 
but that wish to comment during the review process.  

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Pursuant to SEQRA, the lead agency’s first task is to determine whether a proposed action may 
result in a significant impact on the environment. To do so, it prepares an Environmental Assess-
ment Form (EAF), which includes information about the existing environmental setting of the 
Proposed Project, as well as a screening analysis to determine the potential of the Proposed Project 
to have significant adverse impacts. Upon review of the EAF completed for the Proposed Project, 
ESD determined that the Proposed Actions have the potential for significant adverse impacts, and 
on July 1, 2020, issued a combined notice of Positive Declaration, public scoping, and intent to 
prepare a DEIS. 

SCOPING 

Upon issuance of a Positive Declaration, a proposed scope for the environmental studies to be 
included in the EIS is described by the lead agency in a draft “scoping” document and shared with 
interested and involved agencies and the public.  

A draft scoping document for the DEIS was issued by ESD on July 1, 2020. The period for 
interested and involved agencies and the public to review and comment on the Draft Scope of 
Work was held open through August 20, 2020. A public scoping meeting to hear comments on 
the Draft Scope of Work was held on July 20, 2020. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and 
restrictions on public gatherings, this public scoping meeting was conducted as a virtual meeting 
utilizing the Zoom video communications and teleconferencing platform. A recording of the 
scoping meeting proceedings was available on ESD’s website throughout the public review and 
comment period. The Final Scope of Work, reflecting comments made during scoping, was issued 
on December 29, 2020. 

PREPARATION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

A DEIS is a comprehensive document that examines thoroughly the potential environmental impacts 
of a proposed project, evaluates reasonable alternatives, and identifies mitigation measures that, to 
the maximum extent practicable, can address any potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts that are identified in the DEIS. Prior to the issuance of the DEIS for public review, the lead 
agency reviews the document to determine its adequacy and adherence to the work effort outlined 
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in the Final Scope of Work. Once the lead agency is satisfied that the DEIS is adequate for purposes 
of public review, it issues a Notice of Completion (NOC) and circulates the DEIS for public review. 

ESD issued the NOC for the DEIS for the Proposed Actions on February 18, 2021.  

PUBLIC REVIEW 

Issuance of the NOC commences the public review period. During this time, which must extend for 
a minimum of 30 days, the public may review and comment on the DEIS, either in writing or at a 
public hearing convened for the purpose of receiving such comments. The lead agency must publish 
a notice of the hearing at least 14 days prior and must accept written comment for at least 10 days 
following the close of the hearing. All substantive comments received during the public review 
process become part of the record and are summarized and responded to in the FEIS. 

The February 18, 2021 NOC included an announcement that a public hearing would be held on 
March 24, 2021. ESD subsequently decided to postpone the public hearing to allow for further 
consultation with the CACWG, and to develop the Proposed Revisions in consideration of 
CACWG comments and recommendations.  

The first duly noticed public hearing on the GPP, the DEIS, and the Proposed Revisions was held 
on December 8, 2021, and a second duly noticed hearing was held on January 20, 2022. Oral and 
written comments on the GPP, the DEIS, and the Proposed Revisions were received during the 
public hearings, and written comments were accepted during the period between issuance of the 
NOC on February 18, 2021 through February 22, 2022. 

PREPARATION AND COMPLETION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

After the close of the public comment period, the lead agency prepares the FEIS. The FEIS must 
include a summary of the substantive comments received and the lead agency’s responses to the 
comments. When the lead agency has reviewed the FEIS and determines it is a complete and 
adequate document, an NOC of the FEIS is issued. The completed FEIS must be available for 
review and comment for a minimum of 10 days before the lead agency and the involved agencies 
can make environmental findings with respect to the Proposed Actions. 

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS 

The lead agency and each involved agency must adopt written findings based on the FEIS and 
reflecting its conclusions about the significant environmental impacts of the Proposed Actions, 
potential alternatives, and potential mitigation measures. The Statement of Findings may not be 
adopted until 10 days after an NOC has been issued for the FEIS.  

In accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 617.11(d), a SEQRA Findings Statement must be issued in 
connection with a project approval. The Findings Statement must: (i) consider the relevant envi-
ronmental impacts, facts, and conclusions disclosed in the FEIS; (ii) weigh and balance environ-
mental impacts with relevant social, economic, and other considerations; (iii) provide the rationale 
for the agency’s decision; (iv) certify that the requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 617.11(d) were met; 
and (v) certify that consistent with social, economic, and other essential considerations—and con-
sidering the reasonable alternatives available—the action is one that avoids or minimizes adverse 
environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable, and that adverse environmental 
impacts will be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable by incorporating as con-
ditions to the decision those mitigation measures identified as practicable. 
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Once the findings are adopted, the SEQRA process is completed and the lead agency and other 
involved agencies may determine whether to approve and implement the project. Each involved 
agency must make its own SEQRA findings prior to undertaking, approving, or funding the 
project.  

COORDINATION WITH OTHER REVIEW PROCESSES  

The SEQRA environmental review process is intended to provide decision-makers with an 
understanding of the environmental consequences of actions undertaken by an agency. Often, the 
environmental review process is integrated and coordinated with other decision-making processes 
utilized by government agencies. In this case, the primary decision-making process that would be 
required for ESD to implement the Proposed Project is the adoption and affirmation of a General 
Project Plan (GPP), as outlined below.  

GENERAL PROJECT PLAN PROCESS 

ESD will follow the process set forth in Section 16 of UDC Act (Unconsolidated Laws § 6266) in 
determining whether to establish a GPP for the Proposed Project. The procedure under the UDC 
Act for establishment of a GPP is that the ESD Directors initially adopt a GPP and make it avail-
able for public review and comment, including a public hearing. After the hearing, the Board may 
affirm, reject, or modify the GPP. For the Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use 
Improvement Project, the GPP public hearing and comment process was combined with the 
SEQRA process.  

On February 18th, 2021, the ESD Directors certified the DEIS and adopted for public review and 
comment the GPP for the Proposed Project.  

Subsequent to the adoption of the GPP, and in accordance with Section 16 of the UDC Act, ESD 
worked closely with and consulted the Project’s Community Advisory Committee and its larger 
Working Group (CACWG), including local elected officials and community stakeholders through 
a series of meetings in which different aspects of the Proposed Project were presented and 
discussed. After considering their comments and recommendations, ESD staff proposed certain 
revisions to the plan for the Proposed Project. 

Generally, the Proposed Revisions reduce the density of the Proposed Project, reduce 
encroachment on views of the Empire State Building along 33rd Street, add additional public 
space, require community facility space, require that one potential building be residential (and 
provide the option for three other buildings to include residential uses), and require improvements 
to facilities providing for pedestrian circulation, public transit access, and intermodal connections 
to Penn Station. 

In addition, the planning and design of the proposed public realm improvements have been the 
result of ESD and the City’s collaborative efforts; ESD has consulted with the New York City 
Department of City Planning (DCP) and the New York City Department of Transportation 
(NYCDOT) in several working sessions during the GPP process.  

ESD has also consulted with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). Specifically, the 
array of public transportation improvements and underground pedestrian corridors at Sites 4, 5, 6, 
7, and 8 reflect substantial input from the MTA.  

As described above, oral and written comments on the GPP, the DEIS, and the Proposed Revisions 
to the GPP were received during duly noticed public hearings held by ESD on December 8, 2021 
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and January 20, 2022. ESD accepted written comments through the close of the public comment 
period on February 22, 2022. 

C. REQUIRED APPROVALS 
The Proposed Project is expected to require the following discretionary actions and approvals, 
which collectively comprise the Proposed Actions: 

EMPIRE STATE DEVELOPMENT 

In order to implement the Proposed Project, ESD must affirm a GPP in accordance with the UDC 
Act, which would, among other things, provide for new development to create a transit-oriented 
mixed-use district to revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station, create new entrances and 
provide funding for the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station, and effectuate 
improvements to the Project Area subway stations and interconnecting pedestrian corridors that 
are elements of the Penn Station transportation complex. The GPP would allow for the override 
of New York City’s Zoning Resolution and other local laws, codes, and requirements.  

ESD has no authority to authorize a Penn Station expansion or dictate the location of such 
expansion. Any development on the potential Penn Station expansion sites (Sites 1, 2, and 3) 
would be contingent on those sites first being deemed the preferred alternative for a station 
expansion by or for the involved Railroads (MTA, Amtrak, and NJT) pursuant to a federal 
approval process, environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and federal historic resource review (under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act). ESD has included Sites 1, 2, and 
3 within the proposed GPP boundaries—and conservatively has studied a future condition 
assuming the station expansion at those locations—in order to (i) preserve the opportunity to 
facilitate joint development with the rail facility on those sites, should the station expansion 
proceed at those locations and (ii) include a potential station expansion and potentially other 
elements of the above- and below-grade pedestrian circulation network in the Project Area, as 
elements of Penn Station that could receive proceeds from the Proposed Project. If a preferred 
alternative different from a Penn Station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3 emerges from any federal 
approval process, ESD would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP as appropriate to 
achieve the goals of revitalizing the area and improving Penn Station, and would undertake 
additional environmental review as necessary and appropriate. 

At this time, a final determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would 
acquire the property interests needed for the potential expansion of Penn Station or which entity 
or entities would construct an expansion to the station. Any relocation and demolition of properties 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would not occur until after completion of the federal environmental and historic 
resource reviews, the expansion of Penn Station into such parcels is selected as the preferred 
alternative, and a determination has been made by the lead federal agency that there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative that would avoid the demolition of the historic resources on these blocks. 
If a Penn Station expansion proceeds on Sites 1, 2, or 3, it is anticipated that the portions of these 
properties (and the development rights above them) that are not needed for the potential expansion 
of Penn Station or to service the rail network would subsequently be conveyed or leased for the 
commercial and/or residential redevelopment that is described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” 
and assessed in this FEIS. However, ESD would not exercise its override of zoning or other local 
laws or enter into binding development arrangements for Sites 1, 2, or 3 unless and until the 
involved Railroads commit to constructing a Penn Station expansion at those locations, the federal 
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historic resource review process is complete, and the necessary federal approvals for the expansion 
are in place.  

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

MTA would take such actions as are necessary to implement its responsibilities under the Penn 
Station Master Plan study developed by the Railroads (see Chapter 1, “Project Description”), 
including requisite agreements with NJT and Amtrak and, potentially, Madison Square Garden 
(MSG). As of the preparation of this FEIS, the Penn Station Master Plan study has not been 
approved by the Railroads. In the future, ESD would enter into agreements with MTA relating to 
the use of proceeds from the Proposed Project’s revenues to fund eligible improvements at Penn 
Station and the adjoining subway stations, new or refurbished below-grade pedestrian 
passageways connecting to Penn Station, or the potential expansion of Penn Station. The potential 
expansion may also involve a funding agreement with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
and/or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and it may require agreements among MTA 
(which also could involve MTA’s operating entities New York City Transit [NYCT], the Long 
Island Rail Road [LIRR], and the Metro-North Railroad [Metro-North]) and the other Railroads. 
In the event the expansion encompasses Sites 1, 2 or 3, it could also require agreements with as-
yet-unknown developer(s) of those sites regarding project design, construction phasing, and 
leasing arrangements. Additional agreements among the various parties may also be required. 

CITY OF NEW YORK 

ESD has been engaged in ongoing consultation with the City as required by the UDC Act in 
connection with the GPP, including, among other things, with respect to design and development 
parameters in lieu of zoning for the buildings to be constructed on each site and construction of 
the portions of the proposed public realm improvements within City-owned mapped streets.  

NEW JERSEY TRANSIT 

It is anticipated that NJT would need to enter into agreements with Amtrak (and potentially the 
as-yet-unknown developer[s] of the land above the potential Penn Station expansion) regarding 
project design, construction phasing, and operations. NJT may also need to modify existing 
agreements governing NJT obligations and use of Penn Station facilities.  

AMTRAK  

As the owner of Penn Station, Amtrak would enter into development, construction, and leasing 
agreements with ESD, MTA, NJT, or others as necessary. 

PORT AUTHORITY OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY 

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) would be involved in the design and 
construction of any transportation improvements affecting the 33rd Street Port Authority Trans-
Hudson (PATH) station.  

APPROVALS REGARDING A POTENTIAL PENN STATION EXPANSION TO THE 
SOUTH 

Although the sites constituting a potential southward expansion of Penn Station are included 
within ESD’s GPP boundaries, no preferred alternative for a potential station expansion has yet 
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been selected. The siting, planning, environmental review, property acquisition, and construction 
of a Penn Station expansion into the properties identified in this FEIS 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 Railroads—Amtrak, MTA, and NJT. A potential Penn Station 
expansion project would require federal approval. It is anticipated that the expansion project would 
also require some level of federal funding. The approvals for a potential expansion may include: 

• Designation of a federal lead agency (most likely the FRA and/or the FTA) and other 
cooperating agencies (i.e., those from which approvals are required) and participating 
agencies (i.e., those with an interest in the potential expansion); 

• Environmental review under NEPA, including—but not limited to—an identification of the 
preferred alternative and any other reasonable and feasible alternatives; 

• Determination of the scope of the environmental review;  
• Selection of the preferred alternative for a potential expansion; 
• Acceptance by the federal lead agency of the NEPA EIS and issuance by that lead agency of 

a Record of Decision upon completion of the NEPA review; and 
• Review under federal historic preservation laws, including Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. 
Although the Penn Station expansion is yet to be authorized and funded, the reasonable worst case 
scenario and the resultant analyses in the FEIS take into account, based upon available 
information, the potential impacts of a potential southern expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 
2, and 3. 

PROPERTY ACQUISITION 

As noted above, a determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would 
procure the property interests needed for a potential expansion of Penn Station. Property 
acquisitions by Amtrak would be governed by applicable federal law, including the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. § 4601 et seq.) and 
regulations promulgated under 49 CFR Part 24 (collectively, the “Uniform Act”). Property 
acquisitions by ESD, MTA, or other New York State public entity would be governed by 
applicable state laws, including (if undertaken by ESD or MTA) the New York Eminent Domain 
Procedure Law. Because the potential southward expansion of Penn Station would require federal 
approvals and likely a significant amount of federal funding, residents and businesses displaced 
by the expansion would receive relocation assistance provided in accordance with the federal 
Uniform Act, regardless of which entity or entities—federal or state—undertake the required 
property acquisitions and relocations. Otherwise, relocation assistance to displaced residents and 
businesses would be provided in accordance with applicable state law. 

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. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 2-8  

D. FRAMEWORK FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 

SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 

This FEIS generally uses methodologies and follows the guidelines set forth in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, where applicable. These methodologies are generally considered to be the most 
appropriate technical analysis methods and guidelines for the environmental assessment of 
projects in New York City and are consistent with SEQRA. 

As described in the Final Scope of Work, the FEIS considers the following areas of environmental 
analysis: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Community Facilities 
and Services; Open Space; Shadows; Historic and Cultural Resources; Urban Design and Visual 
Resources; Hazardous Materials; Water and Sewer Infrastructure; Solid Waste and Sanitation 
Services; Energy; Transportation; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change; 
Noise; Public Health; Neighborhood Character; and Construction. Based on a screening assess-
ment contained in the EAF, the Proposed Project is not expected to result in a significant adverse 
impact to Natural Resources, and an analysis of that topic is therefore not included in the FEIS. 
The screening assessment related to Natural Resources is included in Appendix B.  

For each technical analysis in the FEIS, the assessment includes a description of (1) existing condi-
tions, (2) an assessment of conditions in the Future without the Proposed Project (No Action con-
dition), and (3) an assessment of conditions in the Future with the Proposed Project (With Action 
condition). Identification and evaluation of impacts of the Proposed Actions are based on a 
comparison between conditions in the Future without the Proposed Project and conditions in the 
Future with the Proposed Project. Where significant adverse environmental impacts are identified, 
potential mitigation measures are proposed. An important element of the EIS is the analysis of 
alternatives that reduce or eliminate the significant adverse impacts disclosed in the technical analy-
ses; such alternatives also include a “No Action” alternative, as described at the end of this chapter. 

RELATIONSHIP OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND RELATED PROJECTS 

As discussed below, the Proposed Project consists of the development of up to approximately 18 
million gross square feet (gsf) of new commercial office space, retail, residential, and hotel space 
in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area, as well as improvements 
to the pedestrian circulation network in the vicinity of Penn Station, including public 
transportation and public realm improvements associated with the new developments. The FEIS 
assesses the potential environmental impacts of the new development, public transportation, and 
public realm improvements of the Proposed Project. 

The FEIS also considers the future conditions assuming other projects that may be undertaken by 
separate governmental agencies, using the best information available at the time of the FEIS with 
respect to such projects. Specifically, the Railroads are engaged in planning for separate but related 
projects, including the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station and the potential expansion of 
Penn Station to the south. 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 FEIS, ESD has 
considered the potential impacts related to the construction and operation of a potential southward 
Penn Station expansion at a conceptual level based upon available information. This analysis 
accounts for the potential impacts to the extent they can be reasonably identified based on the 
information available at this time. To the extent that new information regarding a potential Penn 
Station expansion (e.g., more specific design information, etc.) becomes available in the future, 
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additional environmental analyses and findings would 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 the acquisition, clearing or development of station expansion expansion sites. 

With respect to the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station, the Penn Station Master Plan study 
creates a framework for addressing the station’s design and operational deficiencies and 
integrating the different station components. In particular, the Penn Station Master Plan study’s 
planning process examined existing and projected future ridership at Penn Station and identifies 
potential circulation improvements that would be necessary to accommodate the projected future 
ridership. The Penn Station Master Plan study recommends a variety of improvements to the 
station, such as creation of new or enlarged entrances, architectural enhancements to increase 
natural daylight, consolidation of back-of-house circulation and support space, provision of new 
mechanical systems, improvements to fire safety systems, or other measures, but the details of 
these recommendations are not yet available. The FEIS does not assess the potential adverse 
environmental impacts of certain operational aspects of the reconstructed Penn Station (such as 
pedestrian flows through and from the station) because those are separate matters to be undertaken 
by MTA and the Railroads in accordance with their statutory powers and exemptions, and because 
the design information required for a detailed analysis is not yet available.  

 

DEFINITION OF STUDY AREAS 

The Proposed Project involves ten buildings across eight development sites, adjoining public 
rights-of-way (streets and sidewalks), at grade and transit infrastructure (existing and proposed) 
in the Project Area that are associated with Penn Station and area subway stations and are primarily 
located below-grade (see Figure 2-1). 

For each technical area examined in the EIS, an appropriate study area or multiple study areas are 
defined for the specific analysis. A study area is the geographic area likely to be affected by the Pro-
posed Project for a given technical area or the area in which impacts of that type could occur. Appro-
priate study areas differ depending on the type of impact being analyzed. The methods and study 
areas for addressing impacts are discussed in the individual technical environmental analysis chapters. 

ANALYSIS YEARS  

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

SEQRA requires analysis of a project’s effects on its environmental setting. Because the Proposed 
Project would be completed and become operational at a future date, the environmental setting is 
the environment as it would exist at project completion and operation. Consequently, future con-
ditions must be projected for a particular year, referred to as the “analysis year” in the FEIS. The 
analysis year is the year when a project is assumed to be substantially operational, and when the 
effects of the project would occur. For analysis purposes, the Proposed Project is assumed to be 
constructed over approximately 22 years. The FEIS will assess an interim analysis year of 2033 
and a final analysis year of 2044. The exact schedule of the Proposed Project cannot be predicted 
with certainty, but the use of 2033 and 2044 analysis years will allow the FEIS to disclose the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and allow for the identification of any appropriate 
environmental mitigation of such impacts. 
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By 2033, it is assumed that any potential southward expansion of Penn Station on Block 780 and 
portions of Blocks 754 and 806 would be constructed, and the tracks and train platforms would be 
in use. In addition, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and any southward 
expansion is assumed to be completed on Site 2A by 2033. Besides the new service building, the 
existing above-grade uses on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be cleared, and developments Sites 1A and 
1B would be completed. In addition, it is assumed that reconstruction of the existing Penn Station 
under the Penn Station Master Plan study would be completed, and commercial development on 
Site 7, including associated transit and public realm improvements, is assumed to be completed 
and operational. Development on Site 4 would also be completed, as either a commercial building, 
or a building with a mix of commercial and residential uses. The completed and operational 
components of the Proposed Project which are analyzed for the 2033 analysis year are referred to 
as “Phase 1.”1 The operational analysis for Phase 1 considers the potential environmental effects 
of the completed buildings in 2033. As noted below under “Construction Analysis,” potential 
cumulative effects during a period when construction is occurring and completed buildings are 
operational are analyzed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” as appropriate. 

By 2044, it is assumed that all components of the Proposed Project would be completed and fully 
operational, including the developments on Sites 2 (2A and 2B), 3, 5, 6, and 8, as well as the 
southward expansion of Penn Station and the Penn Station reconstruction, and all public transpor-
tation and public realm improvements. The components of the Proposed Project which are 
analyzed for the 2044 analysis year are referred to as “Phase 2.” For each analysis year, the With 
Action condition is evaluated and compared against the No Action condition.  

While construction sequencing of project buildings within each of the phases described above is 
partially guided by current expectations of the developer or assumptions regarding the construction 
process for the potential southern expansion of Penn Station, it is not intended to serve as a 
prediction of the exact sequence of the Proposed Project’s construction. Rather, it has been devel-
oped to provide for a reasonably conservative analysis of the range of environmental effects assoc-
iated with the buildout of the Proposed Project, and to ensure that impacts are identified at the 
earliest points in which they would occur in the course of development and that mitigations are 
implemented at that time. The sequencing of the development sites is hypothetical, and there is the 
potential for buildings to be constructed in a different order than that which is studied in this FEIS. 
If the buildings were to be constructed in a different order, it would not materially change the 
overall conclusions at the full buildout of the project. Furthermore, Chapter 22, "Mitigation," iden-
tifies triggers for when the Proposed Project’s identified significant adverse impacts would occur 
and when mitigation implementation would be necessary. For example, for direct impacts, the mit-
igation discussion identifies the particular site or sites on which development would result in the 
direct impact, and for indirect impacts the mitigation discussion identifies the amount of develop-
ment that would result in the indirect impact, regardless of development sequencing or phasing. 

The FEIS also considers an extended schedule scenario, as discussed below. 

CONSTRUCTION ANALYSIS 

For the purposes of analysis, construction of the Proposed Project is assumed to span over 
approximately 22 years and is delineated into two phases with completion years of 2033 and 2044. 

 
1 The use of the terms “Phase 1” and “Phase 2” in this FEIS is meant to encompass the portions of the 

Proposed Project assumed for analysis purposes to be completed by a particular analysis year, rather than 
a related collection of activities. 
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Construction activity associated with the Proposed Project would be substantial, and extended 
construction effects on the environment and sensitive receptors from construction activities are 
anticipated through 2044.  

The construction impact assessment is based on the Proposed Project’s conceptual construction 
schedule, preliminary logistics, on-site construction activities, and other relevant activities. For 
each of the technical areas, appropriate construction analysis year(s) have been selected to repres-
ent reasonable worst-case conditions relevant to that technical area, which can occur at different 
times for different analyses. Because there is uncertainty as to the construction schedule for the 
Proposed Project, which will depend in part on the demand for the substantial commercial office 
space that comprises a significant component of the Proposed Project, the conceptual construction 
schedule allows for an assessment of the potential for significant construction impacts under 
reasonable worst-case conditions, which would involve the concurrent construction of several 
project buildings, as well as the operation of completed buildings, as appropriate. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

For each technical area assessed in the EIS, the current conditions are first described. The assess-
ment of existing conditions establishes a baseline—not against which the Proposed Project is 
measured, but from which future conditions are projected. The projection of future conditions 
begins with an assessment of existing conditions, because these can be measured and observed. 
Existing conditions are generally studied, where relevant, during the time periods that reasonable 
worst-case conditions would be expected with the Proposed Project. For example, the time periods 
during the day when the greatest number of new vehicular, pedestrian, and transit trips to and from 
the development sites would occur are measured for the traffic analysis. The project impacts are 
then assessed for those same traffic peak periods. The description of existing conditions for the 
EIS relies on the most current information and available data regarding the study areas. However, 
due to COVID-19 conditions, City agencies did not allow certain data collection efforts (for 
example, collection of transportation-related data) to be undertaken during the preparation of the 
DEIS, because the data collected during the pandemic would not be representative of typical 
conditions. Accordingly, the analyses for certain analysis areas are based on previously collected 
data for other ongoing and approved projects, and are adjusted as appropriate, in consultation with 
MTA and NYCDOT, to develop the Proposed Project’s existing conditions. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT (NO ACTION CONDITION) 

The No Action condition uses the existing condition as a baseline and adds changes known or 
expected to be in place by the 2033 and 2044 analysis years. For many technical areas of analysis, 
the No Action condition incorporates 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. For some technical 
areas, such as traffic, the assessment of the No Action condition may involve application of a 
background growth factor to account for more general increases expected in the future. Such 
growth factors may also be used in the absence of known development projects. The No Action 
condition may also consider other future changes that will affect the environmental setting. These 
could include technology changes, such as advances in vehicle pollution control and roadway 
improvements, and changes to City policies, such as zoning regulations.  

For analysis purposes, the EIS assumes that as-of-right development would occur on Sites 4 and 7 by 
2033 and on Site 5 by 2044. Beyond the Project Area, there are a substantial number of development 
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projects that have been announced, are in planning or approval processes, or in construction with 
estimated completion dates on or before the analysis years that have been identified within an 
approximate ½-mile of the Project Area. The EIS conservatively assumes that all the planned devel-
opments would be completed by the 2044 analysis year. In addition to development projects, several 
rail improvement projects are currently planned or under construction that will change rail operations 
at Penn Station in the future (discussed in the “Planned Regional Rail Initiatives” section below). 
These include capital projects planned or proposed by LIRR, Metro-North, Amtrak, NJT, and 
PANYNJ. These improvement projects are separate and independent from the Proposed Project, and 
are assumed to occur in the No Action condition. 

DEVELOPMENT SITES  

2033 and 2044 Analysis Years (Phases 1 and 2) 
In the 2033 and 2044 No Action conditions, the eight development sites are assumed to either 
remain unchanged from existing conditions or be redeveloped in accordance with existing zoning 
or previous approvals. Specifically, in the No Action condition, Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 are assumed 
to remain unchanged from existing conditions in both 2033 and 2044. Sites 4 and 7 would be 
redeveloped by 2033, and Site 5 would be redeveloped by 2044. The 2033 and 2044 No Action 
condition development programs for Sites 1 through 8 are summarized in Table 2-1. The No 
Action condition conservatively assumes that Penn Station would not be expanded and most of 
the public transportation and public realm improvements would not be implemented.  

Table 2-1 
No Action Condition Development Program— 
2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 Analysis Years  

Site1 Lot Area Total GSF 
Total Commercial 

GSF Office GSF 
Retail 
GSF 

Hotel 
(Rooms) 

Res. 
(DUs) 

Community Facility / 
Other GSF 

Garage 
GSF 

Parking 
Spaces 

Non-Program 
Area2 

2033 Analysis Year (Phase 1) – Sites 4 and 7 Redeveloped 
1A/1B 64,189 242,369 26,227 6,375 11,845 33 62 116,000 82,750 249 - 
2A/2B 158,000 1,112,164 746,194 674,975 71,219 - 60 53,110 238,817 1,500 - 

3 44,436 746,897 700,233 219,259 30,083 618 6 21,600 17,000 94 - 
4 34,807 1,100,000 430,000 - 120,000 310 630 - - - 40,000 
53 23,703 40,000 40,000 - 40,000 - - - - - - 
6 54,313 226,232 211,458 64,201 147,257 - - - - - - 
7 79,000 1,590,725 1,288,000 1,259,000 29,000 - - - - - 302,725 
8 79,000 1,123,371 939,456 667,004 272,452 - - 183,915 - - - 

Total 537,448 6,181,758 4,381,568 2,890,814 721,856 961 758 374,625 338,567 1,843 342,725 
2044 Analysis Year (Phase 2) – Sites 4, 5, and 7 Redeveloped 
1A/1B 64,189 242,369 26,227 6,375 11,845 33 62 116,000 82,750 249 - 
2A/2B 158,000 1,112,164 746,194 674,975 71,219 - 60 53,110 238,817 1,500 - 

3 44,436 746,897 700,233 219,259 30,083 618 6 21,600 17,000 94 - 
4 34,807 1,100,000 430,000 - 120,000 310 630 - - - 40,000 
53 23,703 249,481 183,546 172,525 11,021 - - - - - 65,935 
6 54,313 226,232 211,458 64,201 147,257 - - - - - 0 
7 79,000 1,590,725 1,288,000 1,259,000 29,000 - - - - - 302,725 
8 79,000 1,123,371 939,456 667,004 272,452 - - 183,915 - - 0 

Total 537,448 6,391,239 4,525,114 3,063,339 692,877 961 758 374,625 338,567 1,843 408,660 
Notes: DU = Dwelling units 
1)  In the 2044 analysis year, Sites 1 through 3, 6, and 8 are assumed to remain unchanged from existing conditions in the No Action condition. Sites 4, 5, and 7 are 

expected to be redeveloped pursuant to existing zoning or, in the case of Site 4, previous approvals through the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement 
Project GPP. Sites 4 and 7 would be developed by the 2033 analysis year. 

2)  Non-program area includes space for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-of-house 
areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and sublevels. Non-program area is 
only reported for sites that are projected to be redeveloped in the No Action condition. 

3) Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the existing 1 Penn Plaza podium, which contains approximately 60,000 gsf of retail space and 60,000 gsf of office 
space. These uses would remain on Site 5 in the No Action condition but are not included in the program floor area shown in this table. 
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PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS  

Development projects likely to be built by the Phase 1 and Phase 2 analysis years, including de-
velopments currently under construction or that can be reasonably expected due to the current 
level of planning and applications for public approvals, are presented in Table 2-2 and shown in 
Figure 2-2. Conditions related to the COVID-19 pandemic may delay the completion of some of 
these projects or result in the abandonment of certain projects; however, this analysis 
conservatively assumes all of these projects are completed as expected. 

Table 2-2 
Development Projects in the Future without the Proposed Project 

Map 
ID Name/Address 

Residential 
(dwelling units) 

Retail 
(gsf) 

Office 
(gsf) 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

Community 
Facility (gsf) 

Parking 
Spaces 

1 517 West 29th Street 60 - - - - 10 
2 415 Tenth Avenue - - 2,581,748 - - - 
3 509 West 34th Street - - 2,549,052 - - - 
4 451 Tenth Avenue 526 33,379 - - 130,150 - 
5 432 West 31st Street - - - 220 - - 
6 401 West 31st Street 790 - 4,053,312 - - - 
7 442 West 33rd Street - - - 164 - - 
8 431 West 33rd Street 24 6,280 - - - - 
9 Hudson Yards Projected Site 26 304 14,580 - - - - 

10 Hudson Yards Projected Site 24 448 - - - 8,579 170 
11 300 West 30th Street 80 5,750 - - - - 
12 Moynihan Train Hall/Farley Office Building** - 123,000 672,524 - 228,242 - 
13 319 West 35th Street 166 3,909 - - - - 
14 223 West 38th Street - - - 579 - - 
15 351 West 38th Street - - - 490 - - 
16 321 West 38th Street - - - 182 - - 
17 241 West 28th Street 266 12,061 - - -  
18 215-225 West 28th Street 199 15,594 - - - 25 
19 322 Seventh Avenue - - 83,600 - - - 
20 2 Penn Plaza**** - - 166,750 - - - 
21 1 Penn Plaza* - - - - - - 
22 263 West 34th Street - 31,453 - - - - 
23 255 West 34th Street - - - 300 - - 
24 245 West 34th Street 180 9,496  - - - 
25 515 7th Avenue - 22,713 204,183 - - - 
26 116 West 28th Street - - - 67 - - 
27 132 West 28th Street - - - 236 - - 
28 140 West 28th Street - - - 531 - - 
29 100 West 37th Street - - - 122 - - 
30 349-355 West 37th Street 136 11,355 - - - - 
31 1162 Broadway - - - 52 - - 
32 35 West 28th Street - - - 266 - - 
33 250 Fifth Avenue - - - 188 - - 
34 262 Fifth Avenue 41 38,091 - - - 13 
35 842 Sixth Avenue 168 - - - - - 
36 7 West 29th Street - - 430,089 - - - 
37 1227 Broadway - - - 401 - - 
38 1241 Broadway - - 161,959 - - - 
39 292 Fifth Avenue - - - 182 - - 
40 990 Sixth Avenue 60 - -  - - 
41 4 West 37th Street - - - 143 - - 
42 36 West 38th Street - - - 200 - - 
43 335 Fifth Avenue 82 12,680 - - - - 
44 Morgan North Post Office/341 Ninth Avenue - 5,000 630,000 - - - 
45 High Line Moynihan Connector Civic Project/354 Tenth Avenue - - - - - - 
46 Macy’s/151 West 34th Street***** - - 1,200,000 - - - 
47 601 West 29th Street 931 10,920 - - - 186 
48 610 West 30th Street 252 25,028 - - - 54 
49 Western Rail Yard Site 4,624 220,500 2,185,000 - 120,000 1600 
50 495 Eleventh Avenue 275 16,879 25,168 755 49,748 55 
51 500 West 22nd Street 10 4,278 - - 25,307 - 
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Table 2-2 (cont’d) 
Development Projects in the Future without the Proposed Project 

Map 
ID Name/Address 

Residential 
(dwelling units) 

Retail 
(gsf) 

Office 
(gsf) 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

Community 
Facility (gsf) 

Parking 
Spaces 

52 220 Eleventh Avenue - - 170,331 - - - 
53 260 Eleventh Avenue - 23,236 314,606 - - - 
54 400 Eleventh Avenue - - 520,740 - - - 
55 99 Hudson Boulevard - - 1,495,000 - - - 
56 450 Eleventh Avenue - - - 379 - - 
57 545 West 37th Street 131 - - 258 - 82 
58 555 West 38th Street 591 1,886 - - - - 
59 338 West 39th Street - - - 177 - - 
60 306 West 40th Street - - - 120 - - 
61 695 Sixth Avenue - - 222,459 - - - 
62 131 West 23rd Street 32 - 204,616 - - - 
63 140 West 24th Street - - - 510 - - 
64 157 West 24th Street - - - 77 - - 
65 113 West 24th Street - - - 375 - - 
66 30 West 39th Street 299 - -  - - 
67 58 West 39th Street - - - 173 - - 
68 30 East 29th Street 123 - - - - - 
69 16 East 30th Street - - - 80 - - 
70 15 East 30th Street 199 5,426 -  - - 
71 16 East 39th Street - - - 162 - - 
72 23 East 39th Street - - - 98 - - 
73 266 Madison Avenue - 33,470 725,630 - - - 
74 125 East 29th Street - - - 40 - - 
75 122 East 32nd Street - - - - 31,302 - 
76 136 West 44th Street - 9,965 - - - - 
77 207 West 40th Street - - - 167 - - 
78 460 West 41st Street 60 - - - 62,607 - 
79 550 West 41st Street 499 72,552 - - - - 
80 7 East 40th Street 82 36,170 620,098 - - - 
81 Port Authority Bus Terminal/641 Eighth Avenue*** - - - - - - 
82 Fifth Avenue Busway - - - - - - 
83 Starett Lehigh Terminal Warehouse/224 12th Avenue - 480,331 2,045,166  297,555  
84 Project Commodore/175 Park Avenue - 10,000 2,100,000 500   
85 PABT Site 1 - - 3,000,000 - - - 
86 PABT Site 2 - - 2,000,000 - - - 
87 PABT Site 3 680 - 190,000 - - - 
88 PABT Site 4 - - 2,400,000 - - - 
89 740 Eighth Avenue - -  1350 - - 
90 343 Madison Avenue - 5,357 832,613 - - - 

Notes: All future development projects are expected to be completed by the 2033 analysis year with the exception of those shown in bold above, 
which are expected to be completed by the 2044 analysis year. 
* 1 Penn Plaza’s privately owned public space is expected to be redesigned and reduced in size in the No Action condition. 
** This program has been completed with the opening of Moynihan Train Hall on January 1, 2021 and recent completion of the Farley Office 

Building subsequent to the DEIS. 
*** The replacement of the Port Authority Bus Terminal is assumed to be completed by the 2033 analysis year. Any ancillary private development associated 

with the Port Authority Bus Terminal project is assumed to be completed by 2040 and is included here as a separate entry as “PABT Sites”.  
**** This project represents both the building renovation and the Amtrak renovation of the Penn Station 7th Ave entrance.  
***** Macy’s is included for disclosure purposes and is qualitatively assessed in the No Action condition in this FEIS.   
Sources: New York City Department of Buildings (DOB), the Greater East Midtown Rezoning FEIS, Western Rail Yard FEIS, Garment District EAS 
and Block 675 East FEIS, Port Authority of New York & New Jersey Final Scoping Report. 

 
It should be noted that the Macy’s project identified in Table 2-2 is in the early planning phases. 
It is anticipated that the project would include an enlargement of the existing Macy’s building 
with an approximately 1.2 million square foot commercial office tower, and would include subway 
and pedestrian improvements on the surrounding blocks and in Herald and Greeley Squares. If the 
project sponsor files an application with the Department of City Planning for the discretionary 
land use actions that would be required to facilitate the project, the project would be subject to its 
own land use review and approval process. At this time, it is unclear whether the project will move 
forward and, if it does, what specific program of subway and pedestrian improvements would be 
agreed to by the City, the MTA, and Macy’s. This FEIS qualitatively accounts for the Macy’s 
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redevelopment as part of the No Action condition. Because of the uncertainty around this project, 
it is not included in quantified analyses of No Action conditions.  

2033 Analysis Year (Phase 1) 
By 2033, 84 development projects are expected to be completed in the area within an approximate ½-
mile of the Project Area. The study area is generally bounded by West 25th and West 43rd Streets and 
Lexington and Twelfth Avenues. Seven of these projects are associated with the Hudson Yards Re-
zoning, three projects are associated with the Garment District Rezoning, and two projects are associ-
ated with the Block 675 Rezoning. There would be a total of approximately 11,500 residential dwelling 
units (DUs) constructed, 520,000 gross square feet (gsf) of retail floor area, 21,650,000 gsf of office 
floor area, 9,500 hotel rooms, 953,000 gsf of community facility floor area, and 2,195 parking spaces.  

2044 Analysis Year (Phase 2) 
By 2044, an additional six projects are expected to be completed in the No Action condition, 
bringing the total number of planned developments within the study area to 90. Of these projects, 
two sites are associated with the Greater East Midtown Rezoning. By 2044, there would be a total 
of approximately 12,300 DUs constructed, 520,000 gsf of retail floor area, 31,780,000 gsf of office 
floor area, 9,500 hotel rooms, 953,000 gsf of community facility floor area, and 2,195 parking 
spaces. These figures are inclusive of the development projected by the 2033 analysis year. 

PLANNED REGIONAL RAIL INITIATIVES 

Several rail improvement projects are currently planned that will change rail operations at Penn 
Station in the future. These include capital projects planned or proposed by LIRR, Metro-North, 
Amtrak, NJT, and PANYNJ. These improvement projects are separate and independent from the 
Proposed Project. The following sections outline the planned rail initiatives that would be 
complete by each of the analysis years. 

2033 Analysis Year (Phase 1) 
LIRR East Side Access 

MTA is currently constructing the East Side Access Project, which will allow LIRR service to 
Grand Central Terminal in East Midtown. The project includes a new passenger terminal beneath 
Grand Central’s existing passenger spaces as well as new tunnels, track connections, and rail 
storage and support spaces. When this project is complete, LIRR will serve both Penn Station and 
Grand Central Terminal. In combination with other LIRR initiatives, including the Main Line 
expansion (a new third track on the LIRR Main Line and new double track on Ronkonkoma 
Branch), this will allow LIRR to provide substantially more service across Long Island for its 
customers. 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 East Side Access 
Project is planned for completion in December 2022. 

Metro-North Penn Station Access 
MTA is proposing to bring Metro-North service to Penn Station, taking advantage of train capacity 
freed by the East Side Access Project. The Penn Station Access Project will create a new connection 
for Metro-North’s New Haven Line service, making use of Amtrak’s Hell Gate line (on its Northeast 
Corridor route) through the Bronx and Queens. This project would create four new Metro-North 
stations in the East Bronx in an area not well-served by rail transit today. MTA has completed 
environmental review for this project and is currently progressing its design. 
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Hudson Tunnel Project 
One key component of the Gateway Program (see below), the Hudson Tunnel Project will create a 
new two-track tunnel under the Hudson River for Amtrak and NJT service on the Northeast 
Corridor and will rehabilitate the existing North River Tunnel, which was severely damaged during 
Superstorm Sandy. Having the new tunnel in place will allow Amtrak and NJT to divert train 
service from the existing tunnel so that it can be repaired. The new tracks will connect to Penn 
Station immediately south of the connections from the existing North River Tunnel and Amtrak’s 
Empire Line service. The combined NEPA FEIS and Record of Decision for the project was issued 
in May 2021. As described in the FEIS, the new Hudson River Tunnel component of the project is 
expected to be complete by 2030, and the rehabilitation of the existing North River Tunnel is 
expected to be complete by 2033.  

East River Tunnels Rehabilitation 
Amtrak is planning the rehabilitation of the East River Tunnels that were damaged during Super-
storm Sandy. The rehabilitation will occur one tube at a time to minimize disruption to rail service, 
but closure of one tube will nonetheless require service changes for Amtrak, LIRR, and NJT.  

2044 Analysis Year (Phase 2) 
Gateway Program 

The Gateway Program is a comprehensive program of phased rail infrastructure improvements to 
increase track, tunnel, bridge, and station capacity between Newark, New Jersey and Penn Station 
that will eventually allow the doubling of passenger trains (including Amtrak and NJT service) on 
that segment of the Northeast Corridor. These improvements include a new two-track Hudson 
River rail tunnel to supplement the existing North River Tunnel; an upgraded replacement bridge 
over the Hackensack River in New Jersey (Portal North Bridge); the addition of a new, two-track 
bridge over the Hackensack River (Portal South Bridge); and the potential Penn Station expansion.  

It also includes additional track improvements and a new rail storage yard for NJT in New Jersey, 
as well as a connection at Secaucus Station to allow direct rail service to New York for a number 
of rail lines that currently terminate at Hoboken Terminal. All of these capacity improvements are 
necessary to significantly increase Amtrak and NJT rail service to Penn Station.  

In addition to capacity expansion, the Gateway Program also includes preservation projects to 
update and modernize existing infrastructure and make repairs to infrastructure elements that are 
damaged due to age or events such as Superstorm Sandy. Completion of the Gateway Program is 
expected to be complete by the 2044 analysis year. 

The individual projects within the Gateway Program are being planned and implemented by 
Amtrak and and NJT and are subject to federal approvals and review in accordance with NEPA; 
these initiatives are not subject to SEQRA, and much of the construction would take place outside 
of the State of New York. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) prepared a single, 
programmatic EIS for these improvements in 2016, the NEC FUTURE Tier 1 EIS, and issued a 
Tier 1 Record of Decision in 2017. The individual projects evaluated in that Tier 1 EIS are being 
subjected to additional, project-level environmental review in accordance with NEPA as 
appropriate. Each element of the Gateway Program is proceeding independently because each 
provides its own independent utility from the larger program. 

The Proposed Project would support and accommodate the implementation of the potential Penn 
Station expansion. Therefore, the Penn Station expansion component of the Gateway Program is 
analyzed in the With Action condition. All other components of the Gateway Program are assumed 
to occur in the No Action condition. This conservative assumption is used because it allows for 
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consideration of increased rail ridership projections reflecting all of these rail improvements in the 
With Action condition, while not assuming that any increase in ridership resulting from the 
potential Penn Station expansion occurs in the No Action condition. 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT (WITH ACTION CONDITION) 

The With Action Condition in this FEIS accounts for three primary elements: (1) the mixed-use 
development that would be facilitated by the GPP and its associated public transportation and 
public realm improvements; (2) the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station; and (3) the 
potential future southward expansion of Penn Station. Each of these elements is discussed below. 

GPP MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the GPP would facilitate the construction of up to 
approximately 18 million gsf of new Class A commercial office space, retail, residential, and hotel 
space in 10 buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. The GPP would permit 
commercial development across the sites of up to approximately 14.3 million gsf, and residential de-
velopment on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units, of which approximately 540 
would be permanently affordable. The new developments would provide new entrances and 
connections for both Penn Station and the subway system, increasing and improving transit access for 
the area. In order to assess the possible effects of the Proposed Project, two reasonable worst-case 
development scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the With Action condition; one that maximizes 
commercial uses (Maximum Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes residential uses 
(Maximum Residential Scenario). The proposed development programs in the With Action condition 
are summarized in Table 2-3.  

The Proposed Project would include public transportation improvements consisting of improvements 
to the above-grade and below-grade pedestrian circulation network in the vicinity of Penn Station, 
including public realm improvements such as public plazas, shared streets, sidewalk widenings, and 
new bike lanes. 

The Proposed Project would include two options for the Underground Concourse Network (see 
Chapter 1, “Project Description”). The transit analysis in the EIS assesses both options. 

PENN STATION RECONSTRUCTION AND POTENTIAL EXPANSION 

The Proposed Project establishes a redevelopment framework for the properties at the location of 
the potential southward expansion of Penn Station. Any southward expansion of Penn Station is 
assumed to encompass Block 780 immediately to the south (bounded by Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues and West 30th and West 31st Streets), the western portion of Block 806 on the east side 
of Seventh Avenue, and the eastern portion of Block 754 on the west side of Eighth Avenue.  

Although the acquisition, clearance and station expansion require separate actions from the 
Proposed Project, the With Action condition conservatively analyzes future conditions assuming 
the future approval and implementation of such actions. The reasonable worst-case development 
scenario and the resultant analyses in the FEIS take into account, based upon available 
information, the potential impacts of the Proposed Project including the potential southern 
expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 2, and 3. The With Action condition also accounts for the 
reconstruction of the existing Penn Station. Therefore, the FEIS With Action condition analyses 
consider the related impacts of the station reconstruction and potential expansion, such as 
concurrent construction activities and increased ridership. 
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Table 2-3 
Proposed Revisions Development Program (With Action Condition) 

Maximum Commercial Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario 

Site Lot Area Total GSF 

Total 
Commercial 

GSF Office GSF 
Retail5 
GSF 

Hotel 
(Rooms) 

DUs (# 
Affordable) 

Parking 
Spaces CF GSF 

Non-Program 
Area1 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 
1A 64,189 487,955 6,000 0 6,000 0 542 (163) 0 18,398 48,796 
1B 731,911 592,848 584,348 8,500 0 0 0 0 139,063 
2A 158,000 2,495,471 2,021,331 2,004,579 16,752 0 0 0 0 474,139 
2B 2,867,235 2,322,461 2,303,213 19,248 0 0 0 0 544,775 
3 44,436 1,612,820 1,306,384 1,294,384 12,000 0 0 0 0 306,436 
4 34,807 1,100,000 866,000 289,160 100,000 734 0 100 0 209,000 
5 45,425 1,739,510 1,409,003 1,289,003 120,000 0 0 0 0 330,507 
6 54,313 2,079,849 1,659,678 1,539,344 120,334 0 0 100 0 395,171 
7 79,000 2,600,000 2,081,000 1,879,000 202,000 0 0 100 0 494,000 
8 79,000 2,600,000 2,081,000 1,875,000 206,000 0 0 100 0 494,000 

Max Commercial Total 559,170 18,314,751 14,345,705 13,058,031 810,834 734 542 (163) 400 18,398 3,435,887 
Maximum Residential Scenario 

1A Same as above 
1B2 Same as above 
2A Same as above 
2B Same as above 
3 Same as above 
43 34,807 1,100,000 406,660 0 100,000 472 630 (189) 100 0 209,000 
5 Same as above 
6 Same as above 
7 Same as above 
8 79,000 1,650,411 885,004 667,004 218,000 0 626 (188) 100 0 284,053 

Max Residential Total 559,170 17,365,162 12,690,369 11,560,875 822,834 472 1,798 
(540)4 400 18,398 3,225,939 

Notes:  
1) Non-program area includes space for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-

of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and 
sublevels. 

2) Site 1B could be developed with an alternate mixed-use program consisting of approximately 439 DUs (including 132 affordable DUs); 8,500 gsf retail; 
and 246,000 gsf office. This alternate program is not included in the maximum residential scenario because development of residential uses on Sites 
1A, 4, and 8 would achieve the maximum number of DUs permitted under the GPP (1,798 DUs). As appropriate, the site-specific impacts of residential 
use on Site 1B will be assessed in the FEIS (e.g., noise attenuation requirements). 

3) Site 4 may be developed with an residential/office or residential/hotel scenario. For the purposes of analysis, the residential/hotel scenario is analyzed 
under the maximum residential scenario.  

 4) Under the GPP, the maximum number of DUs that could be developed in the Project Area would be 1,798 units. The FEIS analyzes the site-specific 
impacts of residential use on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8 and the density-based impacts of a maximum of 1,798 DUs.  

 5) The indicated square footage for retail uses may include physical culture or health establishments (gyms), and community facilities without sleeping 
accommodations. These uses are conservatively analyzed as retail uses in the technical analyses of the EIS.  

 
This EIS assumes that development of an expanded Penn Station south of the existing station would 
require the removal of all buildings currently existing on these blocks within the Project Area. It 
is anticipated, however, that the feasibility of preserving one or more of the buildings on these 
sites, even with the construction of the station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, will be assessed 
during the federal environmental and historic resource review for the potential Penn Station 
expansion. If a southern expansion of Penn Station is selected as the preferred alternative and the 
preservation of one or more of these buildings is determined to be feasible and is required by the 
involved federal agency, ESD would evaluate modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to 
conform to that determination. 

The components of the Proposed Project expected to be complete in each analysis year are sum-
marized above, in the “Analysis Years” section. 
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INCREMENTAL DEVELOPMENT 

The incremental difference between the With Action condition and the No Action condition serves 
as the basis for the impact analyses in the EIS. For some technical areas, the Proposed Project as 
outlined in Table 2-3 may have different potential impacts under the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more 
conservative analysis (i.e., the potential for a greater environmental impact) is analyzed for each 
technical area. For example, a larger residential population would result in a more conservative 
analysis with respect to community facilities impacts; therefore, the Maximum Residential Scenario 
is analyzed for that technical area. Where relevant, the scenario used in each technical analysis area 
is identified in the beginning of each chapter. 

The incremental developments assessed in the FEIS are summarized in Tables 2-4 and 2-5.  

Table 2-4 
2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 Incremental Development—Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Site Total GSF Total Commercial GSF Office GSF Retail GSF 
Hotel 

(Rooms) 
Community Facility / 

Other GSF 
Garage 

GSF 
Parking 
Spaces Res. (DU) 

2033 Analysis Year (Phase 1) – Sites 1, 4, and 7 Redeveloped; Sites 2 and 3 Demolished 
1A/1B 1 977,497 572,621 577,973 2,655 -33 -97,603 -82,750 -249 480 
2A/2B 1 -1,112,164 -746,194 -674,975 -71,219 - -53,110 -238,817 -1,500 -60 

31 -746,897 -700,233 -219,259 -30,083 -618 -21,600 -17,000 -94 -6 
4 - 436,000 289,160 -20,000 424 - 25,000 100 -630 
5 - - - - - - - - - 
6 - - - - - - - - - 
7 1,009,275 793,000 620,000 173,000 - - - 100 - 
8 - - - - - - - - - 

Phase 1 Totals 127,711 355,194 592,899 54,353 -227 -172,313 -313,567 -1,643 -216 
2044 Analysis Year (Phase 2) – All Sites Redeveloped 

1A/1B 977,497 572,621 577,973 2,655 -33 -97,603 -82,750 -249 480 
2A/2B 4,250,542 3,597,598 3,632,817 -35,219 - -53,110 -238,817 -1,500 -60 

3 865,923 606,151 1,075,125 -18,083 -618 -21,600 -17,000 -94 -6 
4 - 436,000 289,160 -20,000 424 - - 100 -630 
52 1,490,029 1,225,457 1,116,478 108,979 - - - - - 
6 1,853,617 1,448,220 1,475,143 -26,923 - - - 100 - 
7 1,009,275 793,000 620,000 173,000 - - - 100 - 
8 1,476,629 1,141,544 1,207,996 -66,452 - -183,915 - 100 - 

Phase 2 Totals 11,923,512 9,820,591 9,994,692 117,957 -227 -356,228 -338,567 -1,443 -216 
Notes: DU = Dwelling units 
1) By 2033, the above-grade uses on Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared to allow for construction of the below-grade expansion of Penn Station.Site 1 is assumed to be redeveloped 

by the 2033 analysis year. 
2)  Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the existing 1 Penn Plaza podium, which contains approximately 60,000 gsf of retail space and 60,000 gsf of office space, 

which would be displaced with the development of Site 5 in the With Action condition. The incremental development shown for Site 5 in this table does not account for the 
displacement of these existing uses, and therefore presents a slightly larger incremental development which results in a more conservative analysis in the EIS. 
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Table 2-5 
2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 Incremental Development—Maximum Residential Scenario 

Site Total GSF 
Total Commercial 

GSF Office GSF Retail GSF 
Hotel 

(Rooms) 
Community Facility / 

Other GSF 
Garage 

GSF 
Parking 
Spaces 

Res. 
(DU) 

2033 Analysis Year (Phase 1) – Sites 1, 4, and 7 Redeveloped; Sites 2 and 3 Demolished 
1A/1B1 977,497 572,621 577,973 2,655 -33 -97,603 -82,750 -249 480 
2A/2B1 -1,112,164 -746,194 -674,975 -71,219 0 -53,110 -238,817 -1,500 -60 

31 -746,897 -700,233 -219,259 -30,083 -618 -21,600 -17,000 -94 -6 
4 0 -23,340 0 -20,000 162 0 25,000 100 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 1,009,275 793,000 620,000 173,000 0 0 0 100 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Phase 1 Totals 127,711 -104,146 303,739 54,353 -489 -172,313 -313,567 -1,643 414 
2044 Analysis Year (Phase 2) – All Sites Redeveloped 

1A/1B 977,497 572,621 577,973 2,655 -33 -97,603 -82,750 -249 480 
2A/2B 4,250,542 3,597,598 3,632,817 -35,219 0 -53,110 -238,817 -1,500 -60 

3 865,923 606,151 1,075,125 -18,083 -618 -21,600 -17,000 -94 -6 
4 0 -23,340 0 -20,000 162 0 0 100 0 
52 1,490,029 1,225,457 1,116,478 108,979 0 0 0 0 0 
6 1,853,617 1,448,220 1,475,143 -26,923 0 0 0 100 0 
7 1,009,275 793,000 620,000 173,000 0 0 0 100 0 
8 527,040 -54,452 0 -54,452 0 -183,915 0 100 626 

Phase 2 Totals 10,973,923 8,165,255 8,497,536 129,957 -489 -356,228 -338,567 -1,443 1,040 
Notes: DU = Dwelling units 
1) By 2033, the above-grade uses on Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared to allow for construction of the below-grade expansion of Penn Station t. Site 1A/1B is assumed to be 

redeveloped by the 2033 analysis year. For the Maximum Residential Scenario, it is assumed that Sites 1a, 4, and 8 would be developed with residential uses in order to 
achieve the maximum residential development permitted under the GPP. Site 1b is assumed to be developed with the same commercial office program as under the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario. 

2)  Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the existing 1 Penn Plaza podium, which contains approximately 60,000 gsf of retail space and 60,000 gsf of office space, 
which would be displaced with the development of Site 5 in the With Action condition. The incremental development shown for Site 5 in this table does not account for the 
displacement of these existing uses, and therefore presents a slightly larger incremental development which results in a more conservative analysis in the EIS. 

 

MITIGATION 

Potential mitigation measures for all significant adverse impacts identified in this EIS are 
described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” SEQRA requires that any significant adverse impacts 
identified in the EIS be minimized or avoided to the fullest extent practicable, balanced against 
social, economic, and other considerations. Where feasible mitigation is not available or 
practicable, the FEIS discloses the potential for unavoidable significant adverse impacts. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives analyzed in this FEIS include a No Action Alternative, a No Unmitigated Significant 
Adverse Impacts Alternative, and a Lower Density Alternative. As described above, with the 
Proposed Revisions, the Proposed Actions have been updated to permit residential development 
on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units. Consequently, as residential 
development is now analyzed as part of the Proposed Project, the Residential Alternative analyzed 
in the DEIS has been eliminated. Analyses that were presented in the DEIS as part of the 
Residential Alternative are now presented as part of the Proposed Project in the relevant FEIS 
chapters. For example, an analysis of indirect residential displacement—an analysis that in the 
DEIS was only warranted under the Residential Alternative—is now presented as part of the 
Proposed Project in FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions.” Similarly, an analysis of 
libraries and early childhood programs is now presented in FEIS Chapter 5, “Community Facilities 
and Services,” and the effects of a residential population on study area open space resources is 
now provided in FEIS Chapter 6, “Open Space.” The Foreword presents a full list of the relevant 
EIS chapter analyses that have been updated in the FEIS to include residential uses as part of the 
Proposed Project.  
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The Lower Density Alternative has also been updated in the FEIS to include residential uses. 

EXTENDED SCHEDULE SCENARIO 

Notwithstanding current disruptions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, the proximity of 
the Proposed Project’s Class A office buildings to abundant transportation service is likely to make 
them attractive to prospective office tenants over the coming decades. Moreover, it is not 
reasonable to assume that the COVID-19 pandemic will continue to suppress demand for 
commercial office space and passenger rail and transit ridership through 2044, and the assumption 
that the Proposed Project would be completed by that year represents a reasonable worst-case 
scenario for the environmental analysis. In the event conditions stemming from the pandemic or 
other market forces suppress demand for commercial space for an extended period of time, the 
schedule actually followed for implementation of the Proposed Project would adjust to those 
market conditions.  

In general, 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 2044 analysis year, then 
construction and occupancy of the Proposed Project office buildings would be deferred. If the 
development of the Proposed Project extends beyond 2044, many of the economic benefits would 
not accrue and environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the Proposed Project 
would not occur until a later date.  

In the event that the Proposed Project’s completion is extended beyond the analysis years of 2033 
and 2044 (the extended schedule scenario), the environmental impacts from the Proposed Project 
would not be different or of a greater magnitude than the impacts studied and disclosed in the 
analysis chapters of this EIS. The EIS analysis accounts for 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. 
Therefore, the EIS analyses represent a reasonable worst-case depiction of future conditions, 
because they account for a full array of other nearby projects that could materialize within the 
study timeframes. To the extent that economic conditions affect the completion of the Proposed 
Project, it is expected that other background development projects would be subject to the same 
market forces (e.g., reduced demand for commercial space). Therefore, an extended schedule for 
the Proposed Project resulting from prolonged adverse economic conditions would be expected to 
be accompanied by a delay in other background development projects, and future conditions in an 
extended analysis year would be projected to be similar to those described in this EIS for 2044.  

In an extended schedule scenario, the program, bulk, density, and location of the Proposed Project 
would not change, nor would the projected worker population. It is also assumed that each develop-
ment site (other than Sites 1, 2, and 3, which would be cleared only for a southward Penn Station 
expansion if that alternative is selected for the potential station expansion) would continue as in 
existing conditions and would only be demolished when construction is ready to commence. 
Therefore, an extended schedule scenario would result in the same or similar impacts as the Proposed 
Project, but at a later date, in the analysis areas of land use, zoning, and public policy; 
socioeconomics; community facilities and services; open space; shadows; historic and cultural 
resources; urban design and visual resources; hazardous materials; water and sewer infrastructure; 
solid waste and sanitation services; energy; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
change; noise; public health; or neighborhood character. The extended schedule scenario would also 
result in the same or similar impacts with respect to transportation and construction, as discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” and Chapter 20, “Construction.” 
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The completion of the Proposed Project at a later date would delay the delivery of some of the 
project benefits such as revitalization of the Project Area, economic growth and tax revenue 
through job creation and economic activity, implementation of transit and public realm improve-
ments, and the Proposed Project’s support for the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station.  
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Chapter 3:  Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 

A. INTRODUCTION 
According to the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, a land use 
analysis evaluates the uses and development trends in the area that may be affected by a proposed 
action and determines whether a proposed action is compatible with those conditions or may affect 
them. This analysis also considers the Proposed Project’s consistency with, and effect on, the 
area’s zoning and other applicable public policies. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Descrip-
tion,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, 
modern transit-oriented commercial district centered around Penn Station. The Project Area is 
generally bounded by West 30th and West 34th Streets and Sixth and Ninth Avenues, and is 
located in Midtown Manhattan. The Proposed Project would introduce much-needed public trans-
portation and public realm improvements to the area and facilitate high-density redevelopment to 
create a cohesive, transit-oriented commercial district. The Proposed Project would result in up to 
18 million square feet (sf) of new primarily office development, as well as retail and hotel space 
and up to 1,798 dwelling units (DU)s in ten buildings across eight development sites within the 
Project Area. The primary components of the Proposed Project include the creation of a transit-
oriented mixed-use district, support for improvements to and expansion of Penn Station, and 
public transportation and public realm improvements, including new open spaces. For analysis 
purposes, it is assumed that the Proposed Project would be constructed over approximately 22 
years. This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) assesses an interim analysis year (Phase 
1) of 2033 and a final analysis year (Phase 2) of 2044. 

To allow for the implementation of the Proposed Project, the New York State Urban Development 
Corporation d/b/a Empire State Development (ESD) is proposing to seek its Directors’ affirmation 
of a modified General Project Plan (GPP) that would, among other things, override the New York 
City Zoning Resolution and other local laws, as applicable, in accordance with the New York State 
Urban Development Corporation Act (UDC Act). The GPP would contain Design Guidelines, 
which specify the bulk, density, and other parameters for the development sites in lieu of zoning. 
. Affirmation of the modified GPP for the Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use 
Improvement Project, the future actions that may be taken to acquire the property interests as 
necessary to facilitate the Proposed Project, and other actions authorized by the UDC Act in fur-
therance of the Proposed Project, are collectively referred to as the “Proposed Actions.” 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a land use and zoning analysis is warranted for projects 
involving a change in land use or zoning. As the Proposed Actions involve a number of actions 
that would result in changes in density and bulk of development in the Project Area, an analysis 
is warranted. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. For purposes of the land use, zoning, and public policy 
assessment, both scenarios are considered, as they may result in different effects at certain sites.  
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B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 
The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to land use, zoning, 
or public policy. The Proposed Actions would facilitate development of eight sites with high-
density commercial and residential developments containing a mix of Class A office space, 
housing (including needed permanently affordable housing), retail space, hotel space, and 
community facility space. The Proposed Project would also introduce new public open space and 
public realm improvements to address pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation and enhance 
the surrounding streetscape. The Proposed Project would increase density compared to the No 
Action condition. The increase would be consistent with broader land use trends of high-density 
mixed-use development around other rail and transit hubs in Manhattan (including the area 
adjacent to Grand Central Terminal) and capitalize on the Project Area’s unparalleled transit 
access. The Proposed Project would enhance the above-grade and below-grade pedestrian 
circulation network connecting to the Penn Station complex and generate revenue for much-
needed public transportation improvements at Penn Station and area subway stations. The 
Proposed Project would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station, which would serve 
New York’s future transportation and economic needs. Overall, the Proposed Project would 
reinvigorate the Project Area by creating a modern, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered 
around Penn Station and would help create a corridor of high-density, predominantly commercial 
uses linking the Midtown Central Business District, Penn Station, and Hudson Yards. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not adversely affect the land use character of the primary or secondary 
study area and would not result in significant adverse land use impacts in either the Phase 1 or 
Phase 2 analysis years. The Proposed Project would not directly displace any land uses so as to 
adversely affect surrounding land uses, nor would it generate land uses that would be incompatible 
with surrounding land uses, zoning, or public policies. 

The Proposed Actions would override the New York City Zoning Resolution and impose Design 
Guidelines, developed in consultation with the City, in lieu of zoning. The override of existing 
zoning would be necessary to achieve the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, as 
discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The Proposed Actions would permit densities and 
bulk that would further public policies to support high-density development in areas well-served 
by public transit and the density permitted by the GPP would be consistent with the densities 
allowed in surrounding areas such as Hudson Yards and Midtown. Overall, the GPP and zoning 
overrides would foster high-density development appropriate for the Project Area’s central 
location in Midtown Manhattan and unmatched rail and transit connectivity. Therefore, the 
Proposed Actions would not result in a significant adverse impact to zoning. With respect to public 
policy, the Proposed Project would result in development that is consistent with land use and 
zoning and furthers several stated public policies intended to promote sustainability, walkability, 
transit, employment, and economic development.   

C. METHODOLOGY 
The analysis methodology is based on the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual and examines 
the effects of the Proposed Project on land use, zoning, and public policy, and determines the 
potential for the Proposed Project to result in significant adverse impacts in these areas. As 
described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” in order to assess the possible effects of the Pro-
posed Project, development projections were established for both the No Action and With Action 
conditions for the 2033 and 2044 analysis years.  
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According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a detailed assessment of land use, zoning, and public 
policy is appropriate if an action would result in a significant change in land use or would sub-
stantially affect regulations or policies governing land use. An assessment of zoning is typically 
performed in conjunction with a land use analysis when the action would result in a change in 
zoning. Although the Proposed Project would not change zoning, it would override zoning. There-
fore, a detailed analysis has been prepared that describes existing and anticipated future conditions 
for the 2033 and 2044 analysis years, assesses the nature of any changes on these conditions 
created by the Proposed Project, and identifies the changes, if any, that could be significant or 
adverse. 

Various sources were used to analyze the land use, zoning, and public policy characteristics of the 
primary and secondary study areas, including land use and zoning maps, field work, online sources 
from the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) and the New York City Department 
of Buildings (DOB), and previously completed environmental review documents, such as the 
Moynihan Station FEIS. 

STUDY AREAS 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the appropriate study area for land use, zoning, and 
public policy is related to the type and size of a proposed project, as well as the location and 
context of the area that could be affected by the project. Study areas are often delineated by 
distance from the project area. 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

The area affected by the Proposed Actions is generally bounded by West 30th and West 34th 
Streets and Sixth and Ninth Avenues in Midtown Manhattan (the Project Area). The Project Area 
includes all or portions of nine Manhattan tax blocks—Blocks 754, 755, 780, 781, 783, 806, 807, 
808, and 809—that encompass Penn Station, Madison Square Garden (MSG), and Moynihan 
Train Hall (see Figure 3-1). The Project Area is the “primary study area” for the assessment of 
land use, zoning, and public policy. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

The secondary study area encompasses the area between the primary study area and areas within 
a ¼-mile radius. The secondary study area is generally bounded by West 39th Street to the north, 
West 25th Street to the south, Madison Avenue to the east, and Eleventh Avenue to the west (see 
Figure 3-2).  

D. DEVELOPMENT HISTORY 
Penn Station and the Project Area are located in West Midtown between the neighborhoods of 
Chelsea to the south, Hell’s Kitchen to the north, Koreatown and NoMad to the east, and Hudson 
Yards to the west. The development of the City’s railroad network and the Hudson River water-
front has been central to this area’s growth and character. Through the late 19th century, New 
York City rapidly industrialized. Factories and other industrial buildings were concentrated along 
the Hudson River and its ports, and tenements and rowhouses for workers were built in the Chelsea 
neighborhood. The area where Penn Station is now located was once a neighborhood called the 
Tenderloin. The Tenderloin was a nightlife district that extended generally from 20th to 53rd 
Streets between Fifth and Seventh Avenues and grew out of the nearby theater and hotel district. 
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During the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the area became one of the largest Black 
neighborhoods in New York City as southern Blacks moved north with hopes of finding higher-
paid work and escaping segregation laws and racial oppression.1  

Several events changed the patterns in the Project Area and distinguished its land use patterns 
from those of its neighbors. The first came in the early years of the 20th century, when the Penn-
sylvania Railroad implemented the New York Improvement and Tunnel Extension project, which 
included construction of the original Penn Station and tunnels (the North River Tunnels) and track 
connections extending from Weehawken, New Jersey, beneath the Hudson River, to Manhattan, 
and the East River to Long Island City, Queens. Once completed, this massive engineering project 
enabled direct rail access to New York City from points south for the first time.2 Prior to the 
construction of the tunnels under the Hudson, Pennsylvania Railroad passengers could only reach 
Manhattan via ferry service from Jersey City. The North River Tunnels transported passengers 
directly into Midtown Manhattan to Penn Station, facilitating the flow of workers to employment 
that shapes the region’s land use patterns today.    

The original Penn Station was built by the Pennsylvania Railroad in conjunction with the North 
River Tunnels and opened in 1910. It was a classic Beaux Arts-style building designed by the 
famed architecture firm of McKim, Mead, & White and featured an ornate marble and granite 
station house above ground covering the entire double superblock from West 31st to West 33rd 
Streets and Seventh to Eighth Avenues. Several blocks of the Tenderloin neighborhood were 
demolished to make way for Penn Station. The construction of Penn Station and its railyards to 
the west created a swath of superblocks from Twelfth to Seventh Avenues between West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets, which contained very little neighborhood development. 

The James A. Farley Post Office (Farley Building), constructed between 1910 and 1913, was the 
companion to Penn Station on the eastern half of the block between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. 
The Farley Building was designed to use the Penn Station tracks below for postal operations. The 
Western Annex, completed in 1934, expanded the postal facility over the rail yard to Ninth 
Avenue. The Western Annex is a fully integrated addition to the original structure and is designed 
for postal operations but sits above only a few track platform ends. 

A number of buildings were constructed around Penn Station either in partnership with the 
Pennsylvania Railroad or by those who saw the opportunity to pair development with transit ac-
cess. The 1,700-room Hotel Pennsylvania was constructed in 1919 by the Pennsylvania Railroad. 
Located across Seventh Avenue from Penn Station, Hotel Pennsylvania was one of the first hotels 
to cater to the nation’s growing middle class.3 On the same block as Hotel Pennsylvania, to the 
east, was Gimbel’s Department Store, built in 1910 to cater to the same middle-class customers as 
the Hotel Pennsylvania.4 Gimbel’s was built over subway tunnels that connected to Penn Station. 

 
1 The New York Public Library Schomburg Center for Research in Black Culture. “Black New Yorkers: 

Migration and New Neighborhoods 1866-1915.” https://blacknewyorkers-nypl.org/the-1900-riot/ 
2 Moynihan Station FEIS  
3 Levinson Wilk, Daniel. “The midrange Manhattan hotel that changed American hospitality.” Quartz. 

February 3, 2019. https://qz.com/quartzy/1535469/the-hotel-that-changed-the-world/ 
4 The New York Times, “Saks and Gimbel’s, a Merchandising Legend.” November 14, 2015. 

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2015/11/15/business/15saks-gimbel-
timeline.html#/#time390_11311 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
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Eleven Penn Plaza, a 26-story office building on the block south of Hotel Pennsylvania, was 
constructed in 1926 on a parcel owned by the Pennsylvania Railroad.5 

Rail passenger volumes began to decline after World War II—a time when America was investing 
in automobiles, highways, and suburban infrastructure rather than rail and subways. In the 1950s, 
the declining Pennsylvania Railroad sold the air rights to the property and reduced the size of the 
railroad station. In 1963, the above-ground train station was demolished. Over the next nine years, 
the below-grade concourses and waiting areas were reconstructed, creating the Penn Station that 
commuters and visitors use today, while MSG and the high-rise office buildings at 1 Penn Plaza 
and 2 Penn Plaza, between West 31st and West 34th Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues, 
were constructed above and completed in 1972.  

Development around Penn Station has been largely stagnant since that time. A notable exception 
is that, in accordance with ESD’s Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 
GPP, the eastern portion of the Farley Building has been transformed into the Moynihan Train 
Hall and the western portion has been transformed into the Farley Office Building with over 
670,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office space and ancillary retail. The new Moynihan Train Hall, 
open as of January 1, 2021, gives Penn Station a beautiful above-ground train hall and increases 
concourse space, improves pedestrian flow, and creates new retail and civic space. In addition, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) recently has undertaken other improvement 
projects at Penn Station, including the East End Gateway, open as of December 31, 2020, which 
comprises a dramatic new entrance near Seventh Avenue providing direct access to the Long 
Island Rail Road (LIRR) Main Concourse NYCT 1/2/3 and A/C/E subway stations in the lower 
level of Penn Station, and the LIRR Concourse project, currently under construction, which will 
widen and raise the ceiling height of LIRR’s Main Concourse under West 33rd Street between 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues and include new wayfinding signage and other circulation 
improvements. 

E. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

LAND USE 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

As noted above, the primary study area is coterminous with the Project Area boundaries described 
in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The primary study area includes Development Sites 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 and other areas that would be affected by the Proposed Project, including areas 
where below-grade transit improvements and at-grade public realm improvements are proposed. 
The land uses in the primary study area are predominantly commercial with transportation and 
utility uses (see Figure 3-2). The primary study area also contains a small amount of mixed-use 
residential and community facility uses.  

Buildings in the primary study area are characterized by varying heights, forms and ages (the most 
recent of which are 1 and 2 Penn Plaza, completed approximately 50 years ago). The buildings 
include mid-rise buildings such as the Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall, MSG, and the 

 
5 Gray, Christopher. “A Hotel With a Luxury: More Sidewalk Elbow Room.” The New York Times. May 

12, 2011. https://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/15/realestate/a-hotel-with-a-luxury-more-sidewalk-elbow-
room-streetscapesseventh-avenue.html 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Air_rights
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pennsylvania_Plaza
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largely vacant Manhattan Mall; towers surrounded by elevated plazas such as 1 and 2 Penn Plaza; 
large scale asymmetrically built hotels constructed in the early 20th century; manufacturing and 
commercial loft buildings; and residential row house buildings. In addition, the primary study area 
includes vacant buildings, vacant ground floor spaces, and parking lots intermixed with buildings. 
The mix of existing uses and varied building typologies, aging and outmoded buildings, limited 
activation along sidewalks and a substandard public realm, contribute to an incohesive character 
in the primary study area. Land uses on the development sites and other portions of the primary 
study area are described below. 

Development Sites  
Site 1 

Site 1 includes the northeast portion of Block 754, which is bounded by West 31st and West 30th 
Streets and Eighth and Ninth Avenues. Site 1 consists of two sites: Sites 1A and 1B. Site 1A, 
located in the midblock on West 31st Street, contains community facility and parking uses, 
including the Touro College Graduate School of Education, and a parking garage. Site 1B is 
located along Eighth Avenue and contains a parking lot and two- to four-story mixed-use 
residential and commercial buildings with primarily restaurants on the ground floor. On the 
southeast corner of the block is a four-story hotel with ground-floor retail. 

Site 2 
Site 2 includes the entirety of Block 780, which is bounded by West 30th and West 31st Streets 
and Seventh and Eighth Avenues. Site 2 consists of two sites (2A and 2B). Site 2A is located on 
the western portion of the block, and Site 2B is located on the eastern portion of the block. The 
block contains a mix of commercial, mixed-use commercial and residential, community facility, 
and transportation uses, as well as parking facilities. Along Eighth Avenue are mainly mixed-use 
commercial and residential buildings ranging from three to 12 stories, with one- and two-story 
restaurants on the northwest corner of the block. Many of the ground-floor commercial uses on 
Eighth Avenue are restaurants and bars that serve area office workers and visitors to MSG. The 
midblock along West 31st Street contains a 15-story commercial office building, a five-story 
commercial office building, the Penn Station Service Building, and a parking garage that occupies 
a large portion of the midblock with frontages on both West 31st and West 30th Streets. Adjacent 
to the parking garage, to the east, is the former rectory of the Church of St. John the Baptist. The 
entire east end of the block is occupied by a 17-story commercial office building with ground-
floor retail. The southern block frontage, along West 30th Street, is mainly occupied by 
commercial office buildings with ground-floor retail. Community facility uses on West 30th Street 
include the Antonio Olivieri Drop-In Center and the Church of St. John the Baptist, which also 
has a soup kitchen and food pantry.  

Site 3 
Site 3 includes the western portion of Block 806, which is bounded by West 30th and West 31st 
Streets and Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Site 3 primarily consists of commercial uses. The north-
west corner of the block is occupied by a 28-story hotel, the Stewart Hotel, and an adjacent parking 
lot to the east. The southwest corner of the block is occupied by a 22-story commercial office 
building with ground-floor retail space. Between these two buildings is a four-story mixed-use 
commercial and residential building with ground-floor retail space. Two 12-story commercial 
office buildings are located on West 30th Street; the easternmost building is occupied on the 
ground floor by the New York State Department of Motor Vehicles.  
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Site 4 
Site 4 is located on the east side of Eighth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets and 
is the western portion of Block 783, which contains 1 Penn Plaza. Site 4 contains a one-story retail 
building along the length of the Eighth Avenue frontage; two additional small, one-story retail 
buildings; and an elevated paved plaza to the east. A portion of the below-grade 1 Penn Plaza 
parking garage is located within the boundaries of the site. The northwest and southwest corners 
of Site 4 contain subway entrances to the Eighth Avenue [A/C/E] Subway Line. A privately owned 
public space (POPS) associated with 1 Penn Plaza is also located on Site 4. This POPS is a plaza 
that provides open space with seating, plantings, and pedestrian circulation space and is currently 
undergoing renovation.  

Site 5 
Site 5 is located on the west side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets 
and is the eastern portion of Block 783, which contains 1 Penn Plaza. Site 5 is currently occupied 
by a one-story retail building with entrances to the Seventh Avenue [1/2/3] Subway Line, an en-
trance to Penn Station on West 34th Street, a portion of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS in the form of a 
through-block pedestrian plaza currently undergoing renovation running from West 33rd to West 
34th Streets, and approximately 120,000 gsf of office and retail space located in the eastern portion 
of the 1 Penn Plaza building. When open, the through-block plaza provides passive recreation 
space and through-lot circulation for commuters to and from Penn Station, Plaza 33, MSG, and 
the adjacent LIRR entrance on West 34th Street.  

Site 6 
Site 6 is located on Block 809, which is on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 34th 
and West 33rd Streets. Site 6 is primarily composed of three-story commercial retail buildings. A 
14-story commercial office building with ground floor retail occupies the southwest corner of the 
block. The site consists of several large-format destination retail stores with frontages on West 
33rd and West 34th Streets and the northwest corner of the block. There is a sidewalk entrance to 
the Seventh Avenue [1/2/3] Subway Line at the southeast corner of the site, and an entrance within 
the existing building on West 34th Street. Large LED signs with advertisements cover several 
floors of the building on the southwest corner of the block.  

Site 7 
Site 7 is the western half of Block 808, which is bounded by West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues. The site is currently occupied by a 23-story hotel building, the former 
Hotel Pennsylvania, which is in the process of being demolished. The hotel building had ground-
floor retail space and station entrances for the Seventh Avenue [1/2/3] Subway Line on West 32nd 
and West 33rd Streets. The Gimbel’s Passageway, closed due to disrepair in 1986, runs parallel to 
the site, under West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. The Gimbel’s Passageway 
once connected the Herald Square Subway Station with the Seventh Avenue/Penn Station Subway 
Station.  

Site 8 
Site 8 is the eastern half of Block 808. The site is currently occupied by a 12-story commercial 
office building with retail (the Manhattan Mall, which is currently vacant) on the lower floors. 
The site also has an entrance for the 34th Street–Herald Square [B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W] Subway 
Station and Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) station on Sixth Avenue.  
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Remainder of Primary Study Area 
The remaining portions of the primary study area outside of Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 include 
MSG, the iconic Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall, as well as large office buildings 
like 1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, and 11 Penn Plaza. Although the Proposed Project would not 
result in commercial development on these sites, these areas are included in the primary study area 
because below-grade transit and at-grade public realm improvements would be introduced at these 
locations, including Penn Station, which is located entirely below-grade except for station 
entrances and exits. Penn Station is the busiest passenger transportation hub in North America and 
serves as a regional rail hub for New York City. Penn Station is owned by Amtrak; NJT and LIRR 
also operate out of the station.  

MSG occupies the western portion of the superblock bounded by West 31st and West 33rd Streets 
and Seventh and Eighth Avenues. MSG is an approximately 20,000-seat indoor arena and approx-
imately 5,000-seat theater located on top of the underground Penn Station. MSG is a major 
entertainment destination that hosts concerts and professional sporting events, and is the home 
arena for the New York Rangers hockey team and the New York Knicks basketball team.  

The landmark Farley Building, located on the block bounded by West 31st and West 33rd Streets 
and Eighth and Ninth Avenues, is now in use as the Moynihan Train Hall. The Moynihan Train 
Hall expands Penn Station, creating 50 percent more concourse space and providing new entrances 
to the station. Moynihan Train Hall provides wayfinding and amenities for LIRR and Amtrak 
passengers, access to nine platforms and 17 tracks (of the total 11 platforms and 21 tracks), and a 
direct connection to the Eighth Avenue [A/C/E] Subway Line.  

LIRR’s now-open East End Gateway and still-under-construction Concourse on West 33rd Street 
just west of Seventh Avenue will create a new entrance to LIRR’s Penn Station concourse at West 
33rd Street west of Seventh Avenue and a wider reconstructed passenger concourse to improve 
access, egress, circulation, and relieve overcrowding. 

One Penn Plaza, located in the center of the block bounded by West 33rd and West 34th Streets 
and Seventh and Eighth Avenues, is a 2.69-million-gsf, 57-story office building. Two Penn Plaza 
is a 29-story office building located on the same block as MSG, to its east. Eleven Penn Plaza, 
located on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 31st and West 32nd Streets, is a 1.1-
million-gsf, 16-story office building. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

The secondary study area is generally bounded by West 25th and West 39th Streets and Madison 
and Eleventh Avenues. Several neighborhoods are contained within the secondary study area, 
including Hell’s Kitchen, the Theater District, the Garment District, Midtown South, the Flatiron 
District, Koreatown, NoMad, Chelsea, and Hudson Yards. The secondary study area’s streets are 
organized by a grid pattern, with avenues running north to south and streets running east to west. 
More dense commercial buildings are often located on the avenues. As a central business district, 
the area is mainly composed of office uses; however, residential uses are concentrated in the 
southern portion of the study area in the residential neighborhood of Chelsea.  

Commercial Uses 
The north and east portions of the secondary study area are dominated by commercial uses in the 
Garment District and Midtown South. To the northeast of the primary study area is Herald Square, 
a major retail destination that includes the historic Macy’s department store and other national 
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brands. The blocks between West 31st and West 33rd Streets, Broadway, and Fifth Avenue are 
known as Koreatown and are occupied by mainly 12- to 17-story commercial buildings with first- 
and second-story retail uses. The upper floors often also contain restaurant, retail, and service uses 
rather than traditional commercial office uses. North of Koreatown, on the eastern end of the block 
bounded by West 33rd and West 34th Streets, Broadway, and Fifth Avenue is the landmarked 
Empire State Building, a major tourist destination and 102-floor building with mainly commercial 
office uses.  

The Garment District, located north of the primary study area, consists of mainly commercial uses, 
with some industrial and manufacturing uses that have remained from the Garment District’s 
history as the fashion manufacturing center of the City. Buildings in the Garment District are 
generally less dense than buildings in the surrounding neighborhoods. Buildings in the midblocks 
generally range from two to 20 stories with taller buildings located on the avenues. 

As the secondary study area is exceptionally well-served by transit and located near major tourist 
destinations, hotels are common. Hotels are mainly found to the east and the northwest, outside of 
the Garment District and Chelsea. Several hotels are located along Broadway. At the northeast 
corner of Broadway and West 32nd Street, is a 17-story hotel with 531 rooms. South of West 29th 
Street, between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, are several hotels on smaller lots. The northwest 
portion of the secondary study area, closer to Times Square, also has a number of hotels.  

To the west of the primary study area is Hudson Yards, a high-density mixed-use neighborhood. 
The John D. Caemmerer West Side Yard spans the superblocks between West 30th and West 33rd 
Streets and Tenth and Twelfth Avenues. It opened in 1986 as a yard for LIRR train storage; prior 
to this and until the 1970s, it was used as a train depot for the Hudson River Railroad and its 
successors, the New York Central and Penn Central railroads. The rail yard is decked over with a 
new platform to allow for construction of new buildings. Bisected by Eleventh Avenue, the sites 
over the Caemmerer Rail Yard are known as the Eastern Rail Yard and Western Rail Yard sites. 
This district was designed in conjunction with the New York City Transit (NYCT) Number 7 
Subway Line extension to 34th Street/Hudson Yards, pairing high-density development with 
transit access and improvements.  

The development on the Eastern Rail Yard site opened in 2019 with almost 12 million sf of 
development in four office buildings, two residential buildings, a shopping mall, an arts center 
(the Shed), and an art installation known as the Vessel. A portion of the Eastern Rail Yard Site is 
in the secondary study area, including 10 Hudson Yards, a 48-story office building; the Shops and 
Restaurants at Hudson Yards, a seven-story retail shopping mall; and 30 Hudson Yards, a 68-story 
office building.  

Residential Uses 
Residential land uses predominate in the blocks south and southwest of the Project Area in the 
Chelsea section of the secondary study area. A mix of three- to 12-story apartment buildings is 
located along West 29th and West 30th Streets. Between West 26th and West 29th Streets and 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues is the Penn South cooperative residential development, containing five 
22-story buildings in a landscaped setting. To the west of Penn South, on West 26th Street, is the 
New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) Elliott-Chelsea Houses. The secondary study area 
encompasses two of the Elliott-Chelsea Houses’ 12- and 14-story towers. Mixed residential and 
commercial uses are found throughout the secondary study area, but are primarily found to the 
east in the Flatiron District and the northwest in Hell’s Kitchen. Along Sixth Avenue are 40- and 
50-story mixed-use towers with retail in the base and residential in the tower.  
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Community Facility Uses 
Community facility land uses are most prominent in the south and west portions of the secondary 
study area as it contains the United States Postal Service (USPS) Morgan General Mail Facility 
and the State University of New York Fashion Institute of Technology (FIT).  

FIT occupies the entire block bounded by West 28th and West 27th Streets and Eighth and Seventh 
Avenues, and the northeast portion of the block bounded by West 27th and West 26th Streets and 
Eighth and Seventh Avenues. FIT student housing is also located on the south side of West 31st 
Street between Tenth and Ninth Avenues. 

The USPS Morgan General Mail Facility and Annex, the City’s largest mail processing and 
distribution center, is located on the blocks bounded by West 30th and West 28th Streets and Ninth 
and Tenth Avenues. The Annex was constructed in 1992 with a connection over West 29th Street 
to the USPS Morgan General Mail Facility, which occupies the entire block directly north of the 
Annex. The two buildings function as one USPS operational facility. The Morgan General Mail 
Facility, which is listed on the State and National Registers of historic sites, was constructed in 
1933 over part of the New York Central rail yards. 

On the block south of the Morgan Annex is Chelsea Park, a New York City Department of Parks 
and Recreation (NYC Parks) public park. Public School (P.S.) 33 Chelsea Prep, a public elemen-
tary school, is located on the southeast corner of the block south of Chelsea Park, adjacent to 
Elliott-Chelsea Houses. There are also a number of houses of worship around the Penn South 
residential complex to the east.  

Other community facilities to the south of the primary study area are the Subud, a spiritual center, 
and the American Bartender School, both on the south side of West 29th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues. 

To the northwest of the primary study area, between Eighth and Tenth Avenues, are a mix of 
neighborhood community facilities. The Church of Saint Michael is located on the block bounded 
by West 34th and West 33rd Streets and Ninth and Tenth Avenues. To the east, on West 34th Street, 
is Beth Israel Synagogue, located between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. A block north of the syna-
gogue, is the New York City Police Department (NYPD) Midtown South Precinct on West 35th 
Street. The New York City Fire Department (FDNY) Engine 26 is located on the southern midblock 
of West 37th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, and a post office is on West 38th Street. 
Fountain House, located on the north side of West 37th Street between Eight and Ninth Avenues, 
is a 20-unit supportive housing residence for men and women with mental illness. The Webster 
Apartments is a 376-room affordable residence for women working or interning in New York City, 
located on the block bounded by West 35th and West 34th Streets and Ninth and Tenth Avenues. 

Just to the east of the primary study area is the St. Francis of Assisi Church complex on the block 
bounded by West 31st and West 32nd Streets and Sixth and Seventh Avenues. FDNY Engine 
1/Ladder 24 is located on the south side of West 31st Street. Other community facilities between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues include the NYPD Twenty Third Precinct and Satellite Academy High 
School on the south side of West 30th Street, and to the north. The Holy Innocents Roman Catholic 
Church is located on the south side of West 37th Street on the eastern end of the block between 
Seventh Avenue and Broadway.  
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Transportation and Utility Uses 
Verizon occupies office buildings on the south side of West 36th Street between Eighth and 
Seventh Avenues. Con Edison has a substation with frontage on West 31st and West 30th Streets 
between Fifth Avenue and Broadway.  

Industrial and Manufacturing Uses  
Industrial uses in the secondary study area are mainly found to the north of the primary study area 
in the Garment District. Industrial uses in the Garment District are mainly light manufacturing and 
wholesale warehousing and distribution facilities. Industrial and manufacturing buildings are 
mainly found in the midblocks and generally range from five to 20 stories.  

ZONING  

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

As shown in Table 3-1 and Figure 3-3, the majority of the primary study area is mapped with C6 
districts, including C6-3X, C6-4, C6-4.5, and C6-6; the remaining portion of the primary study 
area is mapped with a R8B, M1-5, and M1-6 districts. Much of the primary study area is also 
located in the Special Midtown District which modifies the underlying zoning. The Farley Office 
Building/Moynihan Train Hall and MSG are located in the Special Hudson Yards District (HY). 
In general, the Project Area lacks a cohesive zoning framework to encourage high-density 
commercial development appropriate to its location surrounding Penn Station. In addition to the 
zoning mapped in the primary study area, in 2010, the CPC approved special permits (ULURP 
Nos. C 100049 ZSM and C 100050 ZSM) to facilitate the development of 15 Penn Plaza, the Hotel 
Pennsylvania site, with a 2.1-million-gsf commercial tower. The special permit was never 
exercised and has expired.  

Table 3-1 
Primary Study Area Zoning Districts 

Site  Zoning Districts 
Site 1A/1B* C6-3X, R8B 
Site 2A/2B** C6-3X, M1-5, M1-6 

Site 3 M1-6, C6-4 
Site 4 C6-4, Special Midtown District 
Site 5 C6-6, Special Midtown District Penn Center Subdistrict 
Site 6 C6-6, C6-4.5, Special Midtown District Penn Center Subdistrict 
Site 7 C6-6, Special Midtown District Penn Center Subdistrict 
Site 8  C6-6, Special Midtown District 

Farley Office Building / Moynihan Train Hall, MSG C6-4, Special Hudson Yards District Farley Corridor Subdistrict B 
1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, 11 Penn Plaza C6-6, Special Midtown District, Penn Center Subdistrict 

Notes:  
* Site 1A is located entirely within C6-3X district; Site 1B Is located primarily within the C6-3X district, but is also 

partially within an R8B district. 
** Site 2A is located within C6-3X and M1-5 districts; Site 2B is located within M1-5 and M1-6 districts. 

 

Special Midtown District 
The Special Midtown District (MiD) was established in 1982 to strengthen the Midtown business 
district; direct future growth; and protect, preserve, and enhance iconic areas of Midtown such as 
Fifth Avenue, Times Square, the Theater District, and Grand Central Terminal. Generally 
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extending from 31st to 61st Streets and from Third to Eighth Avenues, the Special Midtown 
District contains five subdistricts. In each of the subdistricts certain special regulations apply that 
do not apply within the remainder of the Special Midtown District. Within some of the subdistricts, 
subareas are also established where certain specific regulations apply to that subarea but not the 
remainder of the subdistrict. The five subdistricts are the Penn Center, East Midtown, Theater, 
Fifth Avenue, and Preservation Subdistricts. Signage is governed by the underlying zoning district 
regulations or the sign regulations of the Penn Center Subdistrict. As shown in Table 3-1, Sites 4, 
5, 6, 7, and 8 are in the Special Midtown District and Sites 5, 6, and 7 are in the Penn Center 
Subdistrict. 

The Special Midtown District contains a C6-4.5 district, which is only mapped in the Special 
Midtown District and contains unique floor area ratio (FAR) regulations. C6-4 is the underlying 
district for the C6-4.5 district, which applies unless modified by the Special Midtown District.  

The Special Midtown District allows floor area bonuses for public plazas and subway station 
improvements on eligible sites. For every square foot of plaza space provided on a zoning lot, six 
square feet of additional floor area can be built on the site, not to exceed a total bonus of 1 FAR. 
The City Planning Commission (CPC) may grant floor area bonuses not to exceed 20 percent of 
the basic maximum floor area ratio permitted by the underlying district regulations for subway 
station and/or rail mass transit facility improvements for non-residential or mixed buildings and 
may modify or waive street wall continuity requirements, provided that such improvement is ap-
proved by the entities which own and/or operate the rail mass transit facility.  

The Penn Center Subdistrict, established in 2001, generally encompasses the block frontages on 
Seventh Avenue between West 31st and West 35th Streets. Penn Center Subdistrict regulations 
seek to establish the subdistrict as a destination; enhance its retail, entertainment, and commercial 
character; and expand accessibility to its transportation network. Special regulations govern the 
location and type of signs—defined as advertising signs, flashing signs, and illuminated signs—
and contain regulations specific to rail mass transit and subway entrance informational signs. The 
Penn Center Subdistrict also includes provisions related to urban design and streetscape 
relationships and the improvement of pedestrian circulation to and from public transit facilities.  

Special Hudson Yards District 
The Special Hudson Yards District, adopted in 2005, was established to facilitate the development 
of a transit-oriented mixed-use district by allowing high-density development, improve and 
expand subway lines and facilities, and improve pedestrian access to transit facilities. Six sub-
districts are established for the Special Hudson Yards District, and in each of the subdistricts cer-
tain special regulations apply that do not apply within the remainder of the Special Hudson Yards 
District. Within each subdistrict, several subareas are also established, where certain specific reg-
ulations apply to that subarea but not the remainder of the subdistrict. 

The Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall and MSG are both located in Subdistrict B, “The 
Farley Corridor,” of the Special Hudson Yards District. Although located in Subarea B3 of the 
Special Hudson Yards District, development at the Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall 
is governed by the GPP for the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project. MSG 
is in Pennsylvania Station Subarea B4. Advertising signs are allowed in Subarea B4 only by 
special permit. Both subareas have an underlying zoning of C6-4. 

Subarea B4 modifies the underlying C6-4 district as follows: developments that significantly 
enhance the pedestrian environment and provide improvements on access to transit facilities are 
eligible for a floor area bonus through a special permit to increase maximum commercial floor 
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area from 10 to 19.5. Alternatively, developments may be permitted a floor area bonus through 
transfer of development rights from a zoning lot occupied by a landmark building. Such a transfer, 
with a CPC special permit, may increase the maximum allowable floor area ratio within the Penn-
sylvania Station Subarea B4 to 19.5. No additional floor area increases are permitted in the Farley 
Post Office Subarea B3.  

C6-4 
C6 districts permit high-density commercial uses and are reserved for central business district 
locations, such as Midtown Manhattan. C6 districts are commonly mapped in special districts. The 
C6-4 district permits a base commercial FAR of 10 and has a residential district equivalent of an 
R10 district. The C6-4 district does not require any accessory parking when mapped in Manhattan 
Community Districts 1 through 8. Signage in all C6 districts is governed by the commercial district 
use regulations found in Section 32-60 of the Zoning Resolution—Sign Regulations.   

A portion of Site 3 is located within the C6-4 district. A C6-4 district is mapped from the block 
containing MSG west to Twelfth Avenue, generally from West 30th Street to West 35th Street. 
The C6-4 district is the underlying zoning district for most of the Special Hudson Yards District. 
The Special Hudson Yards District modifies the C6-4 district to allow a non-residential FAR of 
up to 19.5 with a CPC special permit for pedestrian or transit improvements or a transfer of devel-
opment rights from a landmark site. The Special Midtown District modifies the C6-4 district as 
follows: the maximum FAR with the as-of-right public plaza bonus is 11 (allowance of 1 FAR). 
With a special permit for subway/mass transit facility improvements, an allowance of 2 can be 
achieved. The maximum FAR for portions of the district within the primary study area with special 
permit and as-of-right allowances is 12. 

C6-4.5 
The C6-4.5 district is only mapped in the Special Midtown District and, unless modified by the 
Special Midtown District, is subject to the provisions of a C6-4 district. Within the primary study 
area, the C6-4.5 district is mapped on the easternmost lots of Site 6 and the eastern portion of 11 
Penn Plaza. The C6-4.5 district has a maximum base FAR of 12. The maximum FAR with the as-
of-right public plaza bonus is 13 (allowance of 1 FAR). With a special permit for subway/mass 
transit facility improvements, an allowance of 2.4 can be achieved. The maximum FAR with 
special permit and as-of-right allowances is 14.4. 

C6-3X 
The C6-3X district is a contextual district subject to Quality Housing regulations. The C6-3X 
district is mapped along the south side of West 31st Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, 
and along the Eighth and Ninth Avenue frontages between West 30th and West 31st Streets. Site 
1 is within the C6-3X district. No floor area bonuses for public plazas are permitted in the C6-3X 
district. The residential district equivalent is R9X, which has a maximum residential FAR of 9.0 
(when not in an Inclusionary Housing [IH] or Mandatory Inclusionary Housing [MIH] area) and 
a base height range of between 105 and 120 feet within 100 feet of a wide street and a base height 
range of between 60 and 120 feet beyond 100 feet of a wide street. Maximum building height is 
170 feet within 100 feet of a wide street and 160 feet beyond 100 feet of a wide street.  

C6-6 
The C6-6 district generally extends from the western block frontages on Seventh Avenue to the 
eastern block frontages on Broadway, from West 34th Street to West 31st Street. Sites 5, 6, 7, and 
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8 are in the C6-6 district. The C6-6 district allows a commercial FAR of 15 and has a residential 
district equivalent of R10. Within the primary study area, the C6-6 district is modified by the 
Special Midtown District to allow a maximum as-of-right FAR of 16 with as-of-right incentives 
and a maximum FAR of 18 with special permit floor area allowances.  

M1-5 and M1-6 
M1 districts are characterized by one- or two-story warehouse buildings with loading bays and 
multi-story loft buildings. M1 districts mainly contain light industrial uses such as auto repair shops, 
storage facilities, and wholesale warehouses, but nearly all manufacturing uses that meet the M1 
performance standards are permitted. Performance standards are minimum requirements or 
maximum allowable limits on noise, vibration, smoke, odor, and other effects of some industrial 
uses as defined by zoning. Commercial uses, such as offices, hotels (with special permit), and most 
types of retail, are also permitted. Certain community facility uses are allowed by special permit. 
The M1-5 district is mapped on the midblock portion of the block bounded by West 31st and West 
30th Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The M1-6 district is mapped on the eastern end of 
the same block and the southwestern corner of the block directly east. The maximum FAR for 
commercial and manufacturing uses in the M1-5 district is 5 and in the M1-6 district is 10. Signage 
in M1 districts is governed by the manufacturing district use regulations found in Section 42-50 of 
the Zoning Resolution—Sign Regulations.   

Elevate Transit—Zoning for Accessibility 
Zoning for Accessibility (ZFA), a collaboration between DCP, MTA, and the Mayor’s Office for 
People with Disabilities, was adopted by the City Council in October 2021. It is intended to make 
the City’s transit system more accessible and better coordinated with the streets and buildings 
around it. ZFA applies to most areas of the City surrounding transit stations. Developers are 
required to coordinate with MTA to identify needed space for accessibility improvements in or 
around new buildings next to transit stations. MTA could use that space in the future to build a 
station elevator, or stairs or passageways to reduce crowding. These dedicated spaces can improve 
not only accessibility, but the way stations fit into neighborhoods, prevent crowding on sidewalks, 
and avoid the high costs of relocating underground utilities, which is often necessary when 
installing elevators. ZFA also creates floor area bonus mechanisms in exchange for the provision 
of station elevators and related station upgrades in new high-density buildings. A new 
discretionary authorization and special permit allow an increase in floor area up to 20 percent. The 
authorization grants an increase in the maximum permitted FAR, up to a maximum 20 percent or 
200,000 sf, whichever is less; the special permit allows for an increase in floor area up to a 
maximum of 20 percent without limitation on overall square footage, where a major improvement 
to a mass transit station is provided. Station accessibility and transit improvements are required 
and must be coordinated with MTA. The zoning floor area authorization and special permit are 
subject to CPC approval and are in the highest density areas of the City near subway and railroad 
stations. Within the Project Area, the bonus mechanisms would be applicable to the eight 
development sites located wholly or partially within the M1-6 and C6 zoning districts; portions of 
Site 1B within the R8B district and portions of Sites 2A and 2B within the M1-5 district would 
not be eligible for the floor area bonus.  

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

Table 3-2 shows the zoning districts that are Special Purpose Districts mapped in the secondary 
study area.  
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Table 3-2 
Existing Zoning Districts within the Secondary Study Area 

Name Definition/General Use Maximum FAR 
Residential Districts 

R8 R8 is a high density residential district that produces mid-rise, eight- to ten-story 
buildings and much taller buildings set back from the street on large zoning lots. R:6.02; CF: 6.5 

R8A R8A is a contextual district that generally produces eight- to twelve-story apartment 
buildings R: 6.02; CF:6.5 

R8B R8B is a contextual district that generally produces unified blocks of six-story 
rowhouses R: 4.0; CF:4.0 

Commercial Districts 
C1-5 Overlay 

(R8) 
C1 and C2 overlays are mapped within residence districts on streets that serve local 

retail needs. Commercial buildings are subject to commercial bulk rules and residential 
bulk is governed by the underlying residential district. Generally, the lower the 

numerical suffix, the more off-street parking is required. 

R: 6.02; CF: 6.5; C: 2.0 

C2-5 Overlay 
(R8A) R: 6.02; CF: 6.5; C: 2.0 

C2-8 C2-8 districts permit high density mixed buildings and allow only limited commercial 
use. Residential bulk is governed by the residential district equivalent of R10. R:10.01; C: 2.0; CF: 10.02 

C1-7A 

C1 districts are commercial districts that allow for a mix of residential use with local-
serving retails uses such as grocery stores, dry cleaners, and restaurants. Commercial 
buildings are subject to commercial bulk rules and residential bulk is governed by the 
residential district equivalent. The residential district equivalent for the C1-7A district is 
R8A.  

R: 6.02; CF: 6.5; C:2.0 

C4-5 

C4 districts are mapped in regional commercial centers and permit uses such as 
specialty and department stores, theaters and other commercial and office uses 
Commercial buildings are subject to commercial bulk rules and residential bulk is 
governed by the residential district equivalent, which for C4-5 districts is R7-2. 

R: 3.44; CF: 6.5;C: 3.4 

C5-2 C5 districts are mapped in central commercial districts with regional-serving retail 
establishments. Hotels, retail, business services, and custom manufacturing uses are 
permitted. R10 is the residential district equivalent for non-contextual C5 districts.  

R: 10.01,2; CF:10.0;C:10.02 

C5-3 R: 10.01,2; CF:15.0; C:15.0 

C6-2 

C6 districts permit a wide range of high-bulk commercial uses requiring a central 
location. Corporate headquarters, large hotels, department stores, and entertainment 
facilities in high-rise mixed buildings are permitted.  
 
C6-4.5 is mapped in the Special Midtown District. 
C6-4M is mapped in the Special Garment Center District.  

R: 10.0; CF:10.0; C: 6.02 
C6-2A R: 7.52; CF:10.0; C: 6.0 
C6-3 R: 7.52; CF: 10.0; C: 6.02 

C6-3X R: 9.0; CF: 9.0; C: 6.0 
C6-4 R: 10.01; CF: 10.0; C: 10.02 

C6-4.5 R: 10.01; CF: 12.02; C:12.02 

C6-4M  R: 10.01; CF: 10.0; C: 10.0 
C6-4X R: 10.0; CF: 10.0; C:10.0 
C6-6 R: 10.01; CF: 15.02; C: 15.02 

Manufacturing Districts  
M1-5 M1 districts are often buffers between M2 or M3 districts and adjacent residential or 

commercial districts. M1 districts typically include light industrial uses, which must meet 
the stringent M1 performance standards. 

M: 5.0; C: 5.0; CF: 6.5 
M1-6 M: 10.0; C: 10.0; CF: 10.0 

M1-6D Light manufacturing district in which residential use is permitted as-of-right subject to 
conditions related to the preservation of existing large non-residential buildings. 

R: 10.01; M: 10.0; C: 10.0; CF 
10.0 

Special Districts 

Special 
Midtown 

District (MiD) 

The Special Midtown District establishes bulk and density limits in its five subdistricts to 
guide development in the Midtown central business district and mandates urban design 
guidelines for street wall continuity, pedestrian circulation, and subway entrance 
placement. 

See discussion above for 
details 

Special 
Hudson Yards 
District (HY) 

The Special Hudson Yards District mandates a variety of use, bulk and urban design 
controls applicable to six subdistricts with the goal of encouraging development of a 
mix of uses, including publicly accessible open space, on the Far West Side. Height 
and setback regulations are flexible to allow for creative design. 

See discussion above for 
details 

Special 
Garment 

Center District 

The Special Garment Center District established provisions that preserve and 
protect existing manufacturing, wholesale, and showroom uses in the district. In 
designated Preservation Areas, conversion of manufacturing uses to office, 
residential, or hotel uses requires a special permit. 

See discussion below for 
details. 

Special West 
Chelsea 
District 

The Special West Chelsea District establishes special bulk regulations and a floor area 
transfer mechanism designed to facilitate the growth of the area in a way that 
maximizes light, air, views, and access to the High Line. 

See discussion below for 
details 

Notes: 
R=Residential ; CF=Community Facility; C=Commercial; and M=Manufacturing 
1 Increase in FAR for providing affordable housing in an Inclusionary Housing Designated Area or an R10-equivalent district. 
2 FAR bonus up to 20 percent for a public plaza 
Source: DCP  
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Special Hudson Yards District 
The Special Hudson Yards District includes the Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall, and 
the Eastern Rail Yards site. (see Figure 3-4). The Western Rail Yards site is located outside the 
secondary study area. The Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall and MSG is located in the 
Farley Corridor Subdistrict B, which also extends west encompassing the blocks bounded by West 
30th and West 33rd Streets and Ninth and Tenth Avenues. The northern portion of the study area 
is located within the 34th Street Corridor Subdistrict C. The Hell’s Kitchen Subdistrict D is located 
in the northwest portion of the secondary study area. 

The Eastern Rail Yards site is located in Subarea A1 of Large Scale Plan Subdistrict A. The 
Eastern Rail Yards site generates a maximum floor area ratio of 19 for the entire subarea; the 
maximum FAR for commercial use is 19, the maximum FAR for residential use is 3, and the 
maximum FAR for community facility use is 2. However, the total floor area that may be devel-
oped in the Eastern Rail Yards Subarea A1 (and not transferred north of West 33rd Street to 
Subareas A2 through A5) is limited. The maximum FAR for any zoning lot in the subarea is 11; 
9 for commercial uses, 3 for residential uses, and 2 for community facility uses. The secondary 
study area also includes Subarea A2, north of the Eastern Rail Yards site. Subarea A2 allows a 
base FAR of 10, which can be increased to up to 33—the highest FAR of any zoning district in 
New York City—through a contribution to the Hudson Yards District Improvement Fund and/or 
transfer of floor area from the Hudson Boulevard and Park, combined with a transfer of floor area 
from the Eastern Rail Yards Subarea A1. The eastern portion of Subarea A3 is also located in the 
secondary study area. The base maximum FAR for Subarea A3 is 10, which can be increased to 
up to 24 through a contribution to the Hudson Yards District Improvement Fund and/or transfer 
of floor area from the Hudson Park and Boulevard, combined with a transfer of floor area from 
the Eastern Rail Yards Subarea A1. 

The northwest portion of the secondary study area is located within Hell’s Kitchen Subarea D 
which includes Subareas D1, D2, D4, and D5. Subareas D1 and D3 are located outside of the 
secondary study area. The maximum FAR for zoning lots within Subarea D2 is 13; 3 for 
commercial uses, 12 for residential uses and 12 for community facility uses. Subareas D4 and D5 
follow underlying zoning district regulations.  

The Farley Corridor Subdistrict B includes the Western Blocks Subarea B1 and Central Blocks 
Subarea B2, The maximum FAR for zoning lots within Subarea B1 is 21.6; 21.6 for commercial 
uses, 6 for residential uses and 2 for community facility uses. The maximum FAR for zoning lots 
within Subarea B2 is 19; 19 for commercial uses, 4 for residential uses and 2 for community 
facility uses.  

The 34th Street Corridor Subdistrict C extends from Eighth Avenue to Tenth Avenue between 
West 33rd Street and West 35th Street. Subdistrict C does not contain Subareas. The maximum 
FAR for zoning lots within Subdistrict C is 13; 13 for commercial uses, 12 for residential uses and 
12 for community facility uses. 

Special Garment Center District 
The Special Garment Center District, mapped between Broadway and 100 feet east of Ninth Av-
enue, generally between West 35th and West 40th Streets, was instituted in 1987 to provide ade-
quate space for the future needs of the interrelated network of manufacturers, suppliers, whole-
salers, and showrooms that serve the fashion industry. The Special Garment Center District’s un-
derlying manufacturing zoning was augmented by additional regulations for a “Preservation Area” 
mapped on the midblocks. Conversion to office use in the Special Garment Center District was 
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permitted only if an equal amount of space was preserved for manufacturing, wholesale, or show-
room uses elsewhere in the Special District. In this way, the Preservation Area was intended to 
provide a relocation area for fashion-related firms as buildings converted to conventional office 
space. In connection with the rezoning of Hudson Yards in 2005, the Special Garment Center 
District regulations were amended. Despite the efforts of the original rezoning, manufacturing 
jobs have continued to decline in New York City. The amendment designated two areas, P-1 and 
P-2, within the Preservation Area. The rules remained unchanged in P-1, but in P-2 new residential 
buildings and as-of-right conversions under the underlying zoning were permitted. For buildings 
over 70,000 sf, conversion to office, hotel, or residential use required equivalent preservation of 
manufacturing space or would be allowed by special permit if the property was vacant for three 
years. 

In 2018, a text amendment to the Special Garment Center District was adopted. The change was 
intended to remove manufacturing preservation requirements and promote a healthy mix of 
commercial uses within the special district. It reinstated the underlying M1-6 zoning in area P-1, 
and removed the manufacturing preservation requirement; in area P-2, it allowed buildings over 
70,000 sf to convert to office use, but restrictions on residential conversions were maintained. The 
text amendment also created a CPC special permit for hotels within the district.  

Special West Chelsea District 
The Special West Chelsea District, mapped from West 30th to West 17th Streets between Tenth 
and Eleventh Avenues, with a portion extending south to West 14th Street between Ninth and 
Tenth Avenues, was approved in 2005. The Special West Chelsea District is designed to encourage 
the development of West Chelsea as a dynamic mixed-use neighborhood built around and en-
hanced by the High Line, an elevated rail converted to a public open space. Height and setback 
regulations ensure that development does not impede light, air, and access to the High Line. A 
floor area transfer mechanism allows floor area from zoning lots in the designated Transfer 
Corridor along Tenth Avenue to be transferred to receiving sites in designated subareas in the 
district.  

PUBLIC POLICY 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a project that would be located within areas governed 
by public policies guiding land use, or with the potential to substantially affect land use regulation 
or policy controlling land use, requires an analysis of public policy. A preliminary assessment of 
public policy should identify and describe any public policies, including formal plans or published 
reports, which pertain to the study area. If a proposed project could potentially alter or conflict 
with identified policies, a detailed assessment should be conducted; otherwise, no further analysis 
of public policy is necessary. A detailed public policy assessment was conducted for the Proposed 
Actions.  

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY STUDY AREAS 

Vision Zero 
The City’s Vision Zero initiative seeks to eliminate all fatalities from vehicular, bicycle, and 
pedestrian traffic crashes. The New York City Department of Transportation and NYPD devel-
oped a set of five plans, each of which analyzes the unique conditions of one New York City 
borough and recommends actions to address the borough’s specific challenges to pedestrian 
safety. The plans identify specific conditions and characteristics of pedestrian fatalities and severe 
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injuries and identify priority corridors, intersections, and areas that disproportionately account for 
pedestrian fatalities and severe injuries, prioritizing them for safety interventions. The plans 
outline a series of recommended actions consisting of engineering, enforcement, and education 
measures that intend to alter the physical and behavioral conditions on City streets that lead to 
pedestrian fatalities and injuries. 

The Vision Zero Pedestrian Safety Action Plan, Manhattan was released in February 2015. This 
plan identified Priority Intersections, Corridors, and Areas in Manhattan and comprehensive poli-
cies to improve pedestrian safety at these locations. The 2015 plan identified 17 Priority Corridors. 
Priority Corridors that overlap with the primary and secondary study areas include: Eighth Avenue 
from Hudson Street to Columbus Circle, 34th Street from FDR Drive to Twelfth Avenue, Seventh 
Avenue from 11th Street to Central Park South, Sixth Avenue/Avenue of the Americans from 
Church Street to Central Park South, and Ninth Avenue from Gansevoort Street to Columbus 
Avenue. A Priority Intersection in the primary study area is the intersection of Seventh Avenue 
and West 34th Street, and in the secondary study area, the intersection of West 34th Street and 
Broadway and Sixth Avenue. The entire primary study area and almost the entire secondary study 
area are in the Vision Zero Priority Area for Manhattan (see Figure 3-5).  

The plan identified engineering, planning, and enforcement measures to improve pedestrian safety 
at Priority Corridors, Intersections, and Areas. Vision Zero also identified a goal of proactively 
designing for pedestrian safety for high-growth areas. Vision Zero improvements that have been 
implemented in the primary and secondary study areas include the addition of the West 26th Street 
and West 29th Street Midtown crosstown protected bike lanes, sidewalk expansions on West 32nd 
Street and Seventh Avenue, and enhancements to Herald and Greeley Squares, such as improved 
pedestrian circulation, protected bike lanes, and improved traffic patterns.  

In February of 2019, the Vision Zero Borough Pedestrian Safety Action Plans Update was 
published. This update added Broadway from Union Square West to Columbus Circle and Tenth 
Avenue from West Street to 59th Street as Priority Corridors, which fall within the secondary 
study area. The 2019 updates de-listed the Priority Intersections in the study areas from the 2015 
report, as they no longer fit the criteria, and added the intersections of West 34th Street and Fifth 
Avenue and West 34th Street and Tenth Avenue (see Figure 3-5).  

Business Improvement Districts  
34th Street Partnership 

The 34th Street Partnership (34SP) Business Improvement District (BID) is generally bounded by 
West 31st and West 35th Streets and Tenth and Park Avenues. 34SP provides sanitation and 
security services to the BID, funded by assessments on properties and revenues from events and 
concessions at Herald and Greeley Squares. 34SP maintains street furniture, trees, and planters in 
the BID. The 34SP BID encompasses almost the entire primary study area, except for portions of 
Sites 1 and 2 (see Figure 3-6).  

Garment District Alliance 
The Garment District Alliance BID is generally bounded by West 35th and West 40th Streets and 
Fifth and Ninth Avenues. The Garment District Alliance’s mission is to improve the quality of life 
and economic vitality of the BID. The Garment District Alliance is funded by the businesses in 
the district and provides sanitation, beautification, economic development, and tourism promotion 
services. Supporting New York’s fashion industry is a priority for the Garment District Alliance.  
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Hudson Yards/Hell’s Kitchen Alliance 
The Hudson Yards/Hell’s Kitchen Alliance (HYHK) is generally bounded by West 30th and West 
42nd Streets and Ninth and Eleventh Avenues. HYHK provides sanitation services, streetscape 
improvements, greening and beautification, and small business assistance. HYHK is NYC Parks’ 
maintenance and operations partner for Bella Abzug Park.  

Flatiron/23rd Street Partnership 
The Flatiron/23rd Street Partnership BID is generally bounded by East 20th and East 29th Streets 
and Third and Sixth Avenues. The BID’s mission is to enhance the reputations of the Flatiron and 
NoMad neighborhoods through sanitation, security, area improvement projects, and marketing.  

Grand Central Partnership 
The Grand Central Partnership (GCP) is generally bounded by East 35th to East 54th Streets and 
Second and Fifth Avenues. With the goals of keeping the district clean, safe, and thriving, GCP 
runs sanitation, public safety, capital improvements, maintenance, business support, and visitor 
services programs.  

OneNYC/PlaNYC 
In 2007, the City of New York released PlaNYC – A Greener, Greater New York, a ground-
breaking policy framework that became the model sustainability plan for some of the world’s 
largest cities. PlaNYC delineated 127 initiatives in the areas of housing and neighborhoods, parks 
and public spaces, brownfields, waterways, water supply, transportation, energy, and climate 
change with detailed implementation roadmaps and milestones for each. The plan’s purpose was 
to manage the City’s economic and population growth in ways guided by the principles of long-
term sustainability. In 2011, the Mayor’s Office of Long Term Planning and Sustainability 
released an update to PlaNYC that included policies to address three key challenges that the City 
would face over the next twenty years: population growth, aging infrastructure, and global climate 
change. In the 2011 update, elements of the plan were organized into 10 categories—housing and 
neighborhoods, parks and public space, brownfields, waterways, water supply, transportation, 
energy, air quality, solid waste, and climate change—with corresponding goals and initiatives for 
each category. As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, a project is generally considered 
consistent with PlaNYC’s goals if it includes one or more of the following elements: 

• Land Use: pursue transit‐oriented development; preserve and upgrade current housing; 
promote walkable destinations for retail and other services; reclaim underutilized waterfronts; 
adapt outdated buildings to new uses; develop underused areas to knit neighborhoods together; 
deck over rail yards, rail lines, and highways; extend the IH Program in a manner consistent 
with such policies; preserve existing affordable housing; and redevelop brownfields. 

• Open Space: complete underdeveloped destination parks; provide more multi‐purpose fields; 
install new lighting at fields; create or enhance public plazas; plant trees and other vegetation; 
upgrade flagship parks; convert landfills into parkland; increase opportunities for water‐based 
recreation; and conserve natural areas. 

• Water Quality: expand and improve wastewater treatment plants; protect and restore wetlands, 
aquatic systems, and ecological habitats; expand and optimize the sewer network; build high 
level storm sewers; expand the amount of green, permeable surfaces across the City; expand 
the Bluebelt system; use green infrastructure to manage stormwater; be consistent with the 
Sustainable Stormwater Management Plan; build systems for on‐site management of storm-
water runoff; incorporate planting and stormwater management within parking lots; build 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 3-20  

green roofs; protect wetlands; use water‐efficient fixtures; and adopt a water conservation 
program. 

• Transportation: promote transit‐oriented development; promote cycling and other sustainable 
modes of transportation; improve ferry services; make bicycling safer and more convenient; 
enhance pedestrian access and safety; facilitate and improve freight movement; maintain and 
improve roads and bridges; manage roads more efficiently; increase capacity of mass transit; 
provide new commuter rail access to Manhattan; improve and expand bus service; improve 
local commuter rail service; and improve access to existing transit. 

• Air Quality: promote mass transit; use alternative fuel vehicles; install anti‐idling technology; 
use retrofitted diesel trucks; use biodiesel in vehicles and in heating oil; use ultra‐low sulfur 
diesel and retrofitted construction vehicles; use cleaner‐burning heating fuels; and plant street 
trees and other vegetation. 

• Energy: exceed the Energy Code standards; improve energy efficiency in historic buildings; 
use energy-efficient appliances, fixtures, and building systems; participate in peak load man-
agement systems, including smart metering; repower or replace inefficient and costly in‐city 
power plants; build distributed generation power units; expand natural gas infrastructure; use 
renewable energy; use natural gas; install solar panels; use digester gas for sewage treatments 
plants; use energy from solid waste; and reinforce the electrical grid.  

• Natural Resources: plant street trees and other vegetation; protect wetlands; create open space; 
minimize or capture stormwater runoff; and redevelop brownfields. 

• Solid Waste: promote waste prevention opportunities; increase the reuse of materials; improve 
the convenience and ease of recycling; create opportunities to recover organic material; 
identify additional markets for recycled materials; reduce the impact of the waste systems on 
communities; and remove toxic materials from the general waste system. 

In April 2015, PlaNYC was updated and released as OneNYC, a comprehensive plan for a 
sustainable and resilient city for all New Yorkers that speaks to the profound social, economic, 
and environmental challenges faced by the City. Growth, sustainability, and resiliency remain at 
the core of OneNYC, but with the poverty rate remaining high and income inequality continuing 
to grow, the de Blasio Administration added equity as a guiding principle throughout the plan. In 
addition to the focuses of population growth, aging infrastructure, and global climate change, 
OneNYC brings attention to ensuring the voices of all New Yorkers are heard and to cooperating 
and coordinating with regional counterparts.  

OneNYC included updates on previous sustainability and resiliency initiatives and also set 
additional goals and initiatives under the organization of four visions: growth, equity, resiliency, 
and sustainability. 

Goals of the plan are to make New York City:  

• A Growing, Thriving City by fostering industry expansion and cultivation, promoting job 
growth, creating and preserving affordable housing, supporting the development of vibrant 
neighborhoods, increasing investment in job training, expanding high-speed wireless 
networks, and investing in infrastructure. 

• A Just and Equitable City by raising the minimum wage, expanding early childhood education, 
improving health outcomes, making streets safer, and improving access to government 
services. 
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• A Sustainable City by reducing greenhouse gas emissions, diverting organics from landfills 
to attain Zero Waste, remediating contaminated land, and improving access to parks. 

• A Resilient City by making buildings more energy efficient, making infrastructure more 
adaptable and resilient, and strengthening coastal defenses.  

Part of the Sustainable City goal of OneNYC is a commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
by 80 percent from 2005 levels by 2050, with an interim goal of a 40 percent reduction by 2030. 
The Roadmap to 80 x 50 outlines key strategies to achieve this goal in the areas of energy, 
buildings, transportation, and waste. Specific strategies include: making walking and biking safer, 
more convenient options for all New Yorkers; ensuring that the City’s policies prioritize walking, 
biking, and transit; achieving exceptional energy performance for new buildings and substantial 
renovations; and a commitment to promote clean, distributed energy resources. 

In April 2019, Mayor Bill de Blasio released OneNYC 2050, a comprehensive strategy to secure 
the City against future challenges. In addition to the previous focuses of OneNYC, OneNYC 2050 
draws attention to the inequity of rising rents, inequitable access to healthcare and education, and 
the need to further strengthen democracy in New York City.  

Climate Mobilization Act 
The Climate Mobilization Act (CMA) is a package of legislation passed by the New York City 
Council in 2019 that aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve energy efficiency in 
new and existing buildings in New York City. Over 70 percent of greenhouse gas emissions in 
New York City come from buildings. A central piece of legislation included in the package (Local 
Law 97) requires existing medium and large buildings to meet annual carbon intensity emission 
limits in order to meet the City’s goal of reducing building emissions by 40 percent below the 
2005 baseline year by 2030 and 80 percent by 2050.  

In 2025, buildings must report their carbon emissions for 2024, which must be below a specified 
carbon intensity emission limit that is calculated based on the type and size of the building. Any 
building that is not in compliance will be fined. The 2024 emission standards target the highest 
emitting buildings (the top 20 percent) to meet the goal of 40 percent reduction in carbon emissions 
from buildings by 2030. The majority of buildings subject to the law already meet the 2024 carbon 
emission limit standard. Beginning in 2030, the emission limits will be lowered for the period 
from 2030–2034, which is estimated to affect 75 percent of buildings subject to the law. Beyond 
2035, emission limits will be further tightened. While the specific emission limits for these future 
periods will not be set until January 2023, these limits will be set to achieve and maintain an 
average emission intensity of 0.0014 metric ton per square foot per year by 2050. 

All new buildings with more than 25,000 sf must meet the applicable carbon emission limits. In 
addition, as part of the CMA legislative package, new construction must also comply with Local 
Laws 92/94 which requires that new buildings utilize available roofing space for the installation 
of either a green roof or a solar photovoltaic system.  

New York State Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act 
The New York State Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (New York State Senate 
Bill S6599) (the CLCPA) was passed in 2019. The CLCPA sets a goal of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions from human activities in New York State by 40 percent by 2030and 85 percent by 2050, 
compared with statewide 1990 levels. Other goals include producing 70 percent of electricity from 
renewable sources and increasing energy efficiency from 2012 levels by 23 percent by 2030 and 
reducing 100 percent of the electricity sector’s greenhouse gas emissions by 2040. The greenhouse 
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gas emission reduction targets set forth in the CLCPA align with the ultimate international goal 
of limiting global warming to less than two degrees Celsius and mitigating the most severe impacts 
of climate change.  

The CLCPA directs the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) to 
promulgate regulations to reduce emissions, as necessary, to meet the statutory mandates. The 
CLCPA also increases the state’s investment in renewable energy sources and requires that 
significant portions of those investments be directed to disadvantaged communities. DEC 
regulations would apply across various sectors, including the buildings and construction industry.  

Pursuant to the CLCPA, a newly created body called the Climate Action Council released a Draft 
Scoping Plan for public comment on January 1, 2022 outlining recommendations for attaining the 
GHG emission limits established under the statute. Among other things, the Draft Scoping Plan 
identifies the need for widespread adoption of electrified heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) systems in order to achieve the GHG emission reduction goals. The Draft Scoping Plan 
also calls for actions by ESD and other state and municipal authorities and agencies to encourage 
“mobility-oriented development,” which is the term the Draft Scoping Plan uses to refer to new 
development adjacent to and integrated into public transportation services. According to the Draft 
Scoping Plan, such smart growth policies facilitate reductions in GHG emissions in the 
transportation sector by reducing vehicle miles traveled, increasing the viability and practicality 
of low-carbon transportation modes, and decreasing the travel distance between locations through 
a denser concentration and mix of commercial and residential development. 

A Final Scoping Plan is anticipated to be issued by the end of 2022. Based upon recommendations 
made in the Final Scoping Plan following its public review and comment period, DEC (and 
potentially other agencies) will promulgate regulations and pursue initiatives in accordance with 
the statutory directives. 

The CLCPA also includes the enactment of the Community Risk and Resiliency Act (CRRA), 
which requires agencies to consider sea level rise and other climate-related events when 
implementing certain state programs.  

An additional provision of the CLCPA requires that “all state agencies, offices, authorities, and 
divisions shall not disproportionately burden disadvantaged communities” when “considering and 
issuing permits, licenses, and other administrative approvals and decisions, including but not 
limited to the execution of grants, loans, and contracts.” The Climate Justice Working Group of 
has not yet established criteria to identify disadvantaged communities or identified such commun-
ities.  

New York Works  
New York Works is a plan released by the de Blasio Administration in June 2017 consisting of 25 
initiatives to spur the creation of 100,000 jobs with good wages over the coming decade. These 
initiatives are divided into five strategies: Tech, Life Sciences and Healthcare, Industrial and 
Manufacturing, Creative and Cultural Sectors, and Space for Jobs of the Future. The Space for 
Jobs of the Future strategy of the plan anticipates the future need to increase the supply of high 
quality office space across the city, and would create 25,000 jobs through investments in existing 
and proposed commercial centers across the city, such as Midtown Manhattan. These investments 
include changes in zoning, public realm and transit improvements, and financial and tax incen-
tives. These investments will serve to strengthen core job markets and global competitiveness. 
The New York Works plan is supportive of land use proposals that include a substantial commercial 
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office component in strong office districts in Manhattan or emerging commercial centers such as 
Downtown Brooklyn and Long Island City. 

Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act  
The New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act (the “Smart Growth Act”) is 
an amendment to the Environmental Conservation Law intended to minimize the unnecessary cost 
of sprawl development. The policy became law in August of 2010 and took effect September 
2010. The policy requires State infrastructure agencies, such as ESD, to ensure public infrastruc-
ture projects undergo a consistency evaluation and attestation using the eleven Smart Growth cri-
teria specified in the Smart Growth Act. The criteria are as follows:  

• Advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infrastructure; 
• Advance projects located in municipal centers; 
• Advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill development 

in a municipally approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront revitalization plan, 
and/or brownfield opportunity area plan; 

• Protect, preserve and enhance the State’s resources, including agricultural land, forests, sur-
face and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and significant 
historic and archeological resources;  

• Foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization, brownfield rede-
velopment the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, the diversity and affordability of 
housing in proximity to places of employment, recreation and commercial development and 
the integration of all income and age groups;  

• Provide mobility through transportation choices including improved public transportation and 
reduced automobile dependency;  

• Coordinate between state and local government and inter-municipal and regional planning;  
• Participate in community based planning and collaboration;  
• Ensure predictability in building and land use codes; 
• Promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new communities that reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future generations, by among 
other means encouraging broad based public involvement in development and implementing 
a community plan and encouraging the governance structure adequate to sustain its 
implementation; 

• Mitigate future physical climate risk due to sea level rise, and/or storm surges and/or flooding, 
based on available data predicting the likelihood of future extreme weather events, including 
hazard risk analysis data if applicable. 

Housing New York/Your Home NYC 
On May 5, 2014, the de Blasio administration released Housing New York, a plan intended to 
build and preserve 200,000 affordable homes over the coming decade to support New Yorkers 
with a range of incomes. In 2017, the de Blasio administration released Housing New York 2.0, 
an updated and expanded plan that increased the City’s goal to 300,000 affordable homes by 2026 
and introduced new initiatives to achieve this goal. The plan details the key policies and programs 
for implementation, including developing affordable housing on underused public and private 
sites, facilitating homeownership, preventing displacement, creating more homes for seniors, 
protecting Mitchell-Lama moderate- and middle-income buildings, and utilizing innovative 
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design techniques, such as modular building and micro-units. In January 2020, YOUR Home NYC 
was launched—the next phase of Housing New York. The goals of YOUR Home NYC are to 
build and preserve affordable housing, create neighborhood wealth, and protect renters. YOUR 
Home NYC prioritizes building homes for the lowest income households.  

Penn Station Act 
The New York Pennsylvania Station Public Safety Improvements Act (Penn Station Act), adopted 
in 2018 as Part MMM of Chapter 59 of the Laws of 2018 (enacted into law by the New York State 
Legislature), identified the rehabilitation of Penn Station and its connectivity to the surrounding 
areas as “a pressing public safety and transportation issue and is a major objective for the State to 
resolve and should be made a top priority.” In particular, the Penn Station Act stated that the 
rehabilitation of Penn Station would require “improvements to access and egress and to the 
surrounding areas to position such areas to accommodate and attract passengers and evolving 
technological and business and commercial needs and practices” and directed ESD and other 
governmental, community and business entities to collaborate on solutions. 

Citywide Programs and Policies Affecting Development 
Transit-Oriented Development 

Transit-oriented development is defined as a high-density mix of residential and commercial uses 
anchored by a transit center (typically a rail station or terminal) designed to increase mass transit 
use and provide places for people to live, work, relax, and shop. Transit-oriented development 
also increases the return on public transit investment. “The premise of transit-oriented develop-
ment is that locating residential development and employment near transit stations increases the 
market for transit services and yields greater ridership than is achieved at stations (or bus stops) 
surrounded by low-density development.”6 This type of concentrated development is generally 
located within ¼- to ½-mile of a transit (rail) station—walking distance—with the density of de-
velopment decreasing outwards from the transit center. Constructing high-density development 
near transit also results in more efficient use of land—if most users of the high-density develop-
ment are commuting by transit, less space is required for parking and less vehicular traffic is gen-
erated on a per capita basis.  

The New York City Zoning Resolution reflects the City’s policy of encouraging high-density 
development in areas with significant mass transit access. In Manhattan, the zoning around Grand 
Central Terminal, which is served by five subway lines and substantial commuter rail service, 
allows for base FARs of between 12 and 15, and up to 30 FAR through improvements to the mass 
transit network, transfer of unused landmark development rights, and other mechanisms. The 
Times Square area, which is served by 12 subway lines and the Port Authority Bus Terminal, 
permits FARs of between 10 and 15, with transit-related bonuses allowing for densities of up to 
18. According to the Zoning Resolution, one of the general goals of the Special Hudson Yards 
District is “to facilitate and guide the development of an environmentally beneficial, transit-
oriented business and residence district by coordinating high density development with expanded 
mass transit facilities, extended and improved subway lines, improved pedestrian access to mass 
transit facilities, improved pedestrian circulation and avoidance of conflicts with vehicular 
traffic.” The Special Hudson Yards District permits FARs from a base of 12 up to 33 (through 

 
6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical 

Review of the Interactions between Land Use, Transportation, and Environmental Quality, January 
2001, p. 67. 
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bonus mechanisms). Maximum FARs range from 10 to 21.6 (with bonus) in lower Manhattan 
areas adjacent to the Fulton Street Transit Center (10 subway lines and PATH trains).  

This policy of transit-oriented zoning density is not limited to Manhattan. For example, the goals 
of the Long Island City Mixed-Use District include the development of moderate- to high-density 
commercial uses within a compact transit-oriented area and promoting the opportunity for people 
to work in the vicinity of their residences. This special district permits maximum FARs between 
10 and 15.  

F. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 

LAND USE 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the 2033 No Action condition, development will occur on Sites 4 and 7. New development on 
Site 4 will result in construction of an approximately 1.1-million-gsf building containing office, 
retail, hotel, and residential uses while development on Site 7 will result in construction of an 
approximately 1.6-million-gsf building containing office and retail uses. Development on Site 4 
will include a new entrance to Penn Station.  

In addition, the LIRR’s concourse project will also be completed within the primary study area. 
This initiative, along with Moynihan Train Hall and the East End Gateway, will improve the 
passenger experience in Penn Station, but the station will continue to operate well beyond its 
capacity in terms of both trains and passengers and will remain overcrowded, confusing, and 
substandard for passengers in the No Action condition. In addition, renovations to 1 Penn Plaza 
and 2 Penn Plaza will be completed, which will reconfigure the 1 Penn Plaza lobby and POPS, 
and introduce new office, meeting, and conference space. The primary study area will continue to 
contain predominantly commercial office uses and transportation uses related to Penn Station (see 
Figure 3-7). 

The developments expected on Sites 4 and 7 would introduce additional commercial and 
residential space in new buildings and the development on Site 4 would introduce some transit 
and public realm improvements. However, absent the Proposed Project, the improvements would 
not be as extensive and the incohesive character of the primary study area is expected to continue. 
The mix of buildings and uses, outmoded commercial buildings, and a substandard public realm 
would largely remain in the No Action condition. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA  

Planned developments within the secondary study area are expected to introduce predominantly 
office and hotel uses, in line with the secondary study area’s character as a central business district 
and tourist destination. The projects identified as likely to be completed by 2033 are listed on 
Table 2-1 and shown on Figure 2-2 (see Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework”). 

A number of hotels will be developed in the southeast portion of the secondary study area, 
generally east of Seventh Avenue and south of West 31st Street. On West 28th Street, between 
Seventh and Sixth Avenues, three hotels are planned: a 67-room hotel, a 236-room hotel, and a 
531-room hotel. Another cluster of hotels will be developed around Broadway, between Sixth and 
Fifth Avenues. Five hotels are planned totaling 1,089 rooms, of which the largest is a 401-room 
hotel at the southwest corner of the intersection of Broadway and West 30th Street. Three hotels 
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will also be constructed in the northwest portion of the secondary study area, between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues and West 37th and West 38th Streets. These hotels are clustered near Times 
Square, a major tourist destination, and will total 1,251 rooms. Total hotel development in the 
secondary study area will be 4,323 rooms.  

The secondary study area is expected to experience approximately 10.8 million gsf of office 
development by the 2033 analysis year, with most of the development occurring in Hudson Yards. 
Hudson Yards office projects include 50 Hudson Yards, a 2.58-million-gsf office development; 
The Spiral, located on West 34th Street between Hudson Boulevard and Tenth Avenue, a 2.55-
million-gsf office development; 99 Hudson Boulevard, a 1.49-million-gsf office development; and 
the office portion of the Manhattan West development at the northwest corner of the intersection 
of West 31st Street and Ninth Avenue, which will consist of 4.05 million gsf of office space.  

While most planned development in the secondary study area is expected to be commercial space, 
approximately 2.59 million gsf of residential space (approximately 3,500 dwelling units [DUs]) 
are anticipated in the secondary study area by the 2033 analysis year. The largest residential 
development will also be located in Hudson Yards at the northwest corner of the intersection of 
West 35th Street and Tenth Avenue. This development will include 526 DUs, 33,000 gsf of retail, 
and 130,000 gsf of community facility space. Another Hudson Yards project will be located at the 
eastern end of the block bounded by West 36th and West 37th Streets and Tenth and Dyer Av-
enues. This development will include 304 DUs and 14,580 gsf of retail space. A 448-DU devel-
opment, also part of Hudson Yards, will be located on the eastern end of the block bounded by 
West 37th and West 38th Streets above New York State Route 495. Other residential develop-
ments in the secondary study area include a 266-DU development and a 199-DU development on 
West 28th Street between Eighth and Seventh Avenues; a 168-DU development on the southeast 
corner of Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street; a 180-DU development on West 34th Street, just 
north of the primary study area between Eight and Seventh Avenues; and a 166-DU development 
on the north side of West 35th Street between Ninth and Eighth Avenues. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” there is a potential background development 
project associated with Macy’s, one block north of the Project Area. It is anticipated that the 
project would include an enlargement of the existing Macy’s building with an approximately 1.2 
million square foot commercial office tower, and would include subway and pedestrian 
improvements on the surrounding blocks and in Herald and Greeley Squares. At this time, it is 
unclear whether the project will move forward and, if it does, what specific program of subway 
and pedestrian improvements would be agreed to by the City, the MTA, and Macy’s. If 
constructed, the Macy’s project would add to the concentration of office uses in the secondary 
study area. 

ZONING 

No significant zoning changes are proposed for the primary study area by the 2033 analysis year. 

PUBLIC POLICY 

No significant changes in public policy are anticipated by the 2033 analysis year.  

G. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033  
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an analysis of land use and zoning should focus on a 
project’s compatibility and consistency with surrounding uses and zoning as they would exist in 
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the future without the Proposed Project. The analysis should address the interplay between a 
proposed project in its particular location and conditions in the surrounding area, including a 
project’s compatibility with surrounding zoning districts. 

In the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped. Subject to the 
outcome of the federal review process, the below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, 
and 3 would be completed; and the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be 
completed. Site 1 would be redeveloped with approximately 1.2 million gsf in two new buildings. 
Site 1A, located on West 31st Street, would be developed with a residential building containing 
542 DUs, including up to approximately 163 affordable units, and community facility space on 
the ground floor. Site 1B, located on Eighth Avenue, would be developed with a commercial office 
building with ground floor retail space. Site 4 would be redeveloped with an approximately 1.1-
million-gsf building containing either office and hotel uses, residential and hotel uses, or 
residential and office uses. Site 7 would be redeveloped with an approximately 2.6 million-gsf 
building with office space, retail, and accessory parking spaces. A deck would be constructed over 
the potential expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3, and the tracks and train platforms 
would be in use. In addition, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and its expansion 
is assumed to be completed on Site 2A by 2033. Besides the new service building for Penn Station 
and entrances to the Penn Station expansion, above-grade uses would be cleared from Sites 1, 2, 
and 3 to allow for construction of the below-grade expansion of Penn Station (see Figures 3-8A 
and 3-8B).  

LAND USE  

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the 2033 With Action condition, Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be developed with a mix of office, 
residential, retail, hotel, and community facility space. These uses would be the same land uses as 
in the No Action condition, but developed at a higher density than in the No Action condition. The 
proposed uses and density would be compatible with and would complement the existing 
commercial and transportation-related uses in the primary study area.  

Site 1A, located in the midblock portion of Site 1 along West 31st Street, would be redeveloped 
with a building containing approximately 488,000 gsf of floor area, including approximately 542 
DUs (of which 30 percent, or 163 DUs, would be permanently affordable) and community facility 
and ground-floor retail spaces. Site 1A would be required to be a residential building with 
community facility and ground-floor retail space. The building on Site 1A would be notably taller 
than existing buildings to the south, but its height would be consistent with the height of other 
buildings to the north and east, and the proposed residential, community facility, and retail uses 
would be consistent with the residential character of Chelsea, which primarily contains residential 
buildings in the midblocks and residential buildings with ground floor retail space on the avenues.  

Site 1B, located on the portion of Site 1 along Eighth Avenue, would have two potential 
development scenarios under the Proposed Actions—a commercial scenario and a residential 
scenario.  

• Commercial Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 1B would be redeveloped with a building 
containing approximately 732,000 gsf of office and retail floor area.  
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• Residential Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 1B would be redeveloped with an 
approximately 709,000-gsf building with 439 DUs (of which 30 percent, or 132 DUs, would 
be affordable) and office and retail space. 

An approximately 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building (office, hotel, and ground-floor retail) 
would be constructed on Site 4, which would be the same density but a different mix of uses 
compared to the No Action condition. For analytical purposes, three development scenarios are 
assessed for this site under the Proposed Actions: 

• Office/Hotel Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-million-
gsf building with a mix of office, ground-floor retail, hotel space, and accessory parking. 

• Residential/Hotel Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-
million-gsf building with a mix of residential, ground-floor retail, hotel uses, and accessory 
parking. This scenario would include approximately 630 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 189 
DUs, would be affordable. 

• Residential/Office Scenario: Under this scenario, Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-
million-gsf building with a mix of residential, ground-floor retail, office uses, and accessory 
parking. This scenario would include approximately 630 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 189 
DUs, would be affordable. 

The Office/Hotel scenario proposed for Site 4 would be consistent with the commercial uses found 
in buildings along 34th Street and more generally, the commercial character of Midtown. The 
allowance of mixed-use residential development with hotel or office space would also be 
consistent with the existing uses of the area, as there are other mixed-use residential buildings on 
West 34th Street. The allowance of residential use on Sites 1 and 4 would contribute to the creation 
of a cohesive, high-density mixed-use commercial and residential district surrounding Penn 
Station.  

Site 7, on the east side of Seventh Avenue, between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets, would be 
redeveloped with an approximately 2.6-million-gsf commercial building with office and retail 
space. The With Action condition on Site 7 would be consistent with the commercial office 
development in the Project Area, such as the commercial office buildings at 1 Penn Plaza and 2 
Penn Plaza (and the density approved for Site 7 in 2010 by CPC as part of the 15 Penn Special 
Permit).  

Furthermore, given the area’s concentration of intercity rail service, commuter rail service, and 
local subway service, and the expansion of Penn Station that would be completed with Phase 1 of 
the Proposed Project, the proposed increase in commercial and residential use and density would 
be appropriate. The Proposed Project in Phase 1 would include new Penn Station entrances, new 
subway entrances, and a new below-grade East–West Connector beneath West 33rd Street, 
ultimately connecting the Seventh Avenue Line/34th Street Station with the Herald Square Station 
at Sixth Avenue. The Proposed Project would be a transit-oriented development that concentrates 
high-density development around a major transportation hub—Penn Station. The Proposed Project 
would also provide public realm and other transit improvements to promote transit usage and 
walkability.  

The potential expansion of Penn Station would provide new transportation uses to support the 
commercial character of the surrounding area and would be an essential infrastructure project for 
New York City. The reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would not result in land use 
changes to the site but would also support the commercial character of the primary study area. The 
potential expansion of Penn Station would create a new public destination beneath Sites 1, 2, and 
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3, which would result in increased street-level activity around the sites and greater integration with 
the existing Penn Station and Moynihan Train Hall. The proposed reconstruction and expansion 
of Penn Station would build upon the recent improvements to Penn Station, such as Moynihan 
Train Hall and the East End Gateway, and would facilitate the transformation of the Project Area 
to a modern transit-oriented mixed-use district. 

The above-grade portions of Sites 2 and 3 would be largely vacant following the below-grade 
construction of the Penn Station expansion in 2033, with the exception of a new Penn Station 
service building on Site 2A. Site 1 would be redeveloped as described above. This would be a 
substantial land use change, but would be temporary and necessary to facilitate the expansion of 
Penn Station below the sites. It is assumed that the existing buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
need to be demolished in order for the sites to be excavated to accommodate the expansion of 
Penn Station using a “cut and cover” construction method. A deck would be placed over the 
excavated sites on which future above-grade development can occur. Please see Chapter 20, 
“Construction,” for more detail. In the No Action condition, the Penn Station expansion and Penn 
Station reconstruction would not occur and the benefits provided by the expansion of Penn Station 
would not be realized. Overall, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts to land use in the primary study area. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

The Proposed Project would not affect land uses in the secondary study area; therefore, no changes 
to land use in the secondary study area are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project.  

Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would be consistent with land uses in the secondary study area. 
The land uses in the secondary study area are primarily high-density commercial uses, such as the 
Manhattan West development and other Hudson Yards developments that are projected to be com-
pleted by the 2033 analysis year. The secondary study area is experiencing a trend towards new 
high-density commercial and residential developments with approximately 12.8 million gsf of 
office development and approximately 3,500 DUs expected to be added to the secondary study 
area by 2033. Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would be consistent with and complementary to the 
existing commercial and mixed-use character of other portions of the secondary study area. In 
particular, the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station would be supportive of the trend 
towards high-density commercial and residential development in the secondary study area by 
further improving transit access to the area. Overall, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to land use in the secondary study area. 

ZONING  

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

The Proposed Project would not include a change to the City’s zoning map or zoning text. The 
GPP would override the New York City Zoning Resolution and include Design Guidelines to 
address these elements. The override of local zoning would allow the eight development sites to 
be built with much more floor area than would be permitted under existing zoning and would 
supersede the bulk requirements of the underlying zoning. Under the GPP the bulk of the proposed 
buildings would be limited through a cap on floor area, rather than a height limit. Like the zoning 
regulations applicable to other high-density areas of Manhattan, the GPP would not impose height 
limits, except for the midblock portion of Site 1A, where a 350 foot height limit would be imposed. 
The Design Guidelines establish maximum base heights and setback requirements. In addition, 
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the override of local zoning use regulations would permit the development of hotel and office uses 
in the portion of Site 1 zoned R8B. 

The override of existing zoning would be necessary because the patchwork of existing zoning in 
the Project Area does not 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, sustainable, high-density commercial and residential development and support the level 
of improvements needed to address substandard conditions in Penn Station and the Project Area. 
In addition, the override of use regulations would be necessary to permit hotel and office uses in 
the R8B portions of Site 1; except for these uses on Site 1, the proposed uses are permitted under 
existing zoning. The GPP would facilitate the creation of a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use 
district centered around a much-improved Penn Station and surrounding area. The new 
development would generate revenue that, along with other sources, would be used to fund 
improvements to Penn Station by the MTA and other railroad entities, improve transit facilities at 
area subway stations, improve pedestrian circulation, and provide for future capacity increases at 
Penn Station by facilitating the expansion of Penn Station.  

The Proposed Actions would permit densities and bulk that would further public policies to sup-
port high-density development in areas well-served by public transit. Furthermore, the maximum 
density permitted with 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. FAR equivalents under the GPP would range from 13 to 30, while FARs in Hudson Yards 
range from 13 to 33. Maximum FARs in the Special Midtown District generally range from 8 to 
18, while certain parts of the Vanderbilt Corridor Subarea of the East Midtown Subdistrict can 
achieve an FAR of 30 with transfer of floor area (see Table 3-3 and Figure 3-4). Permitted FARs 
in zoning districts adjacent to the development sites are generally high-density and range from 10 
to 19.5 through bonus mechanisms.  

Signage Controls  
The Proposed Project would improve the organization of multiple competing signage types within 
the primary study area by regulating accessory, advertising, and transportation signs. As discussed 
below, the signage controls required through the GPP and referenced in the Design Guidelines  
would reduce visual clutter and allow for the clear identification of informational transportation 
signs in areas surrounding new proposed Penn Station entrances. As discussed below, the 
Proposed Project’s sign requirements would not result in a significant adverse impact to zoning. 

Accessory Signs,  
Accessory signs (illuminated and non-illuminated) in the primary study area are currently 
governed by the use regulations of the various underlying commercial and manufacturing zoning 
districts mapped on the development sites. The Design Guidelines impose uniform accessory sign 
regulations across all development sites that allow a maximum surface area of five times the street 
wall width of a building not to exceed a height of 40 feet above curb level. The requirements 
would be generally comparable to the accessory sign regulations of the C6-6 zoning district.  

Advertising Signs 
Advertising signs are currently allowed in limited portions of the primary study area along Seventh 
Avenue, from West 31st to West 34th Streets, under the Penn Center Subdistrict regulations 
(Zoning Resolution Section 81-52). The portion of the primary study area where such advertising 
is currently allowed encompasses the Seventh Avenue frontage of Sites 5, 6 and 7 to a depth of 
100 feet along the corresponding side streets (200 feet on West 34th Street west of Seventh 
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Avenue). The current regulations permit 50 percent advertising sign coverage from grade to a 
height of 14 feet above grade and 100 percent advertising sign coverage from 14 feet to a height 
of 40 feet above grade. Additional advertising signage to heights of 60 feet and 100 feet is allowed 
by special permit from the CPC. 

The Design Guidelines prohibit advertising signs from grade to 14 feet above grade; advertising 
signs would be allowed between 14 feet and 60 feet above grade. Along wide streets, the Design 
guidelines permit advertising signs to a height of 100 feet within 40 feet of a street intersection or 
a sidewalk widening area. The maximum surface area and configuration of advertising signs 
would be negotiated between ESD and the selected developers and specified in site development 
agreements. The advertising sign regulations in the Design Guidelines are more restrictive than 
the current regulations, which allow advertising signs below 14 feet with up to 50 percent surface 
coverage area, and an unlimited surface coverage area between a height of 14 feet and 40 feet. 
Additionally, the Design Guidelines require that advertising signs be incorporated into the 
building architecture to avoid having billboards rising from the rooftops of buildings on metal 
framing structures. Signage may include digital media displays, live video and billboards, but 
audio would be prohibited. 

The Design Guidelines would replace the sign regulations of the Penn Center Subdistrict at Sites 
5, 6, and 7 and expand the locations where advertising signs are allowed. The Design Guidelines 
permit advertising signs on the Seventh Avenue frontages of new buildings on Sites 2B, 3, 5, 6, 
and 7 and for the following distances along the east-west cross streets: 100 feet along West 31st 
Street, West 32nd Street, West 33rd Street, and West 34th Street (east of Seventh Avenue); and 
200 feet along West 34th Street (west of Seventh Avenue). The Design Guidelines permit 
advertising signs on the Eighth Avenue frontage of Site 4, and along the West 33rd and West 34th 
Street frontages of Site 4 for a distance of 100 feet. Advertising signs would be prohibited at Sites 
1A, 1B, 2A, and on any building frontage along West 30th Street to allow for a visual transition 
to the largely residential neighborhood of Chelsea to the south and west. Additionally, advertising 
signs would be prohibited at Site 8.  

The Proposed Project would result in improvements to the current advertising sign regulations by: 

• Prioritizing the visibility of transportation signs by prohibiting accessory and adverting signs 
in transit easement elevations and within a 10-foot buffer zone around transit easement 
elevations. 

• Prohibiting advertising signage from grade to 14 feet above grade. 

• Imposing design standards that require advertising signs be integrated in to building 
architecture; freestanding billboards are prohibited. 

• Imposing operational standards that harness LED/LCD digital media capabilities to enhance 
the public realm by requiring the signs to be networked together to permit the simulcast of 
emergency announcements and by requiring a time allotment for public service 
announcements. Future public service announcement content could include simulcast of 
public events or a scheduled visual arts program.  

• Imposing operational standards to regulate brightness and to mitigate potential nuisances to 
adjacent neighbors. 

The types of operational controls required under the Proposed Project do not exist under the 
current regulations.  
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The current signage on commercial buildings at Penn Station’s rail and subway station entrances 
is unnecessarily confusing. The placement of such signage above or below informational transit 
signage makes it challenging to identify station entrances. The confusion experienced by 
passengers is further compounded because the three Railroads that operate within Penn Station 
utilize distinctive designs and logos for signage at entrances to their respective facilities. The 
signage controls in the GPP are expected to reduce visual clutter, address the confusion 
experienced by Penn Station users, and result in an overall improvement associated with signage 
in the area.  

Transportation Signs 
The Design Guidelines require that new entrances to rail mass transit or subway facilities within 
the transit easements be clearly identified with informational transportation signs. The size, 
location, quantity, and content of the signs would be determined by the Railroads. The GPP would 
allow the Railroads to provide consistent and coherent wayfinding and signage on all development 
sites, replacing the current signage, which is inadequate and confusing to the thousands of visitors 
and commuters that use Penn Station and area subway stations every day.  

Use and Density Controls 
The Proposed Actions, as implemented through the GPP and Design Guidelines, seek to facilitate 
a mix of uses and building forms that would be constructed in accordance with market demands 
over the duration of the Proposed Project’s build-out. The development sites respect the existing 
street grid. The ground floor uses allowed under the GPP are expected to provide the flexibility to 
balance retail and office lobby space needs (and, where applicable, transit and railroad entrances 
and uses), while supporting the optimal functionality of Penn Station and other transit 
infrastructure below. All development sites would have density controls. The FAR equivalents for 
each site are described below by site.  

In connection with the development of each site, the Proposed Actions would require the 
implementation of public transportation and public realm improvements (as described in Chapter 
1, “Project Description”) to support the proposed uses and density and improve the accessibility 
of, and encourage use of, existing transit facilities. The Proposed Actions would be supportive of 
the goals set forth in the Zoning Resolution for the Penn Center Subdistrict of the Special Midtown 
District, which are enhancing the area’s commercial character and expanding access to its 
transportation network.  

The primary study area is characterized by a mix of uses contained in buildings of varied typology. 
Many of the commercial buildings in the primary study area are outmoded. The primary study 
area lacks Class A office space and has a higher percentage of Class B and C office space as 
compared to other areas of Manhattan, especially areas such as Hudson Yards and the area 
surrounding Grand Central. Additionally, many ground floor retail spaces are vacant. These 
factors, along with a substandard public realm, have contributed to the primary study area’s 
stagnation and overall lack of a cohesive character, notwithstanding the presence of Penn Station, 
the busiest passenger transportation hub in North America.   

Much of this can be attributed to land use policies affecting the primary study area over the years. 
Despite the establishment of the Special Midtown District in 1982, the Chelsea Rezoning in 1999, 
and the creation of the Penn Center Subdistrict (within the Special Midtown District in 2001), the 
resulting patchwork of zoning regulations never achieved the intended purpose of stimulating 
higher-density commercial development in the primary study area.  
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The Proposed Project addresses the longstanding stagnation of the primary study area by 
facilitating development that would create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district. The 
zoning in the primary study area, to date, has not facilitated such development. The GPP and the 
Design Guidelines control development in much of the primary study area in lieu of zoning. The 
proposed office, retail, hotel, residential, and community facility uses in the new buildings would 
be compatible with the commercial and transportation uses at 1, 2, and 11 Penn Plaza, MSG, and 
the Farley Building/Moynihan Train Hall, which are within the primary study area. The Proposed 
Project would also be compatible with uses in surrounding neighborhoods, as described below. 
The GPP controls that would be in place in lieu of zoning in the primary study area represent an 
improvement over the patchwork zoning that has contributed to substandard and insanitary 
conditions in the primary study area. For these reasons, the override of the New York City Zoning 
Resolution affecting development in the primary study area would not result in a significant 
adverse impact to zoning.  

As described in more detail below under the With Action condition in 2044, the use and density 
controls under the GPP would foster high-density development appropriate for the Project Area’s 
central location in Midtown Manhattan and unmatched transit connectivity, consistent with recent 
zoning enacted for the Special Hudson Yards District and the Special Midtown District (which 
permits FARs of up to 33 and does not place a height limit on new developments). The allowance 
of residential use, including affordable housing, on Site 1 would be consistent with the largely 
residential neighborhood to the south. Therefore, the Proposed Actions would not result in a 
significant adverse impact to zoning in the secondary study area.  

Bulk Controls 
The Design Guidelines referenced in the GPP contain bulk and massing controls that, together 
with the density controls that serve as FAR equivalents, determine the size and placement of a 
building on a site. The Design Guidelines include requirements for sidewalk widening areas, 
which would be provided at ground level adjacent to public sidewalks and are intended to increase 
the pedestrian capacity of public sidewalks. Sidewalk widening areas would range from five to 15 
feet. Public space requirements (as a percentage of site area) at each development site would be 
required to provide a minimum amount of public space that could be used towards, among other 
things, sidewalk widening areas, landscaped passive open spaces, or organized at corners of the 
development sites to alleviate pedestrian congestion at intersections. 

Tower massing requirements are designed to permit floor plates with sufficient flexibility to 
enable unique and creative building designs, while providing for a varied and dynamic skyline. 
For Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, tower coverage would be restricted to 60 percent of the site area (at 
75 percent of the building height). The tower coverage requirements for Sites 1 and 3 are described 
below. All development sites would have base height requirements, building setback requirements 
from the property line, and setback requirements above the base height. With the exception of Site 
1A, which would have a building height restriction of 350 feet, none of the development sites 
would have height restrictions. 

Building envelope controls include maximum base heights, required tower setbacks, allowance of 
permitted obstructions, tower coverage controls, and maximum building heights. The maximum 
base heights of the proposed buildings would range between 120 and 200 feet and are discussed 
in more detail below; there are no minimum base heights. As there is no minimum base height 
requirement, should there be no base as part of the building massing, towers would set back from 
the property lines as set forth in the Design Guidelines, with the setback area from the property 
line providing opportunities for additional pedestrian circulation, seating, landscaping, and as 
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discussed below, daylighting to streets and sidewalks. Bulk controls affecting each of the eight 
development sites are described below.  

At the time of adoption, the Special Midtown District regulations, which govern development in 
the Penn Center Subdistrict, included two alternate sets of height and setback regulations—
daylight compensation and daylight evaluation—which were intended to measure “daylight” at 
street level in Midtown. The word “daylight” does not necessarily mean sunlight but more closely 
refers to the visibility of the sky from street level. While the two sets of height and setback 
regulations are based on two distinct approaches, the common purpose of the regulations is to 
offer maximum design flexibility while setting standards for daylight access at street level. 

The daylight compensation regulations stem from the underlying building form applying the sky 
exposure plane and as such, require certain setbacks as the building rises. The rules establish 
setback zones and allow design flexibility through a number of trade-offs, including 
encroachments into a required setbacks so long as a compensating setback/recess is provided in 
other places.  

The primary goal of the daylight evaluation methodology was to address the amount of sky visible 
above and around the building and the effect in the long view down an avenue or street of the 
profile of the building relative to sky. While the main analysis computes daylight evaluation scores 
based on visibility of the sky, the rules do allow, as an option, a modicum of score improvement 
by factoring light reflectivity factors which give credit for using light colored building materials. 

For all proposed developments, the proposed base heights, tower setback and tower coverage 
controls in the Design Guidelines are expected to provide for light and air to adjacent and nearby 
properties. The tower coverage and setback controls contained in the Design Guidelines are 
consistent with recent zoning controls enacted to facilitate high-density development in Hudson 
Yards, whose zoning does not include daylight compensation and daylight evaluation regulations. 
Similarly, the tower coverage and setback regulations contained in the GPP are expected to allow 
daylight to reach streets and sidewalks. Additionally, the requirement for sidewalk widening areas 
adjacent to the development sites would serve to set back the buildings at street level and allow 
more daylight to access sidewalks and streets. This is an important consideration, as portions of 
the building closer to the pedestrian, such as street walls, are more impactful than higher tower 
portions of the new buildings in blocking daylight experienced by the pedestrian at street level.  

The Proposed Project’s bulk controls are evaluated in more detail in Chapter 9, “Urban Design 
and Visual Resources.” Because the bulk controls included in the Design Guidelines enable the 
building forms and public realm improvements envisioned under the Proposed Project, the 
override of zoning as it relates to bulk controls is not expected to result in a significant adverse 
impact to zoning. 

A comparative summary of the use, bulk, and density controls allowed under the GPP and the 
comparable zoning district controls is presented below and summarized in Table 3-3. GPP FAR 
equivalents for the proposed buildings on the eight development sites are presented for comparison 
purposes.    
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Table 3-3 
Comparative Floor Area Ratio Controls 

GPP 
Site 

GPP FAR 
Equivalent Comparable Zoning District Comparable District Total FAR 

Site 
1A/1B 13/21 Special Midtown District (C6-6, C5-3, C6-7) 161 

Site 
2A/2B 26/30 Special Hudson Yards District Subarea A2 332 

Site 3 30 Special Hudson Yards District Subarea A2 332 
Site 4 25 Special Hudson Yards District Subarea A3 242 
Site 5 30 Special Hudson Yards District Subarea A2 332 

Site 6 30 
Special Midtown District, East Midtown 
Subdistrict, Vanderbilt Corridor Subarea 303 

Site 7 26 Special Hudson Yards District Subarea A3 242 
Site 8 26 Special Hudson Yards District Subarea A3 242 

Notes: 
1. With as-of-right incentives 
2. With floor area distribution from Subarea A1 
3. With Transferred Development Rights on receiving lots or District-wide Incentives 
 

Site 1 
Site 1A 

Under the GPP, Site 1A would be developed to an FAR equivalent of 13.0 with residential. 
community facility, and retail space. The building on Site 1A would be set back five feet from the 
lot line along West 31st Street. The GPP would permit a maximum base height of 200 feet and a 
maximum building height of 350 feet. Mechanical equipment and other obstructions are permitted 
to exceed the maximum building height in accordance with the Design Guidelines. Above the base 
height, the building would be set back 15 feet along West 31st Street. At 75 percent of the building 
height, tower coverage would not exceed 65 percent of the site area. Site 1A is within a C6-3X 
zoning district. The residential equivalent district is R9X, which has a maximum residential FAR 
of 9.0, and allowable base heights that range between 60 and 120 feet along narrow streets, such 
as West 31st Street. The maximum building height is 160 feet along a narrow street. The 
residential, community facility, and retail uses anticipated under the With Action condition are 
allowed under the existing C6-3X zoning district.  

Site 1B 
Under the GPP, Site 1B would be developed to an FAR equivalent of 21.0 with office and retail 
space (an alternate program would allow for a mixed-use development containing residential 
space, office space, and retail space). Site 1B would also provide a new in-building subway station 
entrance and a below-grade connection to the existing Penn Station. The building would be set 
back five feet from the lot line along West 30th Street, West 31st Street, and Eighth Avenue. Site 
1B would have a maximum base height of 120 feet and initial setbacks (above the base height) of 
15 feet along West 30th Street, West 31st Street, and Eighth Avenue. At 75 percent of the building 
height, tower coverage would not exceed 70 percent of the site area. Most of Site 1B is within a 
C6-3X district; a small portion of the site is within an R8B district. The C6-3X district has a 
maximum commercial FAR of 6.0 (R9X equivalent district), and allowable base heights that range 
between 105 and 120 feet, and a maximum building height of 170 feet along a wide street, such 
as Eighth Avenue. The R8B district is a contextual district that allows residential and community 
facility uses and has an FAR of 4.0. Allowable base heights range between 55 to 65 feet. The 
maximum building height is 75 feet. The commercial uses allowed under the GPP are not 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 3-36  

permitted under the R8B zoning; however, the uses are permitted under the C6-3X district 
regulations.  

Site 2 
Site 2A 

The GPP would allow a 26.0 FAR-equivalent office development with ground floor retail space 
on Site 2A (which includes a portion of the midblock open space). Site 2A would also provide 
new in-building subway station entrances and a new below-grade connection to the existing Penn 
Station. The building would be set back 15 feet from the lot line along Eighth Avenue and five 
feet from the lot line along West 30th and West 31st Streets. The GPP would permit a base height 
of 150 feet, with an initial setback of 25 feet along Eighth Avenue, and initial setbacks of 15 feet 
along West 30th and West 31st Streets. Site 2A is within two zoning districts: the portion with 
frontage along Eighth Avenue is located within a C6-3X district and the midblock portion of the 
site is within an M1-5 district. The bulk and density regulations of the C6-3X district are described 
above under Site 1B. The M1-5 allows commercial and manufacturing uses to an FAR of 5.0. 
Building height and setbacks are controlled by a sky exposure plane which may be penetrated by 
a tower in the M1-5 district. The commercial uses anticipated on Site 2A under the With Action 
condition are allowed under the C6-3X and M1-5 zoning.  

Site 2B 
Under the GPP, Site 2B (which includes a portion of the midblock open space) would be developed 
with a 30.0 FAR-equivalent office building with ground floor retail space. Site 2B would also 
provide new in-building subway station entrances and potentially a below-grade connection to the 
existing Penn Station if one is not provided on Site 2A. The building would be set back five feet 
from the lot line along West 30th and West 31st Streets and 15 feet from the lot line along Seventh 
Avenue. The GPP would permit a base height of 150 feet in the midblock and 200 feet along 
Seventh Avenue, with initial setbacks of 15 feet along West 30th and West 31st Streets and 25 
feet along Seventh Avenue. Site 2B would have no building height restrictions. The site is within 
existing M1-5 and M1-6 districts. The M1-5 district is described above under Site 2A. The M1-6 
district has an FAR of 10.0; a maximum FAR of 12.0 can be achieved with a bonus for a public 
plaza. Building height and setbacks are controlled by a sky exposure plane which may be 
penetrated by a tower in the M1-6 district. The office and retail uses anticipated on Site 2B be 
under the GPP are allowed under the M1-6 zoning.  

Site 3 

Under the GPP, Site 3 would be redeveloped with up to a 30 FAR-equivalent office development 
with ground floor retail space. Site 3 would also provide a new in-building subway station entrance 
and a below-grade connection to the existing Penn Station. The building would be set back 15 feet 
from the lot line along Seventh Avenue and five feet from the lot line along West 30th and West 
31st Streets. The GPP would permit a base height of 200 feet. Above the base height, the GPP 
would require setbacks of 25 feet along Seventh Avenue and 15 feet along West 30th and West 
31st Streets. At 75 percent of the building height, tower coverage would not exceed 70 percent of 
the site area. Site 3 is within M1-6 and C6-4 districts. The M1-6 district is mapped along Seventh 
Avenue. The M1-6 regulations are described above under Site 2B. The C6-4 district has a base 
commercial FAR of 10; a maximum FAR of 12.0 can be achieved through as-of-right allowances. 
Building height and setbacks are controlled by a sky exposure plane. The office and retail uses on 
Site 3 under the GPP are allowed under the M1-6 and C6-4 zoning.  
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Site 4 
Under the GPP, Site 4 would be developed to an FAR equivalent of up to 24 with three potential 
mixed-use scenarios as noted above. Site 4 would also provide a substantial new in-building 
entrance to Penn Station at West 33rd Street and Eighth Avenue. The building would be set back 
five feet from the lot line along Eighth Avenue. The GPP would permit a base height of 200 feet 
with no restrictions on building height. Setbacks above the base height would be 10 feet along 
West 34th Street and 15 feet along Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street. Site 4 is within an 
underlying C6-4 district of the Special Midtown District. The C6-4 district permits a base 
commercial and residential FAR of 10; a maximum FAR of 12.0 can be achieved through a floor 
area bonus for mass transit station improvements. The height and setback controls of the 
underlying district are superseded by the requirements of Special Midtown District, which 
establishes differing bulk controls for avenue frontages and midblocks and alternate sets of 
regulations controlling the height and setback (daylight compensation and daylight evaluation). 
The proposed residential, retail, office, and hotel uses on Site 4 in the With Action condition are 
allowed under the C6-4 zoning.  

Site 5 
Under the GPP, Site 5 would be redeveloped with up to a 30 FAR-equivalent office development 
with retail on the lower floors and a substantial new in-building entrance to Penn Station at the 
corner of West 34th Street and Seventh Avenue. The building would be set back 10 feet from the 
lot line along Seventh Avenue. Site 5 would have a base height maximum of 200 feet; above the 
base height, the building would be set back 15 feet along West 33rd Street and 10 feet along West 
34th Street. Site 5 is within the Penn Center Subdistrict of the Special Midtown District, and within 
an underlying C6-6 district. The Penn Center Subdistrict has special regulations governing the 
location and type of signs, urban design and streetscape relationships, and the improvement of 
pedestrian circulation to and from public transit facilities. The C6-6 district allows a commercial 
FAR of 15 and has a residential district equivalent of R10. As modified by the Special Midtown 
District, a maximum as-of-right FAR of 16 is achievable with as-of-right incentives and a 
maximum FAR of 18 with special permit floor area allowances. The height and setback controls 
of the underlying district are superseded by the requirements of the Special Midtown District, 
which establishes differing bulk controls for avenue frontages and midblocks and alternate sets of 
regulations controlling the height and setback (daylight compensation and daylight evaluation). 
The commercial uses envisioned for Site 5 under the GPP are allowed under the C6-6 zoning.  

Site 6 
Under the GPP, Site 6 would be redeveloped with up to a 30 FAR-equivalent office development 
with retail space and transit entrances and passageways on the lower floors. The building would 
be set back 15 feet from the lot line along Seventh Avenue and 10 feet from the lot line along West 
33rd Street. The GPP would permit a base height of 200 feet, with five- to 50-foot setbacks above 
the base height. An additional setback at a height of 500 feet would be required along the south 
(West 33rd Street) façade and the east façade. Site 6 is within the Penn Center Subdistrict of the 
Special Midtown District, and within underlying C6-6 and C6-4.5 districts. The regulations of the 
underlying C6-6 district are described above under Site 5. The C6-4.5 district only mapped within 
the Special Midtown District and has unique floor area ratios and bonus rules. The C6-4.5 district 
has an FAR of 12.0 and a maximum of FAR of 14.4 with as-of-right floor area bonuses for mass 
transit station improvements and the provision of a public plaza. The height and setback controls 
of the underlying districts are superseded by the requirements of Special Midtown District, which 
establishes differing bulk controls for avenue frontages and midblocks and alternate sets of 
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regulations controlling the height and setback (daylight compensation and daylight evaluation). 
The commercial uses proposed for Site 6 under the GPP are allowed under existing zoning.  

Site 7 
The GPP would allow up to a 26 FAR-equivalent commercial building with office and retail space 
on Site 7, and transit entrances and passageways. The building would be set back 15 feet from the 
lot line along Seventh Avenue and 10 feet from the lot line along West 33rd Street. The 
development would have a base height maximum of 200 feet, and no restriction on building height. 
The initial minimum setback along Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street above the base height would 
be 15 feet. Site 7 is within the Penn Center Subdistrict of the Special Midtown District, and within 
an underlying C6-6 district. The C6-6 district allows a commercial FAR of 15 and has a residential 
district equivalent of R10. As modified by the Special Midtown District, a maximum as-of-right 
FAR of 16 is achievable with as-of-right incentives and a maximum FAR of 18 with special permit 
floor area allowances. The height and setback controls of the underlying district are superseded 
by the requirements of the Special Midtown District, which establishes differing bulk controls for 
avenue frontages and midblocks and alternate sets of regulations controlling the height and setback 
(daylight compensation and daylight evaluation). The commercial uses proposed for Site 7 under 
the GPP are allowed under existing zoning. 

Site 8  
The GPP would allow up to a 26 FAR-equivalent development on Site 8 with either a new 
commercial building or the existing Manhattan Mall building with a residential enlargement 
constructed above it. Development on Site 8 would provide new in-building subway station 
entrances and vertical circulation elements. If a new commercial building is constructed, the 
existing PATH elevator would be replaced. The new building would be set back 10 feet from the 
lot lines along West 33rd Street and along Sixth Avenue (these setbacks would not occur in the 
scenario where a residential enlargement is constructed above the existing building). Above a 
maximum base height of 200 feet, an initial setback of 20 feet would be required along Sixth 
Avenue while setbacks of 15 feet would be required along West 32nd and West 33rd Streets. Site 
8 is within an underlying C6-6 district of the Special Midtown District. The C6-6 district allows a 
commercial FAR of 15 and has a residential district equivalent of R10. As modified by the Special 
Midtown District, a maximum as-of-right FAR of 16 is achievable with as-of-right incentives and 
a maximum FAR of 18 with special permit floor area allowances. The height and setback controls 
of the underlying district are superseded by the requirements of Special Midtown District, which 
establishes differing bulk controls for avenue frontages and midblocks and alternate sets of 
regulations controlling the height and setback (daylight compensation and daylight evaluation). 
The residential and commercial uses proposed for Site 8 under the With Action condition are 
allowed under existing zoning. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

While the Proposed Actions would increase the development potential in the vicinity of Penn 
Station, they would not affect the zoning in the secondary study area. Further, the overrides of the 
use, bulk, and density provisions of the Zoning Resolution would be consistent with the zoning in 
other areas like Hudson Yards and East Midtown (see Table 3-3), which also allow for high-
density development with the provision of public transportation and public realm improvements. 
The Proposed Actions are intended to provide sufficient flexibility to ensure a cohesive and effi-
cient building design is achieved while maximizing the public benefits in the form of an expanded 
Penn Station and new public realm and transit improvements. The Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to zoning in the secondary study area. 
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PUBLIC POLICY  

Land use changes anticipated as a result of the Proposed Actions are expected to be consistent 
with the known public policies, as described below in “Future with the Proposed Project—2044.” 

H. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 

LAND USE 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the No Action condition in 2044, Site 5 will be redeveloped, while Sites 4 and 7 will have 
already been completed by the 2033 analysis year. Site 5 will be redeveloped with an 
approximately 250,000-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space. As described above, 
Site 4 will already be completed with a 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building while Site 7 will 
already be completed with a 1.6-million-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space (see 
Figure 3-9). The No Action development on Site 4 will include a new entrance to Penn Station.  

Overall, the No Action condition in 2044 would include substantially less high-density 
commercial and residential development than would occur with the Proposed Project and as a 
result the Project Area would not transform into a premier transit-oriented mixed-use district. The 
limited overall development within the Project Area would not be consistent with broader land 
use trends for high density commercial development in areas of Manhattan adjacent to transit hubs, 
such as the areas adjacent to Grand Central Terminal. Because fewer developments would be 
constructed in the No Action condition, there would be only one new entrance provided to Penn 
Station and there would no below-grade East-West Connector between the 34th Street-Herald 
Square and 34th Street-Seventh Avenue stations and no transit improvements at any site except 
for Site 4. Furthermore, existing buildings in the Project Area not subject to redevelopment in the 
No Action condition are expected to remain in their current predominantly commercial uses, but 
would likely be of lower quality as the office stock and retail spaces continue to age, and the area 
may become less desirable as a commercial office district. The Project Area would continue to be 
characterized by outmoded office buildings, low quality retail offerings, congested sidewalks, and 
limited publicly accessible open space, and both the above- and below-grade public realm would 
remain substandard and a deterrent to redevelopment. Because the No Action condition in 2044 
would include less high density, mixed-use development, and substantially fewer transit and 
public realm improvements, the incohesive character of the primary study area is expected to 
remain. 

In the 2044 No Action condition, it is expected that the components of the Gateway Program, 
except for the expansion of Penn Station, would be completed. The Gateway Program proposes a 
comprehensive program of phased rail infrastructure improvements to increase track, tunnel, 
bridge, and station capacity, eventually creating four mainline tracks between Newark, New Jersey 
and Penn Station. However, without the potential expansion of Penn Station, the full capacity of 
the Gateway Program would not be realized as there would not be sufficient platform capacity at 
Penn Station. Penn Station will continue to operate well beyond its capacity in terms of both trains 
and passengers and will remain overcrowded and confusing for passengers in the No Action 
condition. The primary study area would continue to contain predominantly commercial office 
uses and transportation uses related to Penn Station. 
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SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

No additional developments have been identified in the secondary study area for the 2044 analysis 
year beyond those described in the 2033 analysis year. The secondary study area would continue 
to be defined predominantly by high-density commercial and residential development.  

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 

No changes to zoning or public policy are anticipated by the 2044 analysis year for the primary or 
secondary study areas in the No Action condition. It is assumed that in the No Action condition, 
the study areas would reflect existing zoning and public policy, although zoning changes could 
occur in association with future development projects that have not been planned at this time. 

Under the No Action condition in 2044, the development potential of the Project Area would 
continue to be limited by existing zoning. As noted above, the Project Area consists primarily of 
C6 and M1 zoning districts, and lacks a cohesive zoning framework to encourage high-density 
commercial or residential development appropriate to its location surrounding Penn Station. In the 
No Action condition, the existing zoning would not be overridden (except on Site 4, pursuant to 
the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project GPP) and therefore the maximum 
permitted commercial density under the existing zoning (5.0 to 19.5 FAR in the Project Area) 
would remain substantially lower than the highest allowable commercial density in the adjacent 
Special Hudson Yard District (33 FAR) and in the Special Midtown District East Midtown 
Subdistrict (30 FAR). In particular, the existing M1-5 and M1-6 zoning (which permits a 
maximum commercial FAR of 5.0 and 10.0, respectively) in portions of the Project Area would 
remain, which would be reflective of historic land use in this area of Manhattan and inconsistent 
with the Project Area’s location adjacent to Penn Station and the modern, high density commercial 
uses that are now typical in these areas. 

I. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044  
The Proposed Project is assumed to be completed by 2044, including all development sites, all 
public transportation and public realm improvements, and the reconstruction and expansion of 
Penn Station. In addition to the development completed by 2033, development between 2033 and 
2044 would include new buildings on the remaining Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 and their associated 
public transportation and public realm improvements. The total development in the 2044 With 
Action condition varies between the Maximum Commercial and Maximum Residential Scenarios. 
The total development in the Maximum Commercial Scenario would be approximately 18.3 
million gsf in total: 13.1 million gsf of office, 810,000 gsf of retail, 734 hotel rooms, 542 DUs 
(163 affordable), and 400 parking spaces, in addition to the Penn Station reconstruction and Penn 
Station expansion(see Figure 3-10A). The total development in the Maximum Residential 
Scenario would be approximately 17.4 million gsf in total: 11.6 million gsf of office, 820,000 gsf 
of retail, 472 hotel rooms, 1,798 DUs (540 affordable) and 400 parking spaces, in addition to the 
Penn Station reconstruction and the Penn Station expansion (see Figure 3-10B). 

LAND USE  

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In total, in the With Action Maximum Commercial Scenario, the Proposed Project would result in 
incremental development of approximately 11.9 million gsf, consisting of 9.8 million gsf of office 
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space, 118,000 gsf of retail, 227 fewer hotel rooms, 356,228 less gsf of community facility space, 
1,443 fewer parking spaces, and 216 fewer DUs as compared to the No Action condition. In total, 
in the With Action Maximum Residential Scenario, the Proposed Project would result in 
incremental development of approximately 11 million gsf, consisting of 8.5 million gsf of office 
space, 130,000 gsf of retail, 489 fewer hotel rooms, 356,228 less gsf of community facility space, 
1,443 fewer parking spaces, and 1,040 more DUs as compared to the No Action condition. 

The With Action condition land uses would be consistent with the primary study area’s existing 
land use trends. Most of the sites would be commercial with the exception of Site 1A, which would 
contain residential uses, and Sites 1B, 4, and 8 which would potentially contain residential uses.   

Overall, the commercial density in the primary study area would increase substantially, but the 
Proposed Project’s location, centered on Penn Station—the busiest passenger transportation hub 
in North America—makes it among the most appropriate areas for high-density development in 
New York City. The primary study area’s access to transit, paired with the Proposed Project’s 
public realm and transit improvements and expansion of Penn Station, would allow it to accom-
modate this growth. As discussed above, transit-oriented development encourages public transit 
usage by making public transit a convenient commuting option. When a large number of users 
commute by public transit, higher densities can be accommodated because less space is required 
for parking and new populations create less car traffic per capita. In addition, placing high-density 
uses above transit allows for more efficient energy usage and reduction in commuting times be-
cause workers do not have substantial additional travel from Penn Station to their place of work. 
In turn, this helps to reduce demand on the subway system, since commuters do not have to use 
additional transit after arriving at Penn Station. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, new commercial buildings would be constructed on Sites 1, 2, 
and 3 above the potential expansion of Penn Station. As discussed above in the 2033 With Action 
condition, Site 1 would be completed by 2033 and would be split into Site 1A and Site 1B, 
replacing the existing lower-density mix of office, retail, hotel, residential, community facility, 
and parking uses, with approximately 1.2-million-gsf of new development.  

The largest change in land use and density would occur on Site 2, which consists of Site 2A, on 
the western portion of the block, and Site 2B, on the eastern portion of the block. In the No Action 
condition, Site 2 is expected to remain a mix of commercial office, retail, residential, community 
facility and parking uses at low to medium densities. In the With Action condition, Site 2 would 
be redeveloped with a total of 6.2 million gsf of office space, with ground-floor retail and a new 
public plaza in the center of the block (and potentially a plaza on the eastern portion of Site 2B, 
fronting Seventh Avenue).  

Site 2A would be redeveloped with a building containing approximately 2.5 million gsf of office 
and ground-floor retail space. Site 2B would be redeveloped with a building containing 
approximately 2.9 million gsf of office and ground-floor retail space. Site 2B would also 
accommodate a train hall for the potential expansion of Penn Station, as discussed below, located 
in the base of the building on Site 2B along West 31st Street with wrap-around frontage either in 
the midblock, adjacent to the new midblock public plaza, or along a public plaza fronting Seventh 
Avenue.  

On Site 3, an approximately 1.6-million-gsf building with office and ground-floor retail uses 
would replace the existing mix of predominantly hotel and commercial office uses. The land use 
changes from the No Action to the With Action condition on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would expand the 
high-density commercial district around Penn Station to the south, further reinforcing the area’s 
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character as a transit-oriented commercial district. Development on these sites would also 
incorporate access improvements to the expanded and renovated Penn Station and the subway 
system, as well as public realm improvements, as discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” 

As discussed above in the 2033 With Action condition, Site 4 would be completed by 2033 and 
would contain an approximately 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building with either office/hotel, 
residential/hotel, or residential/office uses developed to the same density as the development 
expected in the No Action condition.  

By 2044, Site 5 is expected to be developed with a 1.7-million-gsf building with office and ground-
floor retail uses, which would be a more intensive use of the site than in the 2044 No Action 
condition. While the With Action condition would result in the removal of the existing through-
block east pedestrian plaza between West 33rd and West 34th Streets, the pedestrian circulation 
function of the plaza would be partially replaced with the provision of a wider sidewalk along the 
west side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets that would be provided in 
connection with the development of Site 5 and by improving access to Penn Station with a new 
entrance at the corner of West 34th Street and Seventh Avenue. Development on both Sites 4 and 
5 would incorporate access improvements to the expanded and renovated Penn Station and the 
subway system, as well as public realm improvements. A new Penn Station entrance would be 
located on Site 4 and the existing entrance on Site 5 would be replaced and enlarged.   

East of Seventh Avenue, Sites 6, 7, and 8 would be redeveloped with new commercial office 
buildings. On Site 6, the existing lower-density retail, mixed-use commercial and residential 
buildings, and office uses would be replaced with an approximately 2.1-million-gsf office and 
retail building with accessory parking. As discussed above in the 2033 With Action condition, Site 
7 would be completed by 2033 and would contain approximately 2.6 million gsf of office, retail, 
and accessory parking uses.  

On Site 8, two development programs are contemplated.   

• Commercial Scenario: Under this scenario, the existing building would be demolished and 
Site 8 would be redeveloped with a 2.6 million gsf building with office, retail, and accessory 
parking. 

• Residential Scenario: Under this scenario, the existing Manhattan Mall building would remain 
and a new building expansion containing residential uses would be constructed above it. This 
scenario would contain approximately 626 DUs, of which 30 percent, or 188 DUs, would be 
affordable. 

Sites 6, 7, and 8 would incorporate public transportation improvements to the subway system, 
including portions of an underground concourse network. The creation of a new underground 
concourse east of Seventh Avenue would provide a below-grade connection between the 34th 
Street-Seventh Avenue and 34th Street–Herald Square stations. This proposed underground 
concourse network has three primary components: 1) undercrossings of Seventh Avenue, 2) the 
North-South Corridor east of Seventh Avenue; and 3) an East–West Connector.  

The reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station—assumed to be completed by the 2033 analysis 
year—would continue to support the commercial character of the primary study area and facilitate 
the transformation of the Project Area to a modern mixed-use commercial and residential transit 
district. With the expansion of Penn Station in the 2033 With Action condition and the completion 
of the rest of the Gateway Program in the 2044 No Action condition, the full capacity of the 
expansion would be realized, allowing the doubling of passenger trains during the peak hour 



Chapter 3: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 

 3-43  

(including Amtrak and NJT service) on the Northeast Corridor between Newark, New Jersey and 
Penn Station.  

As noted above, ESD, through the GPP, would require the implementation of public realm im-
provements in the primary study area in connection with the proposed developments. The Pro-
posed Project would pair high-density development around transit with public realm improve-
ments that would increase pedestrian connectivity and transit access. New public realm improve-
ments, such as sidewalk widenings, would create more space for pedestrians on the sidewalk and 
reduce congestion and overflow into the roadway. Public realm improvements would also improve 
accessibility for workers, visitors, and residents by creating and expanding pedestrian routes. The 
new public plaza or plazas on Site 2 would improve pedestrian circulation in the vicinity of Penn 
Station and provide passive open space for workers and visitors to the area.  

The public realm improvements under consideration within the City-owned mapped streets in-
clude additional sidewalk widenings and protected bicycle lanes. In addition to the public realm 
improvements, a publicly accessible sky concourse could potentially be constructed above Plaza 
33, subject to the consent of the City. The potential sky concourse would provide access through 
the 1 Penn Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza office buildings and the conference and meeting space that is 
being developed in those buildings in the future No Action condition. The potential sky concourse 
would provide an alternate route for pedestrians between the two buildings and could reduce cross-
traffic through Plaza 33. In addition, the Proposed Project would allow for the potential creation 
of “shared streets” in the primary study area. Shared streets are a use of limited urban space where 
a roadway is converted to a full-time configuration that allows pedestrians and cyclists to share 
space with slow-moving vehicles. They relieve sidewalk crowding and provide space for 
functional elements, such as seating, plantings, and furniture. 

The Proposed Project would build upon City, state, and federal contributions to the creation of 
Moynihan Train Hall, East End Gateway, the various efforts to redevelop the Far West Side with 
Hudson Yards, and the rezoning of East Midtown. The primary study area is uniquely situated in 
the geographic center of these transformative initiatives that have reshaped the Far West Side and 
Midtown over the past 20 years. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would reinvigorate the Project 
Area by creating a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around Penn Station 
and would help create a corridor of high-density, predominantly commercial uses linking the 
Midtown Central Business District, Penn Station, and Hudson Yards. While the Proposed Project 
would introduce taller, higher density buildings to an area that contains lower rise development, 
this would not create a detrimental effect to the land use character of the study area, as the uses 
and higher densities are generally consistent with existing and planned developments expected in 
neighborhoods surrounding the primary study area. Further, as discussed in Chapter 9, “Urban 
Design and Visual Resources,” the proposed developments would be built within a context of 
older and newer buildings that vary in height and form, including shorter older buildings of 
masonry construction and taller newer buildings. As concluded in Chapter 9, the bulk and heights 
of the new buildings would not result in a significant adverse impact to urban design. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not adversely affect the land use character of the primary study area 
and would not result in a significant adverse land use impact. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

The Proposed Project’s land use would be consistent with the land uses in the secondary area. As 
discussed above, the secondary study area is experiencing a trend towards increased high-density 
commercial and residential development, much of which is expected to be constructed and in 
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operation by the 2044 analysis year. The Proposed Project would be consistent with land uses and 
densities found in the secondary study area, including existing and planned developments in in 
Midtown and Hudson Yards. The Proposed Project would introduce greater density adjacent to 
the relatively lower-rise neighborhood of Chelsea to the south, but the residential building with 
ground floor community facility and retail uses on Site 1A would serve to transition from the 
proposed higher density commercial developments on Sites 1B, 2 and 3 to the lower density 
context found in Chelsea. The proposed residential, community facility, and retail uses would be 
consistent with the residential character of Chelsea. As discussed below, nearby residential 
buildings in Chelsea are developed to FARs of 11 and 12, and the proposed development on Site 
1A would be constructed to a slightly greater density (an FAR equivalent of 13).  

The Proposed Project’s bulk and density would align with those of Hudson Yards, directly to the 
west of the Project Area and with those in East Midtown, as discussed in “Future With the 
Proposed Project—2033.” The required public realm and transit improvements, particularly along 
West 33rd Street, would provide pedestrians and cyclists with cohesive east–west connection from 
Hudson Yards and Manhattan West to Herald Square and Greater East Midtown 

The Proposed Project would expand the high-density commercial district around Penn Station 
south of West 31st Street to encompass portions of Blocks 754 and 780, which abut the largely 
residential neighborhood of Chelsea. The neighborhood south of West 30th Street and west of 
Eighth Avenue is predominantly residential in character. The neighborhood east of Eighth Avenue 
is characterized by commercial uses, mixed residential and commercial uses, and institutional 
uses.  

Site 1 is located on the northern and eastern portion of Block 754, a block characterized by 
residential use along West 30th Street, and a mix of uses, including parking, office, hotel, 
institutional, and mixed residential with ground-floor retail space on the remainder of the block. 
Block 754 serves as a transition between the residential uses to the south and the largely com-
mercial, institutional, and transportation-related uses to the north—such as the Farley Office 
Building/Moynihan Train Hall, Penn Station, and MSG.  

Several exclusively residential buildings ranging from three to 12 stories in height are located 
along the north side of West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues adjacent to Site 1. 
The existing and No Action land uses on Site 1 are characterized by a mix of uses. Development 
on Site 1 would displace a parking lot, and several older buildings that contain a small hotel, 
community facility space, office space, and mixed residential space with ground-floor retail. The 
residential buildings abutting Site 1 are adjacent to an existing hotel on the corner of Eighth 
Avenue and West 30th Street, and the rear of the residential properties abut Touro College. The 
Proposed Project would not introduce a new land use to Block 754, as Site 1 presently contains a 
mix of uses, including office, community facility, and hotel space. However, the Proposed Project 
would override the zoning on Site 1 to allow 13 and 16 FAR-equivalent commercial development, 
replacing the existing parking lot and older buildings with new substantially larger, higher-density 
commercial development that includes an office building on the west side of Eighth Avenue and 
a midblock mixed-use residential building on the south side of West 31st Street. Additionally, an 
expanded Penn Station would occupy a below-grade portion of Site 1.  

The Proposed Project buildings on Site 1 would increase the bulk on Block 754. Most of the bulk 
would be concentrated in the new office building on Eighth Avenue, which would be developed 
to an FAR of 21. The new midblock mixed-use residential building on West 31st Street would 
contain less bulk than the proposed office building on Eighth Avenue, and would be developed to 
FAR of 13. It is commonplace in Manhattan to have tall buildings on the avenues and much lower-
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rise buildings on the midblock. Accordingly, the juxtaposition of tall buildings and much lower-
rise buildings is not unusual in Manhattan. 

The density of the proposed midblock mixed-use residential building would be comparable to the 
midblock commercial building located at 350 West 31st Street, further west towards Ninth 
Avenue, that has a built FAR of 8. While the Proposed Project would introduce higher-density 
development to Block 754, and a large office building on Eighth Avenue, the block contains other 
relatively large, bulky buildings closer to Ninth Avenue, including a 17-story office building at 
the southeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street that has a built FAR of 16, and a 12-
story residential building at Ninth Avenue and West 30th Street that has a built FAR of 11. The 
smaller, three- to six-story residential buildings on West 30th Street are adjacent to taller, bulkier 
buildings. Although the Proposed Project would increase the density on Block 754, particularly 
along Eighth Avenue, development on Block 754 is already characterized by smaller-scale 
residential development abutting bulkier, denser buildings. The juxtaposition of smaller 
residential buildings abutting larger buildings, such as the proposed office building on Site 1, 
would be consistent with development on the western portion of Block 754. The Proposed Project 
would not affect the predominantly residential character of West 30th Street between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues, which would remain and serve as a buffer to the residential portion of Chelsea 
located south of West 30th Street. As demonstrated above, the Proposed Project’s uses and the 
juxtaposition of existing smaller-scale residential buildings relative to the proposed office building 
on Eighth Avenue would be consistent with the prevailing pattern of development on the portion 
of Block 754 closer to Ninth Avenue and the common juxtaposition in Manhattan of taller 
buildings on avenues and smaller buildings in the mid-block area of cross-streets; therefore, no 
significant adverse impacts would occur with respect to the residences along West 30th Street.  

Site 2 (located on the full block bounded by West 30th and West 31st Streets and Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues) would be developed with new office and retail buildings and an approximately 
30,800-sf public plaza or plazas. The new buildings on Site 2 would have an FAR equivalent up 
to 30. An expanded Penn Station would occupy the below-grade portion of Site 2. As compared 
to the area west of Eighth Avenue, commercial buildings are more prevalent east of Eighth 
Avenue, and the new commercial development on Site 2 would generally be compatible with the 
uses found in existing commercial buildings in this portion of the secondary study area.  

While the Proposed Project would allow greater density on Site 2, the area is generally character-
ized by the presence of large commercial buildings constructed to relatively high FARs. Under 
existing and No Action conditions, the eastern portion of Site 2 would be occupied with 7 Penn 
Plaza, an existing office building with an FAR of 17. The office building located one block to the 
south at 350 Seventh Avenue, between West 29th and West 30th Streets, has a built FAR of 21. 
The office building at 330 Seventh Avenue (on the southwest corner of West 29th Street and 
Seventh Avenue) has a built FAR of 19. The midblocks between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
contain commercial buildings generally constructed to lower FARs, typically ranging between 12 
and 14, as well as hotels, residential buildings with ground-floor retail space, and institutional 
uses, such as FIT, with educational facilities along West 27th and West 28th Streets. The proposed 
commercial development and open space uses on Site 2 would be compatible with the commercial 
and mixed residential character of the blocks between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. With respect 
to the largely residential character west of Eighth Avenue, the bulk of the large office buildings 
proposed for Site 2 would be buffered by their location east of Eighth Avenue and the lower-scale 
development proposed on Site 1, and—to a lesser extent—by the proposed ground-floor retail 
space and public plaza or plazas on Site 2, which would provide an open space amenity for 
residents. Furthermore, the GPP would include bulk controls for the proposed developments—
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including the buildings on Site 1—related to setbacks, street walls, and base heights. These 
controls would facilitate a built form that would allow for an appropriate transition to the lower 
scale residential character south of West 30th Street. For these reasons, the proposed developments 
on Sites 1 and 2 would not result in a significant adverse impact to the largely residential character 
of Chelsea west of Eighth Avenue. 

The Proposed Actions would not alter land use patterns in the secondary study area, as this area is 
well developed and development demand is already influenced by its proximity to Penn Station 
and Midtown Manhattan. The Proposed Project’s land uses would be consistent with the City’s 
goal of encouraging high-density development associated with a large transportation hub. There-
fore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on land use within the 
secondary study area. 

ZONING 

No additional actions or zoning overrides would be necessary for the Proposed Project in the 2044 
analysis year, except for those described in Section G, “Future With the Proposed Project—2033,” 
above. Therefore, zoning assessments for the Proposed Actions were conducted for the 2033 
analysis year only. The FAR equivalents as shown in Table 3-3 would be achieved on the 
development sites in 2044. The FAR equivalents on the development sites are consistent with the 
maximum FARs permitted in the Hudson Yards Special District - Subareas A2 and A3, and the 
Special Midtown District - East Midtown Subdistrict (see Figure 3-4).  

PUBLIC POLICY  

No changes to public policies are anticipated by the 2044 analysis year. The completed Proposed 
Project in the 2044 analysis year aligns with stated public policies, as described below.  

VISION ZERO 

The Proposed Project aligns with the goals of Vision Zero to improve safety on the streets and 
eliminate pedestrian, cyclist, and driver fatalities. ESD, through the GPP, would require the im-
plementation of public realm improvements in the primary study area in connection with the 
proposed developments. As described in more detail in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” these 
public realm improvements include sidewalk widenings, expansion of the bicycle lane network 
through the installation of protected bike lanes, public plazas, and shared streets.  

The primary study area is located in a Vision Zero Priority Area and the proposed public realm 
improvements would improve the pedestrian experience by expanding the width of sidewalks to 
accommodate pedestrian flows, creating below-grade passageways for commuters entering and 
exiting Penn Station, and by increasing pedestrian accessibility throughout the primary study area 
by creating shared streets and new public plazas. Protected bike lanes would also increase safety 
and mobility for cyclists. These improvements align with the Priority Corridors identified by 
Vision Zero, including Eighth, Seventh, and Sixth Avenues. Sidewalk widenings are proposed on 
all three avenues and protected bicycle lanes are proposed on Seventh and Eighth Avenues. A 
portion of these improvements would not occur in the No Action condition.  

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS 

The Proposed Project aligns with the goals of 34SP, which encompasses almost the entire primary 
study area, except for Site 3 and portions of Sites 1 and 2. 34SP’s mission is to ensure the safety, 
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sanitation, and vibrancy of the BID. The Proposed Project supports these goals by creating a 
vibrant, transit-oriented commercial and residential district and implementing a number of public 
realm improvements that would enhance the pedestrian experience, activate the area, and create 
an attractive environment in which to shop, work, and do business. The BID would also likely 
benefit from the additional population of workers in the area created by the Proposed Project that 
may frequent businesses in the 34SP and other BIDs in the secondary study area.  

ONENYC/PLANYC 

• The Proposed Project aligns with the goals of PlaNYC. Land Use: The Proposed Project 
facilitates transit-oriented development surrounding Penn Station and locates office workers 
and residents near retail and other amenities, promoting walkability. The primary study area 
is accessible by bus, rail, and served by several subway lines—including the A, C, E, N, Q, R, 
W, B, D, F, M, 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines. The Proposed Project knits together the Hudson 
Yards neighborhood with Greater East Midtown by facilitating the development of 
underutilized sites. The Proposed Project involves building over rail facilities—specifically at 
Sites 1, 2, and 3, which would provide below-ground space for an expanded Penn Station and 
high-density commercial development built on top. The Proposed Project would increase 
accessibility to Penn Station. 

• Open Space: The Proposed Project would create a 30,000-sf public plaza or plazas on Site 2 
that would add new, high-quality passive open space to the area and improve pedestrian 
circulation surrounding Penn Station. 

• Water Quality: The Proposed Project would incorporate stormwater management best prac-
tices, including on-site retention of stormwater, in accordance with the City’s recently adopted 
Unified Stormwater Rule. The new rule is expected to reduce peak discharges to the City’s 
sewer system during rain events by requiring greater on-site storage of stormwater runoff and 
slower release to the sewer system. Additionally, the Proposed Project would comply with all 
applicable regulations regarding the implementation of low-flow, water-efficient features, as 
per the New York City Plumbing Code, Local Law 33 of 2007, and the EPA Water Sense 
Program. Therefore, the Proposed Project is generally consistent with PlaNYC/OneNYC’s 
water quality goals.  

• Transportation: As noted above, the Proposed Project facilitates the development of a transit-
oriented commercial and residential district around Penn Station. Mandated public realm 
improvements and transit improvements support sustainable modes of transportation, such as 
rail, subway, and cycling, and walking. The potential addition of bike lanes and shared streets 
would make bicycling safer and more convenient. Sidewalk widenings would enhance 
pedestrian access. The Proposed Project would accommodate and support the potential 
expansion of Penn Station into the blocks south of the existing station (below Sites 1, 2, and 3) 
to allow for the creation of new, below-grade tracks and platforms, significantly increasing the 
station’s overall platform capacity providing additional space for passenger flow. The 
Proposed Project would be designed and constructed to accommodate rail infrastructure on 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event that those sites are selected for the potential future station 
expansion. The Proposed Project would also facilitate the construction of new Penn Station 
entrances and connecting pedestrian corridors on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.  

• Air Quality: As noted above, the Proposed Project promotes mass transit by facilitating the 
reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station. Increased use of mass transit reduces emissions 
from single-occupancy vehicles. Additionally, the GPP would require that future 
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developments use fully electric systems for the normal operation of HVAC and hot water 
systems, supporting the use of clean power.  

• Energy: The Proposed Project would meet or exceed the Energy Code standards. In particular, 
the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the New York City Energy Conserva-
tion Code (NYCECC), which governs performance requirements of heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning systems, as well as the exterior building envelope of new buildings. The 
requirements of the NYCECC regulate energy consumption to align with the City’s reduction 
goals for GHG emissions, and the development sites would be subject to the City’s stringent 
building energy codes adopted in 2020, which substantially increased the energy efficiency 
required. In compliance with this code, new development must meet standards for energy 
conservation, which include requirements relating to energy efficiency and combined thermal 
transmittance. In 2019, the New York City Council passed Local Laws 92 and 94 of 2019, 
which require sustainable roofing systems in new construction, and roof expansions and 
replacements. The proposed developments would be required to utilize available roofing space 
for the installation of either a green roof or a solar photovoltaic system, offsetting a portion of 
grid electricity usage, in keeping with Local Laws 92 and 94 and as discussed below, with the 
Climate Mobilization Act (CMA). Additionally, as noted above, the proposed developments 
would be designed and operated with fully electric HVAC and hot water systems, which 
would result in estimated energy consumption being reduced substantially when compared to 
buildings that utilize fossil fuel-fired systems.   

The Proposed Project aligns with the goals of OneNYC.  
• The Proposed Project promotes a Growing, Thriving City by promoting job growth through 

the creation of millions of square feet of commercial office space. The Proposed Project sup-
ports the development of vibrant neighborhoods by facilitating the redevelopment of an under-
utilized area, promoting transit usage, and creating a walkable mixed-use district centered on 
Penn Station. The Proposed Project facilitates investment in infrastructure by funding and 
accommodating the reconstruction of Penn Station and requiring transit improvements 
through the GPP.  

• The Proposed Project promotes a Just and Equitable City by improving access to high-quality 
jobs through transit-oriented development, requiring public realm improvements that would 
enhance pedestrian circulation for all who visit or work in the area, and improving 
accessibility for those with mobility disabilities. The Proposed Project would widen most 
sidewalks around the development sites, improving the pedestrian experience. The Proposed 
Project would improve transit access and provide improved service for all New Yorkers and 
others who work, live, or visit Midtown Manhattan. The Proposed Project would improve 
accessibility for people with mobility disabilities and others, such as seniors. New elevators 
and escalators would be provided, enhancing access and egress from Penn Station and area 
subway stations, making it easier for the disabled and other mobility-challenged individuals 
to use transit. Enhanced signage would improve visibility and wayfinding. New in-building 
ADA-compliant entrances and access points would be required in connection with the new 
developments.  

• The Proposed Project promotes a Sustainable City by encouraging the use of public transit. 
The Proposed Project would fund transit improvements and would create thousands of jobs 
near transit, making transit a convenient commuting option. The Proposed Project would also 
comply with greenhouse gas emissions standards set forth by New York City and New York 
State such as the CMA. In addition to requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric 
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HVAC and hot water systems, the Proposed Project buildings would be subject to additional 
sustainability requirements as set forth in the Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project such 
as exceeding the LEED Gold standard. 

• The Proposed Project promotes a Resilient City by concentrating dense development outside 
of flood zones, facilitating the construction of energy efficient buildings, and funding the 
reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station.  

CLIMATE MOBILIZATION ACT 

The Proposed Project’s building would be designed to meet the legally required emissions 
standards for New York City and design requirements under the ordinances comprising the CMA. 
The potential expansion of Penn Station and pedestrian, bike, and transit improvements facilitated 
by the Proposed Project would encourage the use of sustainable modes of transportation and 
expand the capacity of these systems. Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” provides further 
information on the Proposed Project’s consistency with the CMA and the greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction measures that would be incorporated in the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” the Proposed Project would result in incremental shadows; 
however, it would not substantively affect the achievement of the rooftop objectives (i.e., solar or 
green roofs) of the CMA. Shadows cast by the proposed developments would not be permanent. 
In the summer, shadows are short and the day is long, shadows move over the course of the day, 
and consequently comparatively few nearby buildings would be affected. In spring and fall, 
shadows are of moderate length but move more quickly, given that the sun travels a lower, shorter 
arc. No buildings would be affected to the south at any time of year. Furthermore, green roofs can 
be planted with a variety of plantings, including vegetation with lower light requirements. Overall, 
the Proposed Project would not affect the ability of building owners to utilize rooftop solar panels 
or green roofs and would be consistent with the CMA. 

NEW YORK STATE’S CLIMATE LEADERSHIP AND COMMUNITY PROTECTION ACT 

As further described in Chapter 16 “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with New York City’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals, and would be developed 
in compliance with recently adopted state and City requirements intended to reduce GHG 
emissions from buildings, including the CLCPA. Pursuant to the CLCPA, a newly created body 
called the Climate Action Council has issued a Draft Scoping Plan outlining recommendations for 
attaining the GHG emission limits established under the statute. A Final Scoping Plan is 
anticipated to be issued by the end of 2022. Based upon recommendations made in the Final 
Scoping Plan, DEC, as directed under the CLCPA, will promulgate regulations to reduce 
emissions, as necessary, to meet the statutory mandates, and other state agencies and authorities 
will undertake the initiatives identified in the Final Scoping Plan pertinent to their programs and 
activities.  

Among other things, the Draft Scoping Plan identifies the need for widespread adoption of 
electrified HVAC systems to achieve the GHG emission reduction goals. By requiring the 
developers of the Proposed Project to use fully electric HVAC and water systems, ensuring the 
proposed developments meet the stringent emission reductions specified in LL97, and complying 
with the green/solar rooftop requirements imposed by the CMA, ESD expects that development 
in accordance with the modified GPP would be fully consistent with, and not hinder or interfere 
with, the attainment of the future statewide emissions limits established under the CLCPA. If the 
Final Scoping Plan under the CLCPA recommends additional regulations to impose emission 
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standards even more stringent than the City’s CMA, the Proposed Project buildings would in any 
event be required to comply with such CLCPA regulations. Among the strategies in the Draft 
Scoping Plan to reach GHG emissions reduction requirements is an emphasis on smart growth 
land use policies and a coordinated investment in and around mobility centers such as Penn 
Station. The Proposed Project would facilitate transit-oriented development surrounding Penn 
Station and locate residents and workers in an area that contains retail and other amenities, 
promoting walkability. The potential expansion of Penn Station and pedestrian, bike, and transit 
improvements facilitated by the Proposed Project would encourage the use of sustainable modes 
of transportation and expand the capacity of these systems. Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions,” provides further information on the Proposed Project’s consistency with the CLCPA 
and the greenhouse gas emissions reduction measures that would be incorporated in the Proposed 
Project. 

As the criteria for and list of disadvantaged communities has not been released, it is not possible 
to determine whether the provisions of the CLCPA guarding against disproportionately burdening 
disadvantaged communities would be applicable to the Proposed Project. However, the Proposed 
Project would provide many benefits to the primary and secondary study areas, New York City, 
and the region, including job creation, transit improvements, accessibility improvements, and 
public realm improvements.  

NEW YORK WORKS  

The Proposed Project meets the goals of New York Works by creating millions of square feet of 
office space in the Midtown Central Business District. The Proposed Project would also include 
transit and public realm improvements that would improve conditions for workers and office 
tenants.  

HOUSING NEW YORK/YOUR HOME NYC 

The Proposed Actions would support Housing New York: 2.0 by including housing as part of the 
Proposed Project. Site 1A would provide approximately 542 DUs, including a 30 percent set aside 
(approximately 162 DUs) of permanently affordable rental housing. All income-qualified 
displaced households would have a right to return to an affordable unit on Site 1A. Further, a 
mixed-use scenario that includes residential programming has been identified for Site 1B. 
Together with Sites 4 and 8, these sites could provide an additional 1,256 DUs. In total, the 
Proposed Project could provide up to 1,798 DUs, of which 540 DUs would be permanently 
affordable. The Proposed Project would expand the supply of affordable housing in Manhattan, 
and is therefore consistent with the goals of Housing New York.   

PENN STATION ACT 

The Proposed Project would help to achieve the goals of the Penn Station Act by providing 
revenue to fund, in part, the Penn Station reconstruction and the potential expansion of Penn 
Station. The Proposed Project would also further the goals of the Penn Station Act by providing 
improvements to the station’s interconnecting subway stations, creating a new underground 
concourse network, and providing new entrances to Penn Station on each development site. The 
proposed public realm improvements would support the goals of the Penn Station Act by providing 
additional pedestrian circulation space that would improve access to Penn Station at the street 
level.  
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CITY POLICIES FOR TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 

As discussed in “Existing Conditions,” above, the New York City Zoning Resolution reflects the 
City’s policy of encouraging high-density development in areas with significant mass transit 
access, such as Grand Central Terminal, Times Square, Hudson Yards, and the Fulton Street 
Transit Center. The Project Area provides even greater levels of transit connectivity than all of 
these areas, as it provides extensive connections to intercity rail, commuter rail, and local subway 
service in a central Manhattan location, and would improve transit access with public transporta-
tion improvements and the potential expansion of Penn Station. The density of the Proposed Pro-
ject is consistent with the densities allowed in other areas in Manhattan surrounding concentrations 
of mass transit, such as the Vanderbilt Corridor (near Grand Central Terminal), and Hudson Yards 
Subarea A2 (near the 34th Street-Hudson Yards terminal station for the Number 7 Subway Line). 
Thus, the Proposed Project would further the City’s policy of promoting transit-oriented develop-
ment by facilitating high-density development around Penn Station (see Table 3-3). 

SMART GROWTH PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY ACT  

The Draft Smart Growth Impact Statement for the Proposed Project is included in Appendix B of 
the DEIS. As described in the draft statement, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the 
Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. A Final Smart Growth Impact Statement is 
included in FEIS Appendix C.   
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Chapter 4:  Socioeconomic Conditions 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter describes the socioeconomic changes that could result from the Proposed Project and 
assesses whether these changes could result in significant adverse impacts. As defined in the 2020 
City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, the socioeconomic character of 
an area includes its population, housing, and economic activity. Even when socioeconomic 
changes would not result in significant impacts, the CEQR Technical Manual recommends that 
they be disclosed if they would affect land use patterns, low-income populations, the availability 
of goods and services, or economic investment in a way that changes the socioeconomic character 
of the area.  

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive 
redevelopment initiative to create a modernized, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered 
around Penn Station. The Project Area, described in further detail in Chapter 1, “Project 
Description,” is roughly bounded by West 34th Street to the north, Sixth Avenue to the east, West 
30th Street to the south, and Ninth Avenue to the west (see Figure 1-1). The Project Area includes 
Madison Square Garden (MSG), the Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall, Manhattan 
Mall, Hotel Pennsylvania, and large office buildings such as 1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, and 11 
Penn Plaza. Within the Project Area, the Proposed Project would facilitate new mixed-use 
development on Sites 1 through 8 as well as below-grade public transportation improvements and 
public realm improvements. Sites 1 through 8 are described in further detail and shown in Figure 
3-1 in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.” 

Based on the locations of the development sites, the Proposed Project would displace a number of 
existing uses, including residential units, offices, hotels, retail establishments, community facili-
ties, and parking. When considering the amount of potential displacement and the scale of new 
development, the Proposed Project could result in direct and indirect changes to the socioeconomic 
character of the area. Thus, a further assessment of socioeconomic conditions is warranted. 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) assesses an interim analysis year (Phase 1) of 2033 
and a final analysis year (Phase 2) of 2044. Development scenarios for future conditions with and 
without the Proposed Project (the With Action and No Action conditions, respectively) for the 
2033 and 2044 analysis years and the incremental development in each analysis year are described 
in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.”1  

 
1 This chapter references data sources collected for years and time periods prior to the COVID-19 

pandemic, which has changed short-term economic conditions. 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. For certain analyses, data from 2022 is provided as a 
supplement when pertinent.  
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As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For this assessment of socioeconomic conditions, the more 
conservative scenario is analyzed for each area of analysis. Specifically, the analysis of indirect 
residential displacement analyzes the Maximum Residential Scenario and the analyses of indirect 
business displacement, and adverse effects on specific industries analyze the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, in accordance with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual. The 
analysis of direct business displacement analyzes both scenarios. The potential impacts related to 
direct residential displacement would be the same under either scenario and therefore that 
assessment does not specify a particular scenario for analysis. For the economic and fiscal impact 
analyses in this chapter, the assessment analyzes both the Maximum Commercial Scenario and 
the Maximum Residential Scenario to assess the potential benefits to New York City and New 
York State.  

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 
The Proposed Project would generate substantial economic benefits for New York City and New 
York State and would not result in significant adverse socioeconomic impacts for any of the five 
areas of analysis considered in accordance with CEQR Technical Manual guidance: (1) direct 
residential displacement, (2) direct business and institutional displacement, (3) indirect residential 
displacement, (4) indirect business and institutional displacement, and (5) adverse effects on 
specific industries. Conclusions related to each of the five areas of potential socioeconomic 
impacts are summarized below. These conclusions are followed by a summary of economic 
benefits that would be generated by the Proposed Project. 

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

The Proposed Project would directly displace an estimated 214 residents living in 128 residential 
units on Sites 1, 2, and 3.2 This direct displacement estimate conservatively includes all housing 
units on the development sites regardless of their current occupancy status or the terms upon which 
they would be vacated. The potential displacement of these residents would occur prior to the 
demolition of existing buildings, at an early stage of development during Phase 1 of the Proposed 
Project (which is assumed to be completed by 2033). Based on guidelines in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, the direct displacement of these residents, although causing individual disruption, would 
not result in a significant adverse impact because they do not represent a significant portion of the 
study area population (the 214 residents represent less than five percent of the study area 
population), and they do not have socioeconomic characteristics that differ markedly from the 
study area population as a whole.  

 
2 The estimate of directly displaced residents is updated to reflect the average household size of Manhattan 

Community Districts 4 and 5 based on the New York City Department of City Planning estimates derived 
from the 2020 U.S. Decennial Census (1.67 persons per households). This estimate assumes all units 
would be occupied in the No Action condition, however the approximately 55 SRO units on Site 1 are 
currently vacant and unregistered.  
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DIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

By 2044, the Proposed Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would result in the 
direct displacement of an estimated 8,937 employees and 472 firms. Prior to the demolition of 
buildings in Phase 1 (by 2033), an estimated 3,747 employees at 353 firms would be displaced. 
Prior to the demolition of buildings that would be redeveloped in Phase 2, an estimated 5,190 
employees at 119 firms would be displaced. The potentially displaced workers represent 
approximately three percent of total jobs in the ¼-mile study area. Businesses and institutions 
subject to direct displacement are involved in a variety of industries including Professional, 
Scientific, and Technical Services; Manufacturing; Information; Accommodation and Food 
Services; and Retail Trade. The proportion of displaced jobs by sector would not exceed five 
percent of the sector jobs within the ¼-mile study area, with the exception of the following: Retail 
Trade (nine percent); Manufacturing (seven percent); and Professional, Scientific, and Technical 
Services (six percent).  

Although displaced businesses and employees would experience disruption, the Proposed Project 
would not cause a significant adverse direct business and institutional displacement impact because 
the potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide goods and services that would still be 
found within the ¼-mile study area and that would continue to be available to local residents and 
businesses. None of the businesses or institutions serve a customer base that is uniquely dependent 
upon their location within the ¼-mile study area, nor are they subject to regulations or publicly 
adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, or otherwise protecting them in their current location.  

While the potentially displaced establishments and jobs are valuable individually and collectively to 
the City, the Proposed Project would provide modern office, retail, and hotel space in an area of the 
City where the commercial building stock is aging and in need of revitalization. The Proposed 
Project is necessary to maintain the Project Area’s competitiveness and connectivity as a business 
district within the City and region. The Proposed Project would result in a net increase of 10.0 million 
gross square feet (gsf) of office space, and 118,000 gsf of retail space over what would be developed 
in the No Action condition. This amount of new commercial space would create opportunities for 
new businesses to locate within the Project Area. Furthermore, potentially displaced businesses 
would be able to find comparable space within the ¼-mile study area or the City at large.3  

Based on available information, the Proposed Project would displace 17 music-related businesses4 
that provide services to musicians and artists. The music-related businesses in the Project Area 
serve a broader trade area beyond the local economy and the ¼-mile study area. Thus, the direct 
displacement of some of these music-related businesses would not cause a significant adverse 
impact under the CEQR Technical Manual methodology as there are alternative venues that 
provide comparable services and employment opportunities within the ¼-mile study area, 
borough, and City at large. The displaced businesses would also be able to find comparable space 
within the ¼-mile study area or the City at large.  

 
3 According to CoStar Q4 2019, the office vacancy rates for Midtown Manhattan and Manhattan at large 

were both approximately 8.1 percent. As of Q1 2022, the office vacancy rate for Midtown Manhattan 
was 12.4 percent and the office vacancy rate for Manhattan at large was 12.3 percent. 

4 Reference USA Data (2019), fieldwork research (May 2020 – July 2020), and desktop research were 
used to identify specific businesses in the study area. As of March 2022, some of these businesses may 
have closed or relocated to new locations outside the Project Area. 
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INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts due to indirect 
residential displacement. The Proposed Project would include up to 1,798 residential units, of 
which 30 percent (up to 540 units) would be permanently affordable. The Proposed Project under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario is anticipated to result in a new population with higher 
incomes than the existing population and the increase in population due to the Maximum 
Residential Scenario is large enough to potentially affect real estate market conditions in the ¼-
mile study area, as it would increase the ¼-mile population by over 5 percent. However, the ¼-
mile study area is already experiencing a trend of increasing rents and the Proposed Project would 
not create or accelerate this trend. Absent the Proposed Project, the ¼-mile and ½-mile study area 
are expected to continue to experience the existing trend of increasing rents and increasing 
household incomes. The affordability requirement of the Proposed Project would also result in 
more affordable units in the Project Area than in the No Action condition. The Proposed Project 
would support the socio-economic diversity of the study area and ensure that households with a 
range of incomes could remain in the neighborhood. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts due to indirect residential displacement.  

INDIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant indirect business or institutional displacement 
impacts and, in general, existing businesses would benefit from the larger customer base that 
would be created by the worker and visitor populations introduced by the Proposed Project. While 
the introduction of new workers and visitors could alter existing economic patterns in certain 
portions of the study area, these changes would not lead to a substantial amount of indirect 
business or institutional displacement. Although the Proposed Project would directly displace 
8,937 employees, the Proposed Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would support 
54,400 new permanent jobs within the Project Area. Existing businesses could capitalize on new 
demand from both the worker population and services required from the new businesses in the 
area such that an increase in sales and services rendered could offset potential increased rents. In 
addition, the analysis found that neighboring submarkets are either consistent in development 
trends with the Proposed Project or are well-established commercial districts that have remained 
relatively stable within the Midtown market. In certain retail and commercial districts, the effects 
of rezoning efforts in Chelsea and the Garment District have already led to displacement of certain 
businesses in specific sectors (e.g., Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade), even in the absence of the 
Proposed Project. These displacement trends would be expected to continue to occur irrespective 
of the Proposed Project through the final analysis year of 2044.  

The types of businesses and institutions that are most vulnerable to indirect displacement include 
Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade sector jobs that are housed in traditionally industrial-class 
real estate. Institutional uses are also vulnerable to displacement, since these uses may be less 
compatible with economic trends. Overall, these categories of businesses and institutions are not 
unique to the study area and do not have locational needs that would preclude them from relocating 
elsewhere in Manhattan or to Brooklyn, Queens, or the Bronx. In the case of the Garment District, 
garment manufacturing and wholesale establishments have already been dispersing and growing 
in smaller clusters outside of Manhattan due in part to the changing nature of retail supply chain 
distribution networks. Based on the assessment of displaced businesses, the potentially displaced 
products and services may be found elsewhere within the ¼-mile study area. As noted earlier, the 
¼-mile study area is already experiencing a trend of displacement of Manufacturing and 
Wholesale Trade businesses and this trend is expected to continue, even in the absence of the 
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Proposed Project. Thus, the potential indirect displacement of businesses and institutions would 
not have a significant adverse impact on remaining businesses and residents in the ¼-mile study 
area.  

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRIES 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on business conditions in 
any specific industry or any category of businesses. In addition, the Proposed Project would not 
indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the economic viability in any specific 
industry or category of business. The analysis of direct business displacement studies the potential 
for adverse impacts due to the potential direct displacement of 17 music-related businesses. The 
Proposed Project would not significantly affect business conditions in the music industry, 
substantially reduce employment, or impair the economic viability of the music industry.  

ECONOMIC AND FISCAL BENEFITS  

PROPOSED PROJECT5 

Transit-oriented developments have the potential to create economic benefits for the local and 
regional economies. The Proposed Project would increase the density and capacity for additional 
businesses and firms through new commercial spaces within the Project Area. It would provide 
substantial, new high-density and commercial development proximate to Penn Station. The 
generation of new, permanent direct and indirect jobs in New York City and New York State would 
produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York City and New York State, including income and 
sales tax revenues. The new commercial spaces within the Proposed Project would enable greater 
business activity for current and new establishments located in and around Penn Station. 
Additionally, residential developments in the Proposed Project would add a new population to the 
area. These residents would spend a portion of their incomes on sales-tax-applicable items and would 
generate fiscal benefits to both New York City and New York State.  

Based on estimated total development costs (not including the reconstruction or potential 
expansion of Penn Station) of $10.4 to $10.9 billion (in 2020 dollars), the construction of the 
Proposed Project buildings  would generate approximately 66,700 to 70,200 direct and indirect6 
person-years of construction-related employment7 in New York City, and approximately 79,700 
to 83,800 direct and indirect person-years of employment in New York State.8 In turn, the 
construction-related employment would generate $6.7 to $7.0 billion in wages in New York City 

 
5 The estimates set forth in this section do not include the economic benefits to New York City or New 

York State of improving the Penn Station rail facilities; those benefits are described in the “Penn Station 
Expansion” section, below.   

6 Direct effects include the number of jobs, outputs, and earnings in the completion of the construction of 
the Proposed Project or in the operation of the Proposed Project. Indirect effects include jobs, outputs, 
and earnings related to business-to-business expenditures or increased input demand. 

7 Temporary construction employment—which is measured in “person-years”—is equal to the 
employment of one person for one year. A “person-year” is estimated by dividing the labor costs of the 
Project (assumed to be 50 percent of hard costs) by the cost of a construction worker on site per year 
(i.e., approximately $109,061 in New York County according to the 2019 New York State Department 
of Labor Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages). 

8 A person-year is the equivalent of one person working full-time for a year. 
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and $7.7 to $8.1 billion in wages in New York State. In terms of total economic output, 
construction of the Proposed Project would generate $14.8 to $15.6 billion in economic activity 
in New York City and $19.4 to $20.4 billion in New York State overall.  

During annual operations, upon full build-out the Proposed Project would support an estimated 
48,400 to 54,400 direct full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs. Job growth within the Project Area has 
been stagnant compared to the study area, and the new employment generated by the Proposed 
Project would serve to revitalize the Project Area into a modernized commercial district. In New 
York City, the Proposed Project would generate 49,700 to 56,100 indirect FTE jobs, for a total of 
98,100 to 110,500 FTE jobs. In New York State, the Proposed Project would generate an 
additional 65,800 to 74,200 indirect FTE jobs for a total of 114,200 to 128,600 FTE jobs. This 
would generate $8.6 to $9.7 billion in total annual earnings within New York City and $9.7 to 
$10.9 billion in total annual earnings in New York State. In terms of total economic output at 
completion, $38.5 to $43.4 billion would be generated annually in New York City and $44.1 to 
$49.7 billion in New York State overall.  

In addition, the operations of the Proposed Project would generate income tax revenues from 
employee wages, sales tax revenues from employee expenditures, and hotel occupancy tax 
revenues from hotel activity on Site 4. The total annual tax revenues (excluding property taxes) 
for New York City, New York State, and MTA are estimated to be $618.8 to $716.8 million. New 
York City would receive approximately $235.3 to $283.6 million. New York State would receive 
approximately $366.1 to $413.6 million, while MTA would receive approximately $17.3 to $19.6 
million in tax revenues. It should be noted that the analysis did not examine whether the benefits 
or impacts are net new to New York City and New York State. 

This analysis does not include estimates of property tax revenue or other potential real estate 
revenues, as the terms of potential payment agreements or other financing options are yet to be 
determined. The Proposed Project would help finance transit and public realm improvements in 
the Project Area, including the reconstruction of Penn Station and the potential expansion of Penn 
Station. As mentioned in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” ESD is exploring multiple financing 
options, which may include Payments In Lieu of Taxes (PILOTs), and development rights and 
transfer fees that could be monetized to fund a portion of project costs. While the development of 
new buildings, and certain site-specific public realm and transportation improvements would be 
privately funded with developer equity and private financing based on development agreements, 
there would be value-capture frameworks (including PILOTs and other revenues generated by 
new development) to offset some of the cost of public improvements, the reconstruction of Penn 
Station, and the potential Penn Station expansion. ESD has proposed that the City would continue 
to receive current property tax revenues, adjusted annually, on all sites in the Project Area, so the 
City would not lose tax revenue. In addition, the PILOT structure would not continue in perpetuity 
but rather would be limited to the duration of any financing mechanism utilized to pay for the 
Penn Station and related public realm improvements. Thereafter, the PILOT agreements would be 
terminated, and the sites would revert to City tax rolls. 

POTENTIAL PENN STATION EXPANSION 

Enhanced transportation infrastructure, including access/egress to station, street connections, as 
well as potential for future cross-Hudson capacity improvements, would allow for greater rail 
capacity, as well as improved accessibility for commuters, facilitating job growth in New York 
City. The Penn Station reconstruction and potential southward expansion of Penn Station would 
generate new direct and indirect construction-related employment in New York City and New 



Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 

 4-7  

York State. In turn, the construction-related employment would generate wages and annual 
economic activity in New York City and New York State. Increased rail capacity could also lead 
to an increase in economic activity for businesses located in and around the station. The new 
construction and economic activity would also generate fiscal benefits for both New York City 
and New York State, including income and sales tax revenues and transit fare revenues. The 
increased economic activity associated with the reconstruction of Penn Station and the potential 
southward expansion is not included in the figures above. 

C. METHODOLOGY 
The analysis of potential adverse socioeconomic effects applied the methodologies of the State 
Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) Handbook and the CEQR Technical Manual. According 
to the CEQR Technical Manual, the five principal issues of concern with respect to socioeconomic 
conditions are whether a project would result in significant impacts due to: (1) direct residential 
displacement; (2) direct business displacement; (3) indirect residential displacement due to 
increased rents; (4) indirect business displacement due to increased rents or due to retail market 
saturation; and (5) adverse effects on specific industries.  

As defined by the CEQR Technical Manual, direct displacement is the involuntary displacement of 
residents or businesses from a site or sites directly affected by a project. An example of direct 
displacement includes a proposed redevelopment of a currently occupied site for new use or a new 
structure. Indirect displacement is defined by the CEQR Technical Manual as the involuntary displace-
ment of residents, businesses, or employees that results from a change in socioeconomic conditions 
created by a project. One example of indirect displacement includes business tenant turnover to higher-
paying commercial tenants due to a new, nearby successful office project. Finally, a project may not 
displace but may affect the operation of a major industry or commercial operation in the City. In those 
cases, the economic impact of the project on that particular industry would be analyzed.  

Following CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, preliminary assessments were conducted to learn 
enough about the potential effects of the Proposed Project to either rule out the possibility of 
significant adverse impacts or to determine that more detailed analysis is required to address the 
issue. Detailed analyses were subsequently carried out to address the potential for adverse impacts 
due to direct business displacement and indirect business displacement due to increased rents. 

The direct and indirect economic benefits of the Proposed Project considered in this socioeconomic 
analysis focused on jobs, wages, and outputs. Estimates of permanent jobs to be created by the Pro-
posed Project were provided by two development scenarios, which are defined in Chapter 2, 
“Analysis Framework.” These jobs estimates were then used as inputs in an inputs/outputs model (the 
RIMS II model of the Bureau of Economic Analysis) that employs multipliers relevant to the study 
area and surrounding communities and the economic sectors conducting activities therein. These 
multipliers were used to produce estimates of economic outputs (total direct, indirect, and induced 
spending) of both temporary construction-related activities and permanent project activities. Esti-
mates of temporary direct jobs generated by construction activities were produced based on estimated 
construction costs of the Proposed Project. Average wages were obtained from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and the New York State Department of Labor, as well as other sector specific sources.   

This socioeconomic analysis also examines non-property-tax-related revenues that would be 
generated from the ongoing operations of the Proposed Project. These tax revenues include 
personal income tax from employee wages, sales tax from employee expenditures, and hotel 
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occupancy tax from hotel activity, if any. Tax rates were obtained from the New York City 
Department of Finance and the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance.  

Permanent job estimates from the two development scenarios and average wages are used as inputs 
to estimate the potential personal income tax revenues for New York City, New York State, and 
MTA. The analysis uses the Bureau of Labor Statistics May 2019 State Occupational Employment 
and Wage Estimates New York data in the skewed normal distribution model to determine the 
income distribution by industry.  

To estimate sales tax revenues, the analysis uses the 2019–2020 Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Consumer Expenditure Survey for the New York metropolitan area to determine spending patterns 
for sales-tax-applicable categories. The total expenditures are based on the New York 
metropolitan area’s spending patterns at an average annual income of $100,425. The total sales-
tax-applicable expenditures are scaled proportionally to the average New York City wages for 
retail, dining, hotel, residential, parking, and community facility. For a conservative estimation, 
the total sales-tax-applicable expenditures are capped at the amount reported in the 2019–2020 
Consumer Expenditure Survey for the New York metropolitan area (annual income of $100,425).9 

The average daily rate and the occupancy rate of hotels in New York City in 2019 are used as 
inputs to project potential hotel occupancy tax revenues. 

As mentioned, it is assumed that the Proposed Project would be completed in two phases: an 
interim analysis year of 2033 (Phase 1), and a final analysis year of 2044 (Phase 2). The initial 
screenings and preliminary assessments focus on the With Action condition in Phase 2; detailed 
assessments evaluate the potential impacts of Phase 1 and 2 separately when appropriate. 

DETERMINING WHETHER A SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT IS APPROPRIATE 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a socioeconomic assessment should be conducted if an 
action may be reasonably expected to create socioeconomic changes in the area affected by the 
action that would not be expected to occur in the absence of the action (i.e., the No Action condi-
tion). The following screening assessment considers whether threshold circumstances identified in 
the CEQR Technical Manual would lead to socioeconomic changes warranting further assessment. 

1. Direct Residential Displacement: Would the Proposed Project directly displace population to 
the extent that the socioeconomic character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered? 
Residential displacement of less than 500 residents would not typically be expected to alter the 
socioeconomic character of a neighborhood. 

By the end of Phase 1 in 2033, the Proposed Project would displace an estimated 214 residents 
living in 128 units: 62 units located on Site 1; 60 units located on Site 2; and 6 units located on 
Site 3 (see Figure 2-1 of Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework”).10 In Phase 2, there will be no 
additional residents displaced. There are no residential units on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.11  

 
9 New York City’s average office wages exceed the New York metropolitan area’s average annual income 

before tax; therefore, the analysis uses the New York metropolitan area’s average annual income to 
estimate sales-tax-applicable expenditures for the office workers. 

10 Sites 1 through 8 are described in further detail in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” 
and Figure 3-1. 

11 The analysis of direct business displacement conservatively assumes that all residential units that would 
be displaced would be occupied in the No Action condition, though some are currently vacant. 
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While the total number of displaced residents would not exceed the 500-person CEQR Technical 
Manual threshold warranting full assessment (and thus would not be expected to alter socioeco-
nomic character), this chapter includes an assessment of direct residential displacement to confirm 
whether this assumption is correct. Additional analysis on direct residential displacement is found 
in Section F, “Preliminary Assessments.”   

2. Direct Business Displacement: Would the Proposed Project directly displace more than 
100 employees, or would it displace any business that is unusually important because its 
products or services are uniquely dependent on its location, are subject of policies or plans 
aimed at its preservation, or that serves a population uniquely dependent on its services in 
its present location?  
The Proposed Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would directly displace an 
estimated 8,937 employees from the development sites. The number of employees displaced by 
the Proposed Project exceeds the CEQR Technical Manual threshold of 100 employees, 
warranting assessment. Further analysis on direct business and institutional displacement is found 
in Section F, “Preliminary Assessments.”   

3. Indirect Residential Displacement due to increased rents: Would the Proposed Project result 
in substantial new development that is markedly different from existing uses, development, and 
activities within the neighborhood? Residential development of 200 units or less would typically 
not result in significant socioeconomic impacts. 

The objective of an indirect residential displacement assessment is to determine whether a project 
would either introduce a trend or accelerate a trend of changing socioeconomic conditions that 
may potentially displace an economically vulnerable population to the extent that the socioeco-
nomic character of the neighborhood would change. According to CEQR Technical Manual guid-
ance, an assessment of indirect residential displacement should be conducted for actions that result 
in the incremental development of more than 200 residential dwelling units. The Proposed Project 
under the Maximum Residential Scenario would introduce more than 200 residential dwelling 
units over the No Action condition and therefore an assessment of indirect residential displace-
ment due to increased rents is warranted.  

4a. Indirect Business Displacement due to increased rents: Would the Proposed Project result 
in substantial new development that is markedly different from existing uses, development, and 
activities within the neighborhood? Commercial development of 200,000 square feet (sf) or less 
would typically not result in significant socioeconomic impacts. 

Similar to indirect residential displacement, the concern with respect to indirect business displace-
ment is whether a project could lead to increases in property values, and thus rents, making it 
difficult for some businesses currently in the area to afford their rent. The Proposed Project would 
result in commercial development exceeding the 200,000-sf threshold, warranting additional 
analysis. Additional analysis on indirect business and institutional displacement due to increased 
rents is found in Section F, “Preliminary Assessments.”   

4b. Indirect Business Displacement due to market saturation: Would the Proposed Project add 
to, or create, a retail concentration that may draw a substantial amount of sales from existing 
businesses within the study area to the extent that certain categories of business close and 
vacancies in the area increase, thus resulting in a potential for disinvestment on local retail 
streets? A project resulting in less than 200,000 sf of retail on a single development site would 
not typically result in socioeconomic impacts. 
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An analysis of indirect business displacement due to retail market saturation (i.e., competitive ef-
fects) is not warranted. The Proposed Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would 
introduce approximately 118,000 gsf of retail use over what would be expected in the No Action 
condition. Based on CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, for projects such as this, where 
development is located on multiple sites across a broad Project Area, a preliminary assessment of 
retail market saturation is warranted for retail developments on a single site in excess of 200,000 gsf 
or if the project as a whole includes in excess of 200,000 gsf of “regional-serving” retail (i.e., not the 
type of retail that primarily serves the population already in the area for reasons other than the retail 
stores). In the With Action condition, the Proposed Project as a whole has an increment of less than 
200,000 gsf of regional-serving retail. In the case of the Manhattan Mall site (Site 8), which currently 
has 272,000 gsf of regional-serving retail (all of which is currently closed), there would be a net 
reduction of 66,000 gsf of regional-serving retail with the Proposed Project.  

The new retail within the Proposed Project would primarily serve the day-to-day needs of existing 
workers, the Proposed Project’s worker population (commuters who are going to and from Penn 
Station), and local residents. As one of the main transportation hubs of Manhattan’s Central Busi-
ness District, hundreds of thousands of people pass through the Project Area each day; the retail 
development associated with the Proposed Project would serve as an amenity for this population. 
Thus, the Proposed Project would not add to, or create, a retail concentration that would signifi-
cantly draw from existing businesses within the study area.  

5. Adverse Impacts on Specific Industries: Is the Proposed Project expected to affect condi-
tions within a specific industry? An analysis is warranted if a substantial number of residents 
or workers depend on the goods or services provided by the affected businesses or if it would 
result in the loss or substantial diminishment of a particularly important product or service 
within the industry. 
Since the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect business displacement, a preliminary 
assessment of effects on specific industries was conducted to determine whether the Proposed 
Project would significantly affect business conditions in any industry or category of businesses 
within or outside the study area, or whether the Proposed Project would substantially reduce em-
ployment or impair viability in a specific industry or category of businesses. Additional analysis 
on adverse impacts on specific industries is found in Section F, “Preliminary Assessments.”   

CONCLUSION OF THE INITIAL SCREENING 

Based on this initial screening, a preliminary assessment is warranted for direct residential dis-
placement, direct business and institutional displacement, indirect residential displacement, 
indirect business and institutional displacement due to increased rents, and adverse impacts on 
specific industries. Additional analysis is found in Section F, “Preliminary Assessments.”  

D. STUDY AREA 
A study area is the area within which a project has the greatest potential to affect change. For a 
socioeconomic analysis, it is the area within which there is the greatest potential to directly or 
indirectly affect population, housing, and economic activities. As per the CEQR Technical 
Manual, the primary study area for socioeconomic analysis typically is coterminous with the study 
area for land use analysis (for this EIS, a ¼-mile radius surrounding the Project Area, as further 
defined in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy”). In addition to the primary study 
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area, a secondary study area, a ½-mile radius surrounding the Project Area, is analyzed for the 
assessment of indirect residential displacement.  

The CEQR Technical Manual states that it is appropriate to adjust a study area to align with 
geographic boundaries such as census tracts to assess socioeconomic conditions. The primary ¼-
mile study area roughly approximates seven New York County (Manhattan) census tracts (see 
Table 4-1), which are used to analyze potential impacts on socioeconomic conditions. As shown 
in Figure 4-1, the primary study area is roughly bounded by West 39th Street to the north, Fifth 
Avenue to the east, West 25th Street to the south, and Tenth Avenue to the west. The Project Area 
spans over nine blocks within the study area and lies within New York County census tracts 101 
and 103. This Project Area would experience the greatest change as a result of the Proposed Project 
and would have the greatest potential to experience socioeconomic changes from the Proposed 
Project. Where relevant for comparison, Project Area statistics are also provided.  

Table 4-1 
Census Tracts within the Project Area and Primary Study Area 

Project Area Study Area (¼-mile radius) 

Census Tract 101, New York County, New York 
Census Tract 103, New York County, New York 

Census Tract 76, New York County, New York 
Census Tract 95, New York County, New York 
Census Tract 97, New York County, New York 

Census Tract 109, New York County, New York 
Census Tract 111, New York County, New York 
Census Tract 101, New York County, New York 
Census Tract 103, New York County, New York 

Note: Refer to Figure 4-1 for Project Area and study area boundaries.  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020. 

 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the study area may be expanded to a ½-mile radius if 
it is expected that the Proposed Project would increase population by five percent. Further, the 
analysis may begin with a ¼-mile radius and then expand to a ½-mile radius if the preliminary 
assessment determines that an increase in population would exceed five percent. The preliminary 
assessment presented below concludes that the Maximum Commercial Scenario would not 
increase the population within the ¼-mile radius by greater than five percent. In addition, beyond 
the ¼-mile radius, the characteristics of the neighborhood begin to change and areas on the 
periphery are more connected to other distinctive commercial district clusters, such as Times 
Square and Grand Central Terminal. The Maximum Commercial Scenario would not impact so-
cioeconomic patterns beyond the ¼-mile study area.  

The Maximum Residential Scenario would increase the ¼-mile area population by an estimated 
1,737 people, which based on the projected No Action ¼-mile area population in the Project Area 
represents an approximately 6.6 percent increase, warranting additional consideration of a larger, 
approximately ½-mile study area. The census tracts that constitute the ¼-mile “primary study 
area” and the ½-mile “secondary study area” are shown in Figure 4-1. The secondary study area 
includes the census tracts within the primary study area as well as Census Tracts 56, 58, 72, 74, 
82, 84, 87, 91, 93, 99.01, 99.02, 99.03, 113, 115, and 119, and is roughly bounded by West 46th 
Street to the north, Third Avenue to the east, West 18th Street to the south, and the Hudson River 
to the west. 

The CEQR Technical Manual also recommends using subarea analyses when special considera-
tions apply. These special considerations include differing land use characteristics or real estate 
trends distinct in one subarea from the remainder of the study area. This is not applicable in the 
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case of the Proposed Project, so primary and secondary study areas are most appropriate. How-
ever, as noted above, the analysis at times refers to the Project Area specifically or its census tracts 
in reference to existing conditions or displacement analysis. 

In certain cases, census-tract-level data were not available. For instance, employment trend data 
is most readily available through public sources at the ZIP code level, and thus ZIP code areas 
were used to approximate the primary study area for employment trend analysis. For the primary 
study area, ZIP codes 10001, 10018, 10119, 10120, 10121, 10122, 10123, and 10199 were used 
whenever data was available (see Figure 4-2). Furthermore, for real estate analysis, the Penn 
Plaza-Garment District submarket was used to represent the Project Area, while the study area 
overlapped with several other real estate markets including Hudson Yards, Chelsea-NoMad (North 
of Madison Square Park), and Murray Hill (see Figure 4-3).12 Additional information on data 
sources and their application to specific analyses is provided in the forthcoming sections.  

E. DATA SOURCES 
This study utilizes data from multiple sources to perform the various analyses. Information 
pertaining to socioeconomic conditions draws upon data from the five-year American Community 
Survey (ACS) of the U.S. Census Bureau from 2006–2010 and 2014–2018, the 2010 and 2020 
U.S. Decennial Censuses, the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) Population 
Factfinder, and Social Explorer. Data from prior to 2020 is expected to be reasonably 
representative of the economic conditions after recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic and more 
recent data is used to supplement when pertinent. Data was collected for the Project Area and study 
areas where appropriate. Where relevant, data was also collected for the Borough of Manhattan 
and New York City more broadly. Several characteristics were analyzed including population 
count, household count, median and mean household income, median rent, median home value, 
and poverty status. Dollar estimates have been adjusted to 2019 dollars using the U.S. Department 
of Labor Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the New York-New Jersey-Pennsylvania region to allow 
for comparison between data sources. 

Real estate market information was collected from the DCP Primary Land Use Tax Lot Output 
(PLUTO) database, the hotel industry data aggregator STR, Inc. (STR), and the real estate 
analytics database. PLUTO and STR data were used primarily to determine existing conditions of 
market inventory, while StreetEasy and CoStar were used to assess real estate market trends. For 
real estate market data, several characteristics were analyzed between 2014 and 2019, with 
supplemental data from 2022 when pertinent, including inventory, market rents, leasing activity, 
vacancy, and absorption. Moreover, real estate market data is usually compiled by ZIP code or by 
real estate submarket boundaries as defined by CoStar and other real estate brokerage firms. Data 
were collected for a number of real estate submarkets, including the Penn Plaza-Garment District, 
Hudson Yards, Chelsea-NoMad, Murray Hill, and Greater Midtown (see Figure 4-3).13 When 

 
12 Although the Hudson Yards submarket may be reported as coterminous with the Penn Plaza-Garment 

District in some real estate market information sources, this analysis treats the two as separate 
submarkets where the data was available. Real estate submarket boundaries are further described in 
Section H, “Detailed Analysis of Indirect Business and Institutional Displacement” (see Figure 4-3). 

13 Greater Midtown includes the entirety of the following submarkets: Penn Plaza-Garment District, 
Hudson Yards, Chelsea, Murray Hill, Gramercy Park, Times Square, Midtown East (Grand Central, 
Plaza District, U.N. Plaza), and Columbus Circle. Real estate submarket boundaries are further described 
in Section H, “Detailed Analysis of Indirect Business and Institutional Displacement” (see Figure 4-3). 
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applicable in the analysis, the geographic definitions for these market boundaries are further 
described.  

Employment trend data were collected from U.S. Census Bureau ZIP Code Business Patterns 
(ZBP) and U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD). Employ-
ment data from ZBP is not available for areas smaller than ZIP codes. Because the U.S. Census 
Bureau, through ZBP and LEHD, aggregates at this level of geography, the analysis is based on 
ZIP code areas.14 Employment trends from the ZIP codes approximating the study area were 
obtained to present an employment profile of jobs and firms in the study area.  

Reference USA data and fieldwork research were used to identify specific businesses in the study 
area. Reference USA data were obtained for a recent pre-pandemic year (2019). Data for historic 
years were not available on Reference USA. The data identified businesses, business 
characteristics, and estimated employee counts for the study area. Additional fieldwork, from May 
2020 through July 2020, was conducted to verify some of the business counts and characteristics 
in Reference USA datasets. This fieldwork was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic; 
however, as noted above, data from 2019 (pre-pandemic) was the primary source of data. 
Moreover, additional businesses were identified via desktop research.   

An assessment of neighborhood services and retail districts is based on fieldwork conducted from 
May 2020 through July 2020. This fieldwork was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic but 
was supplemented with real estate submarket data from 2019 to account for any increase in vacan-
cies due to the pandemic. Data from 2019 is expected to be reasonably representative of the eco-
nomic conditions after the COVID-19 pandemic. The inventories of businesses compiled include 
those within major retail districts in the study area (see Figure 4-4). Retail districts surveyed are 
described in Section G, “Detailed Analysis for Indirect Business and Institutional Displacement.”  

Additional details on the principal data sources used are as follows (presented alphabetically):  

• ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2006–2010 and 2014–2018 
ACS presents statistically estimated data gathered over a specified period of time rather than a single 
point in time. The estimates provide increased accuracy/reliability for small population areas.  

• Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Bureau of Labor Statistics and Census Bureau undertake the Consumer Expenditure Survey 
for the New York metropolitan area and Occupational Employment and Wage Statistics for 
New York State, which are used to estimate the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  

• Bureau of Economic Analysis RIMS II Multipliers 
The analysis in this chapter uses RIMS II Multipliers for New York City and New York State 
to calculate the total economic impact of the Proposed Project, including direct, indirect, and 
induced jobs and wages. The multipliers are used to calculate the total economic output as 
well as indirect and induced job and wage estimates for New York City and New York State.   

• CoStar 
CoStar provides commercial real estate data for retail, commercial office, multifamily, and 
other property types, and is widely considered the industry standard for real estate data. This 

 
14 As shown in Figure 4-2, ZIP codes that most closely approximate the Study Area were used to analyze 

employment patterns from ZBP (10001, 10018, 10119, 10120, 10121, 10122, 10123, and 10199) and 
LEHD (10001, 10018, 10119, and 10199 only due to data availability). 
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chapter uses CoStar as a source for office and retail rents, vacancy, leasing activity, absorption, 
and inventory. 

• DCP Population FactFinder 
DCP Population FactFinder was used to provide demographic information in this chapter. 
DCP Population FactFinder provides detailed population and housing profiles for user-defined 
areas within New York City using data from decennial censuses and the five-year ACS.  

• DCP Primary Land Use Tax Lot Output  
DCP PLUTO provides extensive land use and geographic data at the tax lot level. DCP 
PLUTO was used to provide information about real estate inventory in the Project Area and 
study area.   

• Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics / OnTheMap 
Maintained by the U.S. Census Bureau, LEHD and OnTheMap datasets were used to provide 
worker counts for the study area. LEHD combines data from the Quarterly Census of 
Employment and Wages with data from the U.S. Census and other surveys. From these data, 
the LEHD program creates statistics on employment, earnings, and job flows at detailed levels 
of geography and industry and for different demographic groups.  

• New York City Department of Finance and New York State Department of Taxation 
and Finance 
2021 tax rates are obtained from the New York City Department of Finance and the New York 
State Department of Taxation and Finance.  

• New York State Department of Labor Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages 
The Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages from the fourth quarter of 2019, produced by 
the New York State Department of Labor, was employed to determine wages for economic 
impacts.  

• New York State Department of Homes and Community Renewal 
The New York State Department of Homes and Community Renewal provides database 
information on buildings containing rent-stabilized units.  

• Primary Fieldwork and Sources 
This study uses information obtained from fieldwork and other primary sources. Fieldwork, 
from May 2020 to July 2020, was conducted to verify business counts and ground floor retail 
tenants. Other primary sources include the New York State Urban Development Corporation 
d/b/a Empire State Development (ESD) and individuals working in the study area. Additional 
desktop research was conducted in March 2022. 

• Reference USA 
A division of Infogroup, Reference USA was used to provide an estimate of potentially displaced 
businesses and business locations. Reference USA provides locational and operational information 
for over 14 million U.S. businesses nationwide. The Reference USA database contains company 
names, estimated employee counts, estimated revenues, locations, industry, and many other 
characteristics of the business sectors and workforce in both the Project Area and study area.  
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• STR, Inc.  
A division of CoStar, STR, Inc. provides data on inventory, occupancy, average daily rates, 
revenue per room, and other metrics for hotels. This study uses STR data for Manhattan to 
analyze the hotel market in the study area.  

• StreetEasy 
A subsidiary of Zillow, Inc., StreetEasy is an online real estate database and website providing 
rental listings, leasing history, and other property information. This study uses StreetEasy data 
to analyze residential rents in the study area. 

• Social Explorer 
Social Explorer is a demographic data visualization and research website that agglomerates a 
variety of data including data from the ACS and U.S. Decennial Census.  
 

• U.S. Decennial Census 2010 and 2020 
Data figures from the U.S. Decennial Census were used in this report. The 2010 and 2020 
census figures are used to analyze trends over time in residential and socioeconomic data.  

• ZIP Code Business Patterns 
Maintained by the U.S. Census Bureau, ZBP provides annual statistics for businesses with 
paid employees within the U.S. at the ZIP Code level. Information is available on the number 
of establishments, employment, first quarter payroll, and annual payroll.  

F. PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS 
As described above, a preliminary assessment is warranted for direct residential displacement, 
direct business and institutional displacement, indirect residential displacement, and indirect 
business and institutional displacement due to increased rents, and adverse impacts on specific 
industries.  

Preliminary assessments are conducted to learn enough about the potential effects of the Proposed 
Project to either rule out the possibility of significant adverse impacts or determine that a more 
detailed analysis is required to fully determine the extent of the impacts. A detailed analysis is 
designed to examine existing conditions and then evaluate the changes to those conditions in the With 
Action condition as compared with the changes that would be expected in the No Action condition. 

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, direct residential displacement is not by itself a 
significant socioeconomic impact. Impacts from residential displacement may occur if the 
numbers and types of people being displaced would alter the socioeconomic character of a 
neighborhood and perhaps lead to indirect displacement of remaining residents. An analysis of 
direct residential displacement determines the amount of displacement relative to the study area 
population, and then compares and contrasts the average incomes of displaced residents with the 
average income of all residents in the study area population.  

Direct residential displacement is defined as the involuntary displacement of residents from the 
site of a proposed action. There are several instances by which a resident may not be considered 
directly displaced under the considerations of the CEQR Technical Manual. For instance, a 
property owner of an owner-occupied unit electing to sell its dwelling would not be considered 
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directly displaced. However, in order to provide a conservative estimate under CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines, this analysis assumes that all residential units, both owner-occupied and 
renter-occupied, would be directly displaced. This analysis also assumes that all units to be 
displaced would be occupied in the No Action condition, though some are currently vacant.  

Following CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, the preliminary assessment evaluates the 
following interrelated threshold indicators (listed in bold italics below) to determine the potential 
for significant adverse impacts from direct residential displacement. The study area for the 
analysis of direct residential displacement is the ¼-mile study area. 

1. Determine if displaced residents represent a substantial or significant portion of the 
population within the study area. Displacement of less than five percent of the primary study 
area population would not typically represent a substantial or significant portion of the 
population.  

Table 4-2 presents the population and household data for the study area. The study area population 
was 17,410 in 2010 and increased to 25,120 by 2020. The study area contained 7,990 households 
in 2010 and experienced a 25 percent increase to 10,015 households in 2018.  

Table 4-2 
Residential Population and Households 

Factor 2010 2020 Change 
Total Population 17,410 25,120 44.3%** 
Total Households 7,990* 10,015* 25.3%** 

Note:   
* 2020 Census household data is not yet available. The numbers of households reported above are 

based on 2006–2010 ACS and 2014–2018 ACS 5-year estimates. 
** If margin of error (MoE) of the difference is greater than one-third of the difference but less than the 

difference itself, a percentage change cannot be estimated with confidence. Directionality 
(increasing or decreasing) is reported. If the MoE of the difference is less than one-third of the 
difference, the change is reported. If the MoE of the difference is greater than the difference, a 
change in direction or percentage change cannot be estimated with confidence then neither the 
change nor the directionality is reported (NA).  

Source: DCP Population Factfinder, 2022; 2010 Census; 2020 Census; ACS 2006-10; ACS 2014-
18.  

 

Within the study area, three development sites contain residential units that would be displaced by 
the Proposed Project: Site 1 (part of Block 754), Site 2 (Block 780), and Site 3 (part of Block 
806).15 Site 1 is roughly bounded by West 31st Street to the north, Ninth Avenue to the west, West 
30th Street to the south, and Eighth Avenue to the east. Site 2 is roughly bounded by West 31st 
Street to the north, Eighth Avenue to the west, West 30th Street to the south, and Seventh Avenue 
to the east. Site 3 is roughly bounded by West 31st Street to the north, Seventh Avenue to the west, 
West 30th Street to the south, and Sixth Avenue to the east. As noted in Chapter 2, “Analytical 
Framework,” to assess the reasonable worst-case development scenario, the FEIS assumes that 
construction of a below-grade southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
require removal of the existing structures on the sites. However, such a scenario is contingent on 
such a southward station expansion being selected as the preferred alternative for the Penn Station 

 
15 Sites 1 through 8 are described in further detail in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” 

and Figure 3-1.  
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expansion following completion of an alternatives analysis and federal environmental review of 
that project by its federal lead agency (the Federal Railroad Administration [FRA] and/or the 
Federal Transit Administration [FTA] and the involved public transportation entities, consisting of 
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA); the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
doing business as Amtrak (Amtrak); and New Jersey Transit (NJT) (collectively, the Railroads). 

As shown in Table 4-3, these sites collectively contain 128 dwelling units consisting of 99 rental 
units and 29 condominium or owner-occupied units. To arrive at a conservative estimate of displaced 
households, it was assumed all units would be occupied and all households residing in those units 
would be directly displaced as a result of the Proposed Project by the Phase 1 2033 analysis year.  

Table 4-3 
Inventory of Renter and Owner Occupied Units per Lot on the Development Sites 

Site Block Lot Rental Units Owner Units Total Units 

1 Block 754  

34 2 0 2 
37 1 0 1 
38 4 0 4 
39 0 0 0 
401 26 0 26 
411 29 0 29 

2 Block 780 

1 8 0 8 
2 12 0 12 
5 1 0 1 
6 2 0 2 
10 6 0 6 
13 2 0 2 

7501 0 29 29 
3 Block 806  3 6 0 6 

Total 99 29 128 
Notes: 1. The 55 SRO units on Block 754, Lots 40 and 41 are currently vacant and unregistered.  
Source: DCP PLUTO, 2020; New York State Department of Homes and Community Renewal, 2018.   
 

Overall, the Proposed Project would be expected to displace an estimated 214 residents in 128 
dwelling units based on the average household size of 1.67 for Manhattan Community Districts 4 
and 5.16 The displacement of 214 residents equates to 0.9 percent of all residents (25,120) in the 
study area. In terms of timing, buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be demolished early in the 
development process during Phase 1 leading to the displacement of all units and residents in this 
phase. In Phase 2, no other residential units would be displaced. The estimated 214 residents that 
would be displaced by the Proposed Project represent approximately 0.9 percent of the study area 
population. This level of displacement falls under the five percent threshold warranting additional 
detailed analysis and would not cause a significant adverse socioeconomic impact. 

At this time, a determination has not been made as to which public entity or entities would procure 
the property interests needed for a potential expansion of Penn Station. Property acquisitions by 
Amtrak would be governed by applicable federal law, including the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. § 4601 et seq.) and regulations promulgated 

 
16 The estimated number of residents who could be directly displaced is based on the New York City 

Department of City Planning 2020 estimates of the average household size within Manhattan Community 
Districts 4 and 5 (1.67). 
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under 49 CFR Part 24 (collectively, the “Uniform Act”). Property acquisitions by ESD,  MTA, or any 
other New York State public entity would be governed by applicable state laws, including (if 
undertaken by ESD or MTA) the New York Eminent Domain Procedure Law. Because a potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station  would require federal approvals and likely a significant amount 
of federal funding, residents and businesses displaced by the expansion would receive relocation 
assistance provided in accordance with the federal Uniform Act, regardless of which entity or 
entities—federal or state—undertake the required property acquisitions and relocations. 
Otherwise, relocation assistance to displaced residents and businesses would be provided in 
accordance with applicable state law.  

A portion of the directly displaced population resides in single-room occupancy (SRO) units17 and 
rent-stabilized units (see Table 4-4). There are two buildings on Site 1 with a total of 55 SRO 
units and three buildings on Site 2 with a total of 26 rent stabilized units. The residents of these 
units may have lower-than-average incomes and would be less likely to afford market-rate rents 
for residential units. The 55 SRO units are currently vacant and unregistered. While basic rental 
assistance under the Uniform Act is subject to certain monetary limits, displaced persons may be 
eligible to receive rental or other relocation assistance without regard to such limits under the 
“Replacement Housing of Last Resort” provisions of 49 CFR §24.404 when it can be 
demonstrated that “comparable replacement dwellings are not available within the monetary limits 
for owners or tenants.” If comparable replacement housing within the financial means of such 
displaced persons cannot be found, they would be eligible to receive special assistance under the 
federal Replacement Housing of Last Resort provisions described above. Under the Uniform Act, 
the displacing agency also would be required to provide other assistance to all displaced residents, 
including assistance with finding comparable replacement housing and payment of eligible 
moving and related expenses. ESD also intends to provide to all displaced residents who income 
certify a right to return to a permanently affordable units on Site 1A when that development is 
complete. 

Table 4-4 
Inventory of Single-Room Occupancy Units and Rent Stabilized Units on 

Development Sites 
Site Block Lot Approximate # of Units Type 

1 754 401 26 SRO 
411 29 SRO 

2 780 
1 8 Rent-Stabilized2 

2 12 Rent-Stabilized2 

10 6 Rent-Stabilized2 

Total 81  
Notes: 1. The 55 SRO units on Block 754, Lots 40 and 41 are currently vacant and unregistered 
according to HPD records 
2. All units in buildings that are subject to rent stabilization are assumed to be rent stabilized for the 
purposes of a conservative analysis. Some of the units in these buildings may have been destabilized.  
Sources: DCP PLUTO, 2020; BJH Advisors, 2020.  

 
17 Single-room occupancy units are those units that typically have a shared bathroom and kitchen outside 

the unit. These types of units are common in apartment hotels, dormitories, and rooming houses. 
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2. Determine whether the average income of the displaced residents is markedly less than the 
average income of residents of the study area.  

As shown in Table 4-5, the average household income in the Project Area is $152,457, which is 
slightly higher than the study area median income of $144,615. Moreover, the poverty rate is slightly 
lower in the Project Area (14 percent) compared to the study area (16 percent). According to 
StreetEasy, monthly rent on the Project Area development sites ranged from $1,330 for studios to 
$5,821 for three-bedroom units. Assuming that residents spend between 30 to 40 percent of their total 
income on housing  the estimated household incomes would be from $39,900 to $232,840.18  

Table 4-5 
Median Household Income and Poverty Rate 

 Project Area  Study Area 
Median Household Income $112,632 $93,593 
Average Household Income $152,457 $144,615 

Poverty Rate 14% 16% 
Median Home Value $469,225 $248,009 

Median Rent $3,143 $2,431 
Note: Figures are in 2019 inflation-adjusted dollars. 
Source: DCP Population Factfinder, 2020; ACS 2014-18.  

 

There are 55 SRO units that would be displaced by the Proposed Project, and residents of these 
units would be expected to have lower-than-average incomes. However, the displacing agency 
will assist residents with finding comparable replacement housing and will pay for their eligible 
moving and related expenses pursuant to applicable law. These units are currently vacant and 
unregistered; the analysis conservatively assumes they would be occupied in the future. 

CONCLUSION OF PRELIMINARY ASSSESSMENT OF DIRECT RESIDENTIAL 
DISPLACEMENT 

The potential displacement of an estimated 214 residents would not markedly change the 
socioeconomic character of the study area. According to CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, 
significant adverse impacts would not be expected to occur unless the number of low-income 
residents to be displaced exceeds five percent of the study area population. The entire potentially 
displaced population—including but not exclusive to low-income residents—equates to 0.9 
percent of all residents in the study area. Moreover, the Proposed Project would not displace a 
population with socioeconomic characteristics that are markedly different from the study area 
population. Finally, relocation assistance to displaced residents would ameliorate the impacts of 

 
18 According to StreetEasy, the monthly rents on the Project Area development sites ranged from $1,330 

to $4,400 for studios and one-bedroom units, from $2,595 to $5,200 for two-bedroom units, and from 
$3,700 to $5,821 for three-bedroom units. Assuming that residents spend between 30 to 40 percent of 
their total income on housing, the estimated household incomes would be from $39,900 to $176,000 for 
those living in studios or one-bedroom units, from $77,850 to $208,000 for those living in two-bedroom 
units, and from $111,000 to $232,840 for those living in three-bedroom units. U.S. Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) affordability guidance assumes rent is approximately 30 percent of total household 
income. 
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the displacements. Thus, the Proposed Project would not lead to a significant adverse impact due 
to direct residential displacement. 

DIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

Following CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, the preliminary assessment evaluates the 
following interrelated threshold indicators (listed in bold italics below) to determine the potential 
for significant adverse impacts from direct business and institutional displacement. The study area 
for the analysis of direct business and institutional displacement is the ¼-mile study area. This 
preliminary assessment analyzes the Maximum Commercial Scenario but both scenarios are 
considered in the detailed assessment below. 

This analysis accounts for the direct displacement of businesses due to the Proposed Project, 
including businesses on Sites 1, 2, and 3 as a result of the potential expansion of Penn Station. As 
noted in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” to assess the reasonable worst-case development 
scenario, the FEIS assumes that construction of a below-grade southward expansion of Penn 
Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would require removal of the existing structures on the sites, although 
this is contingent on such a southern expansion alternative being selected as the preferred 
alternative following the completion of an alternatives analysis and federal environmental review 
of that project by the lead federal agency and the Railroads. 

1. Determine 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. 

Under the RWCDS, the Proposed Project would displace an estimated 472 businesses and 8,937 
workers associated with those businesses. With respect to timing, those businesses and workers 
would be displaced prior to the demolition of existing buildings on the sites, early in the 
development process for each of the project buildings. In Phase 1 (assumed to be completed by 
2033), an estimated 3,747 employees at 353 firms would be displaced. In Phase 2 (assumed to be 
completed by 2044), an estimated 5,190 employees at 119 firms would be displaced. The estimates 
of the number of potentially displaced businesses and workers were derived from fieldwork surveys 
and Reference USA data records for the Project Area development sites. The potentially displaced 
businesses located on the development sites span several North American Industry Classification 
System (NAICS)19 economic sectors, including Accommodation and Food Services; 
Administrative and Support Services; Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation; Construction; 
Educational Services; Finance and Insurance; Health Care and Social Assistance; Information; 
Management of Companies and Enterprises; Manufacturing; Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical Services; Real Estate; Retail Trade; Transportation and Warehousing; Wholesale Trade; 
Other Services; and Unclassified. The potentially displaced institutional uses identified include 
Touro College, houses of worship, community health clinics, and a homeless drop-in center.  

The Project Area contains 17 music-related businesses, including a variety of recording studio 
spaces, art venues, and music performance venues where artists, musicians, and other producers 

 
19 NAICS is the standard used by federal statistical agencies in classifying business establishments for the 

purpose of collecting, analyzing, and publishing statistical data related to the U.S. business economy. 
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develop their skills, products, and services.20 In addition to the recording/production venues located 
in the Project Area, there are also guitar schools and dance studios, musical instrument and supplies 
stores, and a non-profit organization that supports classical music (Virgil Thomson Foundation).21 
All these establishments contribute to and are part of New York City’s music production economy. 

Due to the large number of potentially displaced businesses and institutions, detailed analysis is 
warranted to understand the operational characteristics of these establishments, including firm size, 
customer bases, and products and services offered. 

2. Determine whether a category of businesses to be displaced is the subject of other regulations 
or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or otherwise protect it.  

Businesses that would be directly displaced by the Proposed Project are not subject to regulations 
or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or otherwise protect them.22 Businesses that would 
be displaced by property acquisitions for the potential Penn Station expansion on Site 1 (part of 
Block 754), Site 2 (Block 780), and Site 3 (part of Block 806) would be eligible to receive com-
pensation for their trade fixtures and for moving and related expenses in accordance with applic-
able law. As mentioned in Chapter 2, “Analysis Framework,” the Penn Station Master Plan 
addresses the integration of Penn Station with the surrounding area.  

CONCLUSION OF PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF DIRECT BUSINESS AND 
INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

There is no indication that the potentially displaced businesses and institutions are the subject of 
regulations or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or protect them. However, due to the 
large number of potentially displaced businesses and institutions, detailed analysis is warranted to 
determine whether they provide essential products or services that may no longer be available in 
a trade area, or whether there would be particular difficulty in relocating or establishing new 
comparable businesses in the With Action condition. Additional analysis is provided in Section 
G, “Detailed Analysis of Direct Business and Institutional Displacement.” 

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACMENT 

As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, indirect residential displacement usually occurs 
when a project results in a substantial new development that is markedly different from existing 
uses and activities within a neighborhood. This can contribute to increased property values and 
increased rents, which can make it difficult for some existing residents to remain in their homes. 
Generally, an indirect residential displacement analysis is conducted only in cases in which the 
potential impact may be experienced by renters living in privately held residential units 
unprotected by rent control, rent stabilization, or other government regulations restricting rents, 

 
20 The U.S. Census and LEHD Data excludes self-employed and freelance workers, and therefore may not 

fully reflect the entire nature of the Study Area’s creative economy. 
21 Reference USA data (2019), fieldwork research (May 2020–July 2020) and desktop research were used 

to identify specific businesses in the study area. As of March 2022, some of these businesses may have 
closed or relocated to new neighborhoods outside the Study Area. 

22 An example of such regulations or publicly adopted plans is the creation in 1987 of the Special Garment 
Center District, located north of the Project Area. The district created a Preservation Area that restricted 
existing buildings on side street blocks to retail, wholesale showroom, and industrial uses in an effort to 
preserve apparel manufacturing operations.  
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and whose income status indicates that they may not be able to afford substantial rent increases. 
Residents who are homeowners, or who are renters living in rent-protected units are not considered 
potentially vulnerable populations under the CEQR Technical Manual methodology. This 
assessment analyzes the Maximum Residential Scenario. 

METHODOLOGY 

Study Area 
A study area is the area within which a project has the greatest potential to effect change. For the 
analyses of potential indirect residential displacement, the primary study area is the same as the 
¼-mile study area utilized for the analyses of direct residential and business displacement and the 
analysis of indirect business displacement; it includes Census Tracts 76, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 
and 111, and is roughly bounded by West 39th Street to the north, Fifth Avenue to the east, West 
25th Street to the south, and Tenth Avenue to the west. The secondary study area is an 
approximately ½-mile study area that includes the census tracts within the primary study area as 
well as Census Tracts 56, 58, 72, 74, 82, 84, 87, 91, 93, 99, 113, 115, and 119, and is roughly 
bounded by West 46th Street to the north, Third Avenue to the east, West 18th Street to the south, 
and the Hudson River to the west. 

The assessment begins with a presentation of existing conditions and trends, followed by the 
CEQR Technical Manual’s preliminary assessment criteria.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Based on the 2020 Decennial Census and the 2014-2018 ACS, the primary study area contains 
25,120 residents, while the secondary study area contains 92,228 residents. As shown in Table 
4-6, both the primary and secondary study area’s populations have increased since 2010 at rates 
higher than in the borough of Manhattan and New York City. The residential population of the 
primary study area has increased by 44 percent since 2010. Manhattan and New York City’s 
residential populations also increased over the same time period (by approximately 6.8 percent 
and 7.7 percent, respectively).  

Table 4-6 
Residential Population Trends 

(2010 and 2020 Census) 

Area 
2010 2020 

Change or 
Direction of 

Change 
Primary Study Area 17,410 25,120 44.3% 

Secondary Study Area 68,991 92,228 33.68% 
Manhattan 1,585,873 1,694,251 6.8% 

New York City 8,175,133 8,804,190 7.7% 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 and 2020 US Decennial Census; DCP’s NYC Population 
Factfinder. 

 

This analysis uses average and median household incomes to describe the household income 
characteristics of the study areas’ populations. As reported in the 2014–2018 ACS and shown in 
Table 4-7, in 2018 the average annual household income within the primary study area was 
$144,615 (in 2019 dollars) which is similar to the household income of Manhattan ($154,515), 
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but about $45,000 higher than the average annual household income for New York City as a whole 
($99,261). 

Table 4-7 
Average Annual Household Income Trends 

(2006-2010, 2014-2018 ACS) 

Area 
2006–2010 

ACS1 
2014–2018 

ACS1 
Change or Direction of 

Change 
Primary Study Area $126,973  $144,615 --2 

Secondary Study Area $170,209 $183,189 --2 
Manhattan $143,865  $154,515  7.4% 

New York City $91,393  $99,261  8.6% 
Notes:  
1. All dollar figures have been adjusted to 2019 dollars based on the U.S. Department of Labor Consumer 

Price Index. 
2. The margin of error (MOE) of the difference is greater than the difference, so neither the direction of change 

(i.e., increase/decrease) nor the percentage change can be estimated with statistical confidence. 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates; DCP’s NYC Population 
Factfinder 

 

In 2018 the average annual household income within the secondary study area was $183,189, 
substantially higher than the average household incomes in the primary study area, Manhattan, 
and New York City.  

The change in average household income within the primary and secondary study areas since 2010 
cannot be reported with statistical confidence. Between 2010 and 2018, the average household 
incomes increased in Manhattan (by 7.4 percent) and in New York City (by 8.6 percent). 

As average income can be heavily influenced by outliers (both high and low) within the data, the 
median household income is also presented. As shown in Table 4-8, in 2018 the median annual 
household income within the primary study area was $93,593. This is similar to the median income 
for Manhattan ($83,822), and greater than the median income for New York City ($61,766). The 
primary study area’s median income has increased since 2010 (ACS data is not robust enough to 
predict within statistical confidence the percentage increase in median household income since 
2010).  

Table 4-8 
Median Annual Household Income Trends 

(2006-2010, 2014-2018 ACS) 

Area 
2006–2010 

ACS1 
2014–2018 

ACS1 
Change or Direction of 

Change 
Primary Study Area $74,279  $93,593 Increase2 

Secondary Study Area $100,526 $111,474 --3 
Manhattan $76,228  $83,822  10.0% 

New York City $58,997  $61,766  4.7% 
Notes:  
1. All dollar figures have been adjusted to 2019 dollars based on the U.S. Department of Labor Consumer Price Index. 
2. The margin of error (MOE) of the difference is greater than one third of the difference, so the percentage change 

cannot be estimated with confidence and only the direction of the change can be reported (i.e. Increase/Decrease). 
3. The margin of error (MOE) of the difference is greater than the difference, so neither the direction of change (i.e., 

increase/decrease) nor the percentage change can be estimated with statistical confidence. 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates; DCP’s NYC Population Factfinder 
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In 2018 the secondary study area’s median household income was $111,474, which is greater than 
the median household income for the primary study area, Manhattan, and New York City. The 
change in median household income within the secondary study area since 2010 cannot be 
reported with statistical confidence. Since 2010, the median household income increased by 10.0 
percent in Manhattan, and 4.7 percent in New York City as a whole.   

As shown in Table 4-9, within the primary study area, average gross rent in 2018 was an estimated 
$2,323 per month, which was greater than the average gross rent in Manhattan as a whole ($1,833) 
and in New York City overall ($1,494). The average gross rent in the secondary study area was 
virtually the same as the primary study area. 

Median gross rent within the primary study area was an estimated $2,431 per month in 2018, 
which was greater than the median gross rent in Manhattan as a whole ($1,710) and in New York 
City overall ($1,419). Median gross rents have increased in the primary and secondary study area 
since 2010. Over the same time period, median gross rents also increased in Manhattan (by 
approximately 18.1 percent) and in New York City (by 12.9 percent). 

Table 4-9 
Average and Median Gross Rent 

Area 
2006-2010 ACS 2014–2018 ACS Change or Percent Change 

Average1 Median1 Average1 Median1 Average Median 
Primary Study Area $1,837 $1,744 $2,323  $2,431 - 2 Increase3 

Secondary Study Area $2,162 $2,147 $2,332 $2,498 - 2 Increase3 
Manhattan $1,668  $1,448 $1,833 $1,710  9.9% 18.1% 

New York City $1,343  $1,256 $1,494  $1,419  11.3% 12.9% 
Notes:  
1. All dollar figures have been adjusted to 2019 dollars based on the U.S. Department of Labor Consumer Price Index. 
2. As MOE for average gross rent is not reported, the percent change cannot be reported with statistical confidence. 
3. The MOE of the difference between 2006-2010 ACS and 2014-2018 ACS data for the study areas is greater than one 

third of the estimated difference. Therefore, a change cannot be estimated with statistical confidence and only the 
direction of the change can be reported. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2013-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates; DCP’s NYC Population Factfinder; Social 
Explorer. 

 
U.S. Census data paints a general picture about whether housing costs are changing in a 
neighborhood, but the data does not provide specific rent information according to regulation 
status or unit size. Market comparables were therefore used to provide a fuller understanding of 
where the study area market is today. Table 4-10 summarizes online listings for apartments in the 
primary study area from StreetEasy. The median monthly asking rents in the primary study area 
ranged from $3,375 for studio units to $7,500 for three-or-more-bedroom units. Upper quartile 
rents ranged from $3,905 for a studio to $9,750 for three-or-more-bedroom units. Based on historic 
asking rent data from StreetEasy.com, median asking rents in Chelsea increased by approximately 
10 percent between 2010 and 2019, while median asking rents in Midtown South increased by 
approximately 4.3 percent between 2010 and 2019.23 Rents declined in 2020 due to the COVID-
19 pandemic but have since increased to above pre-pandemic rates. 

 
23 Median asking rent trends available from StreetEasy are for the Chelsea market area, which is roughly 

bounded by the Hudson River to the west, 30th Street to the north, Sixth Avenue to the east, and 14th 
Street to the south. The Midtown South market area is roughly bounded by Eighth Avenue to the west, 
42nd Street to the north, Madison Avenue to the east, and 30th Street to the south. The remainder of the 
primary study area is part of the Hudson Yards market area for which trend data were not available. 
Historic trend data for Hudson Yards data is not available as the neighborhood was recently redeveloped. 
The percent increases cited are based on 2010-2019 data, adjusted for inflation.  
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Table 4-10 
Monthly Rental Asking Rates within the Primary Study Area 

Unit Type Number of Listings Median Monthly Asking Rent 
Upper Quartile Monthly 

Asking Rent 
Studio 103  $3,375   $3,905  

One Bedroom 128  $4,503   $4,995  
Two Bedroom  57  $6,350   $7,495  

Three+ bedroom 21  $7,500   $9,750  
Source: StreetEasy.com accessed February 2022. 
 
The median monthly asking rents in the secondary study area ranged from $3,350 for studio units 
to $7,470 for three-or-more-bedroom units (see Table 4-11), while upper quartile rents ranged 
from $3,850 for studios to $13,500 for three-or-more-bedroom units. Based on historic asking rent 
data from StreetEasy.com, median asking rents in all the submarkets in the secondary study area 
for which trend data are available have increased since 2010.24  

Table 4-11 
Monthly Rental Asking Rates within the Secondary Study Area 

Unit Type Number of Listings Median Monthly Asking Rent  Upper Quartile 
Studio 185  $3,350   $3,850  

One Bedroom 345  $4,675   $5,250  
Two Bedroom  224  $6,553   $7,976  

Three+ bedroom 46  $7,470   $13,500  
Source: StreetEasy.com accessed February 2022. 
 

NO ACTION CONDITION 

Project Area 
In the No Action condition, it is assumed that Sites 4, 5, and 7 will be redeveloped, and the 
remaining development sites (Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8) would not be redeveloped. By 2033, Site 7 
(the current Hotel Pennsylvania) will be redeveloped into a new office building with ground-floor 
local retail. By 2033, Site 4 will be redeveloped with retail, hotel, and residential uses. By 2044, 
Site 5 will be redeveloped with office and retail uses. In total, by 2044, the sites will contain an 
estimated 6.39 million gsf, including 758 residential units. The 128 units on Sites 1 and 2 would 
remain and Site 4 would be redeveloped with 630 residential units, of which 20 percent (126 units) 
would be affordable. By 2033, three additional projects are expected to be completed in the Project 
Area irrespective of the Proposed Project: the Farley Office Building, 1 Penn Plaza lobby 
expansion and plaza modification, and the 2 Penn Plaza office expansion.  

Primary Study Area 
Outside of the Project Area but within the primary study area there are 30 known projects that will 
be completed by 2033. Collectively, these projects will develop an estimated 2,800 dwelling units, 

 
24 In addition to the Chelsea, Midtown South, and Hudson Yards subareas that overlap with the primary 

study area, the secondary study area overlaps with the Flatiron market area, which has experienced an 
estimated 10.5 percent increase in asking rents between 2010 and 2019. StreetEasy defines the Flatiron 
market as an area bounded by Sixth Avenue to the west, 31st Street to the north, Lexington Avenue to 
the east, and 14th Street to the south.   
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2,700 hotel rooms, 5.6 million gsf of office, and 176,000 gsf of retail. No additional projects are 
assumed to be completed in the primary study area by the 2044 analysis year. 

Secondary Study Area 
Outside of the primary study area within the secondary study area there are 36 known projects that 
will be completed by 2033, and an additional 4 projects that will be completed by 2044. Collectively 
(when accounting for planned projects within the primary study area, as well as No Action 
development on the Project Area’s development sites), by 2044 there will be an additional 11,638 
residential dwelling units built in the secondary study area.  

CEQR TECHNICAL MANUAL PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

The following assessment of the Maximum Residential Scenario utilizes the CEQR Technical 
Manual’s three-step preliminary assessment criteria (in bold italics). 

Step 1: Determine if the Proposed Actions would add new population with higher average 
incomes compared to the average incomes of the existing populations and any new population 
expected to reside in the study area without the Proposed Actions. 

The Maximum Residential Scenario would introduce a combination of market rate and permanently 
affordable residential units. It is therefore necessary to estimate incomes for the residents of both housing 
types. 

Incomes of Market-Rate Unit Households 
As a new housing product, the market-rate DUs would be expected to rent on the higher end of the 
range of market-rate asking rents in the primary study area. For purposes of a conservative analysis, 
the average asking rent for the upper quartile of listings was utilized to estimate market-rate renters’ 
incomes, and it was assumed that households would pay 30 percent of their income toward rent.25 
The resulting projected household incomes, shown in Table 4-12, range from nearly $160,000 for 
households residing in studio units to nearly $400,000 for households in three-bedroom units.  

Table 4-12 
Annual Household Income Projections for the Proposed Project’s 

Market-Rate DUs 

Unit Type 
Projected 

Monthly Rent 

Unit Mix in 
Primary 

Study Area 

Projected 
Annual 

Household 
Income 

Studio $3,905 23.8% $156,200  
One Bedroom $4,995 48.6% $199,800  
Two Bedroom $7,495 22.8% $299,800  

Three bedroom $9,750 4.8% $390,000  
Weighted Average Total1 $5,533  $221,353 

Note: 
1. Total average monthly rent is a weighted total based on the current rental unit mix in the primary 

study area.  
Sources: AKRF, Inc. based on rental data from StreetEasy.com, accessed February 2022. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates; Social Explorer. 

 
25 Based on U.S. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) affordability guidance which assumes rent is 

approximately 30 percent of total household income. 



Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 

 4-27  

The overall average income for market-rate households would depend on the unit mixes on the 
development sites, which are not currently known. For purposes of analysis, a weighted average 
was calculated based on the proportional rental unit mix found within the primary study area, 
resulting in an average household income of $221,353 for households in market rate units, which 
is higher than the primary study area’s average household income in 2018 ($144,615), and the 
secondary study area’s income of $183,189. In order to provide an appropriate comparison 
between projected income based on 2022 rents and the existing income of the study area, average 
household income as of the 2016-2020 ACS, in 2022 dollars are reported as follows: $168,105 for 
the primary study area and $210,145 for the secondary study area. 

Incomes for Permanently Affordable Unit Households 
The Proposed Project would include the requirement that 30 percent of residential units in each 
building be permanently affordable housing. The income bands for the Proposed Project’s 
affordable units have not been determined at this time. For analysis purposes, this assessment 
assumes that all of the affordable units introduced by the Proposed Project would be targeted to 
households with incomes averaging 80 percent AMI, which is consistent with Option 2 of the 
City’s Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) program.  

New York City AMIs are calculated and updated yearly by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD). The estimated income for a single person household at 80 percent of 
AMI is $74,720; the estimated income for a two-person household at 80 percent AMI is $85,440.26 
This analysis uses 2022 AMI and recent market rents to provide a snapshot of the housing market 
in 2022.  

The Proposed Project would introduce up to an estimated 540 permanently affordable units that 
would be available to households with incomes averaging 80 percent of AMI. Given that the study 
area’s household size averages between one and two persons per unit one could expect the incomes 
of households in the affordable units to be approximately $81,259, which is below the primary 
study area’s and the secondary study area’s average household income.  

Average Household Income for the Proposed Project 
Table 4-13 shows the projected average household income for the residents introduced as a result 
of the Proposed Project, when considering both the affordable and market-rate units. To derive 
this estimate, the average income of market rate units was multiplied by the total number of market 
rate units, and the average income of affordable units was multiplied by the total number of 
affordable units. These two numbers were then added together to determine the aggregate income 
for all the units, and the result was divided by the total number of units to determine an estimated 
average income for all units of $179,278, which is higher than the average income of the primary 
study area ($168,105) and lower than the average income of the secondary study area population 
($210,145).  

 
26 For more information and AMI tables, please visit New York City Housing Preservation and Development 

(HPD)’s website https://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/services-and-information/area-median-income.page 
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Table 4-13 
Weighted Average Income of Total Proposed Project Population  

 Income Units Aggregate Income (Income x Units)  
Market rate $221,353  1,258 $278,462,074  
Affordable1 $81,259  540 $43,879,860 

Total   1,798 $322,341,934 
Weighted Average Income of the Proposed Project Population 

(Aggregate Income ÷ Total Units) $179,278 

Note: 1. Affordable income is based on 80 percent AMI for one- to two- person families. 
 

The Proposed Project is anticipated to result in a new population with higher incomes than the 
existing population in the primary study area. Therefore, the analysis of indirect residential 
displacement progresses to Step 2 for the primary study area.  

Step 2: Determine if the project’s increase in population is large enough relative to the size of 
the population expected to reside in the study area without the project to affect real estate market 
conditions in the study area. 

Table 4-14 shows the projected No Action population for the primary study area. In the No Action 
condition, 1,270 residents would be added to the primary study area populations by development 
on the development sites by 2044. Due to other planned developments in the study areas, an 
additional 4,676 residents would be added to the primary study area by 2044. In the No Action 
condition in 2044, the primary study area population would be 31,066. 

Table 4-14 
No Action Study Area Populations 

 
Existing 

Population 

No Action 
Population On- 
Project Sites 

No Action 
Population 

Background 
Growth 

Total No Action 
Population 

Primary Study Area 25,120 1,270 4,676 31,066 
Notes: Population is estimated by the number of planned units and the average household size of 1.67 for 

Manhattan Community Districts 4 and 5 as of the 2020 Census. 
 

Table 4-15 shows the incremental increase in population in the With Action condition in the 
primary study area, as compared to the No Action condition in 2044. The With Action condition 
would add 1,737 new residents to the primary study area on the development sites. This would be 
an increase of 5.6 percent in the primary study area. Because the Proposed Project would increase 
the population of the primary study area by more than five percent, the analysis of indirect 
residential displacement proceeds to Step 3.  

Table 4-15 
With Action Study Area Populations 

 
No Action 
Population 

With Action 
Incremental 
Population 

With Action Total 
Population 

Percent Increase 
Over No Action 

Population 
Primary Study Area 31,066 1,737 32,803 5.6 

Sources: Population is estimated by the number of planned units and the average household size of 1.67 
for Manhattan Community Districts 4 and 5 as of the 2020 Census. 
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Step 3: Consider whether the study area has already experienced a readily observable trend 
toward increasing rents and the likely effect of the action on such trends.  

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if the vast majority of the study area has already 
experienced a readily observable trend toward increasing rents and new market-rate development, 
further analysis is not warranted. As shown in Tables 4-8 and 4-9, median rent and median 
household income in the primary study area have increased between 2010 and 2018. Analysis of 
recent listings (see Table 4-10), show that market rents have continued to increase in recent years. 
As noted above, based on historic asking rent data from StreetEasy, median asking rents in Chelsea 
increased by approximately 10 percent between 2010 and 2019, while median asking rents in 
Midtown South increased by approximately 4.3 percent between 2010 and 2019.27 Rents declined 
in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic but have since increased to above pre-pandemic rates. 

Absent the Proposed Project, the primary study area is expected to continue the existing trend of 
increasing rents and household incomes. The affordability requirement of the Proposed Project 
would also result in more affordable units in the Project Area than in the No Action condition. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts due to indirect 
residential displacement, and no further assessment of this potential impact is warranted.   

INDIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT  

The preliminary assessment evaluates the following interrelated threshold indicators (listed in bold 
italics below) to determine the potential for significant adverse impacts from indirect business and 
institutional displacement. The study area for this analysis is the ¼-mile study area. This 
assessment analyzes the Maximum Commercial Scenario. 

1. Determine whether the Proposed Project would introduce enough of a new economic activity 
to alter existing economic patterns. 

The Proposed Project would not introduce new types of economic activity to the study area. The 
redeveloped uses on the development sites would include new office, retail, and hotel spaces, 
under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. According to PLUTO, the study area contains 
approximately 36.9 million gsf of office space, 7.4 million gsf of retail space, and 13,700 hotel 
rooms.  

The Project Area already contains an established commercial district anchoring the Penn Station 
office market. The addition of redeveloped office stock in the Project Area is aimed at revitalizing 
an aging building stock around Penn Station. As mentioned in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” a 
goal of the Proposed Project is to transform outdated buildings and underutilized sites into a cohe-
sive and modern commercial district. There is already evidence of a trend towards redevelopment 
within the neighboring office real estate markets. Even though there has not been any substantial 

 
27 Median asking rent trends available from StreetEasy are for the Chelsea market area, which is roughly 

bounded by the Hudson River to the west, 30th Street to the north, Sixth Avenue to the east, and 14th 
Street to the south. The Midtown South market area is roughly bounded by Eighth Avenue to the west, 
42nd Street to the north, Madison Avenue to the east, and 30th Street to the south. The remainder of the 
primary study area is part of the Hudson Yards market area for which trend data were not available. The 
percent increases cited are based on 2010-2019 data, adjusted for inflation.  

https://streeteasy.com/neighborhoods/chelsea/ 
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office space added to the Project Area since 1972, the study area’s submarkets realized over 9.4 
million gsf of new office space from 2015 to 2019, mostly due to development in Hudson Yards.  

2. Determine whether the Proposed Project would add to the concentration of a particular sector 
of the local economy enough to alter or accelerate existing economic patterns. 

The Proposed Project would introduce a net increase of 10.0 million gsf of office space to the 
study area across eight development sites, representing an increase of approximately 22 percent 
of the projected future office inventory in the study area. The amount of new office space added 
by the Proposed Project would be reflective of continuing trends towards new office development 
outside the Project Area but within the study area and neighboring real estate submarkets. For 
instance, in the Hudson Yards submarket alone, which is part of the study area, there has been an 
8.4-million-gsf increase in inventory since 2015. With the Proposed Project, such new office space 
would be added within the Project Area, which has not had substantial new office redevelopment 
since 1972. 

The Proposed Project would introduce an additional 118,000 gsf of retail space to the study area 
over the No Action condition, representing an increase of 1.5 percent of projected future retail 
inventory in the study area. Over 18 years, this increase alone would not represent a new trend or 
the acceleration of an ongoing trend in the local retail market. According to PLUTO, since 2000, 
there has been an addition of 814,000 gsf of newly constructed or substantially renovated retail 
space in the study area. Similarly, according to CoStar, there has been an addition of over 300,000 
gsf of new leasable retail space within the study area retail submarkets since 2015.  

However, the introduction of 54,400 new employees based on the With Action condition could 
increase demand for local retail and impact local retail districts within the study area. An increase 
in workers and businesses due to the Proposed Project would increase demand for goods and ser-
vices including fast-food restaurants, office supplies, and catering services. Due to the possibility 
that added demand from businesses and employees could impact local retail districts, a detailed 
analysis of indirect business displacement is warranted.  

3. Determine whether the Proposed Project would directly displace uses of any type that either 
directly supports businesses in the area or bring a customer base to the area for local businesses.  

By 2044, the Proposed Project would have potentially displaced 8,937 workers and 472 businesses 
and institutions over eight development sites. The displacement of 215 residents amounts to approx-
imately 0.9 percent of the study area population and leaves a vast majority of the current residential 
customer base intact. The potentially displaced businesses span a number of industry sectors, 
including Accommodation and Food Services; Administrative and Support Services; Arts, Enter-
tainment, and Recreation; Construction; Educational Services; Finance and Insurance; Health Care 
and Social Assistance; Information; Management of Companies and Enterprises; Manufacturing; 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services; Real Estate; Retail Trade; Transportation and 
Warehousing; Wholesale Trade; Other Services; and Unclassified. Moreover, the potentially dis-
placed institutional uses identified include Touro College, houses of worship, community health 
clinics, and a homeless drop-in center. Collectively and individually, the potentially displaced 
residents, businesses, and institutions in the Project Area would not, in the No Action scenario, draw 
a large population to the area that would form the customer base for local businesses.  
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4. Determine whether the Proposed Project directly or indirectly displaces residents, workers, 
or visitors who form the customer base of existing businesses in the area.    

By 2033, the Proposed Project would have directly displaced an estimated 215 residents, who 
currently represent 0.9 percent of the study area population. A vast majority of the local residential 
customer base would remain. While the Proposed Project would have potentially directly 
displaced an estimated 8,937 workers by 2044, the With Action condition is projected to introduce 
54,400 workers in the Project Area by 2044. Based on this information, any loss of workers in 
either phase of development would be supplanted by new workers from completion of new 
projects. Furthermore, the newly developed retail and hotel uses would supplant any lost 
customers with new shoppers and visitors at project completion. Finally, the Proposed Project 
would facilitate the expansion of Penn Station, which would bring additional workers and visitors 
to the area. Thus, the displacement of residents, workers, or visitors would not have significant 
adverse impacts related to indirect business/institutional displacement.  

CONCLUSION OF PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF INDIRECT BUSINESS AND 
INSTUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

An increase in workers and businesses due to the Proposed Project would increase demand for 
goods and services including fast-food restaurants, office supplies, and catering services. Due to 
the possibility that added demand from businesses and employees could impact local retail 
districts, a detailed analysis of indirect business displacement is warranted. Moreover, additional 
analysis is also warranted since there may be certain categories of businesses in the study area that 
may be vulnerable to indirect displacement. The additional analysis is presented in Section H, 
“Detailed Analysis of Indirect Business and Institutional Displacement.” 

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRY 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a significant adverse impact may occur if an action 
would reduce the viability of a specific industry that has substantial economic value to the City’s 
economy. Following CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, the preliminary assessment evaluates 
the following interrelated threshold indicators (listed in bold italics below) to determine the 
potential for significant adverse impacts from adverse effects on specific industries. The study 
area for this analysis is the ¼-mile study area. This assessment analyzes the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario. 

1. Determine whether the Proposed Project significantly affects business conditions in any 
industry or any category of businesses within or outside the study area. 

The businesses displaced do not represent a critical mass of establishments/institutions within any 
industry sector or category of employment. The Project Area is home to a number of company offices 
operating in various industries including Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services; Retail 
Trade; and Information. These potentially displaced establishments span a variety of industry sectors 
and are not concentrated in any one industry. Further, the goods and services provided by the 
potentially displaced businesses may be found elsewhere within the study area, or within the City at 
large. Given space availability in the Midtown real estate market, the potentially displaced businesses 
could find comparable real estate space near the Project Area. Overall, none of the displaced 
businesses are essential to the viability of any other businesses within or outside the study area. 
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2. Would the Proposed Project indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the 
economic viability in the industry or category?  

The Proposed Project would result in the direct displacement of 8,937 workers, or 2.4 percent of 
the total worker population in the study area. However, due to new businesses coming on-line due 
to the Proposed Project, there would be similar effects on the local economy as compared with 
those businesses that were displaced such that there would not be a substantial change in economic 
conditions within the study area. As detailed in Section G, “Detailed Analysis of Direct Business 
and Institutional Displacement,” displaced businesses are not unique to the study area and would 
be able to relocate within the trade area. The Proposed Project would potentially displace 17 
music-related businesses, many of which provide services to independent artists and musicians. 
There are numerous other music-related businesses and venues that offer similar services as the 
potentially displaced music-related businesses within the ¼-mile study area and across New York 
City. Employment opportunities would continue to be available within the ¼-mile study area, 
borough, and City at large28 for employees of the potentially displaced music-related businesses. 
In addition, the displaced businesses do not have unique locational requirements that would 
preclude relocation elsewhere in the study areas or Manhattan.29  

 Based on the With Action condition, there would be a total worker population at eight 
development sites within the Project Area of approximately 54,400 by 2044. The offset gained 
from new employment from the Proposed Project suggests that any reduction in employment 
would be regained and that there would not be any impairment of economic viability in any 
industry or category.  

CONCLUSION OF PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC 
INDUSTRIES 

The Proposed Project would not cause a significant adverse effect on specific industries and a 
detailed assessment is not warranted.     

G. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF DIRECT BUSINESS AND 
INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT 

According to the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual, a detailed assessment of direct business displace-
ment is warranted if the preliminary assessment could not rule out the possibility that directly 
displaced businesses provide products and services essential to the local economy, and that these 
products and services might not be available in the trade area to local residents or businesses due 
to the difficulty of either relocating the business or establishing new, comparable businesses. As 
detailed in Section F, “Preliminary Assessments,” the preliminary assessment found that the Pro-
posed Project would not displace uses that are the subject of regulations or publicly adopted plans 

 
28 As of the publication date of the FEIS, there are rehearsal and recording spaces available for rent on an 

hourly, daily, and/or monthly basis within the study area. According to the 2020 QCEW Annual 
Averages data, there are 90 sound recording businesses in Manhattan and over 130 sound recording 
studios across New York City (see Table 4-30 for more information). 

29 According to CoStar (1st Quarter, 2022), there were 123 million sf of Class B and 41 million sf of Class 
C office space in Midtown Manhattan. The vacancy rate for Class B office space was 12.3 percent (15.2 
million sf) in Midtown Manhattan and the vacancy rate for Class C office space was 12.1 percent (4.9 
million sf). 
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to preserve, enhance, or protect them. However, due to the large number of potentially displaced 
businesses and institutions, the preliminary assessment could not rule out the possibility that some 
of them provide essential products or services. Therefore, this section works to better understand 
the operational characteristics of the potentially displaced businesses in order to determine 
whether the products or services they provide would continue to be available within a consumer 
trade area, and determine whether they can be relocated either within the study area or a broader 
trade area. The study area for this analysis is the ¼-mile study area. This assessment analyzes both 
the Maximum Commercial and Maximum Residential Scenarios. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS  

The Project Area is a centrally located business district in Midtown Manhattan, adjacent to the 
emerging Hudson Yards office submarket and the East Midtown Business District. With more 
than 650,000 daily commuter trips, the neighborhood is anchored by Penn Station, MSG, and the 
Penn Plaza office complex. Penn Station contains a major passenger rail hub with connections to 
other sections of New York City, New Jersey, Long Island, and Rockland County. The Project 
Area is home to many offices, retail establishments, stores’ company headquarters, and organiza-
tions across a variety of industries including Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services; 
Retail Trade; and Information. Although no particular industry dominates, prominent businesses 
include law firms, technology firms, marketing and advertising agencies, and large retailers.   

As a business district catering to mostly office-related work, the predominant land use in the study 
area is commercial and, more specifically, commercial office. According to PLUTO, the study 
area contains an estimated 36.9 million gsf of office space, 7.4 million gsf of retail space, and 
13,700 hotel rooms. Approximately 6.6 million gsf of the office space is located in the Project 
Area and is concentrated within the Penn Plaza sites. Furthermore, much of the retail is located 
along the avenues surrounding Penn Station as well as on West 34th Street. Manhattan Mall, 
located at 100 West 33rd Street, serves as a retail hub catering to workers and visitors to the 
neighborhood. Over 2,300 hotel rooms in three hotels are scattered throughout the Project Area, 
including the Stewart Hotel and Hotel Pennsylvania.30 

The Project Area is characterized by aging building stock and the absence of new redevelopment 
over the past half century. As detailed in Table 4-16, within the Project Area, all but five of the 
office buildings were constructed before 1940. In the Project Area, there has not been any sub-
stantial new office construction since the early 1970s, when Penn Station was redeveloped and 
Penn Plaza constructed. Adjacent to MSG, the last major buildings developed in the Project Area 
are 1 Penn Plaza (completed in 1972) and 2 Penn Plaza (completed in 1968). Since that time, only 
three additional office buildings have been constructed or substantially renovated in the Project 
Area, amounting to less than 1.0 million gsf—10.2 percent of the office inventory.  

Another factor constraining office potential in the study area is the current lot size and zoning. 
The study area is characterized by a number of small lots with 5,000 sf or less. This lot size is 
generally not attractive to developers without assemblage. Furthermore, the zoning for much of 
the study area is a mixture of M1-6, C6-4, and C6-6 with most lots having floor area ratio 
allowances of up to 10.0 commercial. This has shaped the area’s built form, where more than half 
of the study area buildings contain 50,000 gsf of or less of office space (see Table 4-17). Similarly, 
in the Project Area, all but five buildings have square footages of 100,000 gsf or less. 

 
30 The Hotel Pennsylvania was closed in May 2020 and is currently undergoing demolition.  
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Table 4-16 
Age of Office Building Stock in the Project Area and the ¼-mile Study Area 

Year Built1 

Project Area Study Area2 
# Buildings with 

Office GSF Office GSF 
Percentage of 

Office GSF 
# Buildings with 

Office GSF Office GSF 
Percentage of 

Office GSF 
Before 1920 5 143,000 2.2% 139 8,066,000 21.9% 
1920–1940 16 1,883,000 28.6% 208 20,590,000 55.8% 
1941–1960 0 0 0.0% 4 1,089,000 3.0% 
1961–1980 2 3,880,000 59.0% 6 3,401,000 9.2% 
1981–2000 1 3,000 0.0% 3 811,000 2.2% 
Since 2000 2 670,0003 10.2% 8 2,910,000 7.9% 

Totals 26 6,579,000 100% 368 36,867,000 100% 
Notes: Refer to Figure 4-1 for Project Area and study area boundaries. 
1. In some cases, PLUTO has recorded the most recent year of major renovation as the built year. 
2. The ¼-mile study area is inclusive of the Project Area. 
3. Most of this office space is the result of a substantial renovation of the upper floors of the Manhattan Mall building on Site 8 in 2001, which 

converted approximately 667,000 gsf of retail space to office space. The building itself was built in 1910.  
Source: DCP PLUTO, 2020; AKRF, Inc., 2020.  

 

Table 4-17 
Size of Office Building Stock in the Project Area and the ¼-mile Study Area 

Office Gross Square 
Footage 

Project Area Study Area1 

# Buildings with 
Office GSF Office GSF 

% of 
Office 
GSF 

# Buildings 
with Office 

GSF Office GSF 

%of 
Office 
GSF 

More than 1.0 million gsf 3 4,947,000 75.2% 3 5,371,000 14.6% 
500,000 to 999,999 gsf 1 667,000 10.1% 12 7,867,000 21.3% 
250,000 to 499,999 gsf 1 317,000 4.8% 18 6,553,000 17.8% 
100,000 to 249,999 gsf 0 0 0.0% 66 9,999,000 27.1% 

50,000 to 99,999 gsf 8 556,000 8.4% 65 4,659,000 12.6% 
10,000 to 49,999 gsf 2 60,000 0.9% 80 1,978,000 5.4% 
Less than 10,000 gsf 11 32,000 0.5% 124 440,000 1.2% 

Totals 26 6,579,000 100% 368 36,867,000 100% 
Notes: Refer to Figure 4-1 for Project Area and study area boundaries. 
1. The ¼-mile study area is inclusive of the Project Area. 
Source: DCP PLUTO, 2020; AKRF, Inc., 2020. 

 

The study area intersects with a number of commercial office real estate markets, including the Penn 
Plaza-Garment District, Hudson Yards, Chelsea-NoMad, and Murray Hill (see Figure 4-3). The 
Penn Plaza-Garment District, which covers the Project Area and most of the study area, is roughly 
bounded by West 42nd Street to the north, Fifth Avenue to the east, West 30th Street to the south, 
and Ninth Avenue to the west. The Hudson Yards real estate submarket is located due west of the 
Penn Plaza-Garment District and is characterized by recently completed office buildings with a few 
extensive renovations. The Hudson Yards submarket31 is bounded by West 42nd Street to the north, 
Ninth Avenue to the east, West 30th Street to the south, and Hudson River to the west. Since its 
rezoning in 2005, approximately 9 million gsf of mostly office development in the Hudson Yards 
submarket has come on line. In addition, there are approximately 6.9 million gsf currently in the 
pipeline and an overall capacity for an additional 9.8 million gsf of office development.32   

 
31 Although the Hudson Yards submarket may be reported as coterminous with the Penn Plaza-Garment District 

in real estate market data, this analysis treats the two as separate submarkets where the data was available.   
32 According to the $454,140,000 HYIC’s Hudson Yards Revenue Bonds Fiscal Year 2022 Series A 

Official Statement, approximately 6.9 million sf of office space, 3.2 million sf of residential, and 449,538 
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The study area also intersects with portions of the Chelsea-NoMad and Murray Hill real estate 
markets. While these are predominantly residential areas, the study area overlaps with commercial 
districts located in these neighborhoods. The Chelsea-NoMad submarket is roughly bounded by 
West 30th Street to the north, Fifth Avenue to the east, West 14th Street to the south, and the 
Hudson River to the west. The Murray Hill office market is roughly bounded by East 38th Street 
to the north, the East River to the east, East 30th Street to the south, and Fifth Avenue to the west. 
The Chelsea-NoMad office submarket is anchored around the NoMad commercial district and 
western parts of the Flatiron District, and contains over 45 million gsf of office space. Likewise, 
Murray Hill is an office submarket south of Grand Central Terminal, centered on Madison Avenue 
and Park Avenue South, containing over 15 million gsf of office space and home to several 
embassies and organizations related to the United Nations.  

Compared to peripheral real estate markets in the study area, in 2019, the Penn Station submarket 
contained a smaller proportion of Class A33 office space relative to other office classes, had lower 
Class A rents, and had higher availability rates (see Table 4-18). Given the aging condition of the 
Penn Plaza-Garment District office submarket, it is not surprising that the area had the highest pro-
portion of Class C office space (58 percent) compared to the other submarkets. That said, as a centrally 
located office district with transit accessibility, Class C office asking rents in the Penn Plaza-Garment 
District were relatively on par with the other submarkets at around $51 per square foot. However, in 
terms of overall office gross rents (all classes), the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket lagged 
behind other markets in the study area with $52 per square foot. Lower pricing may be necessary to 
compensate for the type and quality of the office space available, lower market desirability compared 
to NoMad and for the higher maintenance costs of aging buildings in the market.  

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, office vacancy and availability increased across all submarkets and 
all classes of office space, with the exception of Class A office space in Hudson Yards, as shown in 
Table 4-19. As of the first quarter of 2022, the Penn Plaza- Garment District submarket had an overall 
vacancy rate of 11 percent. In the Penn Plaza-Garment District subarea, Class A office space had the 
lowest vacancy rate at 9 percent, as compared to 11 percent for Class B and 14 percent for Class C. 
Other notable changes in the study area include an increase in the percentage of Class A office space 
in Hudson Yards and a decrease in the availability and vacancy rate as new Class A office 
developments became occupied by tenants. In 2021, the office market in Hudson Yards has fared 

 
sf of hotel space are under construction in the Hudson Yards area. An additional 9.8 million sf of office, 
6.8 million sf of residential, 291,135 sf of hotel, and 534,420 sf of retail uses are planned. 

33 CoStar defines Class A as extremely desirable investment-grade property with the highest quality 
construction and workmanship, materials and systems, significant architectural features, the highest 
quality/expensive finish and trim, abundant amenities, first rate maintenance and management; usually  
occupied by prestigious tenants with above average rental rates and in an excellent location with 
exceptional accessibility. Class B is defined as “less appealing to tenants and may be deficient in a 
number of respects including floor plans, condition and facilities. They therefore attract a wide range of 
users with average rents. They lack prestige and must depend chiefly on lower price to attract tenants 
and investors.” Class C is defined as “a no-frills, older building that offers basic space. The property has 
below-average maintenance and management, a mixed or low tenant prestige, and inferior elevators and 
mechanical/electrical systems” 
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well in comparison to that of Manhattan at large. The desirability of Hudson Yards office space 
can be linked to flight to quality (Class A and trophy assets) amongst companies.34 

Table 4-18 
2019 Office Submarkets Within the Study Area  

 Penn Plaza - Garment Hudson Yards* Chelsea - NoMad Murray Hill 
CoStar Building Inventory* 406 31 518 146 

Overall Gross Rent $52 $57** $58 $58 
Overall Availability Rate 12.1% 15.60% 8.9% 9.6% 
Overall Vacancy Rate 8.20% 14.60% 6.40% 7.70% 

Class A Office 
% of Class A Office Buildings 5.9% 25.81% 13.3% 6.8% 
Availability Rate of Class A 16.2% 16.00% 7.8% 6.9% 
Vacancy Rate of Class A 6.20% 15.70% 9.20% 10.20% 

Average Asking Rent of Class A $61 $102** $75** $64 
Class B Office  

% of Class B Office Buildings 36.5% 25.81% 49.1% 43.8% 
Availability Rate of Class B 12.1% 15.90% 9.8% 13.7% 
Vacancy Rate of Class B 9.00% 7.60% 5.80% 6.60% 

Average Asking Rent of Class B $54 $47  $64 $38 
Class C Office 

% of Class C Office Buildings 57.5% 48.39% 37.6% 48.6% 
Availability Rate of Class C 11.3% 1.20% 8.2% 9.5% 
Vacancy Rate of Class C 9.10% 0.50% 5.80% 4.50% 

Average Asking Rent of Class C $51 $52  $55 $50 
Notes: Refer to Figure 4-3 for study area and real estate submarket boundaries. 
Inventory figures are based on CoStar sampling. CoStar figures show leasable gsf. 
* Data for Hudson Yards was accessed in June 2022 to account for a data update. CoStar continuously updates historical data 
to improve accuracy. All 2019 data for other geographies was accessed in 2020. 
** Figure for Hudson Yards may be due to CoStar sample size. Overall gross office rents in the Hudson Yards area have been 

reported as high as $72 per gsf by Cushman and Wakefield (4th Quarter, 2019). 
** Represents the Chelsea submarket Class A base rent metric from CoStar office due to small sample for Class A gross 

rents. 
Sources: CoStar, 2019. 

 

 

 
34  Cushman & Wakefield, Hudson Yards Financing District Development and Revenue Report, September 

2021. HYIC Hudson Yards Revenue Bonds Fiscal 2022 Series A, Hudson Yards Infrastructure 
Corporation (msrb.org) 

https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf
https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf
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Table 4-19 

 2022 Office Submarkets Within the Study Area 
 Penn Plaza - Garment Hudson Yards Chelsea - NoMad Murray Hill 

CoStar Building Inventory* 410 31 522 152 
Overall Gross Rent $46  $47** $50  $48  

Overall Availability Rate 19.10% 17.10% 16.80% 24.30% 
Overall Vacancy Rate 11.40% 7.00% 12.40% 17.80% 

Class A Office 
% of Class A Office SF 28.86% 90.15% 16.76% 39.16% 

% of Class A Office 
Buildings 6.59% 25.81% 4.79% 6.58% 

Availability Rate of Class A 16.40% 17.10% 19.20% 24.20% 
Vacancy Rate of Class A 9.30% 7.00% 9.10% 14.80% 
Average Asking Rent of 

Class A $57  $99*** $99*** $50  

Class B Office  
% of Class B Office SF 51.31% 5.40% 50.90% 45.74% 

% of Class B Office 
Buildings 39.51% 25.81% 37.55% 42.76% 

Availability Rate of Class B 21.30% 21.20% 16.70% 28.00% 
Vacancy Rate of Class B 11.40% 9.90% 13.10% 22.50% 
Average Asking Rent of 

Class B $48  $47  $52  $49  

Class C Office 
% of Class C Office SF 19.83% 4.45% 32.34% 15.03% 

% of Class C Office 
Buildings 53.90% 48.39% 57.66% 49.34% 

Availability Rate of Class C 17.50% 14.10% 15.70% 13.30% 
Vacancy Rate of Class C 14.40% 3.80% 13.10% 11.40% 
Average Asking Rent of 

Class C $42  $47  $49  $44  

Notes: Refer to Figure 4-3 for study area and real estate submarket boundaries. 
* Inventory figures are based on CoStar sampling.  
** Figure for Hudson Yards may be due to CoStar sample size. CoStar reported the overall office market rents in the Hudson 

Yards Area at $95 (1st Quarter, 2022). Total asking rents in the Hudson Yards area have been reported as high as $148 
per gsf by Newmark (1st Quarter, 2022 - Far West Side submarket). 

*** Represent Class A market rent metric from CoStar office due to small sample for Class A availability. 
Sources: CoStar, 2022. 

 

Nonetheless, aging building stock has allowed companies to access transit-accessible Midtown 
office space at lower rents compared to newer product in submarkets (such as Hudson Yards) and 
more prime submarkets (including East Midtown). In particular, this has allowed for growth in the 
number of Information sector firms in the area, including technology and media firms. At the same 
time, new office product added to the neighboring Hudson Yards and East Midtown submarkets 
have attracted corporate headquarters, multinational law firms, media agencies, and technology 
firms. These larger companies and firms typically seek the amenities and technology associated with 
newer Class A office buildings. Overall, the Project Area has lagged behind its neighboring markets 
in attracting new development and larger business tenants.  

As shown in Table 4-20, as of 2017, there were an estimated 374,495 workers and 14,602 firms 
in the study area. As an established office cluster, study area employment data shows that many 
jobs are concentrated in traditional office-related professional services sectors. The two largest 
sectors were Administrative and Support, and Waste Management and Remediation Services, 
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which employed 63,567 workers (17 percent) followed by the Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical Services sector, which employed 53,078 workers (14 percent) in the study area. Due to 
growth in the Information sector, it is now the third-largest industry in the study area with 50,151 
workers (13 percent). Close behind these three sectors are Wholesale Trade (nine percent), Health 
Care and Social Assistance (eight percent), Retail Trade (seven percent), and Accommodation and 
Food Services (six percent). All other industries represent approximately five percent or less of 
employment in the study area.  

Table 4-20 
Total Employment by Sector in the Study Area 

NAICS Economic Sector 
Number of 

Firms 
Firms as a 

Percentage of Total 
Number of 
Employees 

Employment as a 
Percentage of Total 

Accommodation and Food Services 921 6.3% 21,608 5.8% 
Administrative and Support and Waste Management and 
Remediation Services 807 5.5% 63,567 17.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 564 3.9% 11,600 3.1% 
Construction 445 3.0% 11,861 3.2% 
Educational Services 250 1.7% 7,431 2.0% 
Finance and Insurance 496 3.4% 13,236 3.5% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 517 3.5% 29,358 7.8% 
Information 698 4.8% 50,151 13.4% 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 269 1.8% 13,912 3.7% 
Manufacturing 668 4.6% 9,724 2.6% 
Mining 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Other Services (except Public Administration) 889 6.1% 13,181 3.5% 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 2,950 20.2% 53,078 14.2% 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 944 6.5% 10,463 2.8% 
Retail Trade 1,171 8.0% 27,458 7.3% 
Transportation and Warehousing 144 1.0% 4,582 1.2% 
Wholesale Trade 2,864 19.6% 33,280 8.9% 
Unclassified Establishments/Unknown 5 0.0% NA NA 
Utilities 0 0.0% 5 0.0% 

Total 14,602 100.0% 374,495 100.0% 
Note: For these data sources, the study area is defined as ZIP Codes 10001, 10018, 10119, 10120, 10121, 10122, 10123, and 10199 (see Figure 
4-2). Due to data limitations, data ZIP codes for jobs in ZIP codes 10120, 10121, 10122, and 10123 are not available. The two-digit NAICS designation 
of the business does not indicate the nature of the use within the Study Area; for example, a business within the Study Area designated as a 
“manufacturing” business could have an office use rather than a manufacturing facility within the Study Area. 
Source: LEHD, 2017; ZIP Code Business Patterns, 2017.  

 

PROFILES OF POTENTIALLY DISPLACED BUSINESSES AND INSTITUTIONS  

This section describes the characteristics of businesses within the Project Area that could be 
directly displaced by the Proposed Project. Employment locations and worker estimates were 
primarily based on information obtained from Reference USA and on-site fieldwork observations. 
The listings from Reference USA, current as of 2019, provided a verified database of business 
address listings, worker estimates, and business activities. Where business data sources were not 
available, estimates were derived from observed business activity characteristics and tenant space 
assumptions. These observations were also supplemented with primary data from building owners 
when available. Some businesses may vacate their space in the Project Area before the analysis 
years, but for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that those businesses listed will be in 
operation during the time of displacement.  
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As detailed in Table 4-21, Sites 2, 3, 6, and 8 have more than 40 businesses located thereon. Sites 
2, 6, and 8 also have more than 1,000 employees. Site 2 has the most parcels and buildings and is 
home to the greatest number of firms. Site 6 contains large retail employers including H&M and 
Old Navy. Lastly, Site 8 has a number of large office tenants in 100 West 33rd Street and several 
retail tenants in Manhattan Mall.  

Table 4-21 
Firms and Employees by Development Site 

RWCDS Development Site 
Number of 

Firms 
Number of 
Employees 

Site 1 – Block 754 13 121 
Site 2 – Block 780 259 2,962 
Site 3 – Block 806 81 664 
Site 4 – Block 784 (1 Penn West) 4 108 
Site 5 – Block 784 (1 Penn East)* 7 69 
Site 6 – Block 809 75 1,076 
Site 7 – Block 808 Hotel Pennsylvania** 15 609 
Site 8 – Block 808 Manhattan Mall** 44 4,114 
Total (All Sites) 498 9,723 
Total Displaced in With Action Condition 
(excluding Sites 4, 5 and 7) 472 8,937 
Note: Figures rounded to nearest whole number. Refer to Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, 
and Public Policy,” for development site locations.  
*Approximately 120,000 gsf of commercial space in One Penn Plaza would be demolished in the With 
Action condition as part of Site 5. All retail spaces are currently vacant and all office tenants would be 
relocated within the building, therefore there would be no direct displacement associated with this space.  
**The Hotel Pennsylvania closed in May 2020 and is currently undergoing demolition. Retail tenants in 
Manhattan Mall have permanently vacated due to the bankruptcy of JCPenney (the anchor tenant) and 
the COVID-19 pandemic. For the purposes of a conservative analysis, it is assumed that businesses would 
re-tenant these spaces in the future without the Proposed Project.  
Source: BJH Advisors, 2020; Reference USA, 2019.  

 

Across the eight development sites, businesses and workers located on Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 would 
be considered displaced due to the Proposed Project. Businesses and workers located on Sites 4, 
5, and 7 are not included in the total displacement count because the businesses and workers on 
these sites would have been displaced irrespective of the Proposed Project in the No Action con-
dition. Furthermore, business tenants or building owners on all development sites may make ar-
rangements with project sponsors to voluntarily vacate or sell their properties. These arrangements 
to vacate or sell would be subject to private agreements and would not typically be considered 
direct displacement by the Proposed Project, but are accounted for in this analysis. A full listing 
of businesses considered displaced due to the Proposed Project in a With Action condition is found 
in Appendix D. 

Table 4-22 shows the potentially displaced 8,937 workers and 472 firms by NAICS sector. 
According to this breakdown, the same two sectors prevalent in the study area represent the top 
two sectors in terms of jobs and workers displaced: Professional, Scientific, and Technical 
Services (37.7 percent of workers, 23.5 percent of firms) and Retail Trade (20.2 percent of 
workers, 12.9 percent of firms). Accommodation and Food Services had the third-highest number 
of firms potentially displaced (8.8 percent of workers, 9.9 percent of businesses). No other sector 
represented more than 5 percent of workers or more than 10 percent of firms.  
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Table 4-22  
Potentially Directly Displaced Businesses/Institutions and Employment  

NAICS Economic Sector 

Number of 
Businesses/ 
Institutions 

Displaced Firms 
as a Percentage of 

Total 

Number of 
Jobs 

Displaced 

Displaced 
Jobs as a 

Percentage of  
Total 

Accommodation and Food Services 46 9.7% 603 6.7% 
Administrative and Support and Waste 

Management and Remediation Services 25 5.3% 209 2.3% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 8 1.7% 27 0.3% 

Construction 26 5.5% 392 4.4% 
Educational Services 13 2.8% 190 2.1% 

Finance and Insurance 27 5.7% 252 2.8% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 31 6.6% 216 2.4% 

Information 25 5.3% 429 4.8% 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 2 0.4% 10 0.1% 

Manufacturing 7 1.5% 167 1.9% 
Mining 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Other Services (except Public Administration) 41 8.7% 413 4.6% 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 111 23.5% 3,449 38.6% 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 30 6.4% 373 4.2% 
Retail Trade 61 12.9% 1,850 20.7% 

Transportation and Warehousing 5 1.1% 35 0.4% 
Wholesale Trade 11 2.3% 208 2.3% 

Unclassified Establishments/Unknown 3 0.6% 114 1.3% 
Utilities 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Total 472 100.0% 8,937 100.0% 

Source: BJH Advisors, 2020; Reference USA, 2019.   
 

Table 4-23 shows the potentially displaced jobs as a percentage of total jobs in the study area. 
Overall, displaced workers represent approximately 2.4 percent of employment in the study area. 
There were no sectors that exceeded 10 percent of their respective sector’s total jobs in the study 
area. The sectors with highest proportions of displaced workers included Retail Trade (seven 
percent) and Professional, Scientific and Technical Services (seven percent). All other sectors had 
approximately five percent or less of potentially displaced sector workers. It could be expected 
that services from the displaced jobs may potentially be found elsewhere in the study area. Further 
analysis of each of the sectors is required to understand the business operations and services within 
the study area. 

ACCOMMODATION AND FOOD SERVICES 

As shown in Table 4-24, the Proposed Project could displace an estimated 603 employees working 
in 46 Accommodation and Food Services sector establishments. Full-service restaurants repre-
sented 59 percent of those establishments, but only 46 percent of the potentially displaced sector 
employees. Many of these services are located in ground-level storefronts. Hotel-related busines-
ses employed over 102 workers (17 percent of displaced workers in this sector). Overall, 
potentially displaced Accommodation and Food Services sector workers make up 2.8 percent of 
the study area Accommodation and Food Services jobs. 
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Table 4-23  
Potentially Displaced Employment as a Percentage of Study Area Employment 

NAICS Economic Sector 
Number of Jobs 

Displaced 
Study Area 
Employees* 

Percentage of 
Study Area* 

Accommodation and Food Services 603 21,608 2.8% 
Administrative and Support and Waste 

Management and Remediation Services 209 63,567 0.3% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0 0 0.0% 
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 27 11,600 0.2% 

Construction 392 11,861 3.3% 
Educational Services 190 7,431 2.6% 

Finance and Insurance 252 13,236 1.9% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 216 29,358 0.7% 

Information 429 50,151 0.9% 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 10 13,912 0.1% 

Manufacturing 167 9,724 1.7% 
Mining 0 0 0.0% 

Other Services (except Public Administration) 413 13,181 3.1% 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 3,449 53,078 6.5% 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 373 10,463 3.6% 
Retail Trade 1,850 27,458 6.7% 

Transportation and Warehousing 35 4,582 0.8% 
Wholesale Trade 208 33,280 0.6% 

Unclassified Establishments/Unknown 114 NA NA 
Utilities 0 5 0.0% 
Total 8,397 374,495 2.4% 

Notes: Refer to Figure 4-2 for study area and Project Area boundaries. Due to data limitations, study area employment 
estimates apply ZIP codes that most closely approximate the study area boundary, including ZIP Codes 10001, 10018, 
10119, 10120, 10121, 10122, 10123, and 10199. 
* Study area includes the existing employment within the Project Area. 
Source: Reference USA, 2019; LEHD, 2017; ZIP Code Business Patterns, 2017.  

 

Table 4-24 
Potential Directly Displaced Accommodation and Food Service Businesses 

  

Businesses Employees 

Number 
% of 

Sector 
Total 

Number 
% of 

Sector 
Total 

Caterers 2 4.3% 11 1.8% 
Drinking Places Alcoholic Beverages 2 4.3% 17 2.9% 

Food Service Contractors 1 2.2% 9 1.5% 
Full-Service Restaurants 27 58.7% 276 45.7% 

Hotels (Except Casino Hotels) & Motels 5 10.9% 102 16.9% 
Limited-Service Restaurants 6 13.0% 126 20.9% 

Snack & Nonalcoholic Beverage Bars 3 6.5% 62 10.3% 
Total 46 100.0% 603 100.0% 

Source: Reference USA, 2019. 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPPORT, AND WASTE MANAGEMENT AND REMEDIATION 
SERVICES SECTOR 

There are 209 Administrative and Support, and Waste Management and Remediation Services 
workers from 25 establishments that could be displaced by the Proposed Project. Close to two-
thirds of the employees and establishments are in either Employment Services (including 
employment placement agencies, casting agencies, and recruitment agencies) or Travel and 
Reservation Services (including travel agencies). Overall, the amount of displaced Administrative, 
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Support, and Waste Management and Remediation Services workers represents 0.3 percent of 
employment in the study area. This suggests that other Administrative, Support, and Waste 
Management and Remediation Services could be found throughout the study area.  

ARTS, ENTERTAINMENT, AND RECREATION SECTOR 

There are an estimated 27 workers and eight establishments potentially displaced in the Arts, 
Entertainment, and Recreation sector. The 27 workers are distributed across talent agency 
companies, dance and theatre companies, and event promoters. Overall, this represents less than 
one percent of Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation sector employment in the study area. This 
suggests that the sector is not unique to the study area, and there would be a number of other Arts, 
Entertainment, and Recreation Services remaining throughout the study area.  

CONSTRUCTION SECTOR 

Potentially displaced Construction sector establishments employ 392 employees in 26 firms. Most 
of the firms and workers in this sector are building equipment contractors, including electricians; 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning [HVAC]; and plumbing (42 percent of workers, 39 
percent of firms), as well as single-family residential building construction companies (29 percent 
of workers, 35 percent of firms). The firms span various subsectors, including industrial building 
construction, roofing, land subdivision, painting and wall covering contracting, and other specialty 
construction trades. Overall, potentially displaced construction sector workers are three percent of 
the study area’s employment, which suggests that there would be a number of other construction 
services remaining throughout the study area. In addition, the office-based activities of these firms 
are not uniquely dependent upon their location within the Project Area as their clients and “job 
sites” are located throughout the City and broader region.      

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES SECTOR 

An estimated 190 Educational Services workers and 13 establishments could be displaced in the 
Project Area, representing approximately three percent of sector workers in the study area. A 
Touro College Graduate School campus, located at 320 West 31st Street, employs an estimated 
30 employees. The remaining 160 workers are employed at other educational and training schools 
providing instruction in a variety of subjects including food preparation, music, dance, test 
preparation, cosmetology, and after school tutoring.   

FINANCE AND INSURANCE SECTOR 

An estimated 252 Finance and Insurance sector workers and 27 firms could be displaced by the 
Proposed Project. The largest employer in this sector, SBLI Life Insurance, employs an estimated 
111 workers. Seven insurance agencies and brokerages make up a majority (58 percent) of the 
sector’s workers in the study area. The rest of the firms and workers are spread out across a variety 
of services including investment advice (25 percent or workers, 33 percent of firms), commercial 
banking and credit unions (8 percent of workers, 26 percent of firms), financial transactions 
services (4 percent of workers, 11 percent of firms), and real estate creditors (4 percent of workers, 
4 percent of firms). The 252 displaced workers represent two percent of Finance and Insurance 
sector workers in the study area. 
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HEALTH CARE AND SOCIAL ASSISTANCE SECTOR 

The Proposed Project could displace 216 workers in 31 Health Care and Social Assistance 
establishments. Some institutional establishments fall under the Health Care and Social Assistance 
sector, including publicly funded health clinics and homeless services. The Antonio Oliveri 
Center, located at 257 West 30th Street, provides drop-in homeless services. The balance of Health 
Care and Social Assistance businesses had 20 or fewer employees including public health 
organizations, doctors, dentists, mental health practitioners, optometrists, and physical therapists. 
Overall, potentially displaced Health Care and Social Assistance workers make up less than one 
percent of study area sector workers. While health care services and clinics would be found 
throughout the study area, the loss of drop-in homeless services locations like the Antonio Oliveri 
Center could affect an economically vulnerable population. Other drop-in homeless services are 
located nearby, including the Mainchance Drop-In Center at 120 East 32nd Street, refer to Chapter 
5, “Community Facilities,” for more information. 

INFORMATION SECTOR 

The Information sector had the fourth-highest share of displaced workers after Professional Services, 
Retail Trade, and Accommodation and Food Services. As shown in Table 4-25, an estimated 429 
Information sector workers and 25 establishments could be displaced due to the Proposed Project. 
The 429 workers are employed at a variety of Information sector businesses including publishers, 
motion picture and video production, software developers, film and music recording, telecommuni-
cations, and other information services. Overall, the displaced Information sector workers in the 
Project Area represent one percent of the Information sector workers in the study area.  

Table 4-25  
Potential Directly Displaced Information Businesses 

  
Businesses Employees 

Number % of Total Number % of Total 
Newspaper, Periodical, Book, and Directory Publishers 4 16.0% 85 19.8% 

Software Publishers 6 24.0% 79 18.4% 
Motion Picture and Video Industries 4 16.0% 127 29.6% 

Sound Recording Industries 1 4.0% 5 1.2% 
Radio and Television Broadcasting 3 12.0% 27 6.3% 

Wired and Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 2 8.0% 13 3.0% 
Other Telecommunications 4 16.0% 43 10.0% 

Data Processing, Hosting, and Related Services 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Other Information Services 1 4.0% 50 11.7% 

Total 25 100.0% 429 100.0% 
Source: Reference USA, 2019.  
 

MANAGEMENT OF COMPANIES AND ENTERPRISES SECTOR 

Two firms in the Management of Companies and Enterprises sector could be displaced by the 
Proposed Project. Both are holding companies, and together they employ an estimated 10 workers. 
The two companies’ workers represent 0.1 percent of the sector’s workers in the study area.  

MANUFACTURING SECTOR 

An estimated 167 employees in seven Manufacturing establishments could be displaced due to the 
Proposed Project. Two of the firms specialize in apparel and employ most of the displaced 
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Manufacturing sector workers; each (Mighty Mac Sports and Consolidated Children’s Apparel) 
have 50 or more employees. The remaining five firms are spread across apparel, food manufac-
turing, and metalworks. Overall, potentially displaced manufacturers make up approximately two 
percent of study area sector workers, which includes the Garment District.  

OTHER SERVICES SECTOR 

The Other services sector (excluding public administration jobs) comprises establishments 
engaged in providing services not specifically provided for elsewhere in the NAICS classification 
system. An estimated 413 Other Services employees in 41 establishments could potentially be 
displaced due to the Proposed Project. This represents three percent of the Other Services sector 
workers in the study area. Personal care establishments, including salons and spas, represented 25 
percent of the workers and 29 percent of the businesses.  

It should also be noted that a number of institutions are listed under the Other Services sector, 
including houses of worship and various non-profit organizations. Overall, religious, civic, labor, 
and professional organizations represented almost two-thirds (65 percent) of workers and more 
than half (51 percent) of the Other Services establishments. Many of these organizations are not 
neighborhood-specific, and serve memberships and customers from all over the City and abroad. 
The largest employers with 40 employees or more include the International Union, the Retail 
Wholesale-Department Store Union, and the New York Restoration Project.  

PROFESSIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND TECHNICAL SERVICES SECTOR 

The Professional, Scientific, and Technical services sector has the largest share of the potentially 
displaced workers (38 percent). As seen in Table 4-26, there are an estimated 3,449 employees 
associated with 111 potentially displaced Professional, Scientific, and Technical services sector 
businesses. Law firms (35) and accounting firms (24) account for half of the displaced businesses 
(53 percent of total businesses) and employ 388 workers (11 percent of total workers). All of these 
law and accounting firms have 25 employees or less. The third-largest subsector in terms of 
displaced firms is advertising and public relations, with 2,628 professional workers in 10 
potentially displaced firms. The Interpublic Group was the largest employer in the sector with an 
estimated 2,540 employees. Nine potentially displaced management, scientific, and technical 
consulting firms employ 157 workers (five percent of the total). Most of the firms in this subsector 
are employed in small firms of 20 employees or less. The rest of the firms in this sector include 
architectural and engineering, computer systems firms, and research and development firms.  

Table 4-26 
Potential Directly Displaced Professional, Scientific, and Technical Service Businesses 

Business Subsectors 
Businesses Employees 

Number % of Total Number % of Total 
Legal Services 35 31.5% 216 6.3% 

Accounting, Tax Preparation, Bookkeeping, and Payroll Services 24 21.6% 172 5.0% 
Architectural, Engineering, and Related Services 12 10.8% 129 3.7% 

Specialized Design Services 6 5.4% 22 0.6% 
Computer Systems Design and Related Services 2 1.8% 11 0.3% 

Management, Scientific, and Technical Consulting Services 9 8.1% 157 4.6% 
Scientific Research and Development Services 5 4.5% 49 1.4% 

Advertising, Public Relations, and Related Services 10 9.0% 2,628 76.2% 
Other Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 8 7.2% 65 1.9% 

Total 111 100.0% 3,449 100.0% 
Source: Reference USA, 2019. 
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Collectively, these potentially displaced jobs represent seven percent of the study area sector jobs. 
Although several large firms are located in the Project Area, the nature of their work would not 
necessarily be neighborhood-specific. Overall, the services of these Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical service businesses are not uniquely dependent on services in the neighborhood. 

REAL ESTATE, RENTAL, AND LEASING SECTOR 

An estimated 373 employees in 30 Real Estate, Rental, and Leasing establishments could 
potentially be displaced due to the Proposed Project. Twenty-four real estate agency and brokerage 
firms employ 313 employees (84 percent of total workers). Of those 24 real estate firms, only 
three (Broadwell Management, Greater Lakeside, and Jeffrey Management Corp) have 50 or more 
employees. Other firms employing 25 workers are spread throughout the real estate leasing 
companies, automotive rentals, and electronics/appliance rentals subsectors. Overall, potentially 
displaced Real Estate, Rental, and Leasing businesses make up four percent of the study area 
sector workers. Many of these companies do not operate exclusively in the neighborhood and 
provide real estate and leasing services throughout the City. 

RETAIL TRADE SECTOR 

Second only to professional services in terms of total workers and businesses displaced, the Retail 
Trade sector has 1,850 workers in 61 firms potentially displaced due to the Proposed Project (see 
Table 4-27). In terms of sector proportion, the Retail Trade sector has the highest proportion (6.7 
percent) of sector workers potentially displaced. Many of the sector’s firms, similar to Food and 
Accommodation sector establishments, are located along ground-level storefronts. J.C. Penney is 
the largest retailer in the Project Area with 700 employees (38 percent of total displaced). 
Furthermore, almost half of workers (46 percent) are associated with 22 clothing stores consisting 
of 851 employees. The largest clothing store retailers with 200 or more employees include large 
chains, such as H&M and Old Navy, and retail store franchises associated with Haddad Brands. 
The remaining 38 retail stores employ 299 workers (16 percent of the total) included a variety of 
retailer types, including furniture, home furnishings, electronics, groceries, health and personal 
care, shoes, jewelry, books, sporting goods, toys, gifts, and general merchandise.  

TRANSPORTATION AND WAREHOUSING SECTOR 

A total of 35 employees in five firms in the Transportation and Warehousing sector could be 
displaced by the Proposed Project. The firms include two courier services, a freight transportation 
company, a limousine service, and an aviation service. The five companies’ 35 workers represent 
one percent of the sector’s workers in the study area.  

WHOLESALE TRADE SECTOR 

The Wholesale Trade sector has 208 workers in 11 firms that could be displaced by the Proposed 
Project. This represents one percent of Wholesale Trade jobs in the entire study area. The largest 
employer, Scharff Weisberg, is an entertainment technology equipment wholesaler employing an 
estimated 100 workers (48 percent of total sector). The remaining 10 firms are smaller firms of 25 
employees or less, scattered across wholesale trade of electronics, home and office supplies, 
clothing, and transportation subsectors.   
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Table 4-27  
Potential Directly Displaced Retail Trade Businesses 

 
Businesses Employees 

Number % of Total Number % of Total 
Furniture Stores 2 3.3% 15 0.8% 

Home Furnishings Stores 1 1.6% 4 0.2% 
Electronics and Appliance Stores 5 8.2% 69 3.7% 

Grocery Stores 1 1.6% 4 0.2% 
Health and Personal Care Stores 4 6.6% 63 3.4% 

Clothing Stores 22 36.1% 851 46.0% 
Shoe Stores 2 3.3% 8 0.4% 

Jewelry, Luggage, and Leather Goods Stores 3 4.9% 41 2.2% 
Sporting, Hobby, and Musical Instrument 

Stores 6 9.8% 29 1.6% 

Book Stores and News Dealers 1 1.6% 4 0.2% 
Department Stores 1 1.6% 700 37.8% 

General Merchandise Stores, including 
Warehouse Clubs and Supercenters 1 1.6% 4 0.2% 

Office Supplies, Stationery, and Gift Stores 4 6.6% 27 1.5% 
Other Miscellaneous Store Retailers 7 11.5% 23 1.2% 

Electronic Shopping and Mail-Order Houses 1 1.6% 8 0.4% 
Total 61 100.0% 1,850 100.0% 

Source: Reference USA, 2019. 
 

UNKNOWN / UNCLASSIFIED / ALL OTHER ESTABLISHMENTS  

The Proposed Project could result in the direct displacement of three firms employing 114 workers 
in Unknown / Unclassified establishments.35 Although the study area contained some agriculture, 
mining, and utilities sector workers and businesses, none were located in the Project Area. 

MUSIC-RELATED BUSINESSES36 

There are 17 potentially displaced music-related businesses employing an estimated 303 people 
in the Project Area.37 These businesses include sound recording studios, production studios, radio 
stations, guitar schools, dance studios, and musical instrument and supplies stores. The potentially 
displaced businesses represent less than one percent of music-related businesses and less than one 

 
35 Reference USA listed an additional 62 unclassified businesses with 0 employees. Most of these 

businesses are limited liability companies and incorporated company addresses.  
36 Music-related businesses are categorized in several different NAICS codes. In this analysis, music-

related businesses defined by NAICS categories include Sound Recording Businesses (512240), Music 
Instrument and Supply Stores (451140), Fine Arts Schools (611610), Independent Artists, Writers, & 
Performers (711510), Other Electronic Parts & Equipment Merchant Wholesalers (423690), Motion 
Picture & Video Production (512110), Electronic Stores (443142), Radio Stations (515112), and 
Promoters with Facilities (711310). 

37 Reference USA data (2019), fieldwork research (May 2020–July 2020), and desktop research were used 
to identify specific businesses in the study area. As of March 2022, some of these businesses may have 
closed or relocated to new neighborhoods outside the Study Area. 
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percent of music-related employment in Manhattan.38 In addition to the employees who work at 
the potentially displaced music-related businesses, there are many self-employed and freelance 
artists and musicians who rent spaces, and often specialized equipment, in which to rehearse and 
produce music. These individuals are not included in the employment estimate provided above 
due to data limitations. In addition, one of the studio spaces in the area provides a music program 
for disabled musicians. Taken together, the music-related businesses, studio spaces, and musicians 
and artists support a vibrant music economy in the Project Area.  

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT (NO ACTION CONDITION) 

This section describes future socioeconomic conditions expected in the Project Area and the study 
area based on the No Action condition by the analysis years: Phase 1 in 2033 and by Phase 2 in 
2044. Based on current zoning and land use development patterns, the study area will develop 
with new residential and commercial uses.  

In the No Action condition, it is assumed that Sites 4, 5, and 7 will be redeveloped in phases. By 
the end of Phase 1 in 2033, in the absence of the Proposed Project, Site 4 (the current Penn West 
site) will be redeveloped into a hotel-residential development with 310 hotel rooms, 630 
residential units, and 120,000 gsf of retail while Site 7 (the current Hotel Pennsylvania) will be 
redeveloped into a new office building with ground-floor local retail. By the end of Phase 2 in 
2044, in the absence of the Proposed Project, Site 5 (the current Penn East site), will be 
redeveloped into a new office building with 172,500 gsf of office and 11,000 gsf of retail. In total, 
by 2044, the sites will contain an estimated 3.1 million gsf of office space, 272,000 gsf of 
destination retail space, 420,000 gsf of local retail, 758 residential units, and 961 hotel rooms.  

By 2033, three additional projects are expected to be completed in the Project Area irrespective 
of the Proposed Project: new commercial spaces and transit and façade improvements to 
Moynihan Station, 1 Penn Plaza, and 2 Penn Plaza. In total, the three new developments within 
the Project Area will add an estimated 839,000 gsf of office and 123,000 gsf of retail.39 Outside 
of the Project Area but within the study area there are 30 known projects that will be completed 
by 2033. Collectively, these projects will develop an estimated 2,800 dwelling units, 2,700 hotel 
rooms, 5.6 million gsf of office, and 176,000 gsf of retail. However, even with the new office 
product coming online, the study area—absent the Proposed Project—could see an increase in 
office to hotel and residential conversions.40 If more office conversions occur, this would lead to 
a dilution of office space as a proportion of total program space within the study area.  

Under the No Action condition, the remaining development sites (Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8) would 
not be redeveloped. The buildings on these sites would continue to age, and the office stock in the 
Project Area may become less desirable as a commercial office hub even with transportation 
improvements. Tenants seeking more updated office stock with amenities may opt for neighboring 

 
38 Music-related businesses and employee counts categorized by 6-digit NAICS codes are only available 

at the borough level. 
39 The Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall will contain 123,000 gsf of retail and 672,524 gsf of office 

space. 2 Penn Plaza will add 166,750 gsf of new office space and transit improvements. A portion of this 
program has been completed with the opening of Moynihan Train Hall in 2021. 1 Penn Plaza will have 
renovations to façade, exterior, and building spaces but no changes to overall building area. 

40 Examples of conversions from office to residential or hotel uses include: 321 West 37th Street (office to 
residential, completed 2015); 960 Sixth Avenue (office to hotel, completed 2013), and 485 Seventh 
Avenue (office to hotel, completed 2017). 
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real estate markets with more updated offerings, such as Hudson Yards or Midtown East. As noted 
in Table 4-19 above, data on office vacancy and availability show that the office market in Hudson 
Yards has lower vacancy rates than other office submarkets in the study area, as Class A office 
space has performed particularly well during the COVID-19 pandemic. The desirability of Hudson 
Yards office space can be linked to flight to quality (Class A and trophy assets) amongst 
companies. Class A and trophy office spaces have lower vacancy than Class B and C buildings 
due in part to stronger and more financially resilient tenant rosters, more desirable amenities, and 
modern technologies and layouts that improve office health and safety. As “work from home” and 
hybrid work remain popular options for many workplaces, office spaces and workplaces must 
adapt to meet the needs and desires of their employees. These needs include more spacious layouts 
that encourage collaboration, modern amenities, and proximity to transit centers and many older 
office buildings cannot be adequately renovated to meet these needs.41   

In terms of new workers and residents, the No Action condition will add 14,600 employees and 1,270 
new residents to the Project Area at Sites 4, 5, and 7. Table 4-28 provides a breakdown of new 
employment generated by planned use and employee counts, including No Build projects in the 
Project Area. Employment estimates were generated based on standard industry assumptions 
regarding property use and average numbers of employees per square foot, rooms, units, or spaces.  

The new developments in the No Action condition will replace lost Accommodation and Food 
Services and Retail Trade employment with Site 4 (1 Penn West) development providing newer 
hotel and retail offerings. Moreover, development in the No Action condition will support an 
estimated 12,300 new office jobs. The new office towers on Sites 5 and 7 would attract a mix of 
businesses similar to those that exist in the Project Area today, including Professional, Scientific, 
and Technical service sector firms and Information and Technology sector firms.  

Table 4-28 
Estimated Full-Time Equivalent Employment Generated by No Build Projects in 

the Study Area 

Project Uses 

Phase 1 (2033) Phase 2 (2044) 
No Build Projects in the 

Study Area 
Development 

Sites Total 
Development 

Sites Total 
 Office  25,610 11,563 37,173 12,253 37,863 

 Destination Retail  0 311 311 311 311 
 Local Retail  899 1,350 2,248 1,263 2,161 

 Parking  4 36,86 41 37 41 
 Hotel  892 320 1,213 320 1,213 

 Community Facility  237 375 611 375 611 
 Residential  112 30 142 30 142 

 Rounded Totals  27,800 14,000 41,700 14,600 42,300 
Notes: Refer to Figure 4-1 for study area boundary.  
Totals rounded to nearest hundred. Employment assumptions were as follows: 250 gsf of office space per employee; 
875 gsf of destination retail space per employee; 333 gsf of local retail space per employee; 50 parking spaces per 
employee; 3 hotel rooms per employee; 1,000 gsf of community facility space per employee; and 25 residential units 
per employee. 
Source: AKRF, Inc., 2022. 

 

 
41 Cushman & Wakefield, Hudson Yards Financing District Development and Revenue Report, September 

2021. HYIC Hudson Yards Revenue Bonds Fiscal 2022 Series A, Hudson Yards Infrastructure 
Corporation (msrb.org) 

https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf
https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf
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THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT (WITH ACTION CONDITION) 

This section describes future changes in socioeconomic conditions expected in the Project Area and 
the study area based on the With Action condition by the analysis years (Phase 1 in 2033 and Phase 
2 in 2044) and assesses whether those changes would result in significant adverse impacts. 
According to the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual, direct business placement would be considered a 
significant impact if the potentially displaced businesses provide essential products or services 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 With Action condition envisions a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district with revitalized 
office, retail, and residential buildings. Under the With Action condition, the Proposed Project 
would result in increased density in the form of new office towers, hotel space, and retail. 
Moreover, each site would have transit improvements and new connections to the potential 
expansion of Penn Station. Overall, redevelopment would seek to upgrade or replace the existing 
aging office, retail, and hotel stock. 

Investments in revitalized commercial development, transit connectivity, and the public realm are 
crucial to the long-term competitiveness of the Project Area as a commuter hub and business 
district. As the Proposed Project replaces aging infrastructure and buildings, it would provide 
additional space for future business growth and new tenants. Further, improvements would be 
made to the public realm to enhance open space, walkability, and ground-floor aesthetics for 
workers, residents, and visitors. 

MAXIMUM COMMERCIAL SCENARIO  

Under Phase 1, by 2033, Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped and buildings on Sites 2 and 3 
would be demolished. By the end of Phase 1, the new development on Site 1 would have 584,000 
gsf of office, 542 residential units, and 14,500 gsf of retail; Site 4 would have 290,000 gsf of 
office, 100,000 gsf of retail, and 734 hotel rooms; while Site 7 would have 1.9 million gsf of office 
and 202,000 gsf of retail. Subsequently, by the completion of Phase 2 in 2044, all eight sites would 
be redeveloped under the With Action condition totaling approximately 13.1 million gsf of office, 
811,000 gsf of retail, 734 hotel rooms, and 542 residential units. The projected incremental change 
between the No Action and With Action condition resulting from the Proposed Project would be 
an additional 10.0 million gsf of office, and 118,000 gsf of retail.  

Based on these projected increments, there would be a net increase of 39,800 employees in the 
With Action condition over the No Action condition (see Table 4-29). Overall, the Proposed 
Project would accommodate up to an estimated 52,200 office workers, 1,860 retail workers, and 
245 hotel workers, and 22 residential unit workers. The new office space would allow for growth 
in already prominent sectors like Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services and Information 
services, and may attract additional growth in other office-related sector companies. In addition, 
newer retail and hotel offerings would allow for new job opportunities for sector workers in 
Accommodation and Food Services and Retail Trade.  
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Table 4-29 
Estimated Full-Time Equivalent Employment Generated by No Action Condition and With 

Action Condition with Increment Changes 

  
Phase 1 (2033) Phase 2 (2044) 

No Action With Action Increment No Action With Action Increment 
Office 11,563 13,935 2,372 12,253 52,232 39,979 

Destination Retail 311 427 115 311 351 39 
Local Retail 1,350 1,209 -140 1,263 1,513 250 

Parking  37 4 -33 37 8 -29 
Hotels  320 245 -76 320 245 -76 

Community Facility 375 202 -172 375 18 -356 
Residential  30 22 -9 30 22 -9 

Rounded Totals 14,000 16,000 2,000 14,600 54,400 39,800 
Notes: Estimates refer to employment generated on development site locations. Refer to Figure 3-1 for development site locations. 
Totals rounded to nearest hundred. 
Source: AKRF, Inc., 2022. 

 

MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL SCENARIO 

Under Phase 1, by 2033, Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped and buildings on Sites 2 and 3 
would be demolished. By the end of Phase 1, the new development on Site 1 would have 584,000 
gsf of office, 542 residential units, and 14,500 gsf of retail. Site 4 would have 630 residential units, 
100,000 gsf of retail, and 472 hotel rooms, and Site 7 would have 1.9 million gsf of office and 
202,000 gsf of retail. Subsequently, by the completion of Phase 2 in 2044, all eight sites would be 
redeveloped under the With Action condition totaling approximately 11.6 million gsf of office, 
823,000 gsf of retail, 472 hotel rooms, and 1,798 residential units. The projected incremental 
change between the No Action and With Action condition resulting from the Proposed Project 
would be an additional 8.5 million gsf of office, 130,000 gsf of retail, and 1,004 residential units. 
Based on these projected increments, there would be a net increase of 33,800 employees in the 
With Action condition over the No Action condition (see Table 4-30). Overall, the Proposed 
Project would accommodate up to an estimated 46,200 office workers, 1,880 retail workers, 160 
hotel workers, and 70 residential units workers. The new office space would allow for growth in 
already prominent sectors like Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services and Information 
Services, and may attract additional growth in other office-related sector companies. In addition, 
newer retail and hotel offerings would allow for new job opportunities for sector workers in 
Accommodation and Food Services and Retail Trade. 

Table 4-30 
Estimated Full-Time Equivalent Employment Generated by No Action Condition and With 

Action Condition with Increment Changes: Maximum Residential Scenario 

  
Phase 1 (2033) Phase 2 (2044) 

No Action With Action Increment No Action With Action Increment 
Office 11,563 12,778 1,215 12,253 46,243 33,990 

Destination Retail 311 427 115 311 365 53 
Local Retail 1,350 1,209 (140) 1,263 1,513 250 

Parking  37 4 (33) 37 8 (29) 
Hotels  320 157 (163) 320 157 (163) 

Community Facility 375 202 (172) 375 18 (356) 
Residential  30 47 17 30 72 42 

Rounded Totals 14,000 14,800 800 14,600 48,400 33,800 
Notes: Estimates refer to employment generated on development site locations. Refer to Figure 3-1 for development site locations. 
Totals rounded to nearest hundred. 
Source: AKRF, Inc., 2022. 
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Overall, many of the services displaced would eventually be re-introduced into the Project Area 
in newer spaces and with greater capacity for expansion or would be able to relocate in existing 
spaces in the primary study area. Furthermore, the mix of jobs and establishments would not differ 
from what currently exists in the Project Area. As mentioned, the Project Area has a concentration 
of businesses and employees in a variety of sectors, especially Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical Services; Accommodation and Food Services; and Retail Trade. Jobs are expected to 
grow as well as for other office related sectors, including Finance and Insurance, Real Estate and 
Leasing, and Administrative and Support Services. Likewise, given the increase in office uses, 
employment within industrial and manufacturing sectors would remain low within the Project 
Area and is not expected to grow. These sectors include Construction, Manufacturing, 
Transportation and Warehousing, and Wholesale Trade. With the recent rezoning in the Garment 
District, where limits on new office space were removed, this trend in non-office sectors would 
be expected to continue independent of the Proposed Project.  

The potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide a wide variety of products and 
services to the local economy. However, these products and services are not unique to the study 
area and several of the establishments serve consumers and clients at the city-wide and metro-
wide level. Most of the potentially displaced businesses have products and services that may be 
found in other businesses not being displaced within the study area, and within the larger trade 
areas of Manhattan and New York City. Similarly, there were no institutions identified that 
provide services exclusively to the Project Area. For instance, there are nearby alternatives to the 
Antonio Oliveri Center, which provide vital drop-in homeless services, including the Mainchance 
Drop-In Center at 120 East 32nd Street. The potential impacts of displacement of the Antonio 
Olivieri Center are described in further detail in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities.”  

There were no potentially displaced businesses and institutions identified that would have unique 
locational requirements that would make relocation particularly challenging. Most of the 
potentially displaced businesses and institutions are currently operating in office or retail spaces. 
According to real estate market data from CoStar, as of Q4 2019, there was over 52.5 million gsf 
of available leasable office space and at least 1.3 million gsf of available leasable retail space 
within Midtown Manhattan. For potentially displaced businesses and institutions that may not 
relocate into Class A office space, there is an estimated 13.4 million gsf of available Class B office 
space and 3.8 million gsf of available Class C office space in Midtown Manhattan (as of Q4 2019). 
Based on this data, there would be opportunities for potentially displaced businesses and 
institutions to relocate close to the Project Area. Depending on where a relocated business may 
choose to resettle, some office businesses may be eligible for the New York City Relocation and 
Employment Assistance Program (REAP) program. REAP offers business income tax credits for 
relocating jobs from outside of New York City or below 96th Street in Manhattan to designated 
locations above 96th Street in Manhattan or in one of the other four boroughs. Moreover, 
businesses that would be displaced by property acquisitions for the potential Penn Station 
expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be eligible to receive compensation for their trade fixtures 
and for moving and related expenses in accordance with applicable law.  

As discussed above, the Project Area supports a vibrant music economy with music-related 
businesses, studio spaces, artists, and musicians. As shown in Table 4-31 there are numerous other 
music-related businesses and venues that offer similar services as the potentially displaced music-
related businesses within the ¼-mile study area and across New York City. While the potentially 
displaced music-related businesses are important to the local economy, comparable products and 
services would continue to be available to artists and musicians in the study area and New York 
City. In addition, employment opportunities would continue to be available within the ¼-mile 
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study area, borough, and City at large42 for employees of the potentially displaced music-related 
businesses and the displaced businesses do not have unique locational requirements that would 
preclude relocation elsewhere in the study areas or Manhattan.43 Therefore, the potential direct 
displacement of music-related businesses would not constitute a significant adverse impact to 
socioeconomic conditions.  

Table 4-31 
List of Music-Related Businesses Offering Similar Services Within the ¼-Mile 

Study Area1 
Recording and Production Studios  

Mirrortone Studio 146 West 29th Street 
JAMBOX Entertainment Studios 362 7th Avenue 
The Log Cabin Recording Studio 311 West 34th Street 

Smash Studios 307 West 36th Street 
Lounge Studios 315 West 39th Street 

Manhattan Beach Recording 12 West 37th Street 
Shelter Island Sound Studios 40 West 27th Street 

Continental Recording Company 40 West 27th Street 
True Film Production 251 W 30th St 5th Fl 

Big Apple Studios 229 W 28th St Fl 1NTD 
Mirrortone Studios 146 W 29th St Suite 11R Fl 

Reel Creative Studios 146 W 29th St Suite 11R Fl 
Bravo Studios 145 W 28th St 

Dance, Visual Arts, and Performing Arts Studios 
House of Movement 500 8th Ave 

Piel Canela New York Latin Dance School 500 8th Ave 4th Fl 
NY DANCE ARTISTRY 421 7th Ave #300 

City Best Dance 412 Eight Ave 4th Fl 
Sensual Movement Studio 412 Eight Ave 

Navatman, INC 38 W 32nd St #1207 
Ballroom With Us - Dance Studio NYC 25 W 31st St 

Salsa Classes NYC 10001, 520 8th Ave 
Shiamak Davar Hollywood dance NYC 520 8th Ave Fl1. Ripley-Grier Studios 

MBD 545 8th Ave 
Emmanuel Pierre-Antoine Dance Studio NYC 320 W 37th St 2nd Fl 

Exotic Dance Central 519 8th Ave  
Manhattan Art 115 W 30th St #1204 

PI Art  328 7th Ave 6th Fl 
BT Art Universal Building, 16 W 32nd St 

Roux Academy 824 W 33rd St 
The Acting Studio - New York 248 W 35th St 14th Fl 

Acting & Voice Studios 213 35th St Suite 1300 
MN Acting Studio 213 35th St Suite 802b 

 
42 As of the publication date of the FEIS, there are rehearsal and recording spaces available for rent on an 

hourly, daily, and/or monthly basis within the study area. According to the 2020 QCEW Annual 
Averages data, there are 90 sound recording businesses in Manhattan and over 130 sound recording 
studios across New York City (see Table 4-30 for more information). 

43 According to CoStar (1st Quarter, 2022), there were 123 million sf of Class B and 41 million sf of Class 
C office space in Midtown Manhattan. The vacancy rate for Class B office space was 12.3 percent (15.2 
million sf) in Midtown Manhattan and the vacancy rate for Class C office space was 12.1 percent (4.9 
million sf). 
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Table 4-31 (cont’d) 
List of Music-Related Businesses Offering Similar Services Within ¼-Mile Study 

Area 
Dance, Visual Arts, and Performing Arts Studios (continued) 

Tom Todoroff Studio 500 8th Ave Fl 12 Suite 1 
A Class Act NY 519 8th Ave 12th Fl 

Actorclass 519 8th Ave 12 Fl, Studio K 
ACTeen--Acting for Teens 134 W 29th St #2nd 

Sedgwick Acting Studio 39 W 29th St F12 Fl 1 
Deena Levy Theatre Studio 15 W 28th St 

The Freeman Studio 38 W 28th St Fl 5 
T Schreiber Studio 151 W 26th St #1000 

William Esper Studio Inc 208 W 37th St Fl 1 
Anthony Meindl's Actor Workshop - New York 255 W 36th St #204 

The Barrow Group Performing Arts Center 520 8th Ave #901 
Matthew Corozine Studio Theatre 357 W 36th St #202 

Simba Productions 115 W 29th St #605 
Transcendent Enterprise 121 W 27th St Suite 1003c 

Deverge Studio 150 W 28th St 6th fl 
Contra Studios 141 W 28th St 11th Fl 

Digital Arts 130 W 29th St 12th Fl 
Ataboy Studios 125 W 29th St 

Chelsea Television Studios 221 W 26th St #6703 
Lounge Studios 315 W 39th St 
Sinema Films 315 W 36th St 

Full Out Creative 330 W 38th St Suite 1103 
Smash Studios 307 W 36th St 18th Fl 

Radio Stations 
WHTZ-FM Newark/New York City 1-33 W 33rd St Fl1 

WKTU-FM Lake Success/New York City 1-33 W 33rd St Fl1 
WWPR-FM New York/New York City 350 5th Ave 

Wkob 350 5th Ave 
Excelsior Radio Networks 512 Fashion Ave 

Radio & TV Broadcast Engineers 225 W 34th St Fl1. 14 Penn plaza 
Radio Stations (continued) 

Sirius Satellite Radio 5 Penn Plaza Fl1. Thomas 
African Time Broadcasting Inc 421 7th Ave 

Sun Broadcast Group, Inc. 363 7th Ave 2nd Floor 
Music Instrument Stores 

Sunnyside Communications Inc 348 W 38th St #12B 
Armens Music Shop 347 W 36th St 

Sam Ash Music Stores 333 W 34th St 
Rogues Music 220 W 30th St 

30th Street Guitars 234 W 27th St 
Flute Center of New York 307 7th Ave Suite 401 
Music Restoration Place 352 7th Ave 

Notes: 1. Excluding the Project Area, 
Source: BJH 2022. 

 

Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in the displacement of businesses and institutions 
considered essential to the Project Area. The potentially displaced businesses serve trade areas 
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larger than the Project Area or would be able to find comparable space within the borough or City 
given real estate space availability44 and available relocation programs. Thus, there would be no 
significant adverse impacts related to direct displacement due to the Proposed Project. 

H. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF INDIRECT BUSINESS AND 
INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT  

According to the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual, a detailed assessment of indirect business and 
institutional displacement is warranted if the preliminary assessment determined that the Proposed 
Project has the potential to introduce a trend that would increase property values and thus increase 
rents for a potentially vulnerable category of businesses.  

The preliminary assessment identified a number of changes to the Project Area including the 
introduction of 54,400 new employees in the With Action condition. This increase in worker 
population could increase demand for local retail services and impact local retail districts within 
the study area. Moreover, in introducing a total of 13.1 million gsf of new commercial office 
space, the possibility of displacement due to rent increases for certain categories of businesses 
within the study area could not be ruled out through the preliminary assessment.  

This section provides an analysis of existing conditions, an assessment of subdistricts or unique 
neighborhoods within the study area, an assessment of establishments potentially vulnerable to 
indirect displacement, and an analysis of future conditions in the No Action and With Action 
conditions. The study area for this analysis is the ¼-mile study area. This assessment analyzes the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

As Table 4-32 shows, there are 375,000 workers and 14,600 firms in the study area. The 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services sector was the second-largest in the study area in 
terms of workers (53,078), but the largest in terms of firms (2,950). The largest sector in the study 
area was the Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services 
sector, which employed an estimated 63,567 employees.  

 
44 According to CoStar (4th Quarter, 2019), the availability rate for Class B office space was 11.2 percent 

(13.4 million sf) in Midtown Manhattan, 10.6 percent (18.7 million sf) in Manhattan overall, and 11.4 
percent (3.3 million sf) in Brooklyn. Further, the availability rate for Class C office space was 8.6 percent 
(3.8 million sf) in Midtown Manhattan, 7.8 percent (5.1 million sf) in Manhattan, and 3.9 percent (0.6 
million sf) in Brooklyn. According to CoStar (1st Quarter, 2022), the availability rate for Class B office 
space was 18.7 percent (23.1 million sf) in Midtown Manhattan, 17.4 percent (31.5 million sf) in 
Manhattan overall, and 14.2 percent (4.3 million sf) in Brooklyn. Further, the availability rate for Class 
C office space was 14.6 percent (6.0 million sf) in Midtown Manhattan, 12.2 percent (7.5 million sf) in 
Manhattan, and 4.3 percent (0.7 million sf) in Brooklyn. Inventory is based on CoStar sample and 
submarkets and not necessarily exclusive of study area boundaries. CoStar figures are leasable gsf. 
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Table 4-32 
Firms and Employment in the ¼ Mile Study Area, 2012-17 

NAICS Economic Sector 

Firms Workers 

2012 2017 
% Change 

2012-17 2012 2017 
% Change 

2012-17 
Accommodation and Food Services 718 921 28.3% 15,729 21,608 37.4% 

Administrative and Support and Waste and 
Remediation Services 834 807 -3.2% 31,930 63,567 99.1% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0 0 0.0% 2 0 -100.0% 
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 441 564 27.9% 9,626 11,600 20.5% 

Construction 391 445 13.8% 7,527 11,861 57.6% 
Educational Services 210 250 19.0% 7,401 7,431 0.4% 

Finance and Insurance 478 496 3.8% 12,686 13,236 4.3% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 403 517 28.3% 26,381 29,358 11.3% 

Information 637 698 9.6% 18,511 50,151 170.9% 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 209 269 28.7% 12,687 13,912 9.7% 

Manufacturing 818 668 -18.3% 11,704 9,724 -16.9% 
Mining 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Other Services (except Public Administration) 868 889 0.0% 10,381 13,181 27.0% 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 2,951 2,950 0.0% 44,020 53,078 20.6% 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 887 944 6.4% 9,850 10,463 6.2% 
Retail Trade 1,203 1,171 -2.7% 25,598 27,458 7.3% 

Transportation and Warehousing 166 144 -13.3% 3,619 4,582 26.6% 
Wholesale Trade 3,490 2,864 -17.9% 32,651 33,280 1.9% 

Unclassified Establishments/Unknown 8 5 -37.5% NA NA NA 
Utilities 1 0 -100.0% 28 5 -82.1% 
Total 14,713 14,602 -0.8% 280,331 374,495 33.6% 

Note: For these data sources, the study area is defined as ZIP Codes 10001, 10018, 10119, 10120, 10121, 10122, 10123, and 10199. 
Due to data limitations, data ZIP codes for jobs in ZIP codes 10120, 10121, 10122, and 10123 are not available. The two-digit NAICS 
designation of the business does not indicate the nature of the use within the Study Area; for example, a business within the Study Area 
designated as a “manufacturing” business could have an office use rather than a manufacturing facility within the Study Area. 
Source: LEHD, 2012-17; ZIP Code Business Patterns, 2012-17.  

 

Within the study area, the number of firms remained relatively constant between 2012 and 2017, while 
employment grew by nearly 34 percent in the same period to nearly 375,000 workers. This coincides 
with a period of high employment growth in the City, when 530,000 jobs where added.45 Much of this 
growth was concentrated in office-related sectors, such as Professional, Scientific, and Technical 
Services; and Information. The Information sector experienced the largest expansion in real numbers 
and proportion by growing 171 percent, to 50,151 workers. It should be noted that the ZIP code areas 
included in the analysis encompass Hudson Yards and parts of Chelsea outside the study area. Since 
2012, several office buildings have come online in Hudson Yards, while large Information sector 
companies, including Google and Twitter, have expanded into the Chelsea office submarket.   

Non-office sector industries, such as Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade, experienced little 
growth or declines in the 2012–2017 period. The decline in non-office sector industries appears 
to be unique to the study area or, in the case of manufacturing, more severe. In fact, the 
Manufacturing sector shrank 18 percent, to 668 firms, and shed 17 percent of workers, down to 
9,724 within the study area. Likewise, Manufacturing declined City-wide (by 3.0 percent) though 
not as severely as in the study area.46 Further, while Wholesale Trade grew 15.3 percent, City-

 
45 Employment statistics were derived from the LEHD (2012–2017). 
46 City-wide employment statistics were derived from the LEHD (2012–2017).  
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wide, from 2012–2017 the sector grew only two percent in terms of jobs (to 33,280), and shrank 
18 percent in terms of firms (to 2,864). 

COMMERCIAL OFFICE MARKET OVERVIEW 

The analysis considers real estate data provided at the submarket level by CoStar to obtain an under-
standing of existing conditions and trends. As illustrated in Figure 4-4, the study area overlaps primarily 
with four real estate office submarkets within the Midtown Manhattan market: Penn Plaza-Garment 
District; Hudson Yards; Murray Hill; and Chelsea-NoMad. Although definitions for the neighborhoods 
may differ, this analysis utilizes CoStar office submarket boundaries to define each submarket.   

The Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket serves as the core market for the study area. It is 
characterized by older buildings, a high proportion of Class C office space, and lower gross rents 
compared to other Midtown Manhattan markets. As shown in Table 4-33, in 2019, the vacancy 
rate for the Penn Plaza-Garment District (8.0 percent) is higher than neighboring submarkets, 
including Chelsea-NoMad and Murray Hill.  

Table 4-33 
Study Area Real Estate Submarkets Office Data for 2019 Q4 

Office Submarket Inventory GSF 
Inventory 
Buildings Vacancy Rate 

Office Gross 
Rent 

Office Gross 
Rent (Class A) 

Penn Plaza – Garment 67.7 M 406 8.0% $52 $62 
Hudson Yards  12.7 M 32 14.2% $57** $91 

Chelsea-NoMad 44.7 M 518 6.6% $58 $75*** 
Murray Hill 15.1 M 146 7.9% $59 $62 

Totals for Study Area Submarkets 140.1 M 1,102 8.0% $55 $62 
Midtown (Overall)* 406.9 M 2,310 8.1% $62 $72 
Manhattan Totals 577.2 M 3,861 8.1% $62 $63 

Notes: Inventory is based on CoStar sample and submarkets and not necessarily exclusive of study area boundaries. CoStar 
figures show leasable gsf.  

* Includes the entirety of the following submarkets: Penn Plaza – Garment District, Hudson Yards, Chelsea, Murray Hill, 
Gramercy Park, Times Square, Midtown East (Grand Central, Plaza District, U.N. Plaza), and Columbus Circle 

** Figure for Hudson Yards may be due to CoStar sample size. Overall gross office rents in the Hudson Yards area have been 
reported as high as $118 per gsf by Newmark Knight Frank (Office Market Report, 2nd Quarter 2020). 

*** Represents the Chelsea submarket Class A base rent metric from CoStar office due to small sample for Class A gross rent. 
Sources: CoStar, 2019. 

 

The Hudson Yards submarket is characterized by newer Class A building stock, high office gross 
rent ($91 per square foot in 2019), and higher availability rates due to new product. All of the study 
area submarkets except Hudson Yards had lower vacancy rates than Midtown Manhattan as a whole.  

The Chelsea-NoMad submarket covers most of the southern stretch of the study area, while the 
Murray Hill submarket captures some of the eastern blocks of the study area. Both neighborhoods 
have a higher proportion of office space in Class B buildings compared to Penn Plaza-Garment 
District, but still have a high share of Class C offerings. The average gross rents for Class A space 
in Chelsea-NoMad and Murray Hill were lower than those in the Penn Plaza-Garment District and 
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Hudson Yards.47 Overall, these markets fall outside of the Midtown East and Times Square cores, 
and feature lower rents compared to Midtown at large.48 

As of the first quarter of 2022, the vacancy rate of the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket has 
increased to 11 percent, mainly due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and gross rent has declined (see 
Table 4-34). The vacancy rate of the office submarkets in the ¼-mile study area all increased, 
with the exception of Hudson Yards, which tenanted much of its newly developed Class A office 
space. Class A office space in Hudson Yards averaged $99 per square foot, with reported rents as 
high as $148, which is notably higher than Class A rents in the Penn Plaza Garment District 
submarket ($57/sf) and Midtown overall ($66).   

Table 4-34 
¼- mile Study Area Real Estate Submarkets Office Data for 2022  Q1 

Office Submarket Inventory GSF 
Inventory 
Buildings Vacancy Rate 

Office Gross 
Rent 

Office Gross 
Rent (Class A) 

Penn Plaza – Garment  69.1 M 410 11.40% $46  $57  
Hudson Yards   12.6 M 31 7.00% $47** $99*** 

Chelsea-NoMad  45.8 M 522 12.40% $50  $99*** 
Murray Hill  16.1 M 152 17.80% $48  $50  

Totals for Study Area Submarkets  143.6 M 1,115 12.10% $47  $59  
Midtown (Overall)*  416.5 M 2,318 12.40% $53  $66  
Manhattan Totals  589.1 M 3,878 12.30% $55  $64  

Notes: Inventory is based on CoStar sample and submarkets and not necessarily exclusive of study area boundaries. CoStar 
figures show leasable gsf.  

* Includes the entirety of the following submarkets: Penn Plaza – Garment District, Hudson Yards, Chelsea, Murray Hill, 
Gramercy Park, Times Square, Midtown East (Grand Central, Plaza District, U.N. Plaza), and Columbus Circle 

** Figure for Hudson Yards may be due to CoStar sample size. CoStar reported the overall office market rents in the Hudson 
Yards area at $95 (1st Quarter, 2022). Total asking rents in the Hudson Yards area have been reported as high as $148 per 
gsf by Newmark (1st Quarter, 2022 – Far West Side submarket). 

*** Represents Class A market rent metric from CoStar office due to small sample for Class A availability. 
Sources: CoStar, 2022. 

 

RETAIL MARKET OVERVIEW 

In terms of retail stock, the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket has average retail rents ($159 
per square foot) on par with the rest of Midtown ($156 per square foot) and lower vacancy rates 
(1.9 percent, as compared to 3.1 percent for Midtown) (see Table 4-35). There is a great deal of 
variation within the submarket as reported rents have ranged as low as $50 per gross square foot 
on some midblock storefronts, compared to rents of up to $300 per square foot on the avenues. 
The study area contains ground-floor retail corridors along the avenues and 34th Street, destination 
retail (like Manhattan Mall), and midblock retail districts like Koreatown and the Garment 
District.  

 
47 The lower rents in Hudson Yards may be due to the CoStar sample size. Overall gross office rents in the 

Hudson Yards area have been reported as high as $118 per square foot by Newmark Knight Frank 
(Office Market Report, 2nd Quarter 2020).  

48 Midtown includes the entirety of the following submarkets: Penn Plaza-Garment District, Hudson Yards, 
Chelsea-NoMad, Murray Hill, Gramercy Park, Times Square, Midtown East (Grand Central, Plaza 
District, U.N. Plaza), and Columbus Circle. 
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Table 4-35 
Study Area Real Estate Submarkets Retail Data for 2019 Q4 

Submarket Inventory GSF 
Inventory 
Buildings Vacancy Rate 

NNN Rent 
Overall 

Penn Plaza – Garment  4.4 M 139 1.9% $159 
Hudson Yards 0.4 M 23 4.7% $120 

Chelsea-NoMad 5.9 M 495 4.3% $130 
Murray Hill 0.6 M 78 2.3% $176 

Totals for Study Area Submarkets 11.3 M 735 2.8% $141 
Midtown (Overall)* 26.2 M 1,560 3.1% $156 
Manhattan Totals 57.1 M 4,544 3.9% $119 

Notes: Inventory is based on CoStar sample and submarkets and not necessarily exclusive of study area 
boundaries.   
* Includes the entirety of the following submarkets: Penn Plaza-Garment District, Hudson Yards, 

Chelsea-NoMad, Murray Hill, Gramercy Park, Times Square, Midtown East (Grand Central, Plaza 
District, U.N. Plaza), and Columbus Circle 

Source: CoStar, 2019. 
 

According to the CoStar dataset sample, the Hudson Yards retail rents appear to be lower at $120 
per square foot. However, newly constructed destination retail at The Shops & Restaurants at 
Hudson Yards and additional ground-floor retail at The Shops at Hudson Yards, located at 20 
Hudson Yards, would suggest that rents may be higher than $120 per square foot.49 According to 
CoStar, a Whole Foods Market that opened in 2020 on the Manhattan West site at 450 West 33rd 
Street had a reported rent of $400 per square foot. 

Furthermore, retail inventories in Chelsea-NoMad and Murray Hill, which cluster around their 
office districts and avenues, have lower rents (both $130 per square foot) compared to Penn Station 
and the rest of Midtown. While Chelsea-NoMad has several retail corridors and destinations, 
within the study area there is a ground-floor retail cluster around Madison Square Park and the 
Flower District—a midblock shopping corridor. Overall, vacancy is higher in Chelsea-NoMad at 
approximately 4.3 percent compared to Murray Hill at 2.3 percent. 

PROFILES OF NEIGHBORHOODS IN THE STUDY AREA 

The following section provides additional descriptions of neighborhoods that overlap with the ¼-
mile study area, including Penn Plaza-Garment District, Hudson Yards, Chelsea-NoMad, and 
Murray Hill.50 In some neighborhoods, further analyses of specific retail districts were conducted 
to assess the characteristics and tenancies of ground-floor storefronts, including Koreatown, the 
Garment District, and the Flower District (see Figure 4-4).  

 
49 The real estate data was collected for 4th Quarter, 2019 and pre-dates the COVID-19 pandemic. The 

Shops at Hudson Yards’ anchor tenant, Neiman Marcus, closed in September 2020 due to COVID-19. 
50 Although definitions for the neighborhoods may differ, this analysis utilizes CoStar office submarket 

boundaries to define neighborhoods, with the exception of Hudson Yards. Although the Hudson Yards 
submarket may be reported as coterminous with the Penn Plaza-Garment District in some real estate 
market information sources, such as CoStar, this analysis treats the two as separate submarkets / 
neighborhoods.  
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PENN PLAZA-GARMENT DISTRICT  

The Penn Plaza-Garment District is the submarket that encompasses both the Project Area and 
most of the broader study area. Within the Penn Plaza-Garment District neighborhood are three 
distinctive areas: Penn Station, Garment District, and Koreatown. 

Penn Station 
The Penn Station area, which roughly matches the boundaries of the Project Area, is anchored by 
Penn Station, MSG, and 1 Penn Plaza. Penn Station is a transit-rich office district serviced by 
MTA, the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), New Jersey Transit (NJT), Port Authority Trans-Hudson 
(PATH), and Amtrak. With close to 650,000 commuter trips through Penn Station daily, the 
station itself is substandard, deteriorated, and in dire need of major investment to maintain 
operations. Recent improvements have been made under ESD’s GPP to transform the Farley 
Building into Moynihan Train Hall, which contains the new waiting areas for Amtrak, and allow 
improvements to Penn Station’s retail, circulation, ingress/egress, HVAC, and other life and safety 
systems.  

The immediate vicinity of Penn Station is characterized by outdated and aging office buildings, 
with the last major development being the completion of Penn Plaza almost half a century ago. 
One Penn Plaza is the largest office building in the neighborhood with 2.7 million gsf of office 
space. At the ground-floor level, there is an abundance of retail activity along the avenues and 
West 34th Street. Manhattan Mall is the largest destination retail location within the neighborhood 
(after Macy’s) at 243,000 gsf.  

Garment District 
North of the Project Area is the Garment District, roughly bounded by West 40th Street to the north, 
Sixth Avenue to the east, West 34th Street to the south, and Ninth Avenue to the west. Most of this 
area is zoned as M1-6 and part of the Special Garment Center District zoning, created in 1987, which 
sought to preserve the industrial nature and garment manufacturing ecosystem of the district. 
However, there had been several conversions of manufacturing space to office space since the 
establishment of the district, and garment and other light manufacturing uses had been diminishing 
within the area for the at least the past two decades. In 2018, the Garment District was subject to a 
rezoning that relaxed restrictions on industrial to office conversions. The Garment District rezoning, 
in addition to the establishment of the new Sunset Park Fashion Hub in Brooklyn, is facilitating 
movement of fashion-related manufacturing and wholesale jobs to other parts of the City. 

At the ground-floor level, the impacts of rezoning and conversions are apparent, as Garment 
Supply and Wholesale uses represent only 14 percent of retailers in the Garment District (see 
Table 4-36). According to a field survey conducted, there are over 84 vacant storefronts and 11 
new development sites in the Garment District, indicating that the character of the neighborhood 
is already in the process of change.51 It appears that many of the ground-floor uses have converted 
to non-garment-related uses, including restaurants, offices, and non-clothing retail.  

 
51 This fieldwork was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. CoStar data from 2019 suggests that the 

vacancy was approximately 2 percent in the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket and approximately 
13 percent in the Garment District specifically. 
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Table 4-36 
Summary of Storefront Uses in Garment District 

Storefront Use Total  % of Storefronts 
Building, Hardware, Home/Garden 9 1.7% 
Convenience Goods 33 6.2% 
Development / Renovation Sites 11 2.1% 
Garment Supply / Wholesale 74 13.8% 
Fast-Food / Café 91 17.0% 
Full-Service Restaurant / Pub 64 12.0% 
Neighborhood Services / Institutions 69 12.9% 
Shoppers' Goods 100 18.7% 
Vacant Storefronts 84 15.7% 
Total 535 100.0% 
Note: The fieldwork survey assessed parts of the Garment District BID that are coterminous with the study 
area census tract boundaries. This fieldwork was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. CoStar data 
from 2019 suggests that the vacancy was 2 percent in the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket, and 
13 percent in the Garment District specifically. 
Source: Garment District BID, 2020; BJH Advisors, 2020. 

 

According to CoStar, average retail rents for recorded leases in the Garment District section52 of 
the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket are $120 per square foot, which is much lower than 
the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket overall ($159) and Midtown overall ($156). This is 
up from $80 per square foot for recorded leases on CoStar in 2015, indicating that rents have been 
rising on the Garment District blocks within the submarket. 

Koreatown 
Due east of the Project Area is Koreatown, which is primarily a dining and shopping district. 
Koreatown is roughly defined as the stretch of West 32nd Street between Fifth Avenue and 
Broadway. The neighborhood has remained fairly constant as an enclave for Korean- and Asian-
related businesses since the 1980s.53 A fieldwork survey found that most of the storefronts were 
dedicated to food sector businesses, many of which were franchises and chains, and almost all 
were exclusively Korean- and East-Asian-related (see Table 4-37). According to CoStar, average 
retail rents for recorded leases in the area are approximately $156 per square foot, which is 
comparable to the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket and Midtown overall. 

According to the 2014–2018 ACS, there was not a significant Korean population in the study area, 
although compared to the City’s average, the population share of Koreans is slightly higher (five 
percent of the study area population compared to one percent Citywide). This may suggest that 
Koreatown may not necessarily cater to a local ethnic population and has a wider trade area beyond 
the neighborhood, including more local-regional and non-local demand (including tourism). 
Based on field surveys, there are very few stores that specialize in convenience goods or shoppers’ 
goods, suggesting that this area does not primarily serve local residents. 

 

 
52 Based on the CoStar inventory, listings of the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket that are 

coterminous with the Garment District BID boundary were analyzed.  
53 Gina Pace. NY Daily News. Koreatown in NYC is now being taken more seriously as a dining 

destination. 26 April 2015.  
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Table 4-37  
Summary of Storefront Uses in Koreatown 

Storefront Use Total  % of Storefronts 
Building, Hardware, Home/Garden 0 0.0% 

Convenience Goods 3 7.1% 
Development / Renovation Sites 1 2.4% 

Garment Supply / Wholesale 0 0.0% 
Fast-Food / Café 8 19.0% 

Full-Service Restaurant / Pub 17 40.5% 
Neighborhood Services / Institutions 5 11.9% 

Shoppers' Goods 1 2.4% 
Vacant Storefronts 7 16.7% 

Total 42 100.0% 
Note: This fieldwork was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. CoStar data from 2019 suggests 
that the vacancy was an estimated two percent in the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket.  
Source: BJH Advisors, 2020.  

 

HUDSON YARDS 

Hudson Yards overlaps with the portion of the study area west of Ninth Avenue. Over the past 
two decades, Hudson Yards has transformed into a mixed-use district with new residential and 
office offerings. Created in 2005, the Special Hudson Yards District zoning allowed for the 
neighborhood to accommodate an estimated 26 million gsf of new office development, 20,000 
units of housing, 2 million gsf of retail, and 3 million gsf of hotel space. Much of what was before 
a rail yard and manufacturing area focused on printing businesses has been decked over with 
several platforms to accommodate new high-rise development and the extension of the New York 
City Transit (NYCT) 7 Subway Line to Hudson Yards-34th Street. In 2019, the Eastern Rail Yard 
site was opened to the public and contained over 12 million gsf across four office buildings, two 
residential buildings, a destination retail shopping mall, entertainment venues (including the Shed, 
a performance venue), and the Vessel, a tourist attraction.  

CHELSEA-NOMAD  

The Chelsea-NoMad neighborhood overlaps with the southern portion of the study area below 
West 30th Street. While the portions of Chelsea-NoMad that overlap with the study area are 
primarily commercial, the neighborhood at large is more residential and mixed-use than the Penn 
Plaza-Garment District submarket. Many of the areas overlapping with the study area are zoned 
M1-6, but due to the 1999 Chelsea rezoning, redevelopment from industrial to residential use was 
permitted to make way for new housing development. Commercial zoning is common along the 
avenues, and especially in the area surrounding Madison Square Park. According to CoStar, office 
rents in the area are slightly higher compared to Penn Plaza-Garment District at $58 per square 
foot, while retail rents are lower, at $130 per square foot. 

Chelsea-NoMad has a number of shopping corridors along West 14th Street and the West Chelsea-
Chelsea Market cluster, but these are located outside the study area. On the other hand, the Flower 
District is a shopping district located on West 28th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, 
squarely in the study area as well as within the Chelsea-NoMad submarket. The Flower District 
has been home to floral wholesalers for almost a century but has been experiencing neighborhood 
changes since the 1999 Chelsea rezoning, including rising retail rents, business displacement, and 
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conversions to hotel uses.54 Based on field surveys conducted within the district (see Table 4-38), 
the majority of tenants are floral shops (56 percent), but there are also five vacant storefronts and 
three new development sites.55 Adding to tenant pressures, two boutique hotels, the rebranded 
Hotel Hayden and the Moxy Chelsea, began operations in the Flower District in 2017 and 2019, 
respectively. In addition, new bars and lounges have sprung up in the neighborhood.  

Table 4-38 
Summary of Storefront Uses in Flower District 

Storefront Use Total % of Storefronts 
Building, Hardware, Home/Garden 25 55.6% 

Convenience Goods 1 2.2% 
Development / Renovation Sites 3 6.7% 

Garment Supply / Wholesale 0 0.0% 
Fast-Food / Café 3 6.7% 

Full-Service Restaurant / Pub 3 6.7% 
Neighborhood Services / Institutions 0 0.0% 

Shoppers' Goods 5 11.1% 
Vacant Storefronts 5 11.1% 

Total 45 100.0% 
Note: This field survey was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. CoStar data from 2019 
suggests that the vacancy was an estimated four percent in the Chelsea-NoMad submarket. 
Source: BJH Advisors, 2020.  

 

MURRAY HILL 

The Murray Hill neighborhood overlaps with an eastern portion of the study area, just off Fifth 
Avenue. Similar to Chelsea-NoMad, the Murray Hill neighborhood is mostly residential and 
mixed-use in character, although the overlapping areas are more commercial. Office rents are 
comparable to Midtown overall at $59 per square foot, but retail rents are significantly higher at 
$176 per square foot. Due to the proximity of the United Nations Headquarters on the East River, 
many consulates, foreign missions, and international organizations are located within the 
neighborhood but most lie outside the portion that is within the study area. There are retail 
corridors along each avenue of Murray Hill, but only the Fifth Avenue stretch lies within the study 
area. The Fifth Avenue retail corridor is a distinct retail market, and has more in common with the 
East Midtown real estate market.  

CATEGORIES OF BUSINESSES AND INSTITUTIONS MOST VULNERABLE TO INDIRECT 
DISPLACEMENT 

As shown in the employment trends data, the study area has been trending towards more office 
and retail-related sectors. Based on the employment trends in the study area, the fastest growing 
sectors are those typically housed in commercial office space, including Professional, Scientific, 
and Technical Services; Administrative and Support; and Information firms. Furthermore, there 
also appears to be growth in employment in the Accommodation and Food Services sector and 
Retail Trade—though it is anticipated that this growth has been stymied by the COVID-19 

 
54 Alyson Krueger. New York Times. Will Selfies Save the Flower District? 26 April 2019.  
55 This fieldwork was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. CoStar data from 2019 suggests that the 

vacancy was approximately four percent in the Chelsea-NoMad submarket. 
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pandemic. Retail employment grew 7 percent from 2012–2017 (from 25,598 to 27,458 workers) 
and Accommodation and Food Services grew 37 percent (from 15,729 to 21,608 workers) in the 
same time period. Much of this new retail and food industry employment and growth may be 
attributable to an expanding daytime worker population and new residential populations. The 
number of residents in the ¼-mile study area grew 14 percent to 18,407 from 2010–2018 while 
the number of workers in the ZIP code defined study area grew 34 percent to 374,495 from 2012–
2017.   

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, businesses and institutions that are most vulnerable to 
indirect displacement due to rent affordability are those establishments whose uses are less 
compatible with the economic trend that is creating upward pressures in the study area. Particularly 
vulnerable to displacement are sectors housed in traditionally industrial class real estate, such as 
Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, and Transportation and Warehousing. These sectors are already 
contracting in terms of numbers of firms (in both the area and in New York City as a whole) and 
Manufacturing is declining in terms of workers—down 17 percent since 2012. The difficulty of 
preserving traditional manufacturing and retail uses in the Garment District has led to more 
manufacturing to office space renovations even before the 2018 rezoning took place.56 On the 
ground-floor level, many of the apparel- and manufacturing-related retail businesses have 
switched to different types of neighborhood services and convenience goods, like restaurants and 
offices. On a similar front, industrial to commercial conversions in Chelsea-NoMad have put 
development pressures on longstanding shopping areas like the Flower District, where new hotels 
and restaurants are moving in.    

Institutional uses tend to be vulnerable to displacement, since these uses may be less compatible 
with economic trends. For instance, social organizations or non-profits operating out of storefronts 
or older buildings may be vulnerable to displacement if building owners increase rents due to a 
changing market. According to CoStar, institutional-type uses tend to pay below market on rents 
at $50 per square foot in the Penn Plaza-Garment District submarket.57 Furthermore, based on an 
assessment of community facility and institutional uses in the study area, most of these 
establishments are not owner-occupied and are currently renting their spaces. It may be possible 
that the demand for some institutional uses, such as health clinics or daycare centers, could 
increase due to growth in worker populations. For many other institutions that serve populations 
and customers beyond the study area, there may not be additional revenues or increased demand 
to offset possible rent increases. 

 
56 The Special Garment Center District was created in 1987 to maintain opportunities for apparel 

production, and wholesale and showroom uses in existing buildings in designated Preservation Areas on 
selected mid-blocks between West 35th and West 40th Streets west of Broadway. In 2018, the New 
York City Council approved a zoning text amendment for the Special Garment Center District. The 
zoning changes lifted preservation requirements that prevented as-of-right office conversions and led to 
disinvestment in building infrastructure. The zoning changes also included a new special permit to curb 
hotel development throughout the entire Special Garment Center District.  

57 The institutional use was based on gross rents paid by available CoStar rent data for the following 
facilities in the area: Assisted Living Senior Housing, Continuing Care Retirement, Correctional 
Facility, Day Care Center, Police / Fire Station, Medical Clinic, Post Office, Public Library, Recycling 
Center, Rehabilitation Center, Religious Facility, Schools, Shelter, and Utility.  
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THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT (NO ACTION CONDITION) 

Independent of the Proposed Project, by 2033 there are 33 “No Build” projects planned for the 
study area. Altogether, these 33 projects will introduce approximately 13.8 million gsf of 
development space, including 2,800 dwelling units, 299,000 gsf of retail, 6.4 million gsf of office, 
2,700 hotel rooms, 237,000 gsf of community facility, 298,000 gsf of storage space, and 208 
parking spaces. The largest development is the Manhattan West project, an 8.1-million-gsf mixed-
use development located at 435 West 31st Street that will introduce 790 dwelling units, 4.1 million 
gsf of office space, and 164 hotel rooms. Overall, the 2033 No Action condition at Phase 1 
completion will add approximately 14,000 workers to the study area from the development sites 
and 27,800 workers from the No Build sites.  

Based on these projects, there will be an expected increase in conversions of Class B and C office 
space to residential and hotel where zoning allows for these uses. As hotel and residential are 
generally more profitable uses, conversions to the property’s highest and best use would occur. If 
residential and hotel uses were to dilute the share of office space in the Penn Station real estate 
submarket, this would reduce the study area’s prominence as a commercial office district.  

The No Action condition, by Phase 2 completion in 2044, will add approximately 3.1 million gsf 
of office space, 272,000 gsf of destination retail space, 420,000 gsf of local retail, 961 hotel rooms, 
and 758 residential units to the study area. This development will introduce 14,600 new workers, 
with the vast majority being office workers (approximately 12,250). Further, new office 
developments will continue to attract sector workers similar to the current composition of 
employment, including Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services; Administrative and 
Support Services; and Information. Jobs outside of office, retail, and hotel—including 
Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, and Transportation and Warehousing—are expected to continue 
to decrease as a proportion of the total employment.  

Several of the neighborhoods that overlap with the study area will continue to evolve absent the 
Proposed Project. In the Garment District, more mixed-use conversions will be expected, as 
evidenced by the two pipeline projects at 515 Seventh Avenue and 349 West 47th Street. Similarly, 
the Flower District will undergo more redevelopment to residential and hotel including those at 
35, 116, and 132 West 28th Street. In both cases, the ground-floor retail of the retail districts may 
evolve with changing neighborhood consumer demand. In the Flower District, the ground-floor 
retail may feature additional neighborhood goods and food and drink establishments that cater to 
new residents and hotel guests. In the Garment District, ground-floor retail has already moved 
away from apparel-related wholesale and retail, and towards more food and drink establishments 
and non-clothing retailers. Based on these trends, this will result in a decrease of manufacturing 
and wholesale firms and jobs within the study area.   

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT (WITH ACTION CONDITION) 

The 2044 With Action condition would add approximately 13.1 million gsf of office space, 
307,000 gsf of destination retail space, 504,000 gsf of local retail, 734 hotel rooms, and 542 
residential units from the development of the project sites. This development would introduce 
54,400 new workers, with the vast majority being office workers (approximately 52,200). This 
would be an almost fourfold increase over the worker population introduced in the No Action 
condition, and an increase of approximately 15 percent over current total employment in the study 
area. Similar to the No Action condition, new office developments would continue to attract sector 
workers similar to the current composition of employment, including Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical Services; Administrative and Support Services; and Information.  
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The With Action condition would not introduce new economic uses but instead it would allow for 
greater amounts of office and retail spaces to be constructed within the Project Area. In particular, 
Sites 1, 2, and 3, located south of Penn Station and MSG along West 31st Street, would contain 
5.3 million gsf more office space compared with the No Action condition. With approximately 
6.2 million gsf of office space, these three sites would contain the majority of the proposed office 
space in mixed-use towers. In terms of retail, there would be an increase of approximately 118,000 
gsf over the No Action condition in both local and destination retail across all eight development 
sites. Of the 811,000 gsf of newly built retail, approximately 408,000 gsf would be built on Sites 
7 and 8 to replace the existing 272,000 gsf in Manhattan Mall and ground-floor retail.  

The Proposed Project would benefit existing businesses and retail districts located within the study 
area. The introduction of approximately 54,400 new workers, 734 hotel rooms, and 910 residents 
to the study area would provide current businesses with a new customer base. New demand from 
customers would, for many businesses, result in added revenues that could offset any potential 
increases in rent. As the worker population continues to grow above the residential population in 
the study area, there may already be a shift towards retail that caters to an office worker population 
instead of local residents. For instance, retail establishments—such as office supply or restaurants 
that are fast-food or grab-and-go-oriented—may see increases in demand compared to those that 
are more resident-facing, such as dry cleaners, pet stores, or bakeries.  

Although the With Action condition would result in a net loss of parking spaces, a parking shortfall 
would not substantially affect business conditions due to the magnitude of available alternative 
modes of transportation. As detailed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” parking shortfalls are projected 
in both the 2033 and 2044 With Action scenarios.58 However, based on travel demand patterns for 
the study area, commercial office and retail businesses are not dependent upon auto-using customers 
for their economic viability. As noted in Chapter 14, only 1.5 percent of trips to offices, 9.0 percent 
of trips to destination retail establishments, and 6.0 percent of trips to local neighborhood retail 
establishments would be attributable to automobiles. A majority of regular retail customers who 
travel by auto who are unable to park are expected to take public transit. In addition, the demand 
generated from a new, larger customer base with the Proposed Project would, for many businesses, 
result in added revenues that could offset any potential loss of customers due to parking shortfall. 
Lastly, a parking shortfall would still be consistent with New York City’s public policy of 
discouraging automotive use in Manhattan Central Business Districts. 

Events at MSG have higher auto-based trips than the destination uses described above; based on 
historic visitor surveys,59 approximately one-third of visitors to weeknight events at MSG arrive by 
auto, while approximately one-half of visitors to weekend events arrive by auto. While MSG is 
relatively dependent upon the availability of parking, the parking capacity analyses presented in 
Chapter 14, “Transportation,” account for parking demand from MSG events in the baseline and 
projected a with-action parking shortfall in the 2044 weekday commuter (5-6 PM) peak, which is 

 
58 In the 2033 With Action scenario, there would be a parking surplus within the ¼ -mile radius of the 

Project Area in the weekday AM peak time period, and an estimated 1,219 and 1,125-space shortfall 
during the midday and PM time periods, respectively. In the 2044 With Action scenario, there would be 
an estimated 355, 2,047, and 1,306-space shortfall during the AM, midday, and PM time periods, 
respectively, within the ¼-mile radius. 

59 Based on Vollmer Associates 1987 survey data as reported in a November 11, 2003 technical 
memorandum of Appendix S.1 of the No. 7 Subway Extension—Hudson Yards Rezoning and 
Development Program EIS.  
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prior to the 7PM-8PM peak period during which MSG patrons would be seeking parking for 
weeknight events. Furthermore, office employees parked in the area would start to vacate parking 
facilities, primarily during the 5PM-7PM period, which would make parking spaces available for 
MSG patrons—a concept known as “shared parking.” There is substantially higher parking 
availability on weekends when compared to weekday daytime peaks, such that there would continue 
to be parking availability for weekend MSG events. In addition, with improvements to transit 
infrastructure facilitated by the Proposed Project, there is expected to be a further shift away from 
auto trips to the study area, particularly to/from locations in New Jersey. Although not accounted for 
in the parking demand analysis in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the anticipated reduction in auto 
travel created by improvements in rail access would lead to reductions in the study area’s future 
parking demand. Since the EIS traffic and parking analyses are based on established travel patterns 
and did not take credit of these likely reductions due to a shift in mode choice, there is likely to be 
more available future parking supply than what has been projected.        

There may be some indirect business displacement effects within the study area in retail corridors 
that contain categories of businesses vulnerable to displacement. Some businesses in certain 
sectors, such as Manufacturing or Wholesale Trade, may not benefit from additional foot traffic 
created by the Proposed Project, since these sector activities may be less compatible with 
economic trends. However, these areas are already experiencing changes independent of the 
Proposed Project. Some of the probable impacts within the study area can be summarized below.    

• Garment District: In the Garment District, more mixed-use conversions would be expected, 
as evidenced by the two pipeline projects—a mixed-use commercial development at 515 
Seventh Avenue and a new residential mixed-use development at 349 West 47th Street. 
Ground-floor retail has already moved away from apparel-related wholesale and retail, and 
towards more food and drink establishments and non-clothing retailers. Based on these trends, 
this would result in a decrease of Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade firms and jobs within 
the study area. By 2044, the Garment District may contain even more office and non-garment-
related convenience goods if this trend were to continue. In this case, the Proposed Project 
would provide new businesses and customers for ground-floor retail uses.  

• Koreatown: Given that Koreatown has remained a predominantly Korean and Asian business 
district since the 1980s and endured market changes in the interim period, the Proposed Project 
likely would not result in indirect business displacement. Rather, the Proposed Project has the 
potential to benefit businesses in Koreatown due to the prominence of food establishments 
that may cater to new worker populations.  

• Hudson Yards: In terms of pipeline developments, the largest planned development within the 
study area is the Manhattan West project, located at 435 West 31st Street, a 8.1 million gsf 
mixed-use project which will introduce 790 dwelling units, 4.0 million gsf of office space, 
and 164 hotel rooms. Much of the new development in Hudson Yards can be seen as consistent 
or complementary to the Proposed Project, and would not be impacted with indirect business 
displacement stemming from the Proposed Project.   

• Chelsea-NoMad and Flower District: The Flower District would experience more 
redevelopment to residential and hotel, including those at 35, 116, and 132 West 28th Street. 
In the Flower District, the ground-floor retail may feature additional neighborhood goods and 
food and drink establishments that cater to new residents and hotel guests. It appears changes 
in this neighborhood are occurring independent of the Proposed Project, and that any future 
displacement along the district would be due to development already occurring in Chelsea-
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NoMad as opposed to because of the Proposed Project. The ground-floor retail of the retail 
districts would continue to evolve with changing neighborhood consumer demand.   

• Murray Hill: The Murray Hill neighborhood would not experience indirect business 
displacement due to the Proposed Project. The Fifth Avenue retail corridor is a distinct retail 
market, and has more in common with the East Midtown real estate market.  

Even if indirect business displacement was attributable to the Proposed Project, the identified 
vulnerable businesses do not provide services unique to the study area, of substantial economic 
value to New York City, or locational needs that preclude them from relocation elsewhere in the 
City. Most of the businesses and institutions identified serve trade areas larger than the study area 
and do not provide direct support to other businesses in the study area or bring substantial numbers 
of people to the area that form a customer base for local businesses. In the case of apparel- or 
garment-related businesses, while the Garment District historically co-located retailing, whole-
saling, and manufacturing, this model has been significantly diluted in the wake of the Garment 
District rezoning and, even prior, through the expansion of Sunset Park Garment Design Hub. 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the ongoing pipeline of mixed-use developments 
in Chelsea, Hudson Yards, and the Penn Plaza-Garment District. The Proposed Project would help 
to preserve and enhance the current workforce around Penn Station as the building stock ages. 
With its new Class A Office space, mixed-use developments, and transit improvements, the 
Proposed Project would enhance the Project Area’s desirability as a commercial district for firms 
and employees. Based on current market availability, the Proposed Project’s phasing, and the 
Proposed Project’s development uses, displaced businesses and institutions may be able to relocate 
within the project or the study area. Overall, the Proposed Project’s new commercial development 
would be a reflection of current development patterns and would not alter or accelerate existing 
economic patterns in the study area. To the extent that indirect business displacement may be 
attributable to the Proposed Project, it would not result in a significant adverse impact. 

I. ECONOMIC BENEFITS ANALYSIS 

OVERVIEW 

This section presents the estimated economic and fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project under 
two development scenarios, the Maximum Commercial Scenario and the Maximum Residential 
Scenario. Economic benefits refers to job creation and economic output, while fiscal benefits refer 
to tax revenues. The scenarios are described in detail in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.” The 
analysis examines the jobs, wages, and economic outputs of the construction and ongoing 
operations of the Proposed Project in 2044. The analysis also estimates the potential tax revenues 
from personal income tax, sales tax, and hotel occupancy tax from the ongoing operations of the 
Proposed Project in 2044. Lastly, the analysis provides qualitative description of the economic 
benefits of the below-grade expansion of Penn Station. It should be noted that the analysis did not 
examine whether the benefits or impacts are net new to New York City and New York State. As 
mentioned in Section C, “Methodology,” the estimates of direct permanent jobs were provided by 
the RWCDS. Further, estimates of temporary direct jobs during construction were produced based 
on estimated construction costs of the Proposed Project. Average wages were obtained from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics and New York State Department of Labor. Sales tax on applicable 
employee expenditures were estimated based on Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure 
Survey for the New York metropolitan area. The average daily rate and occupancy rate of hotels 
in New York City derived from STR. Tax rates and income tax filing status data were obtained 
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from the New York City Department of Finance and the New York State Department of Taxation 
and Finance. 

Transit-oriented developments have the potential to create economic benefits for the local and 
regional economies. As mentioned in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” a primary purpose of the 
Proposed Project is to transform a substandard and insanitary area in and around Penn Station into 
a revitalized, modern transit-oriented commercial district. Overall, the Proposed Project would 
increase the density and capacity for additional businesses and firms through new commercial 
spaces within the Project Area. Further, the agglomeration of jobs proximate to a major transit hub 
enables business establishments to access “a larger, higher quality labor pool” and “to attract and 
retain higher quality workers.”60 

The Proposed Project would help finance transit and public realm improvements and support 
economic growth in New York City and New York State by providing substantial new high-
density commercial development proximate to Penn Station. As mentioned in Chapter 1, ESD is 
exploring multiple financing options, including PILOTs, sale of development rights, and transfer 
fees that could be monetized to fund a portion of the project costs. While the development of new 
buildings, and the site-specific public realm and transportation improvements would be privately 
funded with developer equity and private financing, there would be value-capture frameworks 
(including PILOTs and other revenues generated by new development) to offset some of the cost 
of public improvements and the Penn Station expansion. ESD has proposed that the City would 
continue to receive current property tax revenues, adjusted annually, on all sites in the Project 
Area, so the City would not lose tax revenue. In addition, the PILOT structure would not continue 
in perpetuity but rather would be limited to the duration of any financing mechanism utilized to 
pay for the Penn Station and related public realm improvements. Thereafter, the PILOT 
agreements would be terminated, and the sites would revert to City tax rolls  

Job estimates were used as inputs in an input/output model (the RIMS II model of the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis) that employs multipliers relevant to the study area and surrounding 
communities and the economic sectors conducting activities therein. For a given region, input-
output models and multipliers can produce estimates of three types of multiplier effects: direct, 
indirect, and induced spending. Direct effects include the number of jobs, outputs, and earnings in 
the completion of the construction of the Proposed Project or in the operation of the Proposed 
Project. Indirect effects include jobs, outputs, and earnings related to business-to-business 
expenditures or increased input demand. Induced effects include jobs, outputs, and earnings 
related to consumer spending created by direct or indirect workers spending household incomes 
in the local economy.  

The economic benefits are presented for the construction of the development and for the 
subsequent operations of the completed development in Phase 2. Although the Proposed Project 
is assumed to be completed in two phases terminating in 2033 and 2044, the construction budget 
has not been inflated; estimates in this analysis are made in 2020 dollars.   

In addition to the economic benefits, the Proposed Project would generate substantial fiscal benefits 
for New York City, New York State, and MTA. These tax revenues would include property-related 
and non-property-related taxes. The analysis examines non-property-related tax revenues from the 
operations of the Proposed Project. As mentioned earlier, higher density of quality commercial spaces 

 
60 Belzer, Dena, et al., Transit and Regional Economic Development. Center for Transit-Oriented 

Development, May 2011, pp. 9-10. 
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would attract more jobs to the Penn Station area. Most employees who work in the Proposed Project 
would earn incomes that are subject to New York City and New York State personal income taxes. 
Employees would also spend a portion of their income on sales-tax-applicable items, generating sales 
tax revenues for New York City, New York State, and MTA. If a hotel is developed on Site 4, it would 
attract both domestic and international tourists and would generate hotel occupancy tax revenues. 

Job estimates and average wages are used as input to estimate the potential personal income tax 
revenues for New York City, New York State, and MTA. For the purpose of this analysis, 71 
percent of employees are assumed to be New York City residents, 97 percent are assumed to be 
New York State residents (inclusive of New York City residents), and three percent are assumed to 
be non-residents.61 For a conservative estimation, this analysis only assesses potential income taxes 
generated by New York State residents. Non-residents working in New York City are generally 
subject to non-resident income taxes, which are excluded from this analysis. Sixty-one percent (61 
%) of filers are assumed to be single filers and 39 percent of filers are assumed to be married filers 
based on 2019 New York State tax filing data. All employers are assumed to have a payroll over 
$437,000 for each calendar quarter; thus, all workers are assumed to be subject to metropolitan 
commuter transportation mobility tax (MCTMT). The analysis uses the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
May 2019 State Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates New York data in the skewed 
normal distribution model to determine the income distribution by industry. To estimate sales tax 
revenues, the analysis uses the 2019–2020 Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure 
Survey for the New York metropolitan area to determine spending patterns for sales-tax-applicable 
categories. The total expenditures are based on New York metropolitan’s annual income of 
$100,425. The total sales-tax-applicable expenditures are scaled proportionally to the average New 
York City wages for retail, dining, hotel, residential, parking, and community facility. For a 
conservative estimation, the total sales-tax-applicable expenditures are capped at the amount 
reported in the 2019–2020 Consumer Expenditure Survey for the average income in the New York 
metropolitan area.62  

The average daily rate and the occupancy rate of hotels in New York City in 2019 are used as 
inputs to project the potential hotel occupancy tax revenues. 

The conclusions in this analysis are based upon information provided through public data sources and 
by ESD. All estimates in this analysis are made in 2020 dollars. Estimated project performance is based 
on development projections from the development scenarios, though actual results may vary. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION: MAXIMUM 
COMMERCIAL SCENARIO 

The Proposed Project would generate new direct and indirect construction-related employment in 
New York City and New York State. In turn, the construction-related employment would generate 
wages and annual economic activity in New York City and New York State. The new construction 

 
61 Percentage of New York City, New York State, and Out-of-State workers were obtained from United 

States Census Bureau OnTheMap inflow/outflow job counts data for New York City and New York 
State in 2019. 

62 New York City’s average office wages exceed New York metropolitan’s annual income before tax; 
therefore, the analysis assumes New York metropolitan’s total sales-tax-applicable expenditures for the 
office workers. 
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and economic activity will also generate fiscal benefits for both New York City and New York 
State, including income and sales tax revenues and transit fare revenues.  

Based on the Proposed Project’s development program and preliminary estimates of construction 
costs per square foot, the total investment for the Proposed Project’s construction is an estimated 
$10.9 billion.63 This amount, consisting of “hard costs” (or actual construction costs) includes about 
$2.9 billion for Phase 1 construction and $8.0 billion for Phase 2 construction. This amount excludes 
amounts related to the costs of financing, including financing, marketing, and management, and 
excludes the cost of Penn Station improvements and expansion.  

The projected employment and wage benefits from the total construction activity of Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 are shown in Table 4-39. The construction of the Proposed Project would generate 
approximately 70,200 jobs in New York City and 83,800 jobs in New York State. Furthermore, 
the estimated construction expenditure will generate multiplier effects in the New York City and 
New York State economies. Those impacts include $7.0 billion in wages within New York City 
and $8.1 billion in wages within New York State.64 The total economic output—including direct, 
indirect, and induced—from the construction of the Proposed Project would be $15.6 billion in 
New York City and $20.4 billion in New York State. 

Table 4-39 
Summary of Total Employment and Economic Benefits from the Construction of 

the Proposed Project: Maxmimum Commercial Scenario 
 New York City New York State 

Total Employment (Person-Years)* 
Direct (Construction) 50,100 50,100 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) 20,100 33,700 
Rounded Totals 70,200 83,800 

Total Wages and Salaries (2020 Dollars, Millions) 
Direct (Construction) $5,470 $5,470 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $1,570 $2,680 
Rounded Totals $7,030 $8,150 

Total Economic Output or Demand (2020 Dollars, Millions)** 
Direct (Construction) $10,940 $10,940 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $4,640 $9,490 
Rounded Totals $15,580 $20,430 

Notes: 
* A person-year is the equivalent of one person working full time for one year. 
** The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct construction spending. 
Source: Project estimates regarding characteristics and construction cost of the development; RIMS II Multipliers 2018; NYS 
Department of Labor, 2019.  

 

 
63 The construction cost for the Proposed Project includes 13.1 million gsf of office space; 811,000 gsf of 

retail space; 477,000 gsf of hotel space; 542 residential units; 400 parking spaces; 18,000 gsf of 
community facility; and 3.4 million gsf non-program-area space. Non-program area space includes space 
for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements, back-of-house areas 
(e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading 
space on the ground and sublevels.  

64 The analysis assumes an average annual construction wage of $109,061 in New York County. 
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ECONOMIC BENEFITS DURING PROPOSED PROJECT OPERATIONS: MAXIMUM 
COMMERCIAL SCENARIO 

The Proposed Project would provide substantial, new high-density mixed-use development 
proximate to Penn Station. The generation of new, permanent direct and indirect jobs in New York 
City and New York State would produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York City and New 
York State, including income and sales tax revenues. The new commercial spaces within the 
Proposed Project would enable greater business activity for current and new establishments 
located in and around Penn Station. Overall, it is estimated that the Proposed Project would support 
54,400 new direct jobs. The estimated worker count and annual wages from the ongoing 
operations of the Proposed Project are presented in Table 4-40. This analysis only considers the 
worker population generated by the Proposed Project and does not include estimates of operational 
employment in the expanded Penn Station. 

Table 4-40 
Estimated Annual Employment and Wages Generated by the Proposed Project at 

Completion (2044): Maximum Commercial Scenario 

  
Phase 2 (2044) 

Workers 
Estimated Annual Wages  
(2020 Dollars, Millions) 

Office 52,232 $6,107 
Retail (includes Dining) 1,864 $99 

Parking 8 $0.5 
Hotel 245 $18 

Community Facility 18 $1 
Residential Units 22 $1 
Rounded Totals 54,400 $6,227 

Note: For purposes of the economic impacts analysis, sector wages are derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and New York State Department of Labor survey data for New York County. 
Source: AKRF, Inc., 2020; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019; New York State Department of Labor, 2019. 

 

Upon completion in 2044, the Proposed Project would contain offices, local and destination retail 
spaces (including dining), hotels, residences, community facilities, and parking facilities. These 
54,400 new direct jobs would generate over $6.2 billion in annual wages. This analysis assumes 
sector wages derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and New York State Department of 
Labor survey data for New York County.  

Table 4-41 summarizes the estimated direct and indirect effects on the New York City and New 
York State economies from the operations of the Proposed Project. The 54,400 jobs would 
generate 56,100 indirect jobs in New York City (for a total of 110,500 jobs) and 74,200 jobs in 
New York State (for a total of 128,600 jobs). In turn, the direct and indirect jobs would generate 
up to $9.7 billion in total wages in New York City and $10.9 in total wages in New York State. 

The direct effect on the local economy is estimated to be $28.1 billion annually for New York City 
and New York State. Further, the total economic activity, when adding indirect expenditures 
generated from direct expenditures, is estimated at $43.4 billion for New York City and $49.7 
billion for New York State. These estimates do not include the economic benefits of improving 
and expanding rail service at Penn Station. 
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Table 4-41 
Summary of Total Employment and Economic Benefits from the Operations of 

the Propsosed Project by 2044: Maximum Commercial Scenario 
 New York City New York State 

Total Employment (Full-Time Equivalent) 
Direct (Business Activity) 54,400 54,400 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) 56,100 74,200 
Rounded Totals 110,500 128,600 

Total Wages and Salaries (2020 Dollars, Millions) 
Direct (Business Activity) $6,230 $6,230 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $3,490 $4,680 
Rounded Totals $9,720 $10,910 

Total Economic Output or Demand (2020 Dollars, Millions) 
Direct (Business Activity) $28,120 $28,120 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $15,260 $21,590 
Rounded Totals $43,380 $49,710 

Source: Project estimates regarding characteristics and construction cost of the development; RIMS II Multipliers 
2018; New York State Department of Labor, 2019.  

 

In addition to the economic benefits, the annual operations of the Proposed Project under the 
maximum commercial scenario would generate ongoing fiscal benefits for New York City, MTA, 
and New York State. In total, the Proposed Project is estimated to generate approximately $716.8 
million annually in non-property-tax revenues for New York City, MTA, and New York State by 
2044. These estimated non-property-tax revenues include personal income tax on employee wages, 
sales tax on employee expenditures,65 and hotel occupancy tax. Workers employed at the Proposed 
Project will earn wages, pay personal income taxes, and make expenditures that are subject to New 
York City, MTA, New York State sales tax. Hotel activity on Site 4 would generate hotel occupancy 
taxes for New York City and sales tax for New York City, MTA, and New York State. 

In total, New York City is estimated to receive approximately $283.6 million annually from the 
operations of the Proposed Project under the maximum commercial scenario. MTA would receive 
approximately $19.6 million in tax revenues annually while New York State is estimated to 
receive approximately $413.6 million in tax revenues annually. 

Table 4-42 
Summary of Fiscal Benefits from the Operations of the Proposed Project by 

2044: Maximum Commercial Scenario 
New York City Taxes $283,600,000  

MTA Taxes $19,600,000  
New York State Taxes $413,600,000  

Total $716,800,000  
Note: For purposes of the fiscal impacts analysis, sector wages are derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and New York State Department of Labor survey data for New York County. 
Source: Project estimates regarding characteristics and construction cost of the development; New York 
State Department of Labor, 2019; New York City Department of Finance, 2021; New York State 
Department of Taxation and Finance, 2021; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019; STR, 2019. 

 
65 For a conservative estimation, the total sales-tax-applicable expenditures are capped at the amount 

reported in the 2019–2020 Consumer Expenditure Survey for New York metropolitan area. New York 
City’s Average office wages exceed New York metropolitan’s annual income before tax; therefore, the 
analysis assumes New York metropolitan’s total sales-tax-applicable expenditures for the office 
workers. 
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ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION: MAXIMUM 
RESIDENTIAL SCENARIO 

The Proposed Project would generate new direct and indirect construction-related employment in 
New York City and New York State. In turn, the construction-related employment would generate 
wages and annual economic activity in New York City and New York State. The new construction 
and economic activity will also generate fiscal benefits for both New York City and New York 
State, including income and sales tax revenues and transit fare revenues. Based on the Proposed 
Project’s development program and preliminary estimates of construction costs per square foot, the 
total investment for the Proposed Project’s construction is an estimated $10.4 billion.66 This amount, 
consisting of “hard costs” (or actual construction costs) includes about $2.9 billion for Phase 1 
construction and $7.4 billion for Phase 2 construction. This amount excludes amounts related to the 
costs of financing, including financing, marketing, and management, and excludes the cost of Penn 
Station improvements and expansion.  

The projected employment and wage benefits from the total construction activity of Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 are shown in Table 4-43. The construction of the Proposed Project would generate 
approximately 66,700 jobs in New York City and 79,700 jobs in New York State. Furthermore, 
the estimated construction expenditure will generate multiplier effects in the New York City and 
New York State economies. Those impacts include $6.7 billion in wages within New York City 
and $7.7 billion in wages within New York State.67 The total economic output—including direct, 
indirect, and induced—from the construction of the Proposed Project would be $14.8 billion in 
New York City and $19.4 billion in New York State. 

Table 4-43 
Summary of Total Employment and Economic Benefits from the Construction of 

the Proposed Project: Maximum Residential Scenario 
 New York City New York State 

Total Employment (Person-Years)* 
Direct (Construction) 47,500 47,500 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) 19,200 32,200 
Rounded Totals 66,700 79,700 

Total Wages and Salaries (2020 Dollars, Millions) 
Direct (Construction) $5,180  $5,180  

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $1,490  $2,560  
Rounded Totals $6,680  $7,740  

Total Economic Output or Demand (2020 Dollars, Millions)** 
Direct (Construction) $10,370  $10,370  

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $4,400  $9,000  
Rounded Totals $14,770  $19,370  

Notes: 
* A person-year is the equivalent of one person working full time for one year. 
** The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct construction spending. 
Source: Project estimates regarding characteristics and construction cost of the development; RIMS II Multipliers 
2018; NYS Department of Labor, 2019.  

 
66 The construction cost for the Proposed Project includes 11.6 million gsf of office space; 823,000 gsf of 

retail space; 307,000 gsf of hotel space; 1,800 residential units; 400 parking spaces; 18,000 gsf of 
community facility; and 3.2 million gsf non-program-area space. Non-program area space includes space 
for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit improvements, back-of-house areas 
(e.g. hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading 
space on the ground and sublevels.  

67 The analysis assumes an average annual construction wage of $109,061 in New York County. 
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL BENEFITS DURING PROPOSED PROJECT 
OPERATIONS: MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL SCENARIO 

The Proposed Project would provide substantial, new high-density mixed-use development 
proximate to Penn Station. The generation of new, permanent direct and indirect jobs in New York 
City and New York State would produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York City and New 
York State, including income, sales, and hotel occupancy tax revenues. The new commercial 
spaces within the Proposed Project would enable greater business activity for current and new 
establishments located in and around Penn Station. Overall, it is estimated that the Proposed 
Project would support 48,400 new direct jobs. The estimated worker count and annual wages from 
the ongoing operations of the Proposed Project are presented in Table 4-44. This analysis only 
considers the worker population generated by the Proposed Project and does not include estimates 
of operational employment in an expanded Penn Station. 

Table 4-44 
Estimated Annual Employment and Wages Generated by the Proposed Project at 

Completion (2044): Maximum Residential Scenario 

 
Phase 2 (2044) 

Workers 
Estimated Annual Wages  
(2020 Dollars, Millions) 

Office 46,243 $5,407  
Retail (includes Dining) 1,878 $100  

Parking 8 $0.5  
Hotel 157 $12  

Community Facility 18 $1  
Residential Units 72 $4  
Rounded Totals 48,400 $5,524  

Note: For purposes of the economic impacts analysis, sector wages are derived from the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics and New York State Department of Labor survey data for New York County. 
Source: AKRF, Inc., 2020; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019; New York State Department of Labor, 
2019. 

 

Upon completion in 2044, the Proposed Project would contain offices, local and destination retail 
spaces (including dining), hotels, residences, community facilities, and parking facilities. These 
48,400 new direct jobs would generate over $5.5 billion in annual wages. This analysis assumes 
sector wages derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and New York State Department of 
Labor survey data for New York County. 

Table 4-45 summarizes the estimated direct and indirect effects on the New York City and New 
York State economies from the operations of the Proposed Project. The 48,400 jobs would 
generate 49,700 indirect jobs in New York City (for a total of 98,100 jobs) and 65,800 jobs in 
New York State (for a total of 114,200 jobs). In turn, the direct and indirect jobs would generate 
up to $8.6 billion in total wages in New York City and $9.7 billion in total wages in New York 
State. 

The direct effect on the local economy of the operations of the Proposed Project, based on on-site 
employment is estimated to be $24.9 billion annually for New York City and New York State. 
Further, the total economic activity, when adding indirect expenditures generated from direct 
expenditures, is estimated at $38.5 billion for New York City and $44.1 billion for New York 
State. These estimates do not include the economic benefits of improving and expanding rail 
service at Penn Station. 
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Table 4-45 
Summary of Total Employment and Economic Benefits from the Operations of 

the Proposed Project by 2044: Maximum Residential Scenario 
 New York City New York State 

Total Employment (Full-Time Equivalent) 
Direct (Business Activity) 48,400 48,400 

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) 49,700 65,800 
Rounded Totals 98,100 114,200 

Total Wages and Salaries (2020 Dollars, Millions) 
Direct (Business Activity) $5,520  $5,520  

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $3,090  $4,150  
Rounded Totals $8,620  $9,670  

Total Economic Output or Demand (2020 Dollars, Millions) 
Direct (Business Activity) $24,930  $24,930  

Indirect (Secondary and Induced) $13,530  $19,140  
Rounded Totals $38,460  $44,080  

Source: Project estimates regarding characteristics and construction cost of the development; RIMS II Multipliers 
2018; New York State Department of Labor, 2019.  

 

In addition to the economic benefits, the annual operations of the Proposed Project under the 
maximum residential scenario would generate ongoing fiscal benefits for New York City, MTA, and 
New York State. In total, the Proposed Project is estimated to generate approximately $618.8 million 
annually in non-property-tax revenues for New York City, MTA, and New York State by 2044. 
These estimated non-property-tax revenues include personal income tax on employee wages, sales 
tax on employee expenditures, and hotel occupancy tax. Workers employed at the Proposed Project 
would earn wages, pay personal income taxes, and make expenditures that are subject to New York 
City, MTA, New York State sales tax. Hotel activity on Site 4 would generate hotel occupancy taxes 
for New York City and sales tax for New York City, MTA, and New York State. 

In total, New York City is estimated to receive approximately $235.3 million in non-property-tax 
revenues annually from the operations of the Proposed Project. MTA would receive approximately 
$17.3 million in tax revenues annually while New York State is estimated to receive 
approximately $366.1 million in tax revenues annually.  

Table 4-46 
Summary of Fiscal Benefits from the Operations of the Proposed Project by 

2044: Maximum Residential Scenario 
New York City Taxes $235,300,000 

MTA Taxes $17,300,000  
New York State Taxes $366,100,000  

Total $618,800,000  
Note: For purposes of the fiscal impacts analysis, sector wages are derived from the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and New York State Department of Labor survey data for New York County. 
Source: Project estimates regarding characteristics and construction cost of the development; New York 
State Department of Labor, 2019; New York City Department of Finance, 2021; New York State 
Department of Taxation and Finance, 2021; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019; STR, 2019. 

 

This analysis does not include estimates of property tax revenue or other potential real estate 
revenues, as the terms of potential payment agreements or other financing options are yet to be 
determined. ESD has proposed that the City be kept whole for existing property taxes, adjusted 
annually, on all sites in the Project Area, so the City would not lose tax revenue. In addition, the 
PILOT structure would be limited to the duration of any financing mechanism utilized to pay for 
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the Penn Station improvements. Once the terms of the PILOT agreements expire, any PILOT 
revenue associated with the development sites would be directed to the City.  

ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF POTENTIAL PENN STATION EXPANSION 

Enhanced transportation infrastructure, including access/egress to station, street connections, as 
well as potential for future cross-Hudson capacity improvements, would allow for greater rail 
capacity, as well as improved accessibility for commuters. These improvements would be essential 
to creating a more cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district within the Project Area. The Penn 
Station reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station would generate new direct and 
indirect construction-related employments in New York City and New York State. In turn, the 
construction-related employment would generate wages and annual economic activity in New 
York City and New York State. Increased rail capacity could also lead to an increase in economic 
activity for businesses located in and around the station. The new construction and economic 
activity will also generate fiscal benefits for both New York City and New York State, including 
income and sales tax revenues and transit fare revenues.  
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Chapter 5:  Community Facilities and Services 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter assesses the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on community facilities and 
services, which are defined in the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical 
Manual as public or publicly funded schools, early childhood programs, libraries, health care 
facilities, and fire and police protection services. In addition to these services, other community 
facilities—such as homeless shelters, jails, community centers, colleges and universities, or 
religious and cultural facilities—may require analysis if the facility itself is the subject of a 
proposed project or would be physically displaced or altered by a project. The CEQR Technical 
Manual methodology focuses on direct effects (such as when a facility is physically displaced or 
altered) and indirect effects, which could result from increased demand for community facilities 
and services generated by new users—such as the new population that would result from the 
Proposed Project. The analysis of community facilities has been conducted in accordance with the 
guidelines established in the CEQR Technical Manual and the latest data and guidance from 
agencies such as the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School 
Construction Authority (SCA), and the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP). 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive rede-
velopment initiative to create a revitalized transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around 
Penn Station. The Proposed Project would result in up to 18 million gross square feet (gsf) of new 
commercial office, retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling units (DUs) in ten buildings 
across eight development sites within the Project Area. The Proposed Project would also support 
improvements to Penn Station and provide public transportation and public realm improvements, 
including new publicly accessible open space.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For this assessment of community facilities and services, the 
Maximum Residential Scenario is analyzed because this scenario would generate the most DUs 
in both the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years. 

Using the Maximum Residential Scenario, a detailed assessment of indirect effects on public 
schools (elementary, intermediate, and high schools) is not warranted as the number of 
incremental DUs introduced by the Proposed Project would be below the screening thresholds for 
analysis under the CEQR Technical Manual. However, detailed assessments of indirect effects on 
libraries and early childhood programs are warranted. A description of existing police, fire, and 
health care facilities serving the Project Area is provided for informational purposes. 

The Proposed Project would displace four community facilities: a church (St. John the Baptist 
Roman Catholic [RC] Church on Site 2); a drop-in center serving homeless individuals (the 
Antonio Olivieri Drop-In Center [Olivieri Center] on Site 2); an English language training school 
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(the Campus Education Penn Station branch on Site 2) and a non-profit organization (the 
Lithuanian Alliance of America [LAA] on Site 1B). Therefore, an assessment of the Proposed 
Project’s direct effects on these community facilities is provided below.  

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

DIRECT EFFECTS 

In the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern expansion of 
Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed Project would result in direct effects 
associated with displacement of four community facilities: a homeless drop-in center; a house of 
worship that provides a food pantry, health and wellness programs, and meeting space for 
substance abuse recovery programs; an English language school, and a non-profit organization for 
Lithuanian Americans. The detailed assessment below concludes that while these community 
facilities would be directly displaced by the Proposed Project, the displacement would not result 
in a significant adverse impact. With respect to the homeless drop-in center, house of worship, 
and English language school, comparable services are provided by other organizations and 
institutions in the vicinity of the Project Area. ESD would also work with the operator of the drop-
in center to facilitate its right to return to the Project Area in a larger space to increase the facility’s 
capacity, if desired. With respect to the non-profit organization for Lithuanian Americans, the 
facility serves a regional population and does not have unique locational requirements and it is 
anticipated that it could relocate in Manhattan or New York City.   

Displacement of these community facilities would also be assessed during the federal review 
under the NEPA for the potential Penn Station expansion. 

INDIRECT EFFECTS 

The Proposed Project would introduce a new residential population and therefore detailed 
assessments of libraries and early childhood programs are warranted. Based on the CEQR 
Technical Manual screening methodology, detailed analyses of public schools are not warranted. 
Under the manual, detailed analyses of outpatient health care facilities and police and fire 
protection services are also not warranted, although a description of such facilities serving the 
Project Area is provided for informational purposes. The Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA), Amtrak, and New Jersey Transit (NJT) (collectively, the Railroads) are developing an 
updated security and safety program for the integrated Penn Station complex. Development of the 
security and safety program will draw on guidance from the U.S. Department of Transportation—
Transit Security Design Considerations developed for the Federal Transit Administration, applicable 
codes and statutes, transit agency stakeholder requirements, previous and ongoing Threat, 
Vulnerability, and Risk Assessments (TVRA[s]) and input from local, state and federal law 
enforcement and emergency response agencies.  

The following sections summarize the principal conclusions of the analyses of public libraries and 
publicly financed early childhood programs. 

Libraries 
In both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, there would be no libraries within the study 
area that would experience greater than the 5 percent increase in catchment area population that 
the CEQR Technical Manual defines as the threshold for a potential significant adverse impact 
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(all increases would remain below 1 percent). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in 
a significant adverse impact to libraries in either analysis year.  

Publicly Financed Early Childhood Programs 
In both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, publicly financed early childhood programs in 
the study area are predicted to operate over capacity. In the 2033 With Action condition, the 
Proposed Project would result in a 16 percent increase in the utilization rate. In the 2044 With 
Action Scenario, the Proposed Actions would result in a 29 percent increase in the utilization rate. 
As these increases are above the five percent change threshold for a significant adverse impact, 
the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to publicly financed early 
childhood programs. Measures to mitigate that significant adverse impact to early childhood 
programs are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”   

B. PRELIMINARY SCREENING 
The analysis of community facilities has been conducted in accordance with CEQR Technical 
Manual methodologies and the latest data from the New York City Department of City Planning 
(DCP) and the New York City Department of Education (DOE). Community facilities and services 
are defined in the CEQR Technical Manual as public or publicly funded schools, early childhood 
programs, libraries, health care facilities, and fire and police protection services. 

The purpose of the preliminary screening is to determine whether a community facilities 
assessment is warranted. As recommended by the CEQR Technical Manual, a community facili-
ties assessment is warranted if a project has the potential to result in either direct or indirect effects 
on community facilities. If a project would physically alter a community facility, whether by dis-
placement of the facility or other physical change, this “direct” effect triggers the need to assess 
the service delivery of the facility and the potential effect that the physical change may have on 
that service delivery. New population added to an area as a result of a project would use existing 
services, which may result in potential “indirect” effects on service delivery. Depending on the 
size, income characteristics, and age distribution of the new population, there may be effects on 
public schools, libraries, or early childhood programs. 

DIRECT EFFECTS 

The Proposed Project would displace an existing homeless drop-in center, church, and an English 
language training school, considered as “Other Community Facilities” in the CEQR Technical 
Manual. Therefore, an analysis of direct effects is warranted. The Antonio Olivieri Drop-In 
Center, located at 247 West 30th Street, is a 24-hour drop-in center that provides assessments, 
referrals, case management, meals, clothing, and showers for homeless adults. St. John the Baptist 
RC Church, located at 213 West 30th Street, is a parish church providing worship and prayer 
services, community ministries and outreach programs (such as a food pantry), and meeting spaces 
for groups serving community needs (such as recovery groups like Alcoholics Anonymous [AA], 
Debtors Anonymous [DA], and Self-Mutilators Anonymous [SMA]). These resources are 
analyzed in Section G, “Other Community Facilities,” below.  

INDIRECT EFFECTS 

New residential population added to an area as a result of an action would use existing services, 
which may result in potential “indirect” effects on service delivery. Depending on the size, income 
characteristics, and age distribution of the new residential population, there may be effects on 
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public schools, libraries, or early childhood programs. The CEQR Technical Manual provides 
thresholds for guidance in making a determination of whether a detailed analysis is necessary to 
determine potential indirect impacts (see Table 5-1). If a project exceeds the threshold for a 
specific facility type, a more detailed analysis is warranted.  

Table 5-1 
Preliminary Screening Analysis Criteria: Manhattan 

Community Facilities Threshold for Detailed Analysis 

Public Schools 

More than 50 elementary/intermediate school or 150 high school students. In 
Manhattan CSD 2, the minimum number of dwelling units (DUs) that triggers a 
detailed elementary/intermediate analysis is 1,049 1, and the minimum number of 
DUs that triggers a detailed high school analysis is 7,500. 

Libraries Greater than 5 percent increase in ratio of DUs to libraries in borough. In 
Manhattan, the minimum number of DUs that triggers a detailed analysis is 901. 

Health care facilities 
(outpatient) 

Introduction of sizeable new residential neighborhood where none existed 
before.2 

Early Childhood 
Programs (publicly 
funded) 

More than 20 eligible children based on number of low- and low/moderate-income 
units by borough. In Manhattan, the minimum number of affordable units that 
triggers a detailed analysis is 170. 

Fire Protection Introduction of sizeable new residential neighborhood where none existed 
before.2 

Police Protection Introduction of sizeable new residential neighborhood where none existed 
before.2 

Note:  
1 The threshold of 1,049 is derived by multiplying 1,049 by the localized CSD 2 multipliers of 0.04 

(elementary) and 0.01 (intermediate) which yields a total of 50 combined elementary/intermediate 
students.  

2 The CEQR Technical Manual cites the Hunter’s Point South project as an example of a project that 
would introduce a sizeable new residential neighborhood where none existed before. The Hunter’s 
Point South project was contemplated to introduce approximately 5,000 new DUs to the Hunter’s Point 
South waterfront in Long Island City, Queens. 

Source: CEQR Technical Manual. 
 

The Proposed Project would introduce new residential and commercial space throughout the 
Project Area. Based on the screening criteria in Table 5-1, a detailed assessment of public schools 
(elementary, intermediate, and high schools) is not warranted as the Proposed Project would 
generate 1,040 incremental DUs, which is below the threshold of 1,049 in Manhattan CSD 2. 
While the Proposed Project would not trigger detailed analyses of potential impacts on health care 
services and police/fire stations, for informational purposes a description of existing police, fire, 
and health care facilities serving the Project Area is provided. 

C. LIBRARIES 

METHODOLOGY 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a libraries analysis should focus principally on branch 
libraries and not on the major research or specialty libraries that may fall within the study area. 
Service areas for neighborhood branch libraries are based on the distance that residents would 
travel to use library services, typically not more than three-quarters of a mile (the library’s 
catchment area). This libraries analysis compares the population generated by the Proposed 
Project with the catchment area population of libraries available within an approximately three-
quarters of a mile radius around the Project Area. 
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To determine the existing population of each library catchment area, 2020 Census data were 
assembled for all census tracts that fall primarily within three-quarters of a mile of each library. 
The catchment area population in the No Action condition was estimated by multiplying the 
number of new residential units in projects expected to be complete by 2044 that are located within 
the library’s three-quarters of a mile catchment areas by an average household size of 1.67 persons 
(the average household size for Manhattan Community District 5 according to 2020 U.S. Census 
data), and adding the new population to the existing population in that catchment area. The 
catchment area population in the With Action condition was estimated by adding the anticipated 
population that would result from the Proposed Actions to each library catchment area.  

New population in the No Action and With Action conditions was added to the existing catchment 
area population. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, if a project would increase the 
library’s catchment area population by five percent or more, and this increase would impair the 
delivery of library services in the study area, a significant impact could occur. 

In 2033, the Proposed Actions would result in an increment of approximately 414 dwelling units 
(691 residents) over the No Action Condition. This is below the CEQR threshold of 901 units for 
a detailed analysis. Therefore, only the Phase 2 2044 analysis is presented below.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Project Area is served by the New York Public Library (NYPL) system, which includes 92 
locations and houses approximately 53 million physical items and 900,345 digital materials. Three 
NYPL neighborhood libraries are located within three-quarters of a mile of the Project Area. These 
libraries serve a catchment area population of 524,439, and have approximately 522,306 total 
holdings (see Table 5-2 and Figure 5-1). Each public library serving the study area is described 
in more detail below.  

Table 5-2 
Public Libraries Serving the Study Area 

Library Name Address Holdings1 
Catchment Area 

Population2 
Kips Bay Library 466 Third Avenue 52,633 179,181 
Stavros Niarchos 

Foundation Library3 455 Fifth Avenue 400,000 180,431 

Muhlenberg Library 209 West 23rd Street 69,673 164,737 
TOTAL  522,306 524,439 

Notes: 
1 Holdings include books, CD-ROMS, DVDs, and videotapes. 
2 2020 Census data were assembled for all census tracts that fall primarily within ¾-mile of each 

library, then totaled for the study area. 
3  Formerly known as the Mid-Manhattan Library; holdings information for this library reflects the 

holdings capacity for the renovated facility. 
Sources: New York Public Library (NYPL); 2020 Census; NYC Department of City Planning 
Selected Facilities and Program Sites; https://www.nypl.org/press/press-release/june-1-2021/new-york-
public-library-cuts-ribbon-its-completely-transformed. 

 

The Kips Bay Library Branch is located at 466 Third Avenue on the corner of East 32nd Street 
and Third Avenue, and has served the neighborhood since March 1972. This branch is ADA-
accessible and offers a multitude of online classes and events such as teen art hour, information 
sessions on library collections, and children’s book discussions. The library has approximately 
52,633 holdings. 
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The Stavros Niarchos Foundation Library (formerly known as the Mid-Manhattan Library) at 455 
Fifth Avenue is the central circulating library of the NYPL. The library contains five levels of 
open browsable book stacks, a children’s center and an adult learning center, and other features. 
The library is ADA-accessible and has approximately 400,000 holdings. 

The Muhlenberg Library Branch is located at 209 West 23rd Street on the corner of West 23rd 
Street and Seventh Avenue and has served the neighborhood since 1906. As part of the NYPL 
Adopt-a-Branch program, the branch underwent a complete renovation and interior remodel in 
2000. The branch contains an adult area on the main floor, a young adult section and a children’s 
room on the second floor, and a community room for public programs and meetings on the third 
floor. The library is ADA-accessible with approximately 69,673 holdings. 

Residents can go to any NYPL branch and order books from any other library branch.  

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT - 2044 

In the 2044 No Action condition, the existing libraries will continue to serve the Project Area. No 
changes to the holdings of the facilities are expected for the purpose of this analysis. In addition, 
the catchment area population of the libraries will increase as a result of new development projects 
completed by the 2044 analysis year (see Table 5-3).  

Table 5-3 
Catchment Area Population: 2044 No Action Condition 

Library Name 
Existing Catchment 

Area Population1 New Residents2 New Catchment Area Population 
Kips Bay Library 179,181 2,173 181,354 

Stavros Niarchos Foundation Library 180,431 5,209 185,640 
Muhlenberg Library 164,737 16,415 181,152 

Notes: 
1 2020 Census data were assembled for all census tracts that fall primarily within ¾-mile of each library. 
2 Based on an average household size of 1.67 persons (the average household size for Manhattan Community District 

5 according to 2020 U.S. Census data).  
Sources: NYPL; 2020 Census; NYC Department of City Planning Selected Facilities and Program Sites; AKRF, Inc. 
 

In the 2044 No Action condition, approximately 2,173; 5,209; and 16,415 new residents will be 
added to the Kips Bay Library, Stavros Niarchos Foundation Library, and the Muhlenberg Library 
Branch catchment areas, respectively. 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT - 2044 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, if a project increases the study area population by five 
percent or more as compared with the No Action condition, this increase may impair the delivery 
of library services in the study area, and a significant adverse impact could occur. 

In 2044, the Proposed Project would result in an increment of approximately 1,040 dwelling units 
(1,737 residents based on an average household size of 1.67) over the No Action Condition. As a 
conservative assumption, the entire With Action population was added to each of the three 
libraries’ catchment areas (rather than distributed among the three).  

As shown in Table 5-4, for each of the study area libraries, the catchment area population increase 
attributable to the population generated by the Proposed Project would be below the five percent 
threshold and would not result in a noticeable change in delivery of library services. Therefore, in 
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the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to public libraries. 

Table 5-4 
Catchment Area Population Increase: 2044 With Action Condition 

Library Name 

Catchment Area 
Population—No Action 

Condition 

Population 
Increase due 

to the 
Proposed 

Project 

Catchment Area 
Population with the 
Proposed Project 

Population 
Increase 

Kips Bay Library 181,354 1,737 183,091 0.96% 
Stavros Niarchos 

Foundation Library 185,640 1,737 187,377 0.94% 

Muhlenberg Library 181,152 1,737 182,889 0.96% 
Sources: NYPL; 2020 Census; AKRF, Inc. 
 

D. PUBLICLY FINANCED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS 

METHODOLOGY 

Publicly financed early childhood programs are under the auspices of the New York City 
Department of Education’s (DOE) Early Childhood Education Services division. Early childhood 
programs are comprised of EarlyLearn NYC (Child Care and Head Start programs), 3-K, and 
Pre-K for All. While 3-K and Pre-K programs are free for all three- and four-year-old children in 
New York City, there are eligibility requirements for children to enroll in EarlyLearn Child Care 
and Early Head Start programs. Publicly financed child care services are available for income-
eligible children up to the age of 13. In order for a family to receive subsidized child care services, 
the family must meet specific financial and social eligibility criteria that are determined by federal, 
state, and local regulations. In general, children in families that have incomes at or below 200 
percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL), depending on family size, are financially eligible, 
although in some cases eligibility can go up to 275 percent of the FPL. The New York City 
Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) has also noted that 60 percent of the population 
utilizing subsidized child care services are in receipt of cash assistance and have incomes below 
100 percent FPL. The family must also have an approved “reason for care,” such as participation 
in an eligible program. Head Start is a federally funded child care program that provides children 
with half-day or full-day early childhood education; program eligibility is limited to families with 
incomes 130 percent or less of FPL. 

As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, the City’s affordable housing market is pegged to 
AMI rather than FPL. As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” income bands for the 
affordable units have not been determined at this time. For analysis purposes, this assessment 
assumes that all affordable units introduced by the Proposed Project would be targeted to 
households earning up to 80 percent AMI and would meet the eligibility criteria for publicly 
funded child care. Because family incomes at or below 200 percent FPL fall under 80 percent 
AMI,1 for the purposes of the analysis of early childhood programs, the number of affordable 

 
1 For more information and AMI tables, please visit New York City Housing Preservation and 

Development (HPD)’s website https://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/services-and-information/area-median-
income.page 
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housing units were used as a conservative proxy of the number of dwelling units that may contain 
families whose children would be eligible for publicly funded child care services in the With 
Action condition. 

Children in publicly funded child care are served through enrollment in contracted EarlyLearn 
NYC programs or by vouchers for private and nonprofit organizations that operate child care 
programs throughout the City. Additionally, registered or licensed providers can offer family-
based child care in their homes. Informal child care can be provided by a relative or neighbor for 
no more than two children. Children between the ages of six weeks and 13 years can be cared for 
either in group early childhood programs licensed by the Department of Health or in the homes of 
registered child care providers. ACS also issues vouchers to eligible families, which may be used 
by parents to pay for child care from any legal child care provider in the City. 

Consistent with the methodologies of the CEQR Technical Manual, this analysis of early childhood 
programs focuses on services for children under age six, as older eligible children are expected to be 
in school for most of the day. Publicly funded early childhood programs, which provide care for 
children of income-eligible households, are under the auspices of the Division of Early Childhood 
Education within DOE, after a recent contract transfer from ACS. Space for one child in such early 
childhood programs is termed a “slot.” These slots may be in group child care or Head Start centers, 
or they may be in the form of family-based child care in which up to 16 children are placed under 
the care of a licensed provider and an assistant in a home setting. 

Because there are no locational requirements for enrollment in early childhood programs, and some 
parents or guardians choose a child care center close to their employment rather than their 
residence, the service areas of these facilities can be quite large and are not subject to strict 
delineation in order to identify a study area. According to the current methodology for early 
childhood program analyses in the CEQR Technical Manual, in general the locations of publicly 
funded group early childhood programs within 1½ miles of a project site should be shown, 
reflecting the fact that the centers closest to a given site are more likely to be subject to increased 
demand. However, the size of the study area in transit-rich areas may be somewhat larger than 1½ 
miles. Because much of the Project Area is a transit-rich area (containing several transit hubs and 
subway stations within Midtown Manhattan), the locations of publicly funded group early 
childhood programs within two miles of the Project Area have been shown. Current enrollment 
data for the early childhood programs nearest to the Project Area were gathered from ACS’ 2019 
enrollment data. 

The number of additional children eligible for child care enrollment in the No Action condition 
was estimated by multiplying the number of new affordable housing units expected in the study 
area by the CEQR Technical Manual multipliers for estimating the number of children under age 
six eligible for publicly funded child care services. For Manhattan, the multiplier estimates 0.115 
public child care-eligible children under age six per affordable housing unit. 

The child care-eligible population introduced by the Proposed Actions was also estimated using 
the CEQR Technical Manual child care multipliers. The population of public child care-eligible 
children under age six was then added to the child care enrollment calculated in the No Action 
condition. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, if an action would result in a demand for 
slots greater than remaining capacity of early childhood programs, and if that demand constitutes 
an increase of five percent or more of the collective capacity of the early childhood programs 
serving the respective study area, a significant adverse impact may result. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

There are four publicly funded early childhood programs within the study area (see Figure 5-2). 
The group child care and Head Start facilities have a total capacity of 164 slots and have a surplus 
of 28 available slots (83 percent utilization). Table 5-5 shows the current capacity and enrollment 
for these facilities. Family-based early childhood programs and informal care arrangements 
provide additional slots in the study area, but these slots are not included in the quantitative 
analysis. 

Table 5-5 
Publicly Funded Early Childhood Programs Serving the Study Area 

Map ID Contractor Name Address Enrollment Capacity 
1 Bellevue Day Care Center, Inc.  462 First Avenue 26 29 
2 Hudson Guild Inc.  459 West 26th Street 56 73 
3 Hudson Guild Inc.  410 West 40th Street 11 12 
4 YWCA of the City of New York 538 West 55th Street 43 50 

Total 136 164 
Available Slots 28 

Utilization 83% 
Note: See Figure 5-2. 
Source: NYC DOE Division of Early Childhood Education, April 2019. 
 

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT - 2033 

Planned or proposed development projects in the child care study area (1.5 miles from the Project 
Area), including but not limited to No Action development on the Proposed Project development 
sites, will introduce approximately 2,517 new affordable housing units (including the 126 
affordable units generated by the future Site 4 development assumed in the No Action condition). 
Based on the recommended generation rates for the projection of children eligible for publicly 
funded day care multipliers (discussed above), this amount of development will introduce 
approximately 290 new children under the age of six who will be eligible for publicly funded child 
care programs. Based on these assumptions, the number of available slots will decrease. As shown 
in Table 5-6, when the estimated 290 children under age six introduced by planned development 
projects in the No Action condition are added to this total, early childhood programs in the study 
area will operate with a deficit of 262 slots (260 percent utilization) by the 2033 analysis year. 
This projection conservatively assumes that, notwithstanding the projected increase in the 
population, there will be no new early childcare facilities in the study area by 2033. 

Table 5-6 
Estimated Public Early Childhood Program Enrollment, Capacity, and Utilization 

 Enrollment Capacity Available Slots Utilization Rate 
Change in 
Utilization 

No Action Condition 426 164 -262 260% - 
With Action Condition 452 164 -288 276% 16% 

Note: Affordable units reflect units between extremely low income to low income (80 percent AMI or below). If income 
rate was not able to be determined, all units were considered affordable.  
Sources: NYC DOE Division of Early Childhood Education, April 2019; AKRF, Inc.  

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT - 2033 

The Proposed Actions are estimated to introduce an increment of up to approximately 226 
affordable housing units. As explained above, it is conservatively assumed that all of these units 
would meet the eligibility criteria for publicly funded child care, even though some of the 



E 51st St

E 1st St

Per
ry

 S
t

W 20th St

E 11th St

W 34th St

L
u

d
lo

w
 S

t

W
es

t
D

r

W 25th St

Chris
to

phe
r St

W 57th St E 57th St

W 35th St

W 17th St
Y

o
rk

 A
ve

W 31st St

N
in

th
 A

ve

S
ec

o
n

d
 A

ve

E 34th St

W 15th St

E 44th St

W 26th St

E 58th St

E 46th St

T
en

th
 A

ve

E 45th St

E 41st St

E 20th St

E 22nd St

E 24th St

Fourth A
ve

E 27th St

E 18th St

M
ad

is
o

n
 A

ve

E 16th St

S
ev

en
th

 A
ve

E 7th St

E 23rd St

E 25th St

E 6th St

E 31st St

W 22nd St

20

th St Loop

E 21st St

E 42nd St

W 10th St

C
o

lu
m

b
ia S

t

East Houston St

E 47th St

Bleecker St

Fi
ft

h
 A

ve

E 30th St

E 37th St

E 26th St

E 2nd St

E 17th St

D
ye

r 
A

ve

E 29th St

A
ve

n
u

e 
D

First A
v

e
L

oop

E 40th St

E 35th St

Aven
u

e
C

Loop

A
ve

n
u

e 
B

E 4th St

E 10th St

A
ve

n
u

e 
A

E 32nd St

E 19th St

E 3rd St

FD
R

 D
r

Queens Midtown Tunnel

A
ve

n
u

e 
C

T
h

o
m

p
so

n
 S

t

Fi
rs

t 
A

ve

E 28th St

M
ac

 D
o

u
g

al
 S

t

Bond St

A
m

st
er

d
am

 A
ve

B
ow

ery

W 40th St

S
u

lli
va

n
 S

t

N
o

rfo
lk S

tC
ro

sb
y 

S
t

W 14th St

E 49th St

M
ulberry S

t

W 54th St

W 18th St

M
er

ce
r 

S
t

W 46th St

S
u

ffo
lk S

t

Stanton StL
a 

G
u

ar
d

ia
 P

l

W 52nd St

W 24th St

W 37th St

W 16th St

M
ott S

t

E 36th St

A
ve

n
u

e 
o

f 
th

e 
A

m
er

ic
as

L
af

ay
et

te
 S

t

Elizabeth S
t

W 59th St

E 39th St

Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge

West Houston St

E 38th St

W 30th St

W 29th St

C
lin

to
n

 S
t

W 55th St

W 43rd St

E 56th St

E 50th StW 50th St

E 53rd St

E 60th St

W 44th St

W 48th St

E
le

ve
n

th
 A

ve

E 52nd St

E 48th St

E 61st St

Bethune St

T
w

el
ft

h
 A

ve

E 55th St

E 54th St

Joe D
im

aggio H
w

y

Lincoln Tunnel

E 8th St

E 63rd St

W 38th St

E 65th St

E 59th St

W 64th St

W 49th St

W 51st St

E 62nd St

E 64th St

E 14th St

W 19th St

W 21st St

W 62nd St

W 41st St

W 65th St

E 12th St

W 36th St

W 63rd St

W 56th St

A
llen

S
t

W 42nd St

W 60th St

W 61st St

Ce
n

te
r

D
r

14

thStLoop

E
ssex S

t

Barrow St

E 13th St

R
iv

er
si

d
e

B
lv

d

W 39th St

W
ashington S

t

Greenwich Ave

Horatio St

65th St Transverse

P
ar

k 
A

ve

W 27th St

King St

Gansevoort S
t

E 43rd St

S
even

th
 A

ve S
O

U
T

H

W
es

t 
E

n
d

 A
ve

W
4th St

Dow
ni

ng
 S

t

Morton St

W 13th St

B
aru

ch
D

r

G
reenw

ich S
t

C
o

lu
m

b
u

s 
A

ve Eas t Dr

M
ai

n
S

t
Jane St

Ea
st

L
o

o
p

R
d

W
averly Pl

H
udson S

t

B
ro

ad
w

ay

W 9th St

W
es

t
R

d
W 12th St

W 58th St

T
h

ir
d

 A
ve

P
ar

k 
A

ve
 S

Bedford St

Char
les

 S
t

Fr
e

ed
o

m
Pl

S

W
est S

t

E
ig

h
th

 A
ve

W 47th St

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

 P
l

W 32nd St

C
en

tr
al

 P
ar

k 
W

Central Park S

L
ex

in
g

to
n

 A
ve

W 28th St

W 23rd St

Ban
k S

t

Astor Pl

W 53rd St

W
es

t
L

o
o

p
R

d

W 45th St

Clarkson St

W 11th St

W 3rd St

Leroy St

Ir
vi

n
g

 P
l

G
re

en
e 

S
t

V
an

d
er

b
ilt

 A
ve

S
u

tt
o

n
 P

l S

W 33rd St E 33rd St

W 8th St

E 9th St

St Marks Pl

E 5th St

D
e 

P
ew

 P
l

E 15th St

EAST RIVER

HUDSON RIVER

Bryant
Park

Central
Park

1

2

3

4

Childcare Facilities
Figure 5-2

0 2,000 FEET

4.
8.
22

Project Area

Study Area (1.5-mile perimeter)

Childcare Facility

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 5-10  

households in the affordable housing units are likely to have incomes exceeding the eligibly 
criteria for publicly funded child care services. Based on the CEQR Technical Manual child care 
multipliers, the development of an additional 226 affordable housing units would result in 
approximately 26 additional children under the age of six who would be eligible for publicly 
funded child care programs.  

With the addition of these children, early childhood programs in the study area would operate at 
276 percent utilization with a deficit of 288 slots (see Table 5-7). Total enrollment in the study 
area would increase to 452 children, compared with a capacity of 164 slots, which represents an 
increase in the utilization rate of approximately 16 percentage points over the No Action condition. 

As noted above, the CEQR Technical Manual guidelines indicate that a demand for slots greater 
than the remaining capacity of early childhood programs and an increase in demand of five 
percentage points of the study area capacity could result in a significant adverse impact. In the 
With Action condition, early childhood programs in the study area would operate over capacity by 
approximately 288 slots and the utilization rate would increase by approximately 16 percentage 
points as compared with the No Action condition. Therefore, the Proposed Project may result in a 
significant adverse impact on early childhood programs. However, several factors may reduce the 
number of children in need of publicly funded child care slots in early childhood programs. 

Several factors may reduce the number of children in need of publicly funded child care slots in 
early childhood programs. Families in the study area could make use of alternatives to publicly 
funded early childhood programs. There are slots at homes licensed to provide family-based child 
care that families of eligible children could elect to use instead of public center child care. As 
noted above, these facilities provide additional slots in the study area but are not included in the 
quantitative analysis. Parents of eligible children are also not restricted to enrolling their children 
in early childhood programs in a specific geographical area and could use public early childhood 
programs outside of the study area. Furthermore, as noted above, the analysis conservatively 
assumes that, notwithstanding the projected increase in the population, there will be no new early 
childcare facilities in the study area by 2033. Measures to mitigate that significant adverse impact 
to early childhood programs are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” It is reasonable to expect 
that the market (i.e., childcare facility operators) may respond to demand by opening new early 
childcare facilities in the study area and thereby avoid the significant impact determined through 
the conservative methodology described above. 

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT - 2044 

Planned or proposed development projects in the child care study area (1.5 miles from the Project 
Area), including but not limited to No Action development associated with the Proposed Actions, 
will introduce approximately 2,517 new affordable housing units (including the 126 affordable 
units generated by the future Site 4 development assumed in the No Action condition). Based on 
the recommended generation rates for the projection of children eligible for publicly funded day 
care multipliers (discussed above), this amount of development will introduce approximately 290 
new children under the age of six who will be eligible for publicly funded child care programs. 
Based on these assumptions, the number of available slots will decrease. As shown in Table 5-7, 
when the estimated 290 children under age six introduced by planned development projects in the 
No Action condition are added to this total, early childhood programs in the study area will operate 
with a deficit of 262 slots (260 percent utilization) by the 2044 analysis year. This projection 
conservatively assumes that, notwithstanding the projected increase in the population, there will 
be no new early childcare facilities in the study area by 2044. 
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Table 5-7 
Estimated Public Early Childhood Program Enrollment, Capacity, and Utilization 

 Enrollment Capacity Available Slots Utilization Rate 
Change in 
Utilization 

No Action Condition 426 164 -262 260% - 
With Action Condition 474 164 -310 289% 29% 

Note: Affordable units reflect units between extremely low income to low income (80 percent AMI or below). If income 
rate was not able to be determined, all units were considered affordable.  
Sources: NYC DOE Division of Early Childhood Education, April 2019; AKRF, Inc.  
 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT - 2044 

The Proposed Project is estimated to introduce an increment of up to approximately 414 affordable 
housing units. As explained above, it is conservatively assumed that all of these units would meet 
the eligibility criteria for publicly funded child care, even though some of the households in the 
affordable housing units are likely to have incomes exceeding the eligibly criteria for publicly 
funded child care services. Based on the CEQR Technical Manual child care multipliers, the 
development of an additional 414 affordable housing units would result in approximately 48 
additional children under the age of six who would be eligible for publicly funded child care 
programs.  

With the addition of these children, early childhood programs in the study area would operate at 
289 percent utilization with a deficit of 310 slots (see Table 5-9). Total enrollment in the study 
area would increase to 474 children, compared with a capacity of 164 slots, which represents an 
increase in the utilization rate of approximately 29 percentage points over the No Action condition. 

As noted above, the CEQR Technical Manual guidelines indicate that a demand for slots greater 
than the remaining capacity of early childhood programs and an increase in demand of five 
percentage points of the study area capacity could result in a significant adverse impact. In the 
With Action condition, early childhood programs in the study area would operate over capacity by 
approximately 310 slots and the utilization rate would increase by approximately 29 percentage 
points as compared with the No Action condition. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in 
a significant adverse impact on early childhood programs. However, several factors may reduce 
the number of children in need of publicly funded child care slots in early childhood programs. 

Families in the study area could make use of alternatives to publicly funded early childhood 
programs. There are slots at homes licensed to provide family-based child care that families of 
eligible children could elect to use instead of public center child care. As noted above, these 
facilities provide additional slots in the study area but are not included in the quantitative analysis. 
Parents of eligible children are also not restricted to enrolling their children in early childhood 
programs in a specific geographical area and could use public early childhood programs outside of 
the study area. Furthermore, as noted above, the analysis conservatively assumes that, 
notwithstanding the projected increase in the population, there will be no new early childcare 
facilities in the study area by 2044. It is reasonable to expect that the market (i.e., childcare facility 
operators) may respond to demand by opening new early childcare facilities in the study area and 
thereby avoid the significant impact determined through the conservative methodology described 
above. Measures to mitigate that significant adverse impact to early childhood programs, in the 
event they materialize, are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”    
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E. HEALTH CARE FACILITIES 

METHODOLOGY 

The Proposed Project would not trigger a detailed analysis of potential impacts on health care 
services because it would not create a sizeable new residential neighborhood where none existed 
before. For informational purposes, a description of existing health care facilities serving the 
Project Area is provided below. A one-mile study area was used to identify the existing hospital 
and outpatient facilities serving the Project Area. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

HOSPITALS 

As shown in Figure 5-3 and Table 5-8, three hospitals are located within one mile of the Project 
Area.  

Table 5-8 
Hospitals Serving the Project Area 

Map ID Hospital Name Address 
1 Bellevue Hospital Center 462 First Avenue 
2 Lenox Health Greenwich Village 30 Seventh Avenue 
3 NYU Langone Hospitals 550 First Avenue 

 

Bellevue Hospital is located at 462 First Avenue, approximately one mile from the Project Area. 
Bellevue Hospital contains 912 beds and provides a select range of services, including cardiovas-
cular, emergency, surgery, and special care services. 

Lenox Health Greenwich Village is located at 30 Seventh Avenue, approximately one mile from 
the Project Area. Lenox Health primarily contains an emergency services center, along with am-
bulatory surgery and imaging facilities and is a division of Lenox Hill Hospital.  

NYU Langone is located at 550 First Avenue, approximately one mile from the Project Area. 
NYU Langone contains 1,629 beds with a full range of clinical services, including cardiovascular, 
emergency, radiology, oncology, surgery, special care, and rehabilitative services. 

OTHER OUTPATIENT FACILITIES 

There are approximately 80 outpatient facilities located within the one-mile study area. These 
outpatient health care resources are located throughout the study area and include approximately 
80 health clinics (consisting of approximately 27 Hospital Extension Clinics and 53 Diagnostic 
and Treatment Centers, which are free-standing clinics not associated with a particular hospital), 
providing a range of services including HIV testing, ambulatory surgery, imaging, dental services, 
dialysis, and geriatric services.   

F. POLICE AND FIRE SERVICES 

METHODOLOGY 

As described above, the CEQR Technical Manual recommends detailed analyses of impacts on 
police and fire service only in cases where facilities would be directly displaced as a result of the 
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Proposed Project. Because the Proposed Project would not result in direct effects on police and 
fire facilities, a detailed analysis is not warranted. However, for informational purposes this sec-
tion provides a description of existing police and fire facilities that serve the Project Area. This 
section also describes the security and emergency planning process for Penn Station and its 
potential expansion, to the extent such information is known. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

POLICE SERVICES 

As shown in Figure 5-3 and Table 5-9, the Project Area is served by the Midtown South, Midtown 
North, and 10th Precinct of the New York City Police Department (NYPD). The Midtown South 
Precinct is located at 357 West 35th Street, the Midtown North Police Station is located at 306 
West 54th Street, and the 10th Precinct is located at 230 West 20th Street.  

Table 5-9 
Police Precincts Serving the Project Area  

Map ID Police Precinct Address 
1 Midtown South Precinct 357 West 35th Street  
2 Midtown North Police Station 306 West 54th Street 
3 10th Precinct 230 West 20th Street  

Note: See Figure 5-3. 
 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the Proposed Project would introduce additional 
vehicle traffic to the street network in and around the Project Area, and would contribute to increased 
traffic congestion. As a result of this increased congestion, travel time may increase, especially during 
peak travel hours and traffic congestion can delay vehicles responding to emergencies. NYPD 
response times, however, are not expected to be significantly affected by the increased traffic on the 
surrounding street network as the Project Area is accessible by Manhattan’s existing street grid, which 
allows for multiple routes to a particular location, and service to surrounding areas is from precincts 
that have a broad geographic distribution and are not clustered around the Project Area. When 
responding to emergencies, NYPD vehicles are not bound by standard traffic controls or rules and are 
capable of adjusting to congestion encountered en route to their destinations and are therefore less 
affected than other vehicles by traffic congestion.  

Penn Station Security 
Security for Penn Station is provided by a variety of entities. These include Amtrak Police (APD), 
the MTA Police Department (MTAPD), the NYPD Transit Bureau, the New York State Police, 
the New York State National Guard, and other private security services as discussed below. NYPD 
is also the first responder to major incidents at all major incidents at the station and assumes 
command in emergency situations.  

APD is the security and law enforcement agency of Amtrak, the operator of the National Railroad. 
APD has approximately 400 sworn police officers, most of whom are stationed within the 
Northeast Corridor, Amtrak’s busiest route.2 Amtrak Police have oversight responsibility for the 
planning, assessment, and evaluation of Amtrak’s passenger, critical infrastructure, and station 

 
2 https://police.amtrak.com/images/2019_annual_report.pdf 
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security, and emergency response plans and operations. Amtrak owns Penn Station, and its police 
officers have state and federal police authority.  

MTAPD is responsible for the security of the MTA system, including its operations within Penn 
Station, maintaining a force of just over 100 sworn officers assigned to its Penn Station district 
headquarters. It is responsible for security within the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) leasehold in 
Penn Station, comprising certain platforms on the track level, public concourses, retail spaces, and 
back-of-house and station operations spaces on the lower passenger level, and entrances at street 
level on West 34th and 33rd Streets. MTAPD also provides emergency response services, 
including evacuating trains and administering basic first aid. MTAPD has state police authority. 

The NYPD Transit Bureau polices the subway system, including the subway lines that stop at 
Penn Station. In addition, NYPD units police the Penn Station perimeter. 

New Jersey Transit Police Department is responsible for the security of the NJ Transit system. 
The agency has state police authority in New Jersey only and does not maintain any presence in 
Penn Station. The NJ Transit leasehold in Penn Station is patrolled by APD.  

The New York State Police and New York State National Guard provide visible counter-terrorism 
presence in Penn Station. The State Police do not provide routine law enforcement in Penn Station 
and the National Guard has no law enforcement authority. Both provide additional eyes and ears 
for both APD and MTAPD.  

In addition to the police agencies described above, local private security services in and around Penn 
Station provide another set of eyes and ears in the area. These include the private security services of 
Madison Square Garden (MSG), 1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, and the 34th Street Partnership.  

The Railroads are developing an updated security and safety program for the integrated Penn 
Station complex, which comprises Penn Station; the potential expansion of Penn Station; 
Moynihan Train Hall; and below-grade connections to the Seventh Avenue, Eighth Avenue, and 
Herald Square subway stations.  

Development of the security and safety program will draw on guidance from the U.S. Department 
of Transportation—Transit Security Design Considerations developed for the Federal Transit 
Administration, applicable codes and statutes, transit agency stakeholder requirements, a previous 
Threat, Vulnerability, and Risk Assessment (TVRA) done by MTA and Amtrak, and input from 
local, state, and federal law enforcement and emergency response agencies. It is anticipated that a 
comprehensive security and safety program will be implemented in connection with the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. An updated TVRA will be done during 
the design phase for the Reconstruction and potential expansion as well. However, because Penn 
Station is currently operating with multi-faceted safety and security programs in place with Amtrak 
as the agency-in-charge, it is expected that many of the current security program elements will 
remain intact and will be modified as necessary to accommodate changes to Penn Station through 
the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion.  

A variety of specific security and safety measures are under consideration. One particular strategy 
under consideration is the unification of operating railroads’ security, life-safety, and building 
systems, including those of Amtrak, LIRR, Metro-North Railroad (MNR), NJT, and New York 
City Transit (NYCT). This strategy may include the implementation of a Joint Security Operations 
Center (JSOC) to enhance situational awareness, increase command and control capabilities, and 
provide for more collaborative and coordinated responses to safety and security incidents throughout 
the Penn Station complex. A potential JSOC may also include outside agencies such as NYPD, the 
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New York City Fire Department (FDNY), the New York State Police, and the New York State 
National Guard. Other potential measures under consideration include a range of physical and 
electronic strategies to address safety and security throughout the station complex, including the 
exterior and interior, structure and perimeter, and on the station platforms.  

Future work on the Penn Station complex, including the reconstruction and potential expansion, 
would also comply with the safety requirements of applicable local, State, and federal codes, in 
particular the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 130, Standard for Fixed Guideway 
Transit and Passenger Rail Systems, which provides fire protection and life-safety requirements 
for underground, surface, and elevated fixed guideway transit and passenger rail systems, and 
additional requirements of FDNY. 

FIRE SERVICES 

Citywide, FDNY engine companies fight fires; ladder companies provide search and rescue 
functions; and rescue companies respond to fires or emergencies. In addition, FDNY operates the 
City’s Emergency Medical Services (EMS) system. As shown in Figure 5-3 and Table 5-10, there 
are 10 firehouses within a mile of the Project Area.  

Table 5-10 
Firehouses Serving the Project Area 

Map No. Firehouse Address 
1 Engine 1/Ladder 24 142 West 31st Street 
2 Engine 14 14 East 18th Street 
3 Engine 16/Ladder 7 234 East 29th Street 
4 Engine 21 238 East 40th Street 
5 Engine 26 220 West 37th Street 
6 Engine 3/Ladder 12/Battalion 7 150 West 19th Street 
7 Engine 34/Ladder 21 440 West 38th Street 
8 Engine 54/Ladder 4/Battalion 9 782 Eighth Avenue 
9 Engine 65 33 West 43rd Street 

10 Rescue 1 530 West 43rd Street 
Note: See Figure 5-3. 
 
Units responding to a fire are not limited to ones closest to it. Typically, a total of three engine 
companies and two ladder companies respond to each call. Each FDNY squad is capable of 
operating as an engine, ladder, or rescue company, making them versatile for incident comman-
ders. Each squad is also part of the FDNY HazMat Response Group and has a HazMat Tech Unit 
within each company. FDNY can call on units in other parts of the City as needed. 

There are two types of ambulances in the City: 911 providers and those providing inter-facility 
transport. Municipal FDNY and hospital-based ambulances are the sole providers of 911 service and 
operate on that system via contract with EMS (inter-facility transports are carried out by private 
contractors who do not participate in the 911 system). All hospital-based ambulances that operate in 
the 911 system do so by contractual agreement with the FDNY Bureau of EMS. All ambulances in 
the 911 system are dispatched by FDNY under the same computer-based system, regardless of hos-
pital affiliation. The dispatch system divides the City into geographic areas, based loosely on NYPD 
precinct sectors, with a number of areas located within each precinct, and assigns the nearest unit to 
an emergency call based on its current location. All units are assigned a permanent cross-street 
location where they await a service call; units return to this location once service is complete. These 
locations are determined by FDNY based on historical call volumes by location and time of day. 
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In 2019, the FDNY dealt with 457 structural fires in Manhattan and averaged a response time of 
4 minutes and 39 seconds. The FDNY also dealt with 30,812 medical emergencies with an average 
response time of 10 minutes and 13 seconds.3  

As noted above, the Proposed Project would introduce additional vehicle traffic to the street 
network in and around the Project Area, and would contribute to increased traffic congestion. 
Traffic congestion can delay vehicles responding to emergencies. Similar to NYPD operations, 
FDNY response times are not expected to be significantly affected by the increased traffic as the 
Project Area is accessible by Manhattan’s existing street grid and service to surrounding areas is 
from FDNY facilities that have a broad geographic distribution. As shown in Figure 5-3, the 
Project Area is surrounded by multiple NYPD, FDNY and hospital facilities. Access would 
therefore be provided from multiple directions in the event of an emergency. When responding to 
emergencies, NYPD, FDNY and EMS vehicles are not bound by standard traffic controls or rules 
and are capable of adjusting to congestion encountered en route to their destinations and are 
therefore less affected than other vehicles by traffic congestion. Vehicles are also equipped with 
enhanced sirens and emergency lights that assist them in safely navigating through congested 
areas. These vehicles would be able to access the Project Area as they do other neighborhoods 
throughout New York City. Further, outside of peak hours, traffic congestion would be lower in 
non-peak hours than in the peak hours assessed in the EIS.  

ESD has consulted with FDNY regarding the Proposed Project; correspondence from FDNY is 
included in Appendix E.  

G. OTHER COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
In the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern expansion of 
Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed Project would displace an existing 
homeless drop-in center (the Olivieri Center), church (St. John the Baptist RC Church), an English 
language training school, and the non-profit Lithuanian Alliance of America (LAA), considered 
as “Other Community Facilities” in the CEQR Technical Manual. An assessment of direct effects 
related to the displacement of each of these facilities is provided in the sections below. 
Displacement of these community facilities would also be assessed during the federal review 
under NEPA for the potential Penn Station expansion. 

As noted in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” at this time, a determination has not been made 
as to which public entity or entities would procure the property interests needed for a potential 
expansion of Penn Station. Property acquisitions by Amtrak would be governed by applicable 
federal law, including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act (42 U.S.C. § 4601 et seq.) and regulations promulgated under 49 CFR Part 24 (collectively, 
the “Uniform Act”). Property acquisitions by ESD, MTA, or other New York State public entity 
would be governed by applicable state laws, including (if undertaken by ESD or MTA) the New 
York Eminent Domain Procedure Law. Because the potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station would require federal approvals and likely a significant amount of federal funding, 
residents and businesses displaced by the expansion would receive relocation assistance provided 
in accordance with the federal Uniform Act, regardless of which entity or entities—federal or 
state—undertake the required property acquisitions and relocations.  

 
3 FDNY, “Fire Department City of New York Statistics,” accessed May 2020. 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/fdny/downloads/pdf/about/citywide-stat-2019-04.pdf. 
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ANTONIO OLIVIERI DROP-IN CENTER 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Homelessness in New York City is a pressing issue, and the homeless population has reached the 
highest levels since the Great Depression. In January of 2022, approximately 48,000 homeless people 
took shelter in the New York City municipal shelter system each night, and thousands of unsheltered 
individuals remained on streets and subways each night.4 Furthermore, in 2019, homelessness rose by 
20 percent within the subway according to point-in-time counts when compared with the prior year 
(2018).5 In February of 2022, Governor Kathy Hochul and Mayor Eric Adams released the Subway 
Safety Plan, including a provision for the deployment of five community-based homeless outreach 
teams, with interventions as needed to connect homeless individuals with City shelters.6 Research 
shows that the primary cause of homelessness has been a lack of affordable housing, especially for 
families. Homeless individuals suffer from higher rates of mental health disorders and addiction. 
Thousands of the homeless, who do not have access to shelter, sleep on New York City streets. In 
addition, transportation hubs, such as Penn Station, may have greater concentrations of homeless 
individuals than other areas of the City because these facilities can provide overnight shelter.  

Numerous local government agencies, nonprofit organizations, and religious groups provide 
shelter, outreach, and services to the City’s homeless population. One such provider is the Olivieri 
Center, located at 247 West 30th Street, on a portion of Site 2. The Olivieri Center is an 
approximately 6,500-square-foot (sf) facility operated by Urban Pathways, a nonprofit serving 
homeless New Yorkers. The Olivieri Center provides services for those who resist entering the 
shelter system or long-term treatment programs. It is a multi-service drop-in center that is open 24 
hours a day and provides single homeless men and women (over the age of 18) with three meals 
per day, clothing, showers, laundry services, connections to off-site temporary shelter, 
medical/psychiatric treatment, crisis intervention, referrals for rehabilitative services, case man-
agement for long-term clients, and housing placement. The Olivieri Center is strategically located 
to serve the homeless population that tends to congregate in the vicinity of the Penn Station 
transportation hub, although this population may come from other areas of the City and region. 

The primary goal of the Olivieri Center is to place clients in permanent long-term housing. 
Approximately 300 clients per year are placed in long-term housing. Prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic, the Olivieri Center served approximately 125 clients per day, 75 of whom were drop-
ins to receive services and 50 of whom were individuals who slept at the facility.7,8  

 
4 Coalition for the Homeless, “Basic Facts About Homelessness: New York City,” accessed April 2022.   

https://www.coalitionforthehomeless.org/basic-facts-about-homelessness-new-york-city/ 
5 MTA, “Recommendations of the Task Force On Homelessness in the NYC Subway System,” accessed 

October 2020. https://new.mta.info/document/10936 
6  NYC, “The Subway Safety Plan,” accessed April 2022. 

 https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/home/downloads/pdf/press-releases/2022/the-subway-safety-plan.pdf   
7 Phone call between ESD staff and Olivieri Center staff on September 24, 2020. Data presented represents 

pre-COVID conditions. 
8 Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Olivieri Center has been reconfigured to comply with social 

distancing requirements. Urban Pathways worked with the New York City Department of Homeless 
Services (DHS) to acquire space at the Aladdin Hotel in Manhattan to accommodate 65 drop-in center 
clients in single rooms with services provided onsite by Urban Pathways staff. It is assumed that this 
arrangement will end as the pandemic subsides and restrictions are lifted. 
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The Olivieri Center is one of seven drop-in centers for homeless adults in New York City9. Drop-in 
centers are open 24 hours per day, seven days a week, and generally provide hot meals, clothing, 
counseling, medical care, shower and laundry facilities, and assistance with housing and job placement. 
There is one other homeless drop-in center in Manhattan—the Mainchance Drop-In Center—located 
several blocks east of the Olivieri Center at 120 East 32nd Street (between Park Avenue South and 
Lexington Avenue) in the Murray Hill neighborhood of Manhattan. The facility is operated by the 
Grand Central Neighborhood Social Services Corporation. It serves a diverse street homeless popula-
tion of single adults in and around Midtown and provides meal services, emergency shelter facilities, 
and social services. The center is largely run by volunteers who also assist with workshops, counseling, 
and referrals. The five other drop-in centers for homeless adults in New York City are The Living 
Room at 800 Barretto Street and The Haven at 2640 Third Avenue in the Bronx, Gathering Place at 
2402 Atlantic Avenue in Brooklyn, Project Hospitality at 50 Richmond Terrace in Staten Island and 
Breaking Ground at 100-32 Atlantic Avenue in Queens. Nonprofit social services organizations, such 
as Urban Pathways and Bowery Residents Committee (BRC), also operate outreach teams that seek to 
engage with homeless individuals on the street and provide assistance, case management, assessment, 
and referral services, similar to some of the services provided by a drop-in center. 

In addition to drop-in centers, which provide a wide range of services for homeless individuals, there 
are numerous other facilities and organizations that provide similar services for the homeless. For 
the purposes of analysis, this assessment identifies facilities within a ½-mile radius of the Project 
Area that provide similar services to homeless. A ½-mile study area was chosen because it represents 
a reasonable walking distance from the Project Area. These facilities, which include food pantries 
and soup kitchens, shelters, clothing facilities, mental health centers, addiction and alcohol treatment 
centers, transitional employment and job training centers, and legal service centers, are listed below 
in Table 5-11 and shown in Figure 5-4. Shelters often provide a range of services similar to a drop-
in center, including overnight shelter, meals, showers, and counseling services. 

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the future without the Proposed Project (No Action condition) in both the 2033 Phase 1 analysis 
year and 2044 Phase 2 analysis year, the Olivieri Center would not be displaced and is expected 
to continue to provide services to the homeless population. Furthermore, in 2022, a new homeless 
center located at West 14th Street – Paul’s Place – is set to open. Although located outside the 
half-mile study area, it will feature a drop-in center for 75 people along with a dedicated “safe 
haven” space with 24 individual beds, serving as transitional housing for homeless individuals10.  

 
9  NYC, “Homeless Drop-In Centers,” accessed May 2022.  

 https://portal.311.nyc.gov/article/?kanumber=KA-02528.  
10 “Homeless drop-in center on West 14th Street set to open soon,” accessed May 2022.  

https://thevillagesun.com/homeless-drop-in-center-on-w-14th-st-set-to-open-soon 

https://portal.311.nyc.gov/article/?kanumber=KA-02528
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Table 5-11 
Community Facilities Serving the Homeless in the Study Area 

Map No. Name Address Type of Facility 
1 Mainchance Drop-in Center 120 East 32nd Street Drop-in Center 

2 Holy Cross Church Crossroad Pantry and 
Harvester’s Soup Kitchen 329 West 42nd Street Food Pantry and Soup Kitchen 

3 GMHC Meals Program and Food Pantry 307 West 38th Street Soup Kitchen and Food Pantry 
4 Manor Community Church 350 West 26th Street Food Pantry 

5 AIDS Service Center of Lower Manhattan Inc. 
Food and Nutrition 64 West 35th Street Soup Kitchen 

6 Metropolitan Community Church of New York 446 West 36th Street Food Pantry 
7 Rauschenbusch Metro Ministries  410 West 40th Street Food Pantry 
8 New Alternatives for Children 37 West 26th Street Food Pantry 
9 BRC Project Rescue 127 West 25th Street Soup Kitchen 

10 Holy Apostles Soup Kitchen 296 Ninth Avenue Soup Kitchen 
11 St. Francis of Assisi Breadline 135 West 31st Street Soup Kitchen 
12 St. Luke’s Lutheran Church 308 West 46th Street  Clothing Distribution 
13 30th Street Men’s Shelter 400 East 30th Street Men’s Shelter 
14 Covenant House 460 West 41st Street Youth Shelter 
15 Safe Horizon 545 Eighth Avenue Youth Shelter 
16 Sylvia’s Place 446 West 36th Street LGBT Shelter 
17 Dwelling Place 409 West 40th Street Women’s Shelter 
18 Harmonia Shelter 12 East 31st Street Family Shelter 
19 OMH Futures 520 Eighth Avenue Mental Health Services 

20 Hudson Guild Paula B. Balser Counseling 
Service 441 West 26th Street Mental Health Services 

21 The Sidney R. Baer Jr. Health Center 347 West 37th Street Mental Health Services 
22 Urban Pathways Inc. 575 Eighth Avenue Mental Health Services 

23 National Alliance for the Mentally Ill of New 
York City Inc. Family Support Services 505 Eighth Avenue Mental Health Services 

24 Greenwich House Counseling Center – 
Chemical Dependency Program 122 West 27th Street Addiction Treatment 

25 Bliss Poston The Second Wind 928 Broadway Addiction Treatment 
26 Addictions Coach NYC 312 West 47th Street Addiction Treatment 
27 46th Street Clubhouse 252 West 46th Street Addiction Treatment  

28 Gay Men’s Health Crisis Inc. Transitional Care 
Coordinate 307 West 38th Street Transitional Employment  

29 Job Path Inc. Transitional Employment 256 West 38th Street Transitional Employment 

30 Employment Program for Recovered Alcoholics 
Inc. Job Placement Initiative 261 West 35th Street Transitional Employment 

31 Fedcap Rehabilitation Services Inc. Jobs and 
Internships 210 West 43rd Street Transitional Employment 

32 Metro Baptist 410 West 40th Street Clothing Distribution 
33 Traveler’s Safe Haven 274 West 40th Street Adult Shelter 
34 Postgraduate Center for Mental Health 213 West 35th Street Mental Health Services 

35 Bowery Residents’ Committee – Jack Ryan 
Residence 131 West 25th Street Men’s Shelter 

Notes: See Figure 5-4.  
 Figure 5-4 does not show the two facilities serving the homeless that would be displaced by the Proposed Project (the 

Olivieri Center and the St. John’s Bread of Life Food Pantry).  
Source: Coalition for the Homeless Database, and the DCP Community Facilities Database, accessed October 2020.  

 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 5-20  

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the future with the Proposed Project (With Action condition) in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, 
the Olivieri Center would be displaced from its present location as part of the redevelopment of 
Site 2 with the potential Penn Station expansion. ESD intends to work with Urban Pathways, the 
facility operator, to give the Center the right to return to the Project Area in a larger space in order 
to increase the facility’s capacity if desired. Early conversations with operator staff suggest it may 
prefer to only relocate once, in which case ESD would work with them to find a suitable, larger 
space in proximity to their current location and near or within the Project Area. Nonetheless, this 
analysis assumes that the facility would be directly displaced by the Proposed Project. 

As noted above, the nature of this facility is location-dependent due to its service to the homeless 
population in the vicinity of Penn Station; however, its services are not unique to the area. As 
discussed in Table 5-11 and Figure 5-4, there are numerous other facilities and organizations that 
provide at least one or more of the aforementioned services for the homeless within approximately 
a ½-mile radius of the Project Area. The Mainchance Drop-In Center and other Midtown facilities 
that provide services to the homeless could serve as viable alternate locations for persons who 
would otherwise frequent the Olivieri Center. Furthermore, the Olivieri Center serves a small local 
homeless population (approximately 125 people per day), which is a small portion of the City’s 
overall homeless population. Given the small population served by the Olivieri Center and the 
presence of other service providers in the study area, it is expected that homeless individuals would 
continue to be able to access much-needed services. Therefore, even if the Olivieri Center is not 
relocated near or within the Project Area, the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts to community facilities as a result of the displacement of the Olivieri Center.   

ST. JOHN THE BAPTIST ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH 

EXISTING CONDITIONS  

St. John the Baptist RC Church is located at 213 West 30th Street on a portion of Site 2. It is a 
parish church in the Parish of Holy Cross—which includes St. John the Baptist and the Church of 
the Holy Cross, located at 329 West 42nd Street. Worship and prayer services, such as daily mass, 
sacraments, and related religious services, are provided at both churches.  

St. John the Baptist RC Church also operates a dedicated food pantry on site (Bread of Life Food 
Pantry) and provides meeting space for recovery groups AA, SMA, and DA. The food pantry 
distributes food to those in need every Wednesday from 12:30 to 2:30 PM in the church hall and 
serves hundreds of people weekly.11 The food pantry also provides other services such as flu shots, 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) application interviews, and clinics on senior 
citizen benefits. The recovery groups meet regularly, with AA meetings on Mondays from 6:00 
PM to 7:00 PM, Tuesdays and Thursdays from 12:00 Noon to 1:00 PM, and Saturdays from 4:00 
PM to 5:00 PM; SMA meetings on Saturdays from 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM; and DA meetings on 
Tuesdays from 5:30 PM to 7:00 PM and Wednesdays from 5:00 PM to 6:30 PM. 

There are a several other Catholic churches in the vicinity of the Project Area that provide worship 
and prayer services. These include Guardian Angel and St. Columba Main Church, located at 343 

 
11 St. John Bread of Life Food Pantry website. https://www.christinthecity.nyc/st-john-bread-of-life, 

accessed November 2020. 

https://www.christinthecity.nyc/st-john-bread-of-life
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West 25th Street; St. Francis of Assisi, located at 135 West 31st Street; and Church of St. Michael, 
located at 424 West 24th Street.  

There are several other food pantries and soup kitchens within approximately a ½ mile from the 
Project Area, as shown in Table 5-11 and Figure 5-4. These include soup kitchens and food 
pantries associated with religious facilities, such as the Crossroad Pantry and Harvester’s Soup 
Kitchen at Church of the Holy Cross at 329 West 42nd Street; Holy Apostles Soup Kitchen, 
located at 296 Ninth Avenue; Manor Community Church, located at 350 West 26th Street; and 
Rauschenbusch Metro Ministries, located at 410 West 40th Street; as well as other food pantries 
and soup kitchens not associated with religious facilities. 

Further, there are multiple recovery groups that meet for a range of addictions, similar to those 
found at St. John the Baptist RC Church. These include Greenwich House Counseling Center – 
Chemical Dependency Program, located at 122 West 27th Street; Bliss Poston The Second Wind, 
located at 928 Broadway; Addictions Coach NYC, located at 312 West 47th Street; and the 47th 
Street Clubhouse, located at 252 West 46th Street.  

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the No Action condition in both the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year and 2044 Phase 2 analysis year, 
St. John the Baptist RC Church would not be displaced and the religious and other services pro-
vided at the church would remain.  

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the With Action condition in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, St. John the Baptist RC Church 
would be demolished for construction of the potential expansion of Penn Station on Site 2. It is 
anticipated that parishioners would be able to continue attending the Church of the Holy Cross or 
could choose to attend one of the other Catholic churches in the vicinity or one of the many others 
in the City. As described above, there are other food pantries within the surrounding area, inclu-
ding a food pantry and soup kitchen at the Church of the Holy Cross, such that food and meal 
services would continue to be available to populations in need.  

With respect to the service of providing meeting space for recovery groups, recovery group meet-
ings do not have unique locational requirements that would make locating comparable space par-
ticularly challenging, as organizations that provide addiction and recovery services provide such 
services throughout New York City (either in person or remotely, due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic). As such, it is expected that recovery groups would find alternate locations to hold meet-
ings. Therefore, the displacement of St. John the Baptist RC Church would not result in a signifi-
cant adverse impact to community facilities and services. 

TOURO COLLEGE 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Touro operates a facility located at 320 West 31st Street (Site 1) that contains several under-
graduate and graduate schools, including Graduate Schools of Education, Jewish Studies, Social 
Work, and Technology, as well as the New York School of Career and Applied Studies, the School 
of Health Sciences-Occupational Therapy, and the School of Health Sciences-Physical Therapy. 
This facility functions as Touro’s main campus in Midtown, and contains approximately 150,000 
square feet of space with classrooms, laboratories, the central library, offices and work spaces for 
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faculty, and staff, student and faculty lounges. The facility contains approximately 68 academic 
spaces (45 classrooms, three specialized Health Sciences laboratories, four science laboratories, 
12 computer laboratories, and four study rooms); two student lounges; a faculty lounge; and four 
conference rooms. Prior to September 2018, Touro’s main campus in Midtown was located at 27-
33 West 23rd Street and 43 West 23rd Street, between Fifth and Sixth Avenues in Manhattan.12  

Touro, a private college opened in 1971, has a total enrollment of approximately 18,000 students. 
Touro spans 34 campuses and locations, primarily in New York but also in California, Nevada, 
Moscow, Jerusalem, and Berlin. A total of 215 programs and 26 degrees are offered.13 Touro 
maintains several locations in New York City, with buildings located in Manhattan, Brooklyn, and 
Queens. Touro has four buildings in Manhattan, including its executive office at Seventh Avenue 
and West 37th Street and facilities at 232 West 40th Street and 227 West 60th Street.  

By 2023, it is expected that Touro College will relocate to 3 Times Square from its space on Site 
1.14 Therefore, Touro College will no longer be located on a development site and would not be 
displaced by the Proposed Project.  

CAMPUS EDUCATION 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Campus Education operates an English language training school on the fifth floor of 410 Eighth 
Avenue (the Penn Station branch) on Site 2. Campus Education provides courses in general 
English, preparation for the Test of English as a Foreign Language, and academic preparation in 
English for those looking to attend a U.S. college or university. Campus Education is a private 
school that is licensed by the New York State Department of Education Bureau of Proprietary 
School Supervision and has been in operation since 1999. The Penn Station branch occupies 
approximately 2,600 sf of the 13,900 sf building.  

Campus Education also operates three other classroom facilities in Manhattan. The other 
Manhattan locations are the Midtown branch (49 West 33rd Street), the Times Square branch (723 
Seventh Avenue), and the Downtown Manhattan branch (26 Broadway). The Midtown branch is 
located a half-mile away from the Penn Station branch on Site 2.  

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the No Action condition in both the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year and 2044 Phase 2 analysis year, 
Campus Education would not be displaced from Site 2 and is expected to continue to provide 
classes. 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the With Action condition in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, the building that houses the 
Campus Education Penn Station branch on Site 2, 410 Eighth Avenue, would be displaced for 

 
12 New York School of Career and Applied Studies, 2017-2020 Catalog. 

https://www.touro.edu/media/schools-and-colleges/nyscas/documents/NYSCASCatalog.pdf, accessed 
November 20, 2020. 

13 “Touro At-A-Glance.”https://www.touro.edu/media/touro-college/pdf/At-A-Glance_20200117.pdf 
14 https://www.touro.edu/news--events/stories/touro-college-and-university-system-to-create-new-campus-

in-times-square.php 

https://www.touro.edu/media/schools-and-colleges/nyscas/documents/NYSCASCatalog.pdf
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construction of the potential expansion of Penn Station. As described above, Campus Education 
operates three other facilities in Manhattan, including a Midtown branch that is a half-mile walk 
from the Penn Station branch that would be displaced. As such, students would still have access 
to classes within the same neighborhood. Campus Education does not appear to have unique 
locational requirements, and it is anticipated they could secure space to relocate the displaced 
classes, either in an existing Campus Education facility or in a new location in Manhattan. In 
addition, according to the DCP Community Facilities Database, there are 17 other registered 
English as a Second Language schools in Community Districts 4 and 5, and 12 additional ESL 
schools in the rest of Manhattan where students could access similar courses. Therefore, the 
displacement of the Campus Education facility on Site 2 would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to community facilities and services.  

LITHUANIAN ALLIANCE OF AMERICA 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Lithuanian Alliance of America (LAA) operates out of a building at 307 West 30th Street, on 
Site 1B. The LAA is a non-profit Lithuanian-American organization engaged in cultural activities 
covering the entire state of New York and is the only building owned and managed by Lithuanian 
Americans in New York City. The building contains archives covering over 100 years of 
Lithuanian-American activities and is a valuable source for historical information. The archives 
hold numerous books published over the years, as well as documents that include the personal 
information of over 100,000 former LAA members, including their place of birth in Lithuania or 
the U.S., their place of residence in the U.S., their next of kin, and their place of burial. The LAA 
also hosts exhibits and cultural events that are open to the public.  

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the No Action condition in both the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year and 2044 Phase 2 analysis year, 
the LAA would not be displaced from Site 1B and is expected to remain in operation. 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 AND 2044 

In the With Action condition in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, the building that houses the LAA 
would be displaced for construction of the potential southern expansion of Penn Station. Although 
it is the only location within New York City, the LAA serves the entire state of New York and 
does not appear to have unique locational requirements. It is anticipated that the LAA could secure 
space to relocate to a new location in Manhattan or New York City. Therefore, the displacement 
of the LAA on Site 1B would not result in a significant adverse impact to community facilities 
and services.   
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Chapter 6:  Open Space 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter assesses the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on open space resources. Open 
space is defined in the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual as 
publicly accessible, publicly or privately owned land that is available for leisure, play, or sport or 
serves to protect and enhance the natural environment. An open space assessment should be 
conducted if a project would have a direct effect on open space, such as eliminating or altering a 
publicly accessible open space, or an indirect effect, such as when an increase in population could 
overtax the capacity of an area’s existing open spaces to serve the future population. Direct effects 
could also include a proposed action’s effects on open spaces due to increased noise, air pollutant 
emissions, odor, or shadows.  

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevel-
opment initiative to create a modernized, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around Penn 
Station. The Proposed Project would result in up to 18 million square feet (sf) of new commercial 
office, retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling units (DU)s in ten buildings across eight 
development sites within the Project Area. The Proposed Project would also support 
improvements to Penn Station and provide public transportation and public realm improvements, 
including new publicly accessible open space. 

In order to assess the possible effects of the Proposed Project, two reasonable worst-case 
development scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the future condition with the Proposed 
Project (the “With Action condition”): one that maximizes commercial development (the 
“Maximum Commercial Scenario”) and another that maximizes residential development (the 
“Maximum Residential Scenario”). The development scenarios are described in detail in Chapter 
2, “Analytical Framework.” Accordingly, the open space analysis in this chapter considers the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario to assess the potential effects on open space from a new worker 
(non-residential) population, and the Maximum Residential Scenario to assess the effects from a 
new residential population.1   

The Proposed Project would result in substantial new worker and residential populations—an 
incremental increase of 39,800 workers  and 1,737 residents when compared to the Future without 
the Proposed Project (the No Action condition)2. The projected worker and residential populations 
would result in additional demand for open space in the area. Therefore, in accordance with CEQR 

 
1 Appendix F, Modified Open Space Analysis, presents a modified analysis that evaluates conditions in the 

residential open space study area in the event that Sites 1, 2, and 3 are not selected as the location for the 
potential Penn Station expansion 

2 The worker population for the non-residential study area is calculated from the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario while the residential population for the residential study area is calculated from the Maximum 
Residential Scenario.  
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Technical Manual guidance, an open space assessment was conducted to determine whether the 
Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse open space impact.  

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 
The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to open space by directly and 
indirectly affecting open space resources. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a proposed 
action may result in a significant adverse impact on open space resources if (a) there would be 
direct displacement/alteration of existing public open space within the study area that would have 
a significant adverse effect on existing users; or (b) it would reduce the open space ratio and 
consequently result in the overburdening of existing facilities or further exacerbation of a 
deficiency in open space. Typically, a reduction in the open space ratio exceeding five percent is 
considered to be significant. However, if an area is “underserved” and has a very low open space 
ratio, a reduction as small as one percent may be considered significant. 

The open space analysis considers two study areas – a ¼-mile open space study area for the 
commercial population and a ½-mile study area for the residential population. Both study areas 
cover areas of Manhattan that are considered neither “underserved” nor “well-served” by open 
space as defined by the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual.3 Since these study areas do not fall into 
the “underserved” category, a decrease of five percent or more (rather than simply one percent) in 
the open space ratio for either study area is considered to be significant.  

The Proposed Project’s redevelopment of Site 5 would result in the direct displacement of a 
through-block plaza between West 33rd and West 34th Streets that is part of the 1 Penn Plaza 
privately owned public space (POPS),4 eliminating a substantial portion of that open space 
resource. In addition, the Proposed Project would introduce substantial non-residential and 
residential populations to the study areas that would place a significant demand on open spaces.  

The passive open space ratio is used to determine the adequacy of open space for the non-
residential population such as office workers, as this population tends to use passive open spaces. 
Passive open spaces encourage such activities as strolling, reading, sunbathing, and people watching. 
They include picnic areas, walking paths, seating areas, or gardens. Certain areas, such as lawns or 
public esplanades, can serve as both active and passive open spaces. In contrast, active open spaces 
are intended for vigorous activities, such as jogging, field sports, and children’s active play. They 
include basketball and handball courts, jogging paths, ball fields, and playground equipment. 
Currently, the open space ratio for the non-residential population in the study area is well below 
the City’s guidelines as indicated in the CEQR Technical Manual, and would remain well below 
the guidelines in both the With Action condition and the No Action condition for both the 2033 
Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years.  

Because residential populations tend to utilize both active and passive open spaces, the adequacy 
of open space for this population is informed by the active, passive, and total open space available 
to residents in a given study area. The total and active open space ratios in the study area for the 
Maximum Residential Scenario would remain below the City’s guideline ratios in both the With 

 
3 Refer to the open space map shown in the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual for “underserved” and “well 

served” delineations:  
 “https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-manhattan.page” 
4 Privately owned public spaces, also known as POPS, are outdoor and indoor spaces dedicated to public 

use by private owners. 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-manhattan.page
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Action and the No Action conditions in both the 2033 and 2044 analysis years. The passive ratio 
for residential users would remain above the City’s guidelines. 

DIRECT EFFECTS  

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would cast shadows on study area open 
spaces, which is considered a direct effect on open space. Based on the shadows analysis, as 
detailed in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” incremental shadows would fall on the Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) POPS and Farley Building Steps, resulting in significant adverse impacts to these open 
space resources. However, based on the air quality, noise, and construction impacts analyses, study 
area open spaces would not experience direct effects related to any of these areas of analysis that 
would cause a significant adverse impact to open space.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would directly affect open space by 
introducing a new through-block public plaza on Site 2 between West 30th and West 31st Streets. 
The proposed public plaza on Site 2 would be approximately 30,800 square feet (sf) (0.71 acres) 
and would provide a variety of hard and soft scape features to support passive recreation use as 
well as midblock pedestrian access between West 30th and West 31st Streets. It is expected that 
the proposed plaza would include a variety of seating types to provide varied seating options, a 
mix of paved and planted areas, and other amenities. The proposed public plaza on Site 2 would 
provide new open space amenities directly above a modernized Penn Station, and would serve the 
new commercial district surrounding Penn Station and the adjacent neighborhoods. The 
configuration of the open space on Site 2 would depend on whether the proposed train hall is 
developed as a midblock train hall or a Seventh Avenue-facing train hall. If a midblock train hall 
is developed, there would be one plaza on Site 2 located in the midblock portion of the site, with 
dimensions of approximately 156 feet by 198 feet. If the Seventh Avenue-facing train hall is 
developed, there would be a midblock plaza (with dimensions of approximately 121 feet by 198 
feet) and a plaza along Seventh Avenue (with dimensions of approximately 35 feet by 198 feet). 
In either configuration, the total publicly accessible open space to be created on Site 2 would be 
approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres). 

In addition to the proposed plaza on Site 2, Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would introduce other 
improvements that would enhance the public realm, including wider sidewalks and shared streets, 
which would reduce sidewalk crowding and allow for an improved pedestrian experience around 
Penn Station. Subject to the approval of the New York City Department of Transportation 
(NYCDOT), shared streets would be located along West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues, and West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues. Shared streets could provide 
space for seating and planters. Additionally, ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project’s redevelopment of Site 5 would also 
directly affect open space by eliminating the through-block east plaza that is part of the 1 Penn 
Plaza POPS. The elimination of the plaza represents a reduction of approximately 0.16 acres of 
passive open space as compared to the No Action condition. Although the Proposed Project would 
introduce improvements that would enhance the public realm—including wider sidewalks, shared 
streets,5 and a new public plaza on Site 2—the elimination of the plaza on the 1 Penn Plaza POPS 

 
5 As described in more detail in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” shared streets, if approved by NYCDOT, 

would be are roadways designed for slow travel speeds where pedestrians and cyclists share the right-of-
way with slow-moving vehicles. 
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as a result of construction on Site 5 would constitute a significant adverse direct impact to open 
space. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse direct open space impact are 
discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  

Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” the Proposed Project would result in a 
significant adverse impact as a result of incremental shadows cast on six open space resources: the 
Madison Square Garden POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open 
space and the Farley Building’s Eighth Avenue steps. Based on the analyses provided for air 
quality, noise, and construction, study area open spaces would not experience significant adverse 
impacts associated with direct effects related to any of these areas of analysis.  

INDIRECT EFFECTS 

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project is projected to result in a net increase in 
the worker population in the study area compared to the No Action condition. This projected 
increase in the worker population reflects new development on Sites 1, 4, and 7 in Phase 1 as well 
as the clearing of the existing buildings on Sites 2 and 3 to accommodate construction of the 
potential expansion of Pennsylvania Station (Penn Station). Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would 
result in a moderate decrease to the passive open space ratio for the worker population (a 0.74 
percent decrease). Taking into account the combined residential and worker populations within 
the study area, there would be a 0.55 percent decrease in the combined open space ratio in Phase 
1 is as compared to the No Action condition. Since there would be a moderate decrease in the 
open space ratios of less than five percent, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant adverse impact associated with the worker population.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would introduce new and enhanced 
publicly accessible open spaces, as well as other public realm improvements that would benefit 
workers and residents of the surrounding neighborhoods. Nonetheless, given the introduction of a 
substantial new worker population, the Proposed Project would result in a decrease in the passive 
open space ratio of approximately 7.27 percent. Taking into account the combined residential and 
worker populations within the study area, there would be a 6.43 percent decrease in the combined 
open space ratio. These decreases would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual threshold of a five 
percent decrease for a potential open space impact. The Proposed Project would overburden 
existing and proposed passive open spaces, particularly during the midday hours when the open 
spaces would be most heavily utilized by numerous users in addition to study area workers. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse indirect impact to non-
residential open space in 2044.  

Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse indirect impact to open space are discussed 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

As discussed in more detail below, the new residential population introduced with the Proposed 
Project in the 2033 and 2044 analysis years would not result in any significant adverse impacts to 
open space.  

C. METHODOLOGY 

DIRECT EFFECTS  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a project would directly affect open space conditions 
if it causes the loss of publicly accessible open space; changes the use of an open space so that it 
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no longer serves the same user population; limits public access to an open space; or results in 
increased noise or air pollutant emissions, odor, or shadows that would temporarily or permanently 
affect the usefulness of publicly accessible open space. This chapter uses information from 
Chapters 7, “Shadows;” 15, “Air Quality;” 17, “Noise;” and 20, “Construction;” to determine 
whether the Proposed Project would have the potential to directly affect any open spaces near the 
Project Area. A project can also directly affect an open space by enhancing its design or increasing 
its accessibility to the public. The direct effects analysis is provided for both the 2033 and 2044 
analysis years.  

INDIRECT EFFECTS  

Following the methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual, indirect open space effects may occur 
when a project would add enough of a population, either residents or workers, to noticeably 
diminish the ability of an area’s open space to serve the future population. 

Typically, an assessment of indirect effects is conducted when a project would introduce 200 or 
more residents or 500 or more workers to an area; however, the thresholds for assessment are 
slightly different for areas of the City that have been identified as either underserved or well-
served by open space. Since the Project Area is in an area identified as neither well-served nor 
underserved, the threshold of 200 residents and 500 workers was applied in this analysis. 

Under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, the Proposed Project would introduce an incremental 
increase of approximately 39,800 workers to the area by the 2044 analysis year. Under the 
Maximum Residential Scenario, the Proposed Project would introduce a new residential 
population to the area of approximately 1,737. For smaller projects, a preliminary assessment is 
typically provided as an initial assessment of conditions within the study area and to clarify the 
degree to which an action would affect open space and the need for further analysis. If the 
assessment indicates the need for further analysis, a detailed analysis of open space should be 
performed. Due to the size of the Proposed Project, a detailed assessment has been provided.  

The following sections describe the methodology for the analysis of indirect effects on open space, 
including establishing the study area, identifying open space user populations, creating an inven-
tory of open space resources, and assessing the adequacy of open space resources. 

STUDY AREAS 

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends establishing study area boundaries as the first step in 
an open space analysis. In accordance with the guidance contained in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, the open space study area is generally defined by a reasonable walking distance that users 
would travel to reach local open space and recreational resources, which differs by user. Workers 
and other non-residential populations (such as students) typically use passive open spaces within 
a short walking distance of their workplaces. Residents are more likely to travel farther, up to a 
½-mile, to reach parks and recreational facilities, and they use both passive and active 
neighborhood open spaces. Workers and visitors are assumed to travel up to ¼-mile to use open 
space and recreation areas. Therefore, as recommended in the CEQR Technical Manual, a ¼-mile 
study area is used to analyze the Proposed Project’s indirect effects on open space used by the 
non-residential population and a ½-mile study area is utilized to consider the indirect effects on 
open space from the new residential population.  

Consistent with CEQR Technical Manual guidance, the study area was adjusted to include all 
census tracts with at least 50 percent of their area within a ¼-mile or within a ½-mile, as applicable, 
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of the Project Area. Figure 6-1 shows the open space study areas and the census tracts that 
comprise the study area. 

OPEN SPACE USER POPULATIONS 

Existing Conditions 
For the non-residential study area, data on the existing worker population within the study area 
was compiled from the 2017 Census6 worker data for the census tracts that comprise the ¼-mile 
study area. Data on the existing residential population within the ¼-mile study area was compiled 
from the 2020 U.S. Census Bureau for the census tracts that comprise the study area. For the 
residential study area, data on the existing residential population within the ½-mile study area was 
also compiled from the 2020 U.S. Census Bureau.  

No Action Condition 
For the non-residential study area, the worker population in the study area in the No Action 
condition was projected by adding to the number of existing workers the number of workers 
anticipated to result from developments that are expected to be completed in the study area by the 
2033 (Phase 1) analysis year and the 2044 (Phase 2) analysis year to the existing worker 
population. The residential population was projected based on adding to the number of existing 
residents the number of new housing units in the study area in the No Action condition with an 
average household size of 1.67 people.7 The projected residential population was then combined 
with the worker population for the combined worker and residential population.  

The population in the residential study area was projected by adding the residents expected in the 
No Action developments (assuming an average household size of 1.67) to the number of existing 
residents. 

With Action Condition 
The future non-residential population in the With Action condition was determined by adding the 
number of workers anticipated from the Proposed Project to the worker population in the No 
Action condition. The With Action condition combined worker and residential population was 
estimated by adding the projected future worker population to the No Action condition combined 
worker and residential population.  

The future residential population in the With Action condition was determined by adding the 
incremental number of residents anticipated with the Proposed Project to the residential population 
in the No Action condition.  

INVENTORY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES 

Publicly accessible open spaces and recreational facilities located within the study area were 
inventoried using information from the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC 
Parks).  

 
6 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics [LEHD] data is obtained from the Census-on-the-Map 

application. 
7 New York City Department of City Planning 2020 estimate of the average household size within 

Manhattan Community Districts 4 and 5. 
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The CEQR Technical Manual defines publicly accessible open space as open space that is 
regularly open to the public during designated daily periods. Open spaces that do not fit this 
definition because they are not available to the public on a regular basis or are available only to a 
limited set of users are considered private open space and are not included in the quantitative open 
space analysis. 

The character, condition, and use of the publicly accessible open spaces and recreational facilities 
within the study area were determined based on online photos and recent environmental review 
documents. Imagery from NearMap, a service that provides high-resolution and current aerial 
imagery for metropolitan areas across the country, was used to verify certain open spaces. Where 
noted, condition and utilization at study area open spaces are based on pre-pandemic conditions and 
levels, which are assumed to return as the pandemic subsides. 

The analysis also accounts for open space within the study area that will be created in the No 
Action condition and With Action condition. 

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES 

The adequacy of open space in the study area is quantitatively assessed using a ratio of usable 
open space acreage to the study area population; this is referred to as the open space ratio. To 
assess the adequacy of open space resources, open space ratios are compared with planning goals 
set by the City as described in the CEQR Technical Manual. Although these open space ratios do 
not themselves determine whether a project might have a significant adverse impact on open space 
resources, they are helpful guidelines in understanding the extent to which user populations are 
served by open space resources. For worker populations, 0.15 acres of passive open space per 
1,000 workers is typically considered adequate. If an assessment shows that a study area’s open 
space ratio falls below the City guidelines of 0.15 acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents; 
and a proposed action would result in a decrease in the ratio of more than 5 percent, it could be 
considered a substantial change warranting a more detailed analysis. However, in areas that are 
extremely lacking in open space, any change in the ratio may be considered significant. The non-
residential study area covers an area of Manhattan that is considered neither “underserved” nor 
“well-served” by open space as defined by the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual.8 Since this study 
area does not strictly fall under the “underserved category,” a decrease of five percent or more 
(rather than simply one percent) in the open space ratio for either study area is considered to be 
significant. 

For residential populations in the City, an open space planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents—
2.0 acres of active and 0.5 acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents—typically is considered 
adequate. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, these ratios do not constitute an absolute 
impact threshold. For the purposes of determining impacts, the CEQR Technical Manual states that 
a significant adverse impact may occur if a project would reduce the open space ratio by more than 
5 percent in areas of the City that are currently below the City’s median community district open 
space ratio of 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents. However, in areas that are extremely lacking in open 
space, decreases less than 5 percent may be considered substantial. The residential study area is 
considered neither “underserved” nor “well-served” by open space as defined by the 2020 CEQR 

 
8 Refer to the open space map shown in the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual for “underserved” and “well 

served” delineations:  
 “https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/open-space-maps-manhattan.page” 
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Technical Manual.9 Therefore, because the study area is below the City’s median community 
district open space ratio but is not considered underserved, a decrease of five percent or more 
(rather than simply one percent) in the open space ratio for the residential study area is considered 
to be significant. Projects that may result in quantitative impacts on open space are typically further 
assessed in the qualitative assessment approach to determine the overall significance of the impact. 

For the combined worker and residential populations, the guideline ratio is determined by creating 
a weighted average of 0.50 acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents and 0.15 acres of 
passive open space per 1,000 workers. This weighted average ratio changes depending on the 
proportion of workers and residents in the study area. 

Qualitative factors considered in an overall assessment of the potential for open space impacts 
include the capacity and utilization of open space resources, the connectivity of open space, the 
distance to regional parks or other parks just outside the study area, and the beneficial effects of 
new open space provided by a proposed project.  

D. DIRECT EFFECTS 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 

Construction and operation of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, which would include the 
development of Sites 1, 4, and 7 and completion of the reconstruction and expansion of Penn 
Station, would not cause the physical loss of existing public open space because of encroachment 
or displacement of the space; would not change the use of an existing open space resource so that 
it no longer serves the same user population; and would not limit public access to an existing open 
space resource. The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact due to 
incremental shadows cast on two open space resources, including the MSG POPS and the Farley 
Building’s Eighth Avenue steps. The shadows cast on active and/or passive features of these 
resources could substantially alter the usability of the open spaces and affect the overall enjoyment 
of users. The effects of the significant adverse shadow impact on the open space resources are 
described in detail in Chapter 7, “Shadows.” Mitigation measures for the significant adverse 
shadow impact are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” On the other hand, based on the air 
quality, noise, and construction impacts analyses, study area open spaces would not experience 
direct effects that would cause a significant adverse impact to open space.  

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would directly affect open space by 
introducing a new through-block public plaza on Site 2 between West 30th and West 31st Streets. 
The proposed public plaza on Site 2 would be approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) and would 
provide a variety of hard and soft scape features to support passive recreation use as well as 
midblock pedestrian access between West 30th and West 31st Streets. Although detailed designs 
for the proposed plaza have not yet been prepared, it is expected that it would include a variety of 
seating types to provide varied seating options, a mix of paved and planted areas, and other 
amenities. The proposed public plaza on Site 2 would provide new open space amenities directly 
above a modernized Penn Station, and would serve the new commercial district surrounding Penn 
Station and the adjacent neighborhoods.  

 
9 Ibid. 
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In addition to the proposed plaza on Site 2, the Proposed Project would introduce other 
improvements that would enhance the public realm, including wider sidewalks and shared streets, 
which would reduce sidewalk crowding and allow for an improved pedestrian experience around 
Penn Station. Subject to NYCDOT approval, shared streets would be located along West 32nd 
Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth 
Avenues and may provide space for seating and planters. Additionally, ESD would recommend 
that NYCDOT study the implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would also directly affect open space by 
eliminating the east plaza portion of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS (open space resource no. 7) with the 
development of Site 5 in the 2044 analysis year, a direct effect resulting in a significant adverse 
impact on the open space resource. The east plaza, which is currently closed off due to construction 
activity, constitutes a substantial portion of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS, and would be completely 
eliminated. However, the development of Site 5 with the Proposed Project would provide 
additional circulation space for pedestrians with a 10-foot sidewalk widening along the Seventh 
Avenue frontage, and shared streets would be considered for implementation in the Project Area 
as discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The Site 5 sidewalk widening and additional 
public space areas as required by the Design Guidelines would partially replace the pedestrian 
circulation functions of the displaced east plaza. With respect to the passive recreation function of 
the displaced east plaza, shared streets may provide space for functional seating, which could 
partially offset the elimination of the passive recreation functions on Site 5. However, the design 
of the shared streets has not been finalized, and it is not certain that seating areas would be 
provided. As a result, shared streets are not considered publicly accessible open space for the 
purposes of this analysis, and it is not assumed that they would provide a comparable replacement 
for the passive recreation function of the displaced east plaza. Therefore, the elimination of the 
east plaza on the 1 Penn Plaza POPS as a result of construction on Site 5 would constitute a 
significant adverse direct impact to open space. Potential mitigation measures for the significant 
adverse direct open space impact are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

The Proposed Project would also result in a significant adverse impact due to incremental shadows 
cast on six open space resources, including the MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea 
Park, the Penn South open space, and the Farley Building’s Eighth Avenue steps. The shadows 
cast on active and/or passive features of these resources could substantially alter the usability of 
the open spaces and affect the overall enjoyment of users. The effects of the significant adverse 
shadow impact on the open space resources are described in detail in Chapter 7, “Shadows.” 
Mitigation measures for the significant adverse shadow impact are discussed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation.” As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” the construction of the Proposed Project 
would also directly affect Plaza 33 and the proposed Site 2 plaza during construction activities, 
but these effects would be temporary and would not result in significant adverse open space 
impacts. Based on the air quality and noise analyses, study area open spaces would not experience 
direct effects in these areas that would cause a significant adverse impact to open space.  

E. INDIRECT EFFECTS – NON-RESIDENTIAL STUDY AREA 
The assessment for potential impacts in the non-residential study area considers the Maximum 
Commercial Development Scenario, as this program would generate the most workers and is a more 
conservative analysis approach for this study area.   
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

Based on 2017 Census data, the study area has a population of approximately 249,923 workers 
(see Table 6-1). The worker population consists primarily of office workers. Typically, these 
“non-residential” open space users seek leisure in passive open spaces during the lunch hour and 
midday period.  

Table 6-1 
Existing Worker Population 

Census Tract Worker Population 

95 43,873 
97 742 

101 55,445 
103 14,252 
109 73,521 
111 18,704 
76 43,386 

Total Worker Population 249,923 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau LEHD Data, 2017  
 

OPEN SPACE INVENTORY  

There are 14 publicly accessible open spaces located within the study area providing a total of 
11.77 acres of publicly accessible open space, including 8.34 acres of open space providing 
passive recreation (see Figure 6-1 and Table 6-3). 

Based on 2020 Census data, the study area has a residential population of approximately 25,120 
(see Table 6-2). The combined worker and residential population in the study area is 275,043. 

Table 6-2 
Existing Residential Population 

Census Tract Residential Population 

95 3,892 
97 5,071 

101 2,596 
103 4,095 
109 407 
111 6,138 
76 2,921 

Total Residential Population 25,120 
Combined Residential and Worker Population 275,043 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census  
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Table 6-3  
Non-Residential Study Area Open Space Inventory 

Map 
No.1 Name Location Owner 

Total 
Acres Active Passive Amenities 

Condition/ 
Utilization2 

1 Broadway Boulevard Plazas Broadway between West 33rd and West 
41st Streets 

New York City Department 
of Transportation 1.05 0.00 1.05 Landscaping and seating Good/Heavy 

2 Greeley Square  Intersection of Sixth Avenue and Broadway, 
between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets 

NYC Parks/34th Street 
Partnership 0.14 0.00 0.14 Landscaping, seating, restroom, 

concessions, and monument Good/Heavy 

3 Herald Square Intersection of Sixth Avenue, Broadway, 
and West 34th Street NYC Parks 0.21 0.00 0.21 Landscaping, seating, restroom, 

refreshment stand, and monument Good/Heavy 

4 Chelsea Park West 28th Street between Ninth and Tenth 
Avenues NYC Parks 3.91 2.93 0.98 Landscaping, seating, playground, 

basketball courts, and ball fields Good/Moderate 

5 230 West 27th Street POPS West 27th Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues 

Fashion Institute of 
Technology (FIT) 0.11 0.00 0.11 Landscaping and seating Good/Moderate 

6 1250 Broadway POPS Broadway between West 31st and 32nd 
Streets 

Carlyle/SL Green 1250 
Broadway LLC 0.23 0.00 0.23 Arcade/No Amenities Good/Moderate 

7 1 Penn Plaza POPS3 Block between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, West 33rd and West 34th Streets Vornado Realty Trust 0.00 0.00 0.00 Landscaping, seating, art installation Good/Moderate 

8 Dyer Avenue/37th Street 
Plaza 

Dyer Avenue between West 35th and West 
37th Streets 

New York City Department 
of Transportation 0.21 0.00 0.21 Landscaping and seating Good/Moderate 

9 835 Sixth Avenue POPS West side of Sixth Avenue between West 
29th and West 30th Streets 

835 Sixth Avenue Master 
LP/Kimpton Hotels 0.24 0.00 0.24 Landscaping, seating, and reflecting 

pool 
Excellent/Modera
te 

10 525 Eighth Avenue POPS Northwest Corner of Eighth Avenue and 
West 36th Street LSCH LLC 0.06 0.00 0.06 Landscaping and seating Good/Moderate 

11 Madison Square Garden 
POPS 

East side of Eighth Avenue between West 
31st and West 33rd Streets 

Madison Square Garden 
Corp. 0.41 0.00 0.41 Public circulation and gathering 

space Good/Low 

12 Farley Building Steps West side of Eighth Avenue between West 
31st and West 33rd Streets 

New York State Urban 
Development Corporation 0.33 0.00 0.33 Seating Good/Heavy 

13 Penn South West 26th Street to West 29th Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues Penn South Cooperative 2.87 0.50 2.37 Landscaping, seating, and 

playground Good/Moderate 

14 Manhattan West West side of Ninth Avenue between West 
31st and West 33rd Streets 

Brookfield Properties 2.00 0.00 2.00 Landscaping, seating Excellent/ 
Moderate 

Study Area Total 11.77 3.43 8.34   
Note:  
1 See Figure 6-1 for open space resources. 
2 Condition and utilization are based on pre-pandemic levels. Due to atypical conditions, field surveys were not conducted and approved environmental review documents were consulted.  
3 The 1 Penn Plaza POPS is almost entirely closed for construction and is expected to reopen in the No Action condition.  
Sources:  
NYC Parks; Municipal Arts Society POPS Mapper; 1 Penn Plaza EAS, 15 Penn Plaza EIS, and Western Rail Yard EIS, NearMap imagery service.  
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Chelsea Park 
The largest open space in the study area is the 3.91-acre Chelsea Park, which occupies an entire 
block between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, south of West 28th Street. Chelsea Park is devoted to 
both active and passive uses. Amenities include swings, jungle gyms, a comfort station, basketball 
courts, and ball fields. In addition, the park has trees, planters, and bench seating for passive use. 
The park is in good condition with moderate utilization.  

Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
Broadway Boulevard Plazas are small street zones located along the length of Broadway between 
West 32nd and West 41st Streets. These zones, located within specifically designated sides of the 
streetbed, are color-coded and primarily contain planters and moveable café chairs and tables, 
providing an “outdoor living room” environment within each zone. The zones are in good 
condition with moderate utilization.  

Within the study area, two additional Broadway Plazas are located adjacent to larger open spaces 
such as Greeley and Herald Squares. These two additional plazas are described separately in more 
detail in the description of those open spaces below. 

Greeley Square 
Greeley Square is a 0.14-acre triangular park bounded by West 33rd Street to the north, Broadway 
to the east (this section of Broadway is closed to vehicular traffic as part of the Broadway Boulevard 
Plazas described above), Sixth Avenue to the west, and West 32nd Street to the south. When 
combined with the additional Broadway Plaza provided by the closure of Broadway, the contiguous 
usable open space is enlarged by approximately 0.23 acres to 0.37 acres. Greeley Square includes 
ledge seating alongside raised planter beds, moveable café chairs and tables, a restroom (currently 
closed), and a food concession area. The park features a monument honoring Horace Greeley, the 
founder and first editor of the New York Tribune newspaper. Eagle figures, which decorate the 
park’s gateposts were inspired by the eagles once found on the Tribune’s masthead. The seasonal 
Broadway Bites—a pop-up collection of local food vendors—occupies the boundaries of the park 
during the summer months. The park is in good condition with heavy utilization. 

Herald Square 
Herald Square is located just north of Greeley Square. This 0.21-acre park is bounded by West 
34th and West 35th Streets, Sixth Avenue, and Broadway. The section of Broadway adjacent to 
Herald Square was closed to vehicular traffic in 2019 to allow for a pedestrian plaza that flanks 
Macy’s flagship store on 34th Street. With the addition of this Broadway Plaza, the contiguous 
usable open space is approximately 0.44 acres. The park was named for the New York Herald 
newspaper, which had its headquarters just to the north on West 35th Street. The park includes 
ledge seating, moveable café chairs and tables, a public restroom, and a refreshment stand. The 
most notable feature in the park is the elaborate Bennett Clock, named for Herald publisher James 
Gordon Bennett Jr. The monument features the Bellringers, dubbed “Guff” and “Stuff,” and owls 
with flashing green eyes. The park’s gateposts feature bronze owl figures. The park is in good 
condition with moderate utilization.  

Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza 
Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza is located along Dyer Avenue between West 35th and West 37th 
Streets. The 0.21-acre plaza occupies the site of a former motorcycle parking area and contains 
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interactive landscaping, with planters and moveable café chairs and tables. The plaza is in good 
condition with moderate utilization. 

230 West 27th Street POPS 
The 230 West 27th Street POPS, also known as the Fashion Institute of Technology (FIT) POPS, 
maintains three open spaces along West 27th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The 
0.11 acres of passive open space includes seating, a row of trees, and landscaping. The plaza is in 
good condition with moderate utilization. 

1250 Broadway POPS 
The 1250 Broadway POPS contains a plaza and arcade located along Broadway between West 
31st and West 32nd Streets. The 0.23-acre public space includes an arcade covering the front 
entrance near the intersection of Broadway and West 32nd Street. The plaza portion, which does 
not feature any amenities, expands the public sidewalk along West 31st Street, the east side of 
Broadway, and West 32nd Street. The arcade and plaza are both in good condition with moderate 
utilization. 

1 Penn Plaza POPS 
The 1 Penn Plaza POPS features outdoor public spaces interspersed throughout the block bounded 
by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 33rd and West 34th Streets. It contains approximately 
1.24 acres of interrupted passive open spaces at various locations along the western and eastern 
sides of the 1 Penn Plaza block with ledges and bench seating areas, some of which are raised and 
some of which are at-grade. Specifically, this open space includes plazas to the west, near Eighth 
Avenue on Site 4 (the west plaza), a through-block eastern pedestrian plaza with seating and tables 
near Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets on Site 5 (the east plaza), and 
smaller plazas in the midblock flanking 1 Penn Plaza to the north and south (the north plaza and 
south plaza). The open spaces provide access to the 1 Penn Plaza development and serve both 
pedestrian circulation and passive recreation functions in the study area. In particular, the east 
plaza provides through-lot circulation for commuters to and from Penn Station. The public spaces 
primarily include landscaping in the form of trees and planters, an art installation, and bicycle 
parking. The plaza is largely inaccessible due to ongoing construction associated with 1 Penn 
Plaza, Plaza 33, and the East End Gateway / Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) Concourse. A walkway 
between West 33rd and West 34th Streets is the only portion of the POPS that is open and useable.   

835 Sixth Avenue POPS 
The 835 Sixth Avenue POPS, located on the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 29th and 
West 30th Streets, contains 0.24 acres of passive open space. It features trees, bench seating, café 
chairs, tables, and a reflecting pool. The plaza is in excellent condition with moderate utilization.  

525 Eighth Avenue POPS 
The 525 Eighth Avenue POPS, located on the northwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 36th 
Street, contains 0.06 acres of passive open space. It features landscaping in the form of trees and 
planting beds, bench seating, and moveable café chairs and tables. The plaza is in good condition 
with moderate utilization. 
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Madison Square Garden POPS 
Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS contains passive open space and consists of two separate 
circulation plazas totaling 0.41 acres. The plazas are located along the east side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 31st and West 33rd Streets—specifically the northeast corner of Eighth Avenue and 
West 31st Street and the southeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street—and lack urban 
amenities. The plazas are in good condition with low utilization, except during MSG events when 
they experience high utilization. 

Farley Building Steps 
The steps of the Farley Building (the former James A. Farley Post Office) provide 0.33 acres of 
seating. The front steps of the building, located on the west side of Eighth Avenue between West 
31st and West 33rd Streets, are often utilized by workers and visitors for lunchtime seating and 
people watching. The steps are in good condition, with heavy utilization.  

Penn South 
The Penn South cooperative contains 2.87 acres of open space within the study area, primarily 
containing 2.37 acres of passive open space, along with 0.50 acres of active open space, within a 22-
building housing development. The open space includes extensive landscaping throughout the 
complex, bench seating, two ball courts, and a small playground located near the intersection of 
West 27th Street and Eighth Avenue. The open space is in good condition, with moderate utilization.  

Manhattan West 
The Manhattan West POPS is the newest privately owned and publicly accessible open space, 
located along the West side of Ninth Avenue between 31st and 33rd Streets within the study area. 
Providing 2 acres of passive open space, it features landscaping, bench and café seating, and an 
interactive art display.  

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY 

Quantitative Assessment 
The study area has a total of 8.34 acres of passive open space. With an estimated worker population 
of 249,923, the worker study area has a passive open space ratio of 0.033 acres per 1,000 workers 
(see Table 6-4). Non-residential populations typically use passive open space during the 
workday/school day, so the passive open space ratio is the relevant ratio for consideration. This 
open space ratio is well below the City’s goal of 0.15 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers. 
The combined passive open space ratio of 0.030 acres per 1,000 workers and residents is also well 
below the goal of 0.18 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers and residents. 

Qualitative Assessment 
As noted above, the CEQR Technical Manual also recommends consideration of qualitative 
factors in assessing the potential for open space impacts, when warranted. These include the 
capacity and utilization of open space resources, the connectivity of open space, the distance to 
regional parks or other parks just outside the study area, and the beneficial effects of new open 
space provided by the Proposed Project. 
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Table 6-4 
Existing Conditions: Adequacy of Open Space Resources 

(Non-Residential Study Area) 

 Total Population 
Passive Open Space 

Acreage 

Passive Open Space 
Ratio per 1,000 

People 
Passive Open Space 

Goal 
Worker  249,923 

8.34 
0.033 0.15 

Combined Workers 
and Residents 275,043 0.030 0.18 

Notes: 
Ratios in acres per 1,000 persons. 
The City’s open space ratio goals for total and active open spaces are not applicable to the Proposed Project under 
CEQR Technical Manual methodology, as the project would only be introducing a worker population to the study area. 
The passive open space goal for the combined open space ratio is established by using a weighted average of the 
amount of open space necessary to meet the CEQR Benchmark of 0.5 acres of passive open space per 1,000 
residents and 0.15 acres of passive open space per 1,000 non-residents. For each scenario, the percentage of workers 
in the combined total is multiplied by 0.15 and the percentage of residents in the combined total is multiplied by 0.50. 
The resulting numbers are added to establish the combined open space goal.  
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 
 

Given the transit-oriented nature of the Project Area, existing open space resources—especially 
those in close proximity to Penn Station—serve dual purposes of providing respite areas for passive 
recreation as well as providing pedestrian circulation space. As a result, many study area open spaces 
are moderately or heavily utilized, with the heaviest utilization found at open spaces in and adjacent 
to the Project Area and near Penn Station, such as Herald Square, Greeley Square, the Farley 
Building steps, and the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. The utilization of these open spaces is a reflection of 
their dual purposes providing pedestrian circulation spaces alongside passive recreation activities. 
In particular, the pedestrian circulation functions of these open spaces accommodate commuter 
flows to and from Penn Station and other transit facilities during peak commuting hours.  

Study area open spaces do not provide connections to other open space resources beyond the study 
area, as there are no large open spaces that provide pedestrian or bicycle access to other areas of 
the City, like Hudson River Park. In addition to workers and residents who use passive open 
spaces, the study area attracts commuters, tourists, sports, and music enthusiasts who attend events 
at MSG, and shoppers to the 34th Street corridor.  

New publicly accessible indoor space is provided in the new Moynihan Train Hall at the Farley 
Building, which includes circulation space, a light-filled intermodal hall, and a new West 32nd 
Street pedestrian corridor that can be used for passive recreation, such as reading space, public art 
exhibitions, and performances. This space is not included in the quantitative assessment of open 
space adequacy and the determination of open space ratios, but it is considered in the qualitative 
assessment. 

The study area is not near regional parks, such as Central Park or Riverside Park, which could 
augment the existing open space in the study area. However, there are several open spaces located 
just beyond the open space study area that could be used by workers as well as other populations—
such as students, tourists, and visitors to the area—that are not accounted for in the quantitative 
assessment. These open spaces, which are primarily located in neither well-served nor underserved 
areas, include Bryant Park, Madison Square Park, Bella Abzug Park, Hudson River Park, and the 
High Line.  

Bryant Park, a 9.6-acre passive open space, is located north of the study area. It is bounded by 
West 40th and West 42nd Streets and Fifth and Sixth Avenues. It contains multiple concession 
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areas and passive seating areas, with movable café tables and chairs. It hosts plays and film 
screenings on the lawn during the summer months and features a “Winter Village” of pop-up 
stores and concessions during winter months along with a seasonal ice skating rink. Bryant Park 
is in excellent condition and experiences high usage.  

Madison Square Park is a 6.2-acre primarily passive open space located approximately three 
blocks south of the study area between West 23rd and West 26th Streets and Fifth and Madison 
Avenues. It contains lawn areas, walking paths, seating areas, including moveable café tables and 
chairs, a fountain, dog run, playground equipment, and Shake Shack. The park also hosts seasonal 
art installations on the lawn. Madison Square Park is in excellent condition and experiences high 
usage.  

Bella Abzug Park is a 2.0-acre primarily passive open space located approximately two blocks 
west of the study area. It is located midblock between West 33rd and West 36th Streets, between 
Tenth and Eleventh Avenues, as part of the Hudson Yards neighborhood. Framed by trees and 
planting, the park has abundant seating, with tables, chairs, and circular fountains. A playground 
along West 35th Street, the park’s active space, contains a rope climbing feature and an adjacent 
restroom facility. Bella Abzug Park is in excellent condition and experiences high usage. 

Hudson River Park, a 550-acre park along the Hudson River, stretches from 59th Street to Battery 
Park. It features running and bicycle paths, along with re-purposed shipping piers providing 
recreation space along the waterfront. Hudson River Park is in excellent condition and experiences 
high usage.  

Just outside the study area towards the Hudson River is an entrance to the 6.73-acre High Line Park. 
This 1.45-mile long park formed by a repurposed railroad viaduct is a popular destination for 
residents and tourists. The park offers many seating areas, plant beds, viewing areas, Wi-Fi hot spots, 
and public restrooms. The High Line is in excellent condition and experiences high usage. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033  

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

In the 2033 No Action condition, there are 32 known development projects within the study area 
that are expected to be completed. These projects will add an estimated 28,000 new workers to the 
study area. No Action development on Sites 4 and 7 is anticipated to result in an incremental 
increase of approximately 5,000 workers to the study area compared to existing conditions. 
Therefore, the study area population is expected to increase by 33,000 workers to a total of 282,923 
in the No Action condition for 2033. The residential population is expected to increase by 5,750 
to 30,870 residents. The combined worker and residential population is therefore anticipated to 
increase to 313,793. 

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES  

In the No Action condition in 2033, several changes to the open space resources within the study 
area are expected to be completed. Overall, the total open space acreage will increase by 1.23 passive 
acres as shown in Table 6-5 below to a total of 9.57 passive acres. Changes to open space resources 
will include an incremental increase of of 0.72 acres at the 1 Penn Plaza POPS due to both the No 
Action redevelopment of Site 4 pursuant to the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement 
Project and a lobby expansion project approved in a 2019 land use application, 0.10 additional acres 
from the planned 1225 Broadway POPS and 0.41 additional acres from the re-opening of Plaza 33.  



Chapter 6: Open Space 

 6-17  

Table 6-5 
2033 No Action Condition: Non-Residential Study Area Publicly 

Accessible Open Space Changes 
Map 
No.1 Name Location Owner 

Change 
in Acres Amenities 

Condition/ 
Utilization 

7 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS 

Block between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues, West 33rd 
and West 34th Streets 

Vornado Realty 
Trust 

(+) 0.72 
Acres 

Landscaping and 
seating 

Good/Heav
y 

16 Plaza 33  
Eastern portion of West 33rd 
Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues 

New York City 
Department of 
Transportation 

(+) 0.41 
Acres 

Landscaping, 
terraced seating, 
and sculpture 

TBD 

15 1225 Broadway 
POPS 

Broadway between East 
29th and East 30th Streets TBD (+) 0.10 

Acres 
 Landscaping and 
seating TBD 

No Action Incremental Total (+) 1.23 Acres 
Notes: Refer to Figure 6-1 for open space resource locations. 

 

The 1 Penn Plaza POPS will be redesigned as part of a project to facilitate lobby expansion and 
plaza modifications at 1 Penn Plaza that was approved by the New York City Planning 
Commission in 2019. The redesign will result in the removal of 0.12 acres of passive open space 
from the 1 Penn Plaza POPS as well as functional and aesthetic improvements to the plaza spaces 
and adjusted hours of public access. Plaza areas will be activated by providing a variety of new 
seating types and user amenities, including enhanced seating, planting and accessibility in the 
north and two south plazas, improvements to the corner plazas, food and beverage kiosks in the 
west plaza and east plaza, trees, improved planter areas, green walls, art, and sculptural lighting. 
In addition, the changes will improve the plaza areas’ permeability, pedestrian circulation, and 
visual transparency by removing obstructions at their street lines. With respect to the east plaza, 
the changes will activate the space and improve the visual connection and pedestrian circulation 
between West 33rd and West 34th Streets. Specifically, the upgrades to the east plaza will increase 
the number and variety of amenities within the space, while maintaining two approximately 15-
foot circulation paths at either edge of the space, allowing for the continued accommodation of 
pedestrians walking through the plaza to and from the adjacent LIRR entrance along West 34th 
Street. New amenities in the east plaza will include new planters, an increase in the amount of 
seating and tables, upgraded lighting and pavers, and a food and beverage kiosk. As in the existing 
condition, the east plaza portion of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS will continue to provide a pedestrian 
circulation function as well as space for passive recreation. The POPS at 1 Penn Plaza, although 
currently undergoing renovation to improve the plaza, would still not meet current standards for 
POPS (e.g., not flush to grade) upon completion of the renovation. There will be an additional 
reduction of 0.40 acres of open space on the 1 Penn Plaza POPS due to the development of Site 4, 
which will displace the west plaza near Eighth Avenue, for a total increment of 0.72 acres of 
passive open space.  

Plaza 33 is an existing public plaza on West 33rd Street west of Seventh Avenue that is currently 
closed for construction of the LIRR Concourse project. Upon completion of the LIRR Concourse 
project, Plaza 33 is expected to reopen to the public. This 0.41-acre open space will feature terraced 
seating areas, planters, café tables and chairs, event space, and landscaping. It is expected that Plaza 
33 will provide passive recreation space as well as pedestrian circulation space for area 
commuters. 

Although not included in the quantitative open space analysis, the High Line Moynihan Connector 
Civic Project, a landscaped, elevated, and ADA-accessible public walkway that will connect the 
High Line to an existing publicly accessible space at Manhattan West, is in construction and 
anticipated to be completed by Spring 2023. The High Line Moynihan Connector will give 
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pedestrians safe, unobstructed access to the Far West Side of Manhattan via an elevated public 
pathway that would provide a direct connection between the two-acre Manhattan West POPS and 
the Tenth Avenue terminus of the 6.73-acre High Line Park.  

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY 

As shown in Table 6-6, with a total worker population of 282,923 and 9.57 acres of passive open 
space, the passive open space ratio will decrease to 0.034 acres per 1,000 workers in the No Action 
condition. The open space ratio will remain well below the City’s goal of 0.15 acres per 1,000 
workers. The study area will have a residential population of 30,870, which will result in a 
combined worker and residential population of 313,793. With a combined worker and residential 
population of 319,793, the combined passive open space ratio of 0.030 acres per 1,000 workers 
and residents will also remain well below the goal of 0.19 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers 
and residents. 

Table 6-6 
2033 No Action Condition: Adequacy of Open Space Resources 

(Non-Residential Study Area) 

 Total Population 
Passive Open 

Space Acreage 

Passive Open 
Space Ratio per 

1,000 People 
Passive Open 

Space Goal 
Workers 282,923 

9.57 

0.034 0.15 
Combined 

Workers and 
Residents 

313,793 0.030 0.19 

Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 people. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 
 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

Development of Sites 1, 4, and 7 and the demolition of buildings on Sites 2 and 3 by 2033 would 
result in a net increase of 2,100 workers. This would result in a total worker population in the 
study area of 285,023 in the 2033 With Action condition. The study area would have a residential 
population of 30,510 (a decrease of 360 residents as compared to the No Action condition), which 
would result in a combined worker and residential population of 315,533.  

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES 

The Proposed Project would not result in changes to the amount of open space within the study area 
compared to the No Action condition.  

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY 

Quantitative Assessment 
As shown in Tables 6-7 and 6-8, with a total worker population of 295,023 and 9.57 acres of 
passive open space, the passive open space ratio would remain at 0.034 acres per 1,000 workers 
in the With Action condition. The open space ratio would remain well below the City’s goal of 
0.15 acres per 1,000 workers. With a combined worker and residential population of 315,533, the 



Chapter 6: Open Space 

 6-19  

combined passive open space ratio of 0.030 acres per 1,000 workers and residents would also 
remain well below the combined goal of 0.19 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers and 
residents.  

Table 6-7 
2033 With Action Condition: Adequacy of Open Space Resources 

(Non-Residential Study Area) 

 
Total 

Population 
Passive Open 

Space Acreage 

Passive Open 
Space Ratio per 

1,000 People 
Passive Open 

Space Goal 
Workers 285,023 

9.57 
0.034 0.15 

Combined Workers and 
Residents 315,533 0.030 0.19 

Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 people. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 
 

Table 6-8 
2033 Passive Open Space Ratios Summary (Non-Residential Study Area) 

Ratio 
City Goal 

(acres per 1,000) 
No Action 
Condition 

With Action 
Condition 

Percent 
Change* 

Passive Worker 0.15 0.034 0.034 -0.74% 
Passive Combined 

Worker and Residential 0.19 0.030 0.030 -0.55% 

Note: *Percent change calculations are based on the unrounded open space ratios presented in 
this table. 

 

Qualitative Assessment 
In addition to the qualitative open space changes indicated above, it is assumed that workers within 
the study area would also be able to access the additional open space areas such as Bryant Park, 
Madison Square Park, Bella Abzug Park, Hudson River Park, the High Line and interior spaces in 
the Moynihan Train Hall in the Farley Building. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would provide 
some streetscape improvements and widened sidewalks adjacent to Sites 1, 4, and 7 in Phase 1, as 
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” In addition, new office buildings 
on Site 7 would provide on-site tenant amenity spaces for workers. 

Impact Determination  
The CEQR Technical Manual indicates that a decrease in the open space ratio of 5 percent or 
more, particularly in areas below the Citywide goal of 0.15, could result in an open space impact. 
In the 2033 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in an approximately 0.74 percent 
decrease in the passive open space ratio and a 0.55 percent decrease in the combined passive 
worker and residential open space ratio (see Table 6-7). In addition, on-site tenant amenity space 
at the proposed developments on Sites 1, 4, and 7 could offset some of the project-generated 
demand on passive open space. As the open space reductions are below the 5 percent change 
threshold, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact to open space in 
2033. 
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FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044  

STUDY AREA POPULATION AND OPEN SPACES 

In the 2044 No Action condition, the study area population (283,523 workers) is expected to be 
higher than in the 2033 analysis year due to as-of-right development on Site 5 (in addition to as-
of-right development on Sites 4 and 7 as described under the 2033 No Action condition). The 
study area will have a residential population of 30,870, which will result in a combined worker 
and residential population of 314,393. The study area would have a total of 9.57 acres of passive 
open space.  

STUDY AREA POPULATION AND OPEN SPACES 

As shown in Table 6-9, with a total worker population of 283,523 and 9.57 acres of passive open 
space, the passive open space ratio will decrease to 0.034 acres per 1,000 workers in the No Action 
condition. The open space ratio will remain well below the City’s goal of 0.15 acres per 1,000 
workers. With a combined worker and residential population of 314,393, the combined passive 
open space ratio of 0.030 acres per 1,000 workers and residents will also remain well below the 
combined goal of 0.19 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers and residents.  

Table 6-9 
2044 No Action Condition: Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Non-Residential Study Area) 

 Total Population 
Passive Open 

Space Acreage 
Passive Open Space 

Ratio per 1,000 People 
Passive Open 
Space Goal 

Workers 283,523 9.57 0.034 0.15 
Combined Workers and Residents 314,393 0.030 0.19 

Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 people. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 

 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

In the Future with the Proposed Project, by 2044, the Proposed Project is assumed to be fully complete 
and operational. The new commercial developments would introduce an incremental increase of 
39,800 workers as compared to the No Action condition (283,523 workers), bringing the total worker 
population in the study area to 323,323. The study area would have a residential population of 30,510 
(a decrease of approximately 360 residents relative to the No Action condition), which would result 
in a combined worker and residential population of 353,833.  

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES 

As described above, the Proposed Project would introduce a through-block, approximately 
30,800-sf plaza (0.71 acres) on Site 2, which would represent a substantial new open space in the 
study area. The plaza would be constructed in connection with the proposed commercial 
development on Site 2.  

As noted above, the construction of Site 5 would result in the displacement of the through-block 
east plaza portion of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. This would reduce the size of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS 
by approximately 0.16 acres.  
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Accounting for the new open space on Site 2 and the displacement of the through-block east plaza 
on Site 5, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in open space in the study area of 
0.55 acres. In the 2044 With Action condition, the study area would contain 10.12 acres of passive 
open space. 

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY 

Quantitative Assessment 
As shown in Tables 6-10 and 6-11, with a total worker population of 323,323 and 10.12 acres of 
passive open space, the passive open space ratio would decrease from 0.034 to 0.031 acres per 
1,000 workers in the With Action condition. The open space ratio would remain well below the 
City’s goal of 0.15 acres per 1,000 workers. With a combined residential and worker population 
of 353,833, the combined passive open space ratio of 0.029 acres per 1,000 workers and residents 
would also remain well below the combined goal of 0.18 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers 
and residents. 

Table 6-10 
2044 With Action Condition: Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Non-Residential Study Area) 

 Total 
Population 

Passive Open 
Space Acreage 

Passive Open Space 
Ratio per 1,000 People 

Passive Open 
Space Goal 

Workers 323,323 10.12 0.031 0.15 
Combined Workers and Residents 353,833 0.029 0.18 

Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 people. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 

 

Table 6-11 
2044 Passive Open Space Ratios Summary (Non-Residential Study Area) 

Ratio 
City Goal 

(acres per 1,000) 
No Action 
Condition 

With Action 
Condition 

Percent 
Change* 

Passive Worker 0.15 0.034 0.031 -7.27% 
Passive Combined 

Worker and Residential 0.18 0.030 0.029 -6.43% 
Note: * Percent change calculations are based on the unrounded open space ratios presented in 
this table.  

 

The CEQR Technical Manual indicates that a decrease in the open space ratio of 5 percent or 
more, particularly in areas below the Citywide goal of 0.15, could result in an open space impact. 
In 2044, the Proposed Project would result in an approximately 7.27 percent decrease in the non-
residential open space ratio and an 6.43 percent decrease in the combined worker and residential 
passive open space ratio. 

Qualitative Assessment 
As shown in the quantitative assessment above, the Proposed Project would introduce a substantial 
worker population to the study area. To address the needs of open space users and improve the 
public realm in the Project Area, the Proposed Project would introduce a new public plaza on Site 
2, which would provide a variety of hard and soft scape features to support passive recreation use 
as well as midblock pedestrian access between West 30th and West 31st Streets. Although detailed 
designs for the proposed plaza have not yet been prepared, it is expected that it would include a 
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variety of seating types to provide varied seating options and a mix of paved and planted areas. 
The proposed public plaza on Site 2 would provide new open space amenities directly above a 
reconstructed Penn Station, and would serve the new mixed-use district surrounding Penn Station 
and the adjacent neighborhoods.  

Other public realm improvements including wider sidewalks along the frontages of the development 
sites (except along West 34th Street), protected bike lanes, and shared streets would increase 
accessibility to other neighborhoods that surround Penn Station such as Midtown South, Hudson 
Yards, and Hell’s Kitchen. The public plaza on Site 2 would provide passive recreational 
opportunities for residents, workers, and other populations such as students and visitors to the area. 
In addition, it is expected that the new commercial buildings would provide on-site amenities for 
their tenants typical of other new, modern office buildings, including lounges, fitness centers, and 
landscaped spaces. These amenities would partially offset the expected open space demand from the 
new worker population. 

As discussed above, existing open space resources in the study area—especially those in close 
proximity to Penn Station—serve dual purposes of providing respite areas for passive recreation 
as well as providing pedestrian circulation space. As a result, many study area open spaces are 
moderately or heavily utilized, with the heaviest utilization found at open spaces in and adjacent 
to the Project Area and near Penn Station, where demand for pedestrian circulation space is 
highest. The Proposed Project would introduce improvements that would enhance the public 
realm, including wider sidewalks and shared streets, and new and enhanced open space. The 
Proposed Project’s public realm improvements would supplement and enhance the pedestrian 
circulation functions of open space resources in the study area, which are intended to provide more 
efficient pedestrian circulation in the area and allow open spaces to accommodate more people. 
The Proposed Project would allow for the enhancement of bicycle lanes along Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues and would accommodate a new bike lane on West 31st Street (within the Project Area). 
Shared streets would reduce sidewalk crowding and may provide space for seating and planters 
along West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, West 33rd Street between Sixth and 
Ninth Avenues, and potentially along West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues.  

Impact Determination  
With respect to indirect effects, the Proposed Project would add approximately 39,800 workers to 
the study area. The CEQR Technical Manual indicates that a decrease in the open space ratio of 5 
percent or more, particularly in areas below the Citywide goal of 0.15, could result in an open 
space impact. In 2044, with completion and full operation of the Proposed Project, an 
approximately 7.27 percent decrease in the passive open space ratio would occur (6.43 percent 
decrease when considering the combined passive worker and residential open space ratio).  

In addition to workers and residents who use passive open spaces, the study area attracts students, 
commuters and tourists, sports and music enthusiasts who attend events at MSG, and shoppers to 
the 34th Street corridor, which is one of New York City’s shopping destinations. The new user 
population generated by the Proposed Project would place a substantial demand on the already 
limited open space resources of the study area. To address the needs of existing and future open 
space users and improve the public realm in the Project Area, the Proposed Project would 
introduce a new public plaza on Site 2 which, as discussed above, would provide new open space 
amenities directly above a modernized Penn Station. The Proposed Project would also introduce 
other public realm improvements which could allow for passive and active recreational uses such 
as cycling.  
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Nonetheless, although the Proposed Project would introduce new open space and other public 
realm improvements that would benefit workers and residents of the surrounding neighborhoods, 
it would also introduce a substantial new worker population that would overburden existing and 
proposed passive open spaces, particularly during the midday hours when the open spaces would 
be most heavily utilized by a multitude of users in addition to workers. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would result in a significant adverse indirect impact to open space. Potential measures to 
mitigate the significant adverse indirect open space impact are discussed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation.” 

F. INDIRECT EFFECTS – RESIDENTIAL STUDY AREA 
The open space assessment with respect to the residential study area is based on the Maximum 
Residential Scenario, as this program would result in a larger residential population and is a more 
conservative approach for analysis purposes for the residential study area.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

Based on 2020 Census data, the study area has a residential population of approximately 92,228 
(see Table 6-12).  

OPEN SPACE INVENTORY  

There are 64 publicly accessible open spaces located within the residential study area providing a 
total of 81.05 acres of publicly accessible open space, including 24.49 acres of active recreation 
and 56.56 acres of open space of passive recreation (see Figure 6-1 and Table 6-13). 

All open space resources within the larger residential study area are presented in Table 6-13, 
followed by descriptions of the additional parks and open spaces that primarily serve residents in 
the residential study area.   

Bryant Park 
Bryant Park is a 9.6-acre passive open space. It is bounded by West 40th and West 42nd Streets 
and Fifth and Sixth Avenues. It contains multiple concession areas and passive seating areas, with 
movable café tables and chairs. It hosts plays and film screenings on the lawn during the summer 
months and features a “Winter Village” of pop-up stores and concessions during winter months 
along with a seasonal ice skating rink. Bryant Park is in excellent condition and experiences high 
usage.  

Madison Square Park  
Madison Square Park is a 6.2-acre primarily passive open space located between West 23rd and 
West 26th Streets and Fifth and Madison Avenues. It contains lawn areas, walking paths, seating 
areas, including moveable café tables and chairs, a fountain, dog run, playground equipment, and 
Shake Shack. The park also hosts seasonal art installations on the lawn. Madison Square Park is 
in excellent condition and experiences high usage. 
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Table 6-12 
Existing Residential Population 

Census Tract Residential Population 

95 3,892 
97 5,071 

101 2,596 
103 4,095 
109 407 
111 6,138 
76 2,921 
56 4,281 
58 5,109 
72 9,358 
74 5,698 
82 3,414 
84 1,985 
87 6,510 
91 7,362 
93 9,325 

99.01 2,093 
99.02 3,848 
99.03 2,380 
113 216 
115 3,863 
119 1,666 

Total Residential Population 92,228 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census  
 

Bella Abzug Park  
Bella Abzug Park is a 2.0-acre primarily passive open space located midblock between West 33rd 
and West 36th Streets, between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues, as part of the Hudson Yards 
neighborhood. Framed by trees and planting, the park has abundant seating, with tables, chairs, 
and circular fountains. A playground along West 35th Street, the park’s active space, contains a 
rope climbing feature and an adjacent restroom facility. Bella Abzug Park is in excellent condition 
and experiences high usage. 

The Vessel POPS 
The Vessel is a privately owned public space centered around The Vessel, a large 16-story 
interactive art feature in the center of Hudson Yards. The open space in the vicinity contains 
approximately 3.72 passive acres in total, framed by Hudson Boulevard between Tenth and 
Eleventh Avenues. This open space is in good condition with moderate utilization.  

Hudson River Park 
Hudson River Park, a 550-acre park along the Hudson River, stretches from 59th Street to Battery 
Park. It features running and bicycle paths, along with re-purposed shipping piers providing 
recreation space along the waterfront. Hudson River Park is in excellent condition and experiences 
high usage.  
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Table 6-13  
Residential Study Area Open Space Inventory 

Map 
No.1 Name Location Owner 

Total 
Acres Active Passive Amenities Condition/ Utilization2 

1 Broadway Boulevard Plazas Broadway between West 33rd and West 41st Streets New York City Department of 
Transportation 1.05 0.00 1.05 Landscaping and seating Good/Heavy 

2 Greeley Square  Intersection of Sixth Avenue and Broadway, between 
West 32nd and West 33rd Streets 

NYC Parks/34th Street 
Partnership 0.14 0.00 0.14 Landscaping, seating, restroom, 

concessions, and monument Good/Heavy 

3 Herald Square Intersection of Sixth Avenue, Broadway, and West 
34th Street NYC Parks 0.21 0.00 0.21 Landscaping, seating, restroom, 

refreshment stand, and monument Good/Heavy 

4 Chelsea Park West 28th Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues NYC Parks 3.91 2.93 0.98 Landscaping, seating, playground, 
basketball courts, and ball fields Good/Moderate 

5 230 West 27th Street POPS West 27th Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues 

Fashion Institute of Technology 
(FIT) 0.11 0.00 0.11 Landscaping and seating Good/Moderate 

6 1250 Broadway POPS Broadway between West 31st and 32nd Streets Carlyle/SL Green 1250 Broadway 
LLC 0.23 0.00 0.23 Arcade/No Amenities Good/Moderate 

7 1 Penn Plaza POPS3 Block between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, West 
33rd and West 34th Streets Vornado Realty Trust 0.00 0.00 0.00 Landscaping, seating, art installation Good/Moderate 

8 Dyer Avenue/37th Street 
Plaza 

Dyer Avenue between West 35th and West 37th 
Streets 

New York City Department of 
Transportation 0.21 0.00 0.21 Landscaping and seating Good/Moderate 

9 835 Sixth Avenue POPS West side of Sixth Avenue between West 29th and 
West 30th Streets 

835 Sixth Avenue Master 
LP/Kimpton Hotels 0.24 0.00 0.24 Landscaping, seating, and reflecting pool Excellent/Moderate 

10 525 Eighth Avenue POPS Northwest Corner of Eighth Avenue and West 36th 
Street LSCH LLC 0.06 0.00 0.06 Landscaping and seating Good/Moderate 

11 Madison Square Garden 
POPS 

East side of Eighth Avenue between West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets Madison Square Garden Corp. 0.41 0.00 0.41 Public circulation and gathering space Good/Low 

12 Farley Building Steps West side of Eighth Avenue between West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets 

New York State Urban 
Development Corporation 0.33 0.00 0.33 Seating Good/Heavy 

13 Penn South West 26th Street to West 29th Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues Penn South Cooperative 2.87 0.50 2.37 Landscaping, seating, and playground Good/Moderate 

14 Manhattan West West side of Ninth Avenue between 31st and 33rd 
Streets Brookfield Properties  2.00 0.00 2.00 Landscaping, seating Excellent/Moderate 

17 3 Park Avenue POPS East side of Park Avenue between East 33rd and 
34th Streets Cohen Brothers Realty Corp.  0.20 0.00 0.20 Ledge and step seating Obstructed  

18 45 East 25th Street POPS North side of East 25th Street between Park Avenue 
South and Madison Avenue Penmark Realty Corp.  0.05 0.00 0.05 Planter seating Good/Low 

19 155 East 29th Street POPS Northwest Corner of East 29th Street and Third 
Avenue Milford Management 0.14 0.00 0.14 Planter seating Good/Low 

20 150 East 34th Street POPS South side of East 34th Street between Third and 
Lexington  Avenues The Denihan Company 0.08 0.00 0.08 Landscaping, seating, art installation, 

and water feature Good/Low 

21 1095 Sixth Avenue POPS West side of Sixth Avenue between West 41st and 
42nd Streets 

Board of Managers, 1095 
Avenue/Americas Condor 0.40 0.00 0.40 Landscaping, seating, art installation, 

and water feature Good/Moderate 

22 1155 Sixth Avenue POPS West side of Sixth Avenue between West 44th and 
45th Streets The Durst Organizations 0.13 0.00 0.13 Planter seating and arcade Good/Moderate 

23 132 East 35th Street POPS West side of Lexington Avenue between East 34th 
and 35th Streets Arco Company 0.07 0.00 0.07 Planters Good/Low 

 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 6-26  

Table 6-13 (cont’d)  
Residential Study Area Open Space Inventory 

Map 
No.1 Name Location Owner 

Total 
Acres Active Passive Amenities Condition/ Utilization2 

24 155 East 31st Street 
POPS 

North side of East 31st Street between 
Third and Lexington Avenues Milstein Properties 0.14 0.00 0.14 Landscaping, chairs, and ledge seating Good/Low 

25 172 Madison Avenue 
POPS 

Northwest corner of East 33rd Street and 
Madison Avenue Tessler Developments, LLC 0.08 0.00 0.08 Landscaping, seating, and art 

installation Good/Low 

26 776 Sixth Avenue 
POPS 

East side of Sixth Avenue between West 
26th and 27th Streets Rose Associates 0.23 0.00 0.23 Landscaping, seating, café chairs and 

tables Good/Moderate 

27 450 West 33rd Street 
POPS/The Vessel 

Hudson Boulevard between Tenth and 
Eleventh Avenues N/A 3.72 0.00 3.72 Landscaping, seating, and interactive 

art feature Good/Moderate 

28 1133 Sixth Avenue 
POPS 

West side of Sixth Avenue between West 
33rd and 34th Streets The Durst Organization 0.12 0.00 0.12 Planters Good/Low 

29 41 Madison Avenue 
POPS 

Southeast corner of East 26th Street and 
Madison Avenue Rudin Management Co. 0.12 0.00 0.12 Circular planters with chair seating and 

arcade Good/Moderate 

30 145 West 44th Street 
POPS 

North side of West 44th Street between 
Sixth Avenue and Broadway Michael Littler 0.07 0.00 0.07 Indoor through-block connection Good/Low 

31 10 East 29th Street South side of East 29th Street between 
Madison and Fifth Avenues Rose Associates 0.29 0.00 0.29 Landscaping, seating, and lawn Good/Low 

32 1535 Broadway POPS West side of Broadway between West 
45th and 46th Streets 

Times Square Hotel Company c/o Marriott 
International 0.78 0.00 0.78 Plaza, through-block arcade and 

covered pedestrian area Good/Moderate 

33 1538 Broadway POPS East side of Broadway between West 
45th and West 46th Streets N/A 0.07 0.00 0.07 Indoor through-block connection Good/Low 

34 420 Fifth Avenue 
POPS 

West side of Fifth Avenue between West 
37th and 38th Streets Jones Lang LaSalle 0.09 0.00 0.09 Landscaping, ledge seating, and 

moveable café chairs and tables Good/Low 

35 1411 Broadway POPS Block bounded by Broadway and Seventh 
Avenue and West 39th and 40th Streets 

1411 IC-SIC Property LLC., c/o Callahan Capital 
Properties 0.37 0.00 0.37 Landscaping, tiered seating, art 

installation, and arcade Good/Moderate 

36 5 East 22nd Street 
POPS 

East side of Broadway between East 
22nd and 23rd Streets Rose Associates 0.29 0.00 0.29 Planter seating and art installation Good/Low 

37 445 Fifth Avenue 
POPS 

Northeast corner of East 39th Street and 
Fifth Avenue Brown Harris Stevens 0.05 0.00 0.05 Landscaping, ledge seating, and 

fountain Good/Low 

38 166 East 34th Street 
POPS 

West side of Third Avenue between East 
33rd and 34th Streets Manhattan Skyline Management Co.  0.10 0.00 0.10 Planters and café chairs and tables Good/Low 

39 475 Park Avenue 
South POPS 

Southeast corner of East 32nd Street and 
Park Avenue South Cohen Brothers Realty Corp.  0.18 0.00 0.18 Planters and arcade Good/Low 

40 120 Park Avenue 
POPS 

Southwest corner of East 42nd Street and 
Park Avenue Shorenstein Realty Services 0.21 0.00 0.21 Covered indoor pedestrian space, 

arcade, and art installation Good/Moderate 

41 1515 Broadway 
POPS/Shubert Alley 

West side of Broadway between West 
44th and 45th Streets Jones Lang LaSalle Americas Inc. 0.28 0.00 0.28 Pedestrian thoroughfare and separate 

alley Good/Low 

42 425 Fifth Avenue 
POPS 

Northeast corner of East 38th Street and 
Fifth Avenue. RFD 425 Fifth Avenue L.P. 0.08 0.00 0.08 Planters, ledge seating, and water 

feature Good/Low 

43 407 Fifth Avenue South 
POPS 

Northeast corner of East 28th Street and 
Park Avenue South Hoffman Management 0.07 0.00 0.07 Planter seating Good/Low 

44 243 Lexington Avenue 
POPS 

Northeast corner of Lexington Avenue 
and East 34th Street National Center Foundation, Inc.  0.02 0.00 0.02 Landscaping and bench seating Good/Low 

45 325 Fifth Avenue 
POPS 

East side of Fifth Avenue between 32nd 
and 33rd Streets 

Continental Residential Holdings, LLC, c/o 
Douglaston Development 0.19 0.00 0.19 Landscaping, bench seating, and art 

installation Good/Low 

46 500 West 30th Street 
POPS 

West side of Tenth Avenue between West 
29th and 30th Streets N/A 0.34 0.00 0.34 Landscaping, covered pedestrian area Good/Low 

47 585 Eighth Avenue 
POPS 

West side of Eighth Avenue between 
West 38th and West 39th Streets IMDN Holdings, LLC, James T. Murphy, Esq. 0.05 0.00 0.05 Landscaping and bench seating Good/Low 
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Table 6-13 (cont’d)  
Residential Study Area Open Space Inventory 

Map 
No.1 Name Location Owner 

Total 
Acres Active Passive Amenities Condition/ Utilization2 

48 The High Line 
Gansevoort Street to West 30th Street 
between Washington Street and Eleventh 
Avenue 

NYC Parks and Friends of the High Line 6.73 0.00 6.73 Landscaping, gardens, and walking 
paths Excellent/High 

49 Father Duffy Square Triangle between 45th and 47th Streets, 
Broadway and Seventh Avenue NYC Parks 0.08 0.00 0.08 Planters, tiered seating, and statue Good/High 

50 Madison Square Park Block between Broadway and Madison 
Avenue, East 23rd and East 26th Streets NYC Parks and Madison Square Park Conservancy 6.24 3.12 3.12 Landscaping, lawn, playground, dog 

run, bench seating, and art installation Excellent/High 

51 Worth Square Square between Broadway and Fifth 
Avenue, West 24th and West 25th Streets NYC Parks 0.27 0.00 0.27 Planters, café chairs and tables, and 

statue Good/High 

52 Penn South 
Playground 

West 26th Street, between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues NYC Parks 0.60 0.60 0.00 Playground and basketball courts Good/Moderate 

53 Chelsea Recreation 
Center 

430 West 25th Street between Ninth and 
Tenth Avenues NYC Parks 1.30 1.00 0.30 

Indoor facility with gym, pool, dance 
facilities, sports courts and fitness 
center 

Good/Moderate 

54 Bryant Park Block between Fifth and Sixth Avenues, 
West 40th and West 42nd Streets NYC Parks and Bryant Park Conservancy 9.60 0.00 9.60 Landscaping, gardens, lawn, café 

tables and chairs, art installation Excellent/High 

55 Chelsea Green West 20th Street between Avenue of the 
Americas and Seventh Avenue NYC Parks 0.24 0.12 0.12 Landscaping, lawn, playground, bench 

seating, and art installation Excellent/High 

56 Park Avenue Malls Park Avenue between East 34th and East 
39th Street NYC Parks 0.46 0.00 0.46 Landscaping, planters Excellent/Low 

57 Bella Abzug Park  Hudson Boulevard between West 33rd 
Street and West 36th Street NYC Parks 2.15 2.00 0.15 Landscaping, playground, bench 

seating, water feature Excellent/High 

58 Hudson River Park and 
Route 9A Bikeway 

Twelfth Avenue from West 22nd Street to 
West 38th Street New York State and Hudson River Park Trust 20.64 11.41 9.23 

Landscaping, seating, playground, 
carousel, dog park, skate park, sports 
courts, bikeway 

Excellent/High 

59 Pershing Square Plaza Park Avenue between East 41st and 
42nd Streets New York City Department of Transportation 0.26 0.00 0.26 Landscaping and seating Good/High 

60 Flatiron Plaza Intersection of Broadway, Fifth Avenue 
and East 23rd Street New York City Department of Transportation 0.90 0.00 0.90 Landscaping and seating Good/High 

61 Madison/Worth Square 
Plazas 

Broadway between East 21st and 23th 
Streets New York City Department of Transportation 0.46 0.00 0.46 Landscaping and seating Good/High 

62 Times Square Plaza Broadway and Seventh Avenue between 
West 42nd and West 45th Streets New York City Department of Transportation 2.09 0.00 2.09 Landscaping and seating Good/High 

63 Pier 76 Open Space West of 12th Avenue between West 34th 
and West 37th Streets NYC Parks 5.62 2.81 2.81 Landscaping, seating, and active court 

spaces Excellent/Moderate 

64 Pier 54 Open Space West of 11th Avenue between West 14th 
and West 15th Streets NYC Parks 2.63 0.00 2.63 Landscaping, seating, and rooftop Excellent/Moderate 

Study Area Total 81.05 24.49 56.56   
Notes:  
1 See Figure 6-1 for open space resources. 
2 Condition and utilization are based on pre-pandemic levels. Due to atypical conditions, field surveys were not conducted and approved environmental review documents were consulted.  
3 The 1 Penn Plaza POPS is almost entirely closed for construction and is expected to reopen in the No Action condition. 
Sources: NYC Parks; Municipal Arts Society POPS Mapper; 1 Penn Plaza EAS, 15 Penn Plaza EIS, and Western Rail Yard EIS, NearMap imagery service.  
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High Line Park 
The 6.73-acre High Line Park is 1.45-mile long park formed by a repurposed railroad viaduct is a 
popular destination for residents and tourists. The park offers many seating areas, plant beds, viewing 
areas, Wi-Fi hot spots, and public restrooms. The High Line is in excellent condition and experiences 
high usage. 

Pier 76 
The 5.62-acre Pier 76 was recently converted from a tow pound to a public open space with active 
and passive spaces under the open-air structure of the former facility. It contains interactive 
landscaping and new bench seating along the Hudson River waterfront. It is located west of 12th 
Avenue and Hudson River Park between West 34th and West 37th Streets. This open space is in 
excellent condition and experiences moderate usage. 

Pier 54 
The 2.63-acre Pier 54 contains a public rooftop open space with perimeter walkways along the pier. 
It is located west of 11th Avenue and Hudson River Park between West 14th and West 16th Streets. 
This recently opened open space is in excellent condition and experiences moderate usage. 

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY 

Quantitative Assessment 
The residential study area has a total of approximately 81.05 acres of open space (including 24.49 
active acres and 56.56 passive acres). With an estimated population of 92,228 residents, the 
residential study area has a total open space ratio of 0.879 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table 
6-14). This is well below the City’s goal of 2.5 total acres of open space per 1,000 residents and 
lower than the citywide community district median of 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents. The study 
area’s active open space ratio is 0.265 acres per 1,000 residents, which is well below the City’s 
planning guideline of 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents. The study area’s current residential passive 
open space ratio is 0.613 acres per 1,000 residents, which is above the City’s benchmark of 0.5 
acres of passive space per 1,000 residents.  

Table 6-14 
Existing Conditions: Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Residential Study Area) 

Residential 
Population 

Open Space Acreage 
Open Space Ratios  

per 1,000 People 
City Open Space  

Guidelines 
Total Active Passive Total Active Passive Total Active Passive 

92,228 81.05 24.49 56.56 0.879 0.265 0.613 2.50 2.00 0.50  
Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 persons. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 
 

Qualitative Assessment 
As noted above, the CEQR Technical Manual also recommends consideration of qualitative 
factors in assessing the potential for open space impacts, when warranted. These include the 
capacity and utilization of open space resources, the connectivity of open space, the distance to 
regional parks or other parks just outside the study area, and the beneficial effects of new open 
space provided by the Proposed Project. 
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Some of the study area open spaces provide connections to other open spaces beyond the study 
area, as there are large open spaces that provide pedestrian or bicycle access to other areas of the 
City, like Hudson River Park. In addition to workers and residents who use passive open spaces, 
the study area attracts commuters, tourists, sports, and music enthusiasts who attend events at 
MSG, and shoppers to the 34th Street corridor.  

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033  

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

In the 2033 No Action condition, there are 71 known development projects within the study area 
that are expected to be completed. These projects will add an estimated 17,000 new residents to 
the study area. No Action development on Sites 4 and 7 is anticipated to result in an incremental 
increase of 1,050 residents to the study area compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the study 
area population is expected to increase by 18,050 residents to a total of 110,278 in the No Action 
condition for 2033.  

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES 

In the No Action condition in 2033, several changes to the open space resources within the study 
area are expected to be completed. Overall, the total open space acreage will result in a net increase 
of 9.68 passive acres as shown in Table 6-15 below to a total of 90.73 acres (24.49 acres for active 
recreation and 66.24 acres reserved for passive recreation). In addition to the changes to open spaces 
in the non-residential study area discussed above, changes to open space resources in the residential 
study area include the addition of 3 acres of passive open space from the Port Authority Bus Terminal 
project and 5.45 acres of passive open space from the Western Rail Yards project.   

Table 6-15 
2033 No Action Condition: Residential Study Area Publicly Accessible 

Open Space Changes 
Map 
No.1 Name Location Owner 

Change 
in Acres Amenities 

Condition/ 
Utilization 

7 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS 

Block between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues, West 33rd 
and West 34th Streets 

Vornado Realty 
Trust (+) .72 Landscaping and 

seating 
Good/Heav
y 

16 Plaza 33  
Eastern portion of West 33rd 
Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues 

New York City 
Department of 
Transportation 

(+) 0.41 
Acres 

Landscaping, 
terraced seating, 
and sculpture 

N/A 

15 1225 Broadway 
POPS 

Broadway between East 
29th and East 30th Streets TBD (+) 0.10 

Acres 
 Landscaping and 
seating N/A 

65 Port Authority 
Bus Terminal 

West 37th to West 39th 
Streets between Ninth and 
Tenth Avenues 

PANYNJ (+) 3.0 
Acres 

Landscaping and 
seating N/A 

66 Western Rail 
Yards 

West 30th to West 33rd 
Streets between Eleventh 
and Twelfth Avenues 

Related 
Companies 

(+) 5.45 
Acres 

Landscaping and 
Seating N/A 

Incremental No Action Total (+) 9.68 Acres 
Notes: Refer to Figure 6-1 for open space resource locations. 

 

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY  

In the No Action condition, the increase in residents will slightly decrease the total open space 
ratio from 0.879 acres per 1,000 residents under existing conditions to 0.823 acres per 1,000 
residents. The open space ratio will remain well below the City’s goal of 2.5 total acres per 1,000 
residents and below the City’s median of 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table 6-16). The active 
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open space ratio of 0.222 will remain well below the City’s benchmark of 2.0 acres of active open 
space, and the passive open space ratio of 0.601 will remain above the benchmark of 0.5 acres of 
passive open space per 1,000 residents. 

Table 6-16 
2033 No Action Condition: Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Residential Study 

Area) 

Residential 
Population 

Open Space Acreage 
Open Space Ratios  

per 1,000 People 
City Open Space  

Guidelines 
Total Active Passive Total Active Passive Total Active Passive 

110,278 90.73 24.49 66.24 0.823 0.222 0.601 2.50 2.00 0.50  
Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 persons. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 
 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

Development of Sites 1, 4, and 7 and the demolition of buildings on Sites 2 and 3 by 2033 would 
result in a net increase of 690 residents. This would result in a total residential population in the 
study area of 110,698 in the 2033 With Action condition.  

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES 

The Proposed Project would not result in changes to the amount of open space within the study area 
compared to the No Action condition.  

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY  

Qualitative Assessment 
By 2033, some of the public realm improvements introduced with the Proposed Project include 
wider sidewalks adjacent to Sites 1, 4, and 7. These elements of the Proposed Project would 
complement No Action public realm and open space enhancements such as Plaza 33 and the High 
Line Moynihan Connector, providing for better connectivity among area open spaces, including 
the High Line.  

Quantitative Assessment 
In the 2033 With Action condition, the total and active ratios in the study area would remain below 
City guideline levels. The passive ratio would remain above City guideline levels. As shown in 
Tables 6-17 and 6-18, the total open space ratio would decrease from 0.823 to 0.818 acres per 1,000 
residents, which would be below the citywide median open space ratio of 1.5 and below the City’s 
planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents. The active open space ratio would decrease from 
0.222 to 0.221 acres per 1,000 residents, below the City’s guideline of 2.0 acres of active open space 
per 1,000 residents. The passive open space ratio would decrease from 0.601 to 0.597 acres per 1,000 
residents, remaining above the City’s guideline of 0.5 acres of passive open space per 1,000 
residents.  
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Table 6-17 
2033 With Action Condition: 

Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Residential Study Area)  

Residential 
Population 

Open Space Acreage 
Open Space Ratios  

per 1,000 People 
City Open Space  

Guidelines 
Total Active Passive Total Active Passive Total Active Passive 

110,698 90.73 24.49 66.24 0.818 0.221 0.597 2.50 2.00 0.50 
 

Table 6-18 
2033 Open Space Ratios Summary (Residential Study Area) 

Ratio 
City 

Guideline 

Open Space Ratios Percent Change  
(No Action Condition to 
With Action Scenario)* 

Existing 
Conditions 

No Action 
Condition 

With Action 
Scenario   

Residential (½-Mile) Study Area 
Total/Residents 2.50 0.879 0.823 0.818 -0.62% 
Active/Residents 2.00 0.265 0.222 0.221 -0.62% 
Passive/Residents 0.50 0.613 0.601 0.597 -0.62% 
Note: Open space ratios in acres per 1,000 residents. 
*Percent change calculations are based on the unrounded open space ratios presented in this table. 
 

IMPACT DETERMINATION FOR INDIRECT EFFECTS 

As noted above and summarized in Table 6-18, the total and active open space ratios in the study 
area would continue to fall short of the City’s guidelines in the 2033 With Action condition. The 
passive open space ratio would remain above the City’s guidelines. The total open space ratio would 
decrease by 0.62 percent (to 0.818 acres per 1,000 residents), the active open space ratio would 
decrease by 0.62 percent (to 0.221 acres per 1,000 residents), and the passive open space ratio would 
decrease by 0.62 percent (to 0.597 acres per 1,000 residents). Although the Proposed Actions would 
result in a slight decrease in the total, active, and passive open space ratios from the No Action 
condition, these decreases would not approach or exceed the 5 percent threshold for a decrease in 
open space. For these reasons, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact 
attributed to the project-generated residential population in 2033. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044  

STUDY AREA POPULATION AND OPEN SPACES 

In the 2044 No Action condition, there are 76 known development projects within the study area 
that are expected to be completed. These projects will add an estimated 18,300 new residents to 
the study area. Similar to 2033 No Action condition, with regard to open space changes, there 
would be a combined increase of 9.68 acres from existing conditions. The study area would have 
a total of 90.73 acres of passive open space, including 24.49 acres of passive open space and 66.24 
acres of active open space.  

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACES 

In the No Action condition, the increase in residents will slightly decrease the total open space 
ratio from 0.879 acres per 1,000 residents under existing conditions to 0.813 acres per 1,000 
residents. The open space ratio will remain below the City’s goal of 2.5 total acres per 1,000 
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residents and below the City’s median of 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table 6-19). The active 
open space ratio would fall from 0.265 to 0.219 acres and will remain below the City’s benchmark 
of 2.0 acres of active open space. The passive open space ration would fall from 0.613to 0.594 
acres and would remain above the benchmark of 0.5 acres of passive open space per 1,000 
residents. 

Table 6-19 
2044 No Action Condition: Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Residential Study 

Area) 

Residential 
Population 

Open Space Acreage 
Open Space Ratios  

per 1,000 People 
City Open Space  

Guidelines 
Total Active Passive Total Active Passive Total Active Passive 

111,578 90.73 24.49 66.24 0.813 0.219 0.594 2.5 2 0.5 
Note: Ratios in acres per 1,000 persons. 
Sources: NYC Parks; MapPLUTO. 
 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

In the With Action condition by 2044, the Proposed Project is assumed to be fully complete and 
operational. The new developments would introduce an incremental increase of 1,740 residents as 
compared to the No Action condition (1,050 residents), bringing the total residential population in the 
study area to 113,378 residents.  

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES 

As described above, the Proposed Project would introduce one or two open spaces (one plaza or 
a split plaza of the same combined size) totaling approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) on Site 2, 
which would represent a substantial new open space in the study area. The plaza(s) would be 
constructed in connection with the proposed development on Site 2.  

As noted above, the construction of Site 5 would result in the displacement of the through-block 
east plaza portion of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. This would reduce the size of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS 
by approximately 0.16 acres.  

Accounting for the new open space(s) on Site 2 and the displacement of the through-block east 
plaza on Site 5, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in open space in the study area 
of 0.55 acres. In the 2044 With Action condition, the study area would contain 91.28 acres of open 
space (including 24.49 active acres and 66.79 passive acres). 

ASSESSMENT OF OPEN SPACE ADEQUACY 

Qualitative Assessment 
By 2044, the Proposed Project would introduce one or two open spaces (one plaza or a split plaza 
of the same combined size) on Site 2, wider sidewalks adjacent to all development sites, bicycle 
lanes, and potentially shared streets on West 31st, West 32nd, and West 33rd Streets, as described 
above. These components of the Proposed Project would increase pedestrian circulation space and 
recreational opportunities for residents of the study area and provide for improved connectivity to 
area open spaces. Taken together, these changes represent an overall improvement and support 
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the conclusion that the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact associated 
with the new residential population.  

Quantitative Assessment 
In the 2044 With Action condition, the total and active ratios in the study area would remain below 
City guideline levels. The passive ratio would remain above City guideline levels. As shown in 
Tables 6-20 and 6-21, the total open space ratio would be 0.806 acres per 1,000 residents, which is 
below the citywide median open space ratio of 1.5 and below the City’s planning goal of 2.5 acres 
per 1,000 residents. The active open space ratio would decrease from 0.219 to 0.216 acres per 1,000 
residents, below the City’s guideline of 2.0 acres of active open space per 1,000 residents. The 
passive open space ratio would decrease from 0.594  to 0.589 acres per 1,000 residents, remaining 
above the City’s guideline of 0.5 acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents.  

Table 6-20 
2044 With Action Condition: 

Adequacy of Open Space Resources (Residential Study Area)  

Residential 
Population 

Open Space Acreage 
Open Space Ratios  

per 1,000 People 
City Open Space  

Guidelines 
Total Active Passive Total Active Passive Total Active Passive 

113,318 91.21 24.49 66.79 0.806 0.216 0.589 2.5 2 0.5 
 

Table 6-21 
2044 Open Space Ratios Summary (Residential Study Area) 

Ratio 
City 

Guideline 

Open Space Ratios Percent Change  
(No Action Condition to 
With Action Scenario)*  

Existing 
Conditions 

No Action 
Condition 

With Action 
Scenario   

Residential (½-Mile) Study Area 
Total/Residents 2.50 0.879 0.813 0.806 -0.94% 
Active/Residents 2.00 0.265 0.219 0.216 -1.53% 
Passive/Residents 0.50 0.613 0.594 0.589 -0.72% 
Notes: Open space ratios in acres per 1,000 residents. 
*Percent change calculations are based on the unrounded open space ratios presented in this table. 
 

Impact Determination 
As noted above and summarized in Table 6-21, the total and active open space ratios in the study 
area would continue to fall short of the City’s guidelines in the 2044 With Action condition. The 
passive open space ratio would remain above the City’s guidelines. The total open space ratio would 
decrease by 0.94 percent (to 0.806 acres per 1,000 residents), the active open space ratio would 
decrease by 1.53 percent (to 0.216 acres per 1,000 residents), and the passive open space ratio would 
decrease by 0.72 percent (to 0.589 acres per 1,000 residents). Although the Proposed Actions would 
result in a decrease in the total, active, and passive open space ratios from the No Action condition, 
these decreases would not approach or exceed the 5 percent threshold for a decrease in open space. 
For these reasons, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact attributed 
to the project-generated residential population in 2044.  
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Chapter 7:  Shadows 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter examines whether the Proposed Project would result in incremental shadows long 
enough to reach any nearby publicly accessible open spaces or other sunlight-sensitive resources 
and assesses the possible impacts of any such new shadows. Public open spaces, historic resources, 
and natural resources are all potentially sunlight-sensitive resources, and thus this chapter is 
closely linked to the information presented in other chapters of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS), particularly Chapter 6, “Open Space,” and Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural 
Resources.” 

According to the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, a shadows 
assessment is warranted if a proposed action would result in structures (or additions to existing 
structures) of 50 feet in height or greater, or would be located adjacent to, or across the street from, 
a sunlight-sensitive resource. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project 
would facilitate the development of ten new buildings within the Project Area. Based on preliminary 
illustrative massings, these buildings are expected to range in height from approximately 275 feet to 
1,270 feet.1 Therefore, a shadows analysis is warranted to determine the potential of the Proposed 
Project to result in significant adverse impacts on publicly accessible sunlight-sensitive resources, 
which include parks, plazas, and other open spaces accessible to the public; historic resources with 
sunlight-sensitive features, such as stained glass windows; and natural resources that depend on 
sunlight.  

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 
In the 2033 analysis year (Phase 1), the Proposed Project would cause significant adverse shadow 
impacts to one open space resource and one historic architectural resource with sunlight-sensitive 
features. In the 2044 analysis year (Phase 2), the Proposed Project would cause significant adverse 
shadow impacts to the same two resources as in Phase 1 plus an additional four open space 
resources and three historic architectural resources with sunlight-sensitive features. 

The Proposed Project would result in the development of ten new buildings within the Project 
Area. These buildings would be developed in accordance with Design Guidelines, which specify 
the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning and, consistent with zoning in other 
high-density commercial areas of New York City, would not impose height limits, except for on 
Site 1A, where a 350-foot height limit would be imposed. Therefore, to provide for a conservative 
analysis, the assessment accounts for the maximum buildable envelope for each development site 

 
1 The reductions to the Proposed Project’s permitted floor area since the DEIS would likely result in 

shorter buildings than those that were analyzed in the DEIS (see Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, “Project 
Description”). However, the FEIS shadows analysis conservatively retains the illustrative building 
heights as analyzed in the DEIS. 
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(i.e., assuming minimum required setbacks), up to the illustrative building height, plus an 
additional 150 feet to provide for future design flexibility, rooftop mechanical space, and other 
potential rooftop structures, such as spires (except for Site 1A, which was conservatively analyzed 
as 400 feet in height).2 The actual structures to be built on the development sites may have a 
different height and bulk than the conservative envelopes examined in this shadow assessment, 
resulting in somewhat different shadows. 

Since the issuance of the DEIS, the Proposed Revisions would reduce the permitted maximum 
base heights and permitted floor area on certain sites. These changes would generally result in 
shorter buildings and smaller building envelopes than analyzed in the DEIS. However, the 
shadows analysis in this FEIS conservatively retains maximum buildable envelopes analyzed in 
the DEIS for each site. On Site 2, the FEIS has been updated to reflect the change with the 
Proposed Revisions with the larger building on Site 2B and the smaller building on Site 2A.  

The analysis concludes that, in the 2033 analysis year, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would cast 
incremental shadows on 39 sunlight-sensitive resources. As described in detail below, these new 
shadows would in most cases be of limited extent and duration over the course of a year with 
respect to the sunlight-sensitive resources and would not cause any significant adverse shadow 
impacts. Incremental shadow would fall on 18 of the 39 resources for 30 minutes or less on any 
given day, and would only occur in some but not all seasons. Other resources would receive longer 
durations of incremental shadow. In two cases, the incremental shadow would be substantial 
enough to significantly impact the use or appreciation of the resource, or, in the case of the historic 
resources, obscure a sunlight-dependent feature. Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse shadow impacts to the Madison Square Garden (MSG) privately owned public 
space (POPS), and the skylights and Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley Building. 

In the 2044 analysis year (Phase 2), the additional development from the Proposed Project would 
cast larger shadows for longer durations as compared to the future without the Proposed Project, 
reaching additional sunlight-sensitive resources. Specifically, in the 2044 analysis year, 49 
sunlight-sensitive resources would experience incremental shadows. Most of the affected 
resources in 2044 would experience a limited extent and duration of new shadows as a result of 
the Proposed Project and would not be significantly impacted. However, nine sun-sensitive 
resources (including the two significantly impacted in Phase 1) would experience substantial 
durations and occasionally large extents of new shadow, significantly reducing their attractiveness 
and usability, or, in the case of the historic resources, obscuring a sunlight-dependent feature. 
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to the 
following sunlight-sensitive resources: MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, 
the Penn South open spaces, the Farley Building (the skylights, Eighth Avenue steps, and 
colonnade), St. Michael’s Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former 
Greenwich Savings Bank. A range of potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse 
shadows impacts is discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

C. DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY 
This analysis follows the guidelines of the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual. 

 
2 As noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the height limit for Site 1A has been reduced to 350 feet 

in this FEIS. The FEIS shadows analysis conservatively retains the 400 foot height limit as analyzed in 
the DEIS. The reduction to 350 feet would not result in any changes to the conclusions of the analysis.  
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DEFINITIONS 

Incremental shadow is the additional, or new, shadow that a structure resulting from a proposed 
project would cast on a sunlight-sensitive resource. 

Sunlight-sensitive resources are those that depend on sunlight or for which direct sunlight is 
necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or architectural integrity. Such resources generally 
include: 

• Public open space such as parks, beaches, playgrounds, plazas, schoolyards (if open to the 
public during non-school hours), greenways, and landscaped medians with seating. Planted 
areas within unused portions of roadbeds that are part of the Greenstreets program are also 
considered sunlight-sensitive resources. 

• Features of architectural resources that depend on sunlight for their enjoyment by the public. 
Only the sunlight-sensitive features need be considered, as opposed to the entire resource. 
Such sunlight-sensitive features might include: design elements that depend on the contrast 
between light and dark (e.g., recessed balconies, arcades, deep window reveals); elaborate, 
highly carved ornamentation; stained glass windows; historic landscapes and scenic 
landmarks; and features for which the effect of direct sunlight is described as playing a 
significant role in the structure’s importance as a historic landmark. 

• Natural resources where the introduction of shadows could alter the resource’s condition or 
microclimate. Such resources could include surface water bodies, wetlands, or designated 
resources such as coastal fish and wildlife habitats. 

Non-sunlight-sensitive resources include, under the CEQR Technical Manual:  

• City streets and sidewalks (except Greenstreets);  
• Private open space (e.g., front and back yards, stoops, vacant lots, and any private, non-

publicly accessible open space);  
• Project-generated open space, which cannot experience a significant adverse shadow impact 

from the project, according to CEQR, because without the project the open space would not 
exist. However, if the condition of project-generated open space is included in a qualitative 
open space analysis presented in the EIS, a discussion of how shadows would affect the new 
space may be warranted. 

A significant adverse shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow added by a proposed 
project falls on a sunlight-sensitive resource and substantially reduces or completely eliminates direct 
sunlight, thereby significantly altering the public’s use of the resource or threatening the viability of 
vegetation or other resources. Each case must be considered on its own merits based on the extent 
and duration of new shadow and an analysis of the resource’s sensitivity to reduced sunlight. 

METHODOLOGY 

Following the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary screening assessment 
should first be conducted to ascertain whether a project’s shadow could reach any sunlight-sensi-
tive resources at any time of year. The preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of 
analysis. The first tier determines a simple radius around the proposed development(s) represent-
ing the longest shadow that could be cast. If there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this 
radius, the analysis proceeds to the second tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by 
project shadow by accounting for the fact that shadows can never be cast between a certain range 
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of angles south of the project site due to the path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New 
York City.  

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-sensi-
tive resources, a third tier of screening analysis further refines the area that could be reached by 
project shadow by looking at specific representative days in each season and determining the max-
imum extent of shadow over the course of each representative day.  

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-sensitive 
resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration of the incre-
mental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analysis provides the data needed to assess 
the shadow impacts. Incremental shadows are determined by establishing a baseline condition in 
the future without the Proposed Project (the No Action condition), and comparing it to the future 
condition with the Proposed Project (the With Action condition), thus illustrating the shadows cast 
by existing or future buildings and distinguishing the additional (incremental) shadows cast by a 
proposed project. In accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual, shadows on sunlight-sensitive 
resources of concern were modeled for four representative days of the year. For the New York 
City area, the months of interest for an open space resource encompass the growing season (i.e., 
March through October) and one month between November and February representing a cold-
weather month (usually December). Representative days for the growing season are generally the 
March 21 vernal equinox (or the September 21 autumnal equinox, which is approximately the 
same), the June 21 summer solstice, and a spring or summer day halfway between the summer 
solstice and equinoxes, such as May 6 or August 6 (which are approximately the same). For the 
cold-weather months, the December 21 winter solstice is included to demonstrate conditions when 
open space users rely most heavily on available sunlight warmth. As these months and days are 
representative of the full range of possible shadows, they are also used for assessing shadows on 
sunlight-sensitive resources. 

The effects of the new shadows on the sunlight-sensitive resources are described, and their degree 
of significance is considered. The results of the analysis and assessment are documented with 
graphics, a table of incremental shadow durations, and narrative text. 

ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description” the new buildings would be developed in accor-
dance with Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project, which specify the parameters for permitted 
development in lieu of zoning. Consistent with zoning in other high-density commercial areas of 
New York City, the Design Guidelines do not impose height limits, except for on Site 1A, where 
a 350-foot height limit would be imposed. Therefore, to provide for a conservative analysis, the 
assessment considered the maximum buildable envelope for each development site (i.e., assuming 
minimum required setbacks), up to the illustrative building height for each development site, plus 
an additional 150 feet (except for Site 1A, which was conservatively analyzed as 400 feet in 
height). The additional 150 feet is included in the analysis because the buildings on the 
development sites could be taller and slimmer or shorter and bulkier than the illustrative building 
massings. The additional 150 feet of height would account for future design flexibility, rooftop 
mechanical space, and other potential rooftop structures, such as spires. The actual structures to 
be built on the development sites may have a different height and bulk than the conservative 
envelopes assessed in this shadow assessment, resulting in somewhat different shadows.  

As noted above, since the issuance of the DEIS, the Design Guidelines have been revised to reduce 
the permitted maximum base heights and permitted floor area on certain sites. These changes 
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would generally result in shorter buildings and smaller building envelopes than analyzed in the 
DEIS. However, this FEIS shadows analysis conservatively retains maximum buildable envelopes 
analyzed in the DEIS for each site. On Site 2, the FEIS has been updated to reflect the change in 
the Design Guidelines with the larger building on Site 2B and the smaller building on Site 2A. 

For screening purposes, the full completion of the Proposed Project (Phase 2) was used to 
determine the maximum extent of shadow in the preliminary assessment. For the subsequent 
detailed analysis, shadows were modeled and impacts assessed for the completed project (Phase 
2), expected to occur by 2044, as well as the interim year of 2033 (Phase 1), in which Sites 1, 4, 
and 7 would be redeveloped; the potential expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 is 
assumed to be completed; and the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be completed. 
The 2033 analysis is based on the following additional assumptions: Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared 
to allow for construction of the potential below-grade expansion of Penn Station, and the Penn 
Station service building that would be demolished on Site 2 would be replaced on Site 2A. No 
precise location or height of this building has been determined, but for purposes of analysis it is 
assumed to occupy floors 3 to 5 of the building that would be built in Phase 2 on Site 2A (on the 
west side of Site 2), and therefore was conservatively modeled as a six-floor, approximately 65-
foot building (the same height as the current service building) occupying the full footprint of the 
building that would be built in Phase 2 on Site 2A. Sites 5, 6, and 8 would remain as in the existing 
condition in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year. 

D. PRELIMINARY SCREENING ASSESSMENT 
A base map was developed using Geographic Information Systems (GIS)3 showing the location 
of the eight development sites and the surrounding street layout (see Figure 7-1). Mapped 
databases of parks and other public open spaces, City, state, and national historic resources, and 
natural resources were added to the map.4 In coordination with the open space, historic and cultural 
resources, and natural resources assessments presented in other sections of this FEIS, potential 
sunlight-sensitive resources were identified. 

TIER 1 SCREENING ASSESSMENT 

For the Tier 1 assessment, the longest shadow that the proposed developments could cast was 
calculated and, using this length as the radius, a perimeter was drawn around the development 
sites. Anything outside this perimeter representing the longest possible shadow could never be 
affected by project-generated shadow, while anything inside the perimeter needed additional 
assessment.  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the longest shadow that a structure can cast at the 
latitude of New York City occurs on the morning of December 21, the winter solstice, and is equal 
to 4.3 times the height of the structure. 

As noted above, to provide for a conservative analysis, the assessment considered the illustrative 
building height of each development site plus an additional 150 feet of height. Each development 

 
3 Software: Esri ArcGIS Pro 2.5 
4 Data: New York City Parks Department; New York City Department of Information Technology and 

Telecommunications (DoITT), New York City Department of City Planning, New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission, New York City Department of Transportation, New York State Office of 
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation. 
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site’s maximum height was multiplied by 4.3 to determine the longest shadow it could cast, as 
shown in Table 7-1. 

Table 7-1 
Tier 1: Longest Shadow 

Development Site Analysis Height Longest Shadow 
1 898 3,859 
2 1,450 6,235 
3 1,086 4,670 
4 814 3,499 
5 1,168 5,022 
6 1,280 5,505 
7 1,420 6,107 
8 1,125 4,839 

Notes:  
Heights are given in feet, rounded to nearest foot. Longest shadow distance is calculated using a shadow factor 
of 4.3 x the height. 
Analysis height includes the illustrative building height plus an additional 150 feet. 
 

For each development site, using its longest-shadow distance as the radius, a perimeter was drawn 
around the site. The resulting eight circles were merged together, resulting in the maximum 
longest-shadow study area for the Proposed Project, which is shown in Figure 7-1. 

The Tier 1 assessment showed that many publicly accessible open spaces and historic resources 
with sunlight-sensitive features, and two natural resources (the Hudson and East Rivers), were 
located in the study area. Therefore, the next tier of assessment was required. 

TIER 2 SCREENING ASSESSMENT 

Because of the path that the sun travels across the sky in the northern hemisphere, no shadow can 
be cast in a triangular area south of any given project site. In New York City, this area lies between 
-108 and +108 degrees from true north. Figure 7-1 illustrates this triangular area south of the 
development sites. The complementary area to the north within the longest-shadow study area 
represents the remaining area that could potentially experience new project-generated shadow. 

The Tier 2 assessment concluded that 161 publicly accessible open spaces, several of which are also 
historic landmarks or associated with historic buildings, are located in the remaining longest-shadow 
study area and require further assessment. Most of the 161 open spaces are privately owned residential 
or office plazas and other such spaces that are open to the public. In addition, 56 historic buildings 
with sunlight-dependent features are located in the remaining longest shadow study area and also 
require further assessment to ascertain whether they could be affected by project-generated shadow. 
Two sunlight-sensitive natural resources, the Hudson and East Rivers, are located within the study 
area and require further assessment. 

Thirteen other publicly accessible open spaces identified in the remaining study area were found 
to be interior spaces with minimal or no sky exposure. These consequently needed no further 
analysis for shadows, and they are listed in Table 7-2. Interior spaces with skylights, transparent 
roofs, or significant sky exposure through windows or open arcades remained in the inventory of 
161 open spaces for further assessment. In addition, nine other historic resources with sunlight-
sensitive features located in the remaining study area were eliminated from the next tier of 
assessment because their sunlight-sensitive features face away from the development sites and 
could not be affected by project-generated shadow. These resources are listed in Table 7-3.  
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Table 7-2 
Open Space Resources Eliminated from Further Analysis 

Map Reference Resource 
1 145 West 44th Street - Millennium Broadway 
2 1548 Broadway - Bertelsmann 
3 1535 Broadway - Marriott Marquis 
4 1585 Broadway - Morgan Stanley Building 
5 114 West 47th Street - United States Trust 
6 156 West 56th Street - CitySpire 
7 11 West 53rd Street - Museum of Modern Art lobby 
8 650 Fifth Avenue 
9 645 Fifth Avenue - Olympic Tower 

10 55 East 52nd Street - Park Avenue Plaza 
11 575 Fifth Avenue 
12 383 Madison Avenue - Bear Stearns 
13 285 Lexington Avenue - Carlton Regency North 

Note: These open space resources are interior spaces with no significant sky exposure and therefore do not require 
assessment for shadows.  
 

Table 7-3 
Historic Resources Eliminated from Further Analysis 

Map Reference Resource Sunlight-Sensitive Features 
1 511 West 25th Street Daylight factory, south façade 
2 515 West 26th Street Daylight factory, south façade 
3 521 West 26th Street Daylight factory, south façade 
4 St. Kyril & Metodi Bulgarian Eastern Orthodox Cathedral Stained glass windows, north façade 
5 Forty-Sixth Street Theater Colonnade, north façade 
6 Church of the Holy Innocents Stained glass windows and façade, north façade 
7 Former 19th Ward Bank North façade 
8 450 Lexington Avenue Post Office North and east façades 
9 Beaux-Arts Institute of Design Polychrome terra cotta plaques, north façade 

Note: These historic resources have sunlight-sensitive features that face away from the Development Sites and cannot receive 
project-generated shadow. 

 

The 161 publicly accessible open spaces, 56 historic resources, and two natural resources requiring 
further assessment are listed in Table 7-4, in the next section, along with the Tier 3 analysis results.  

TIER 3 SCREENING ASSESSMENT 

The direction and length of shadows vary throughout the course of the day and differ depending on 
the season. In order to determine whether project-generated shadow could fall on a sunlight-sensitive 
resource, three-dimensional (3D) computer modeling software5 is used in the Tier 3 assessment to 
calculate and display the proposed project’s shadows on individual representative days of the year. A 
computer model was developed containing three-dimensional representations of the elements in the 
base map used in the preceding assessments, the topographic information of the study area, and a 
reasonable worst-case three-dimensional representation of the proposed project.  

 
5 Bentley MicroStation. 
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Table 7-4 
Tier 3 Assessment  

Map 
Reference Name Dec. 21 

March 21 / 
Sept. 21 

May 6 / 
August 6 June 21 

Publicly Accessible Open Spaces 
1 76 Eleventh Avenue - HFZ Plaza No No No No 
2 Clement Clarke Moore Park No No No Potential 
3 Chelsea Recreation Center No No No No 
4 Ninth Avenue Greenstreets, West 22nd to W 30th Streets No Potential Potential Potential 
5 Penn South Playground No No Potential Potential 
6 Penn South open spaces No No Potential Potential 
7 Chelsea Park No Potential Potential Potential 
8 The High Line No Potential Potential Potential 
9 Hudson Yards - Public Square and Gardens No Potential No No 
10 Hudson Yards - Future Eastern Rail Yards open space No No No No 
11 Route 9A Bikeway Potential Potential Potential Potential 
12 Bella Abzug Park Potential No No No 
13 450 West 33 Street - Manhattan West Potential Potential Potential Potential 
14 MSG POPS Potential Potential Potential Potential 
15 Plaza 33 Potential Potential Potential Potential 
16 1 Penn Plaza Potential Potential Potential Potential 
17 525 Eighth Avenue POPS Potential Potential No No 
18 Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza Potential No No No 
19 585 Eighth Avenue Potential No No No 
20 McCaffrey Playground No No No No 
21 Gregory J.M. Portley Park No No No No 
22 484 West 43rd Street - Manhattan Plaza No No No No 
23 555 West 42nd Street - Riverbank No No No No 
24 650 West 42nd Street - River Place No No No No 
25 Hudson River Park Potential Potential Potential No 
26 De Witt Clinton Park No No No No 
27 Oasis Garden No No No No 
28 Gutenberg Playground No No No No 
29 Clinton Community Garden No No No No 
30 Hell’s Kitchen Park No No No No 
31 Mathews-Palmer Playground No No No No 
32 Ramon Aponte Park No No No No 
33 825 Eighth Avenue - One Worldwide Plaza No No No No 
34 230 West 55th Street - La Premiere No No No No 
35 125 West 55th Street - Avenue of the Americas Plaza No No No No 
36 1370 Sixth Avenue - 1370 Avenue of the Americas No No No No 
37 1350 Sixth Avenue – Men’s Apparel No No No No 
38 1345 Sixth Avenue - Alliance Capital No No No No 
39 151 West 54 Street - London Hotel No No No No 
40 1700 Broadway No No No No 
41 810 Seventh Avenue No No No No 
42 825 Seventh Avenue - Tower 53 No No No No 
43 1325 Sixth Avenue No No No No 
44 1330 Sixth Avenue No No No No 
45 31 West 52 Street - Deutsche Bank Potential No No No 
46 51 West 52 Street - CBS Building Potential No No No 
47 1301 Sixth Avenue Potential No No No 
48 135 West 52nd Street - Flatotel No No No No 
49 1285 Sixth Avenue - PaineWebber Potential No No No 
50 1271 Sixth Avenue Potential No No No 
51 1251 Sixth Avenue - 1251 Avenue of the Americas Potential No No No 
52 745 Seventh Avenue Potential No No No 
53 Broadway Malls, West 47th to West 57th Streets No No No No 
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Table 7-4 (cont’d) 
Tier 3 Assessment  

Map 
Reference Name Dec. 21 

March 21 / 
Sept. 21 

May 6 / 
August 6 June 21 

Publicly Accessible Open Spaces (continued) 
54 1633 Broadway - Paramount Plaza No No No No 
55 235 West 48th Street - Ritz No No No No 
56 Father Duffy Square Potential No No No 
57 1515 Broadway - One Astor Place Potential No No No 
58 1221 Sixth Avenue - McGraw-Hill Potential No No No 
59 1211 Sixth Avenue - 1211 Avenue of the Americas Potential No No No 
60 1185 Sixth Avenue - Stevens Tower Potential No No No 
61 1166 Sixth Avenue Potential No No No 
62 1155 Sixth Avenue Potential No No No 
63 1133 Sixth Avenue Potential No No No 
64 1114 Sixth Avenue - Grace Potential No No No 
65 Bryant Park Potential Potential No No 
66 1095 Sixth Avenue - Bell Atlantic Potential No No No 
67 Times Square Plaza Potential No No No 
68 1411 Broadway - World Apparel Center Potential Potential No No 
69 Broadway Boulevard Plaza Potential Potential Potential Potential 
70 Herald Square Potential Potential Potential Potential 
71 Herald Square Park Potential Potential Potential Potential 
72 Greeley Square Park No Potential Potential Potential 
73 Broadway Malls, West 31st to West 32nd Streets No No Potential Potential 
74 1250 Broadway POPS No No Potential Potential 
75 325 Fifth Avenue No No No Potential 
76 172 Madison Avenue No No Potential Potential 
77 420 Fifth Avenue No Potential Potential No 
78 425 Fifth Avenue No Potential Potential No 
79 445 Fifth Avenue - Fifth Avenue Tower No Potential No No 
80 6 East 43rd Street - Emigrant Savings Bank No Potential No No 
81 Vanderbilt Plaza No Potential No No 
82 120 Park Avenue - Philip Morris No Potential No No 
83 Pershing Square Plaza No Potential No No 
84 101 Park Avenue No Potential No No 
85 Park Avenue Malls No Potential Potential Potential 
86 3 Park Avenue No No No Potential 
87 115 East 34th Street - Murray Hill No No No Potential 
88 132 East 35th Street - Murray Hill House No No Potential Potential 
89 137 East 36th Street - Carlton Regency No No Potential Potential 
90 243 Lexington Avenue No No No Potential 
91 150 East 34th Street - Dumont Plaza No No No Potential 
92 166 East 34th Street No No No Potential 
93 300 East 34th Street No No No No 
94 401 East 34th Street - Rivergate No No No No 
95 St. Vartan Park No No No Potential 
96 626 First Avenue - East River Realty South No No No Potential 
97 630 First Avenue - Manhattan Place No No No Potential 
98 East River Esplanade No No No Potential 
99 330 East 38th Street - Corinthian No No No No 

100 240 East 38th Street No No No Potential 
101 311 East 38th Street - Whitney No No No No 
102 330 East 39th Street - New York Tower No No No No 
103 685 First Avenue - East River Realty North No No No No 
104 728 Second Avenue - Churchill No No No No 
105 222 East 39 Street - The Nash No No Potential No 
106 560 Third Avenue - Murray Hill Mews No No Potential Potential 
107 600 Third Avenue No No Potential No 
108 622 Third Avenue - Grand Central Plaza No No No No 
109 212 East 42 Street - New York Helmsley Hotel No No No No 
110 235 East 40th Street - Vanderbilt No No No No 
111 245 East 40th Street - Marlborough No No No No 
112 250 East 40th Street - Highpoint No No No No 
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Table 7-4 (cont’d) 
Tier 3 Assessment  

Map 
Reference Name Dec. 21 

March 21 / 
Sept. 21 

May 6 / 
August 6 June 21 

Publicly Accessible Open Spaces (continued) 
113 Trygve Lie Plaza No No No No 
114 Robert Moses Playground No No No No 
115 Greenstreet, First Avenue and East 42nd Street No No No No 
116 Ralph Bunche Park No No No No 
117 Tudor Grove Playground No No No No 
118 Mary O'Connor Playground No No No No 
119 3 United Nations Plaza - UNICEF House No No No No 
120 303 East 43rd Street - International Plaza No No No No 
121 201 East 42nd Street No No No No 
122 425 Lexington Avenue No No No No 
123 140 East 45th Street - Two Grand Central Tower No No No No 
124 685 Third Avenue No No No No 
125 333 East 45th Street - Lausanne No No No No 
126 320 East 46th Street - Belmont No No No No 
127 301 East 45th Street - Delegate No No No No 
128 Dag Hammarskjold Plaza No No No No 
129 866 Second Avenue - Dag Hammarskjold Plaza No No No No 
130 240 East 47th Street - Dag Hammarskjold Tower No No No No 
131 212 East 47th Street – L’Ecole No No No No 
132 747 Third Avenue No No No No 
133 885 Second Avenue - 1 Dag Hammarskjold Plaza No No No No 
134 309 East 48th Street - Libya House No No No No 
135 255 East 49th Street - Sterling Plaza No No No No 
136 767 Third Avenue No No No No 
137 777 Third Avenue No No No No 
138 805 Third Avenue - Crystal Pavilion No No No No 
139 825 Third Avenue No No No No 
140 800 Third Avenue No No No No 
141 780 Third Avenue No No No No 
142 141 East 48th Street - Cosmopolitan No No No No 
143 245 Park Avenue No No No No 
144 299 Park Avenue - Westvaco No No No No 
145 280 Park Avenue No No No No 
146 12 East 49th Street - Tower 49 No No No No 
147 611 Fifth Avenue - Saks Tower No No No No 
148 437 Madison Avenue No No No No 
149 560 Lexington Avenue No No No No 
150 345 Park Avenue No No No No 
151 599 Lexington Avenue No No No No 
152 Seagram Building No No No No 
153 40 East 52nd Street No No No No 
154 457 Madison Avenue - New York Palace Hotel No No No No 
155 10 East 53rd Street - HarperCollins No No No No 
156 Paley Park No No No No 
157 520 Madison Avenue No No No No 
158 535 Madison Avenue - Warburg Dillon Read No No No No 
159 Lever House No No No No 
160 Park Avenue Malls No No No No 
161 230 West 27th Street POPS No No No Potential 

Historic Resources with Sunlight-Sensitive Features 
1 General Theological Seminary courtyard No No No Potential 
2 Guardian Angel Church No No No Potential 
3 Starrett-Lehigh Building No Potential No No 
4 518 West 26th St No No Potential No 
5 508 West 26th St No No Potential No 
6 259 Tenth Avenue No No Potential Potential 
7 St. Columba Church No No Potential Potential 
8 Church of the Holy Apostles No No Potential Potential 
9 St. Michael’s Catholic Church Potential Potential No No 
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Table 7-4 (cont’d) 
Tier 3 Assessment  

Map 
Reference Name Dec. 21 

March 21 / 
Sept. 21 

May 6 / 
August 6 June 21 

Historic Resources with Sunlight-Sensitive Features (continued) 
10 Hudson Yards Synagogue Potential Potential No No 
11 Farley Building Potential Potential Potential Potential 
12 St. Francis of Assisi Church No Potential Potential Potential 
13 Former Greenwich Savings Bank Potential Potential Potential Potential 
14 1407 Broadway Potential Potential No No 
15 1430 Broadway Potential Potential No No 
16 Times Square Theatre Potential No No No 
17 Holy Cross Church Potential No No No 
18 Sts. Cyril & Methodius & St Raphael Church Potential No No No 
19 Sacred Heart of Jesus Church No No No No 
20 St. Benedict the Moor Church No No No No 
21 The St. George Tropeoforos Greek Orthodox Church No No No No 
22 St. Malachy's Church No No No No 
23 I.S. 17M Midtown West School No No No No 
24 Actors Temple No No No No 
25 St. Luke's Lutheran Church No No No No 
26 Music Box Theatre Potential No No No 
27 Lyceum Theatre Potential No No No 
28 The Free Church of St. Mary the Virgin Potential No No No 
29 N.Y. Yacht Club Potential No No No 
30 NYPL Stephen A. Schwarzman Building No Potential No No 
31 Former Tiffany Building No Potential Potential Potential 
32 Former De Lamar Mansion No No Potential No 
33 Pierpont Morgan Library and Annex No No Potential Potential 
34 Church of the Incarnation No No Potential Potential 
35 2 Park Avenue No No No Potential 
36 The New Church No No Potential Potential 
37 Adelaide L. T. Douglas Residence No No Potential No 
38 Church of Our Savior No No Potential No 
39 152 East 38th Street No No Potential No 
40 Chanin Building No Potential No No 
41 Grand Central Terminal No Potential No No 
42 Ford Foundation No No No No 
43 Beaux-Arts Apartments No No No No 
44 Japan Society Headquarters No No No No 
45 Turtle Bay Gardens No No No No 
46 William Lescaze House and Office No No No No 
47 Amster Yard No No No No 
48 St. Bartholomew’s Church and Community House No No No No 
49 Swedish Seamen’s Church No No No No 
50 Charles Scribner’s Sons Building No No No No 
51 St. Patrick’s Cathedral No No No No 
52 Rockefeller Center Potential No No No 
53 St. Thomas Church and Parish House Potential No No No 
54 Fifth Ave Presbyterian Church No No No No 
55 Rockefeller Apartments Potential No No No 
56 N.Y. City Center No No No No 

Notes: 
See Figures 7-2 to 7-5 for corresponding resource locations and shadow sweeps. 
In the columns representing the representative analysis dates, “No” means project-generated shadow could not reach the resource, 
even without accounting for intervening buildings. “Potential” means project-generated shadows could potentially reach the resource 
on this date and requires further assessment. 

 

REPRESENTATIVE DAYS FOR ANALYSIS 

Following the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, shadows on the summer solstice (June 
21), winter solstice (December 21), and spring and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 21, 
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(see Table 7-4)
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Tier 3 Assessment:
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

This figure illustrates the range of shadows that would occur from the Proposed Development on the analysis day representing 
the winter. The shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the start of the analysis day (90 minutes after 
sunrise) to the end of the analysis day (90 minutes before sunset). The Tier 3 assessment does not account for future No Action 
shadows, and the shadows shown in this figure do not represent incremental shadows. The Tier 3 assessment serves to illustrate 
the daily path or “sweep” of the proposed building’s shadows across the landscape, indicating which resources could potentially be 
affected on that analysis day, absent intervening buildings, by project-generated shadow. Daylight Saving Time was not used, per 
CEQR Technical Manual guidelines.

December 21
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Development Sites

Publicly Accessible Open Space (see Table 7-4)

Historic Resource with Sunlight-Sensitive Features 
(see Table 7-4)

#

#

Tier 3 Assessment:
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

This figure illustrates the range of shadows that would occur from the Proposed Development on the analysis day representing the 
early spring and the fall. The shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the start of the analysis day (90 
minutes after sunrise) to the end of the analysis day (90 minutes before sunset). The Tier 3 assessment does not account for future 
No Action shadows, and the shadows shown in this figure do not represent incremental shadows. The Tier 3 assessment serves 
to illustrate the daily path or “sweep” of the proposed building’s shadows across the landscape, indicating which resources could 
potentially be affected on that analysis day, absent intervening buildings, by project-generated shadow. Daylight Saving Time was 
not used, per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines.

March 21 / September 21
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Figure 7-4
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Development Sites

Publicly Accessible Open Space (see Table 7-4)

Historic Resource with Sunlight-Sensitive Features 
(see Table 7-4)

#

#

Tier 3 Assessment:
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

This figure illustrates the range of shadows that would occur from the Proposed Development on the analysis day representing the 
spring and summer growing season period. The shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the start of 
the analysis day (90 minutes after sunrise) to the end of the analysis day (90 minutes before sunset). The Tier 3 assessment does 
not account for future No Action shadows, and the shadows shown in this figure do not represent incremental shadows. The Tier 
3 assessment serves to illustrate the daily path or “sweep” of the proposed building’s shadows across the landscape, indicating 
which resources could potentially be affected on that analysis day, absent intervening buildings, by project-generated shadow. 
Daylight Saving Time was not used, per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines.

May 6 / August 6
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Figure 7-5
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Development Sites

Publicly Accessible Open Space (see Table 7-4)

Historic Resource with Sunlight-Sensitive Features 
(see Table 7-4)

#

#

Tier 3 Assessment:
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

This figure illustrates the range of shadows that would occur from the Proposed Development on the analysis day representing 
summer. The shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the start of the analysis day (90 minutes after 
sunrise) to the end of the analysis day (90 minutes before sunset). The Tier 3 assessment does not account for future No Action 
shadows, and the shadows shown in this figure do not represent incremental shadows. The Tier 3 assessment serves to illustrate 
the daily path or “sweep” of the proposed building’s shadows across the landscape, indicating which resources could potentially be 
affected on that analysis day, absent intervening buildings, by project-generated shadow. Daylight Saving Time was not used, per 
CEQR Technical Manual guidelines.

June 21
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which are approximately the same in terms of shadow patterns) are modeled to represent the range 
of shadows over the course of the year. An additional representative day during the growing season 
is also modeled, generally the day halfway between the summer solstice and the equinoxes, i.e., 
May 6 or August 6, which have approximately the same shadow patterns. 

TIMEFRAME WINDOW OF ANALYSIS 

The shadow assessment considers shadows occurring between one and a half hours after sunrise 
and one and a half hours before sunset. At times earlier or later than this timeframe window of 
analysis, the sun is down near the horizon and the sun’s rays reach the Earth at very tangential 
angles, diminishing the amount of solar energy and producing shadows that are very long, move 
fast, and generally blend with shadows from existing structures until the sun reaches the horizon 
and sets. Consequently, shadows occurring outside the timeframe window of analysis are not 
considered significant under CEQR, and their assessment is not required. 

TIER 3 SCREENING ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

Figures 7-2 to 7-5 illustrate the range of shadows that would occur, in the absence of intervening 
buildings, from the Proposed Project on the four representative days for analysis. As they move 
east and clockwise over the landscape, the shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 
minutes from the start of the analysis day (90 minutes after sunrise) to the end of the analysis day 
(90 minutes before sunset). Table 7-4 summarizes which analysis day or days each resource could 
potentially receive project-generated shadow.  

The Tier 3 assessment concluded that 70 of the 161 publicly accessible open spaces and 37 of the 
56 historic resources could potentially receive incremental shadow on one or more of the repre-
sentative analysis days, and these resources (indicated in Table 7-4) required a detailed analysis. 
The other resources could not receive project-generated shadow on any representative day and do 
not require further assessment. The Hudson River and the East River also required further 
assessment. 

E. DETAILED ANALYSIS 
The purpose of the detailed analysis is to determine the extent and duration of additional, or 
incremental, shadows that fall on sunlight-sensitive resources as a result of the Proposed Project and 
to assess their potential effects. The 3D model used in the Tier 3 assessment was further developed 
to include the existing (and future No Action) buildings in the longest shadow study area, so that the 
baseline shadows could be modeled (see Figure 7-6). The future With Action condition with the 
Proposed Project and its shadows could then be compared to the baseline shadows to determine the 
incremental shadows, if any, that would result with the Proposed Project for each resource of concern. 

Following the framework described in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the shadows assessment 
was performed for two analysis years: 2033 and 2044. In the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, in 
which it is assumed that Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped; the potential expansion of Penn 
Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be completed; the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would 
be completed; Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared to allow for construction of the potential below-grade 
expansion of Penn Station; and the Penn Station service building that would be demolished on 
Site 2 would be replaced on Site 2A. The precise location and height of this building has not been 
determined, but for purposes of analysis it is assumed that it would occupy certain lower floors in 
the base of the building that would be built in Phase 2 on Site 2A (on the west side of Site 2). As 



HUDSON RIVER

Figure 7-6

5.
26

.2
2

Building Envelope for Analysis

Additional 150 Feet of Height on Top of Envelopes

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

3D Model Overview

Note: The building envelope for analysis is maximum buildable envelope for each development site (i.e., assuming minimum 
required setbacks), up to the illustrative building height for each development site, plus an additional 150 feet (except for Site 1A, 
which was conservatively analyzed as 400 feet in height).
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discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” it is assumed that the new service building would 
be completed with the potential expansion of Penn Station by 2033, and that additional above-
grade development on Site 2A would be constructed around the service building at a later date. 
Therefore, the service building in Phase 1 was conservatively modeled as a six-floor, 
approximately 65-foot building (the same height as the current service building) occupying the 
full footprint of the building assumed for Site 2A. In the Phase 1 No Action condition, Sites 4 and 
7 are assumed to be redeveloped with as-of-right buildings, while the other Sites would remain as 
in the existing condition, as described in Chapter 2, “Analysis Framework.” In the 2044 Phase 2 
With Action condition, it is assumed that all components of the Proposed Project would be completed 
and fully operational, including all development sites, all public transportation and public realm im-
provements, and the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. In addition to the 
development completed by 2033, development between 2033 and 2044 would include new buildings 
on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 and their associated public transportation and public realm improvements. In 
the Phase 2 No Action condition, it is assumed that Site 5 would be redeveloped, along with Sites 4 
and 7, while the remaining sites would remain as in the existing condition. Future planned 
developments in the longest-shadow study area were added to the No Action baseline using the best 
information available from public filings with the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) 
and other sources. 

Shadows are in constant movement. The computer simulation software produces an animation 
showing the movement of shadows over the course of each analysis period. The analysis deter-
mines the time when incremental shadow would enter each resource and the time it would exit. 
Shadow analyses were performed for each of the representative days and analysis periods 
indicated in the Tier 3 assessment. 

DETERMINATION OF IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE 

The determination of significance of shadow impacts on a sunlight-sensitive resource is based on 
(1) the information resulting from the detailed shadow analysis describing the extent and duration 
of incremental shadows; and (2) an analysis of the resource’s sensitivity to reduced sunlight. The 
goal of the assessment is to determine whether the effects of incremental shadows on a sunlight-
sensitive resource are significant under CEQR. 

A shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow from a proposed project falls on a sunlight-
sensitive resource or feature and reduces its direct sunlight exposure. Determining whether this 
impact is significant or not depends on the extent and duration of the incremental shadow and the 
specific context in which the impact occurs. 

Per CEQR, a significant shadow impact generally occurs when an incremental shadow of 10 
minutes or longer falls on a sunlight-sensitive resource and results in one of the following: 

• Vegetation: 
A substantial reduction in sunlight available to a sunlight-sensitive feature of the resource to less than 
the minimum time necessary for its survival (when there was sufficient sunlight in the No Action 
condition). In the growing season, four to six hours a day of sunlight is a minimum requirement. 
A reduction in direct sunlight exposure where the sensitive feature of the resource is already 
subject to substandard sunlight (i.e., less than the minimum time necessary for its survival). 
• Historic and Cultural Resources: 
A substantial reduction in sunlight available for the enjoyment or appreciation of the sunlight-
sensitive features of a historic or cultural resource. 
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• Open Space Utilization: 
A substantial reduction in the usability of open space as a result of increased shadows, including 
information regarding anticipated new users and the open space’s utilization rates throughout the 
affected time periods. 
• For Any Sunlight-Sensitive Feature of a Resource: 
Complete elimination of all direct sunlight on the sunlight-sensitive feature of the resource, when 
the complete elimination results in substantial effects on the survival, enjoyment, or, in the case 
of open space or natural resources, the use of the resource. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS RESULTS—2033 

Of the 70 open spaces that were analyzed, 23 would receive incremental shadows on one or more 
representative analysis days. Several plazas in the immediate vicinity of Site 5 would receive 
incremental shadow in the spring, summer, and fall, including the MSG POPS on Eighth Avenue, 
the adjacent Plaza 33, the 1 Penn Plaza POPS, and the pedestrian plazas on Broadway to the east. 
Farther west, the Manhattan West plaza on the west side of Ninth Avenue between West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets would receive over an hour of morning incremental shadow in the winter, fall, 
and early spring. Small portions of the High Line would receive brief incremental shadow early 
in spring, summer, and fall mornings. Several other spaces southwest of the Project Area would 
receive early morning incremental shadow in the late spring and summer, including Chelsea Park, 
the Penn South open spaces, and the Ninth Avenue Greenstreets traffic medians; east of the Project 
Area, Herald Square and the surrounding pedestrian plazas would receive afternoon incremental 
shadow in the late spring and summer. A number of other open spaces would receive limited 
incremental shadow, as shown in Table 7-5. 

Of the 37 historic resources that were analyzed, 15 would receive incremental shadows on one or 
more analysis days. The Farley Building—a New York City Landmark (NYCL) and State and 
National Register-listed (S/NR) property—has multiple sunlight-sensitive features as described 
below and would receive morning incremental shadow in all seasons; the Church of the Holy 
Apostles—also an NYCL and S/NR-listed property with stained glass windows located at Ninth 
Avenue and West 28th Street—would receive early morning incremental shadow in late spring 
and summer. The former Greenwich Savings Bank—an NYCL and S/NR-listed property with 
projecting colonnades and rusticated façade located at 1352-62 Broadway—would receive up to 
an hour and a half of incremental shadow in spring, summer, and fall afternoons. Twelve other 
historic resources would receive limited incremental shadow, as shown in the table below.  

EFFECT OF SITE 4 WITH RESIDENTIAL SCENARIO 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” Site 4, located on the east side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 33rd and West 34th Streets, would be developed with an approximately 1.1-million-
gsf mixed-use building. Three different development scenarios would be permitted on this site: an 
office/hotel scenario, a residential/hotel scenario, and a residential/office scenario. The 
office/hotel scenario would result in a building with larger floor plates, which would result in a 
bulkier, shorter building, compared with the residential scenarios which would have smaller 
floorplates and would result in a taller, more slender building. The shadows analysis presented 
here includes the bulkier office/hotel scenario as the worst-case with regard to shadows given that 
multiple sunlight-sensitive resources are adjacent or within a block or two of Site 4, including the 
Farley Building, the MSG POPS, Plaza 33, and others.  
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However, for completeness, a shadows assessment of the Proposed Project with the residential 
scenarios on Site 4 was conducted to ascertain whether meaningful differences in project-
generated incremental shadows would occur. The assessment concluded that the residential 
scenarios would result in similar incremental shadows, compared with Site 4’s office/hotel 
scenario. The Proposed Project with the residential scenarios on Site 4 would result in the same 
significant adverse shadow impacts in Phase 1 and Phase 2.  

EFFECT OF MACY’S PROJECT 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” there is a potential background development 
project associated with Macy’s, one block north of the Project Area. The Macy’s project is in the 
early planning phases. If the project sponsor files an application with the Department of City 
Planning for the discretionary land use actions that would be required to facilitate the project, the 
project would be subject to its own land use review and approval process. At this time, it is unclear 
whether the project will move forward. Because of the uncertainty around this project, it is not 
included in the detailed shadows analysis presented in this chapter. If the Macy’s project were to 
move forward, it would, to some extent, add to the baseline shadow conditions. Generally located 
between the Project Area and the Broadway Boulevard pedestrian plazas, the Macy’s project could 
potentially block some project-generated incremental shadows from falling on those plazas in the 
afternoons. However, those plazas are already in shadow in baseline conditions in the afternoons 
with or without the Macy’s project and its inclusion would not result in meaningful changes to the 
Proposed Project’s incremental shadow durations or conclusions regarding shadow impacts. In 
any case, excluding the Macy’s tower results in a more conservative analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s incremental shadows. 

The other 47 open space resources and 22 historic resources that were analyzed would not receive 
any incremental shadows. This was generally due to the fact that the Proposed Project is situated 
in an area densely developed with tall and often bulky buildings, which limit the size and the reach 
of incremental shadow.  

Table 7-5 summarizes the entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadows on each 
affected sun-sensitive resource. Figures 7-7 to 7-59 document the results of the analysis by 
providing graphic representations from the computer animation of times when incremental 
shadow would fall on a sun-sensitive resource. The figures illustrate the extent of additional, 
incremental shadow at that moment in time (highlighted in red), and also show existing shadow 
and remaining areas of sunlight. 
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Figure 7-7

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

March 21 / September 21
7:45 AM
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Figure 7-8

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

March 21 / September 21
8:30 AM
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Figure 7-9

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6:30 AM
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Figure 7-10

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-11

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-12

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-13

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-14

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-15

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-16

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-17

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-18

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

Detailed Analysis

December 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource
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Figure 7-19

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-20
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-21
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-22
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-23
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-24
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-25
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-26
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-28
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-29

4.
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-30
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-31
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-32
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-33
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-34
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-35
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-36

4.
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-37

4.
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22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-38

4.
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22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-39

4.
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-40

4.
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22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-41

4.
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Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-42

4.
1.
22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

3:15 PM
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Figure 7-43

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:45 AM
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Figure 7-44

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

9:00 AM
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Figure 7-45

4.
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22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

10:00 AM
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Figure 7-46

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

11:00 AM
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Figure 7-47

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

12:00 PM
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Figure 7-48

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

1:15 PM
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Figure 7-49

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2:30 PM
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Figure 7-50

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

10:30 AM
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Figure 7-51

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

11:30 AM
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Figure 7-52

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2:00 PM
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Figure 7-53

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

3:00 PM



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-54

4.1.22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6:15 AM
June 21

Guardian Angel Church

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-55

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:30 AM

Church of the Holy Apostles

7:00 AM
 June 21May 6 / August 6



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-56

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

10:15 AM
December 21

St. Michael’s Catholic Church



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-57

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2:30 PM
March 21 / September 21

Former Greenwich Savings Bank 



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-58

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

2:00 PM
December 21

1407 Broadway and 1430 Broadway



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-59

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

4:35 PM4:10 PM
May 6 / August 6

Tiffany and De Lamar Buildings

May 6 / August 6



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 7-16  

Table 7-5 
Incremental Shadow Durations—Phase 1 

Map 
Reference Resource Dec. 21 March 21/Sept. 21 May 6/August 6 June 21 

Publicly Accessible Open Spaces 

2 Clement Clarke Moore Park - - - 5:57am to 6:25am; 
total 28 min 

4 Ninth Avenue Greenstreets,  
West 22nd to West 30th Streets - 7:36am to 8:20am; 

total 44 min 

6:27am to 6:35am; 
6:40am to 9:15am;  

total 2 hr 43 min 

5:57am to 6:20am; 
6:35am to 6:45am; 

5:57 to 9:15am; total 
3 hr 18 min 

5 Penn South Playground - - - 5:57am to 6:50am; 
total 53 min 

6 Penn South open spaces - - 6:27am to 7:25 am: 
total 58 min 

5:57am to 7:50am; 
total 1 hr 54 min 

7 Chelsea Park - - 6:27am to 7:45am: 
total 1 hr 18 min 

5:57am to 7:55am; 
total 1 hr 57 min 

8 The High Line1 - 7:36am to 8:45am; 
total 1 hr 9 min 

6:27am to 6:55: 
total 28 min 

5:57am to 6:25am; 
total 28 min 

11 Route 9A Bikeway 8:51am to 9:10am; 
total 19 min - - - 

13 450 West 33 Street - Manhattan 
West 

8:51am to 11:30am; 
2 hr 39 min 

7:55am to 9:35am; 
total 1 hr 40 min 

6:50am to 8:05am; 
total 1 hr 15 min 

7:25am to 7:35am; 
total 10 min 

14 MSG POPS 

12:30pm to 
12:45pm; 

2:35pm to 2:53pm; 
total 33 min 

8:45am to 8:55am; 
1:55pm to 4:29pm; 

total 2 hr 39 min 

9:30am to 10:15am: 
1:15pm to 5:18pm; 

total 4 hr 48 min 

9:05am to 9:20am; 
10:10am to 10:15am; 
1:15pm to 6:01pm; 

total 5 hr 6 min 

15 Plaza 33 - 

8:55am to 930am; 
10:05am to 12:00 
pm; total 2 hr 30 

min 

9:45am to 11:50am: 
3:00pm to 4:20pm; 

total 3 hr 25 min 

10:15am to 11:55am; 
3:30pm to 3:50pm; 

total 2 hr 

16 1 Penn Plaza POPS 
10:55am to 
11:00am; 
total 5 min 

9:05am to 10:30am; 
10:45am to 

11:55am; 4:00pm to 
4:29pm; 

total 3 hr 4 min 

9:55am to 11:45am: 
2:10pm to 4:05pm; 

total 3 hr 45 min 

10:30am to 11:45am, 
2:15pm to 4:30pm; 

total 3 hr 30 min 

17 525 Eighth Avenue POPS - 
12:25pm to 
12:55pm; 

total 30 min 

- - 

18 Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza 

10:00am to 
10:20am; 

11:25am to 
11:55am; 

total 50 min 

- - - 

25 Hudson River Park 8:51am to 9:10am; 
total 19 min - - - 

56 Father Duffy Square 1:25pm to 1:45pm; 
total 20 min - - - 

65 Bryant Park - 3:15pm to 3:25pm; 
total 10 min - - 

69 Broadway Boulevard Plaza - 1:30pm to 2:30pm; 
total 1 hour 

1:20pm to 2:55pm: 
total 1 hr 35 min 

1:35pm to 2:35pm; 
total 1 hour 

70 Herald Square2 - - 
1:50pm to 3:10pm; 
4:00pm to 4:20pm: 

total 1 hr 40 min 

1:40pm to 4:00pm; 
total 2 hr 20 min 

71 Herald Square Park3 - - 1:40pm to 2:45pm: 
total 1 hr 5 min 

1:30pm to 4:35pm; 
total 3 hr 5 min 

85 Park Avenue Malls - - - 
(at E. 35th St.) 

5:20pm to 5:30pm; 
total 10 min 

89 137 East 36th Street - Carlton 
Regency - - - 5:15pm to 5:20pm; 

total 5 min 

95 St. Vartan Park - - - 5:55pm to 6:01pm; 
total 11 min 

97 630 First Avenue - Manhattan Place - - - 5:55pm to 6:01pm; 
total 6 min 
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Table 7-5 (cont’d) 
Incremental Shadow Durations—Phase 1 

Map 
Reference Resource Dec. 21 March 21/Sept. 21 May 6/August 6 June 21 

Historic Resources with Sunlight-Sensitive Features  

2 Guardian Angel Church - - - 5:58am to 6:21am; 
total 23 min 

5 508 West 26th St - - 6:27am to 6:55am; 
28 min - 

6 259 Tenth Avenue - - 6:27am to 7:00am: 
total 33 min 

5:57am to 6:05am; 
total 8 min 

7 St Columba Church - - - 6:15am to 6:25am; 
total 10 min 

8 Church of the Holy Apostles - - 6:27am to 7:25am: 
total 58 min 

5:57am to 6:50am; 
7:10am to 7:40am; 

total 1 hr 23 min 

9 St. Michael's Catholic Church 9:40am to 10:45am; 
total 1 hr 5 min 

8:55am to 9:05am; 
total 10 min - - 

10 Hudson Yards Synagogue - 
9:20am to 9:25am; 

10:00am to 
10:15am; 

total 20 min 

- - 

11 Farley Building - Skylights 10:50am to 2:45pm; 
total 3 hr 55 min 

7:55am to 8:55am; 
10:50am to 4:29pm; 

total 6 hr 39 minr 

8:40am to 9:10am: 
11:10am to 12:40pm; 
1:50pm to 3:55pm; 

total 4 hr 5 min 

8:25am to 8:50am; 
11:40am to 12:35pm; 

total 1 hr 20 min 

11 Farley Building - Colonnade 12:45pm to 1:55pm; 
total 1 hr 10 min 

8:20am to 8:55am; 
12:35pm to 1:20pm; 

total 1 hr 20 min 

8:20am to 9:40am: 
12:25pm to 12:40pm; 

total 1 hr 35 min 

9:00am to 9:15am; 
12:20pm to 12:35pm; 

total 30 min 

11 Farley Building - Steps 12:55pm to 2:53pm; 
total 1 hr 58 min 

8:55am to 9:05am; 
12:45pm to 3:35pm; 

total 3 hr 

8:15am to 9:45am: 
12:30pm to 2:35pm; 

total 3 hr 35 min 

9:00am to 9:20am; 
12:25pm to 2:40pm; 

total 2 hr 35 min 

13 Former Greenwich Savings Bank - 1:55pm to 3:30pm; 
total 1 hr 35 min 

1:55pm to 2:20pm: 
4:30pm to 5:10pm; 

total 1 hr 5 min 
- 

14 1407 Broadway 1:20pm to 2:40pm; 
total 1 hr 20 min - - - 

15 1430 Broadway 1:45pm to 2:45pm; 
total 1 hour - - - 

16 Times Square Theatre 1:05pm to 1:20pm; 
total 15 min - - - 

31 Former Tiffany Building - - 3:45pm to 4:30pm: 
total 45 min - 

32 Former De Lamar Mansion - - 4:15pm to 4:45pm: 
total 30 min - 

34 Church of the Incarnation - - - 5:15pm to 5:25pm; 
total 10 min 

Sunlight-Sensitive Natural Resources 

 Hudson River 8:51am to 9:10am; 
total 19 min - - - 

Notes: 
Table indicates entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadow for each sunlight-sensitive resource. 
Daylight saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in 
effect for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time. 
1. The High Line includes the planned expansion that will connect the High Line’s Spur to the Manhattan West publicly accessible open space (Magnolia Court). 
2. In this study, Herald Square is the triangular park between Broadway, Sixth Avenue, West 34th and 35th Streets, under the jurisdiction of the New 

York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks); Herald Square Park represents the pedestrian-only, painted portions of the Broadway 
roadbeds between West 33rd and West 35th Streets under the jurisdiction of the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT).  

3. As discussed in detail in the descriptive section below, the Farley Building is a historic landmark that contains multiple sunlight-sensitive features: the 
skylights, the Eighth Avenue colonnade, and the Eighth Avenue steps. 
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ASSESSMENT OF SHADOW IMPACTS BY RESOURCE—2033 

The following section briefly describes each affected resource that would receive more than 10 
minutes of incremental shadow;6 its sunlight sensitivity; and the extent, duration, and potential 
effects of incremental shadow.  

OPEN SPACE RESOURCES 

Clement Clarke Moore Park 
Located at the southeast corner of Tenth Avenue and West 22nd Street, this playground contains 
play equipment, mature trees and landscaping, flower beds, and bench seating; the playground is 
well-utilized.  

Incremental shadow would fall on this park for approximately a half hour very early in the morning 
of the June 21 analysis day, but not on any other analysis day; it would eliminate the remaining 
small areas of sun for most of the 30 minutes but would exit by 6:25 AM, leaving most of the park 
in sun for the remainder of the morning and the day. Given the brief duration, early hour, and 
limited seasonal occurrence, the new shadow would not be significant. 

Ninth Avenue Greenstreets, West 22nd to West 30th Streets 
These traffic islands are located at each intersection on the east side of the Ninth Avenue roadbed, 
between the bicycle lane and the automobile lanes. They contain flowers and other plantings. They 
do not contain benches or any other usable amenity; they are a well-maintained visual resource. 
There are approximately a dozen individual islands containing plantings in the longest-shadow 
study area. Incremental shadow durations and impacts are considered and assessed below for 
individual islands and their plantings, while the summary Table 7-5 above presents the collective 
total duration of incremental shadow.  

In the early morning on the March 21/September 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would fall 
for 44 minutes on the West 30th Street island. This island would get approximately three or more 
hours of direct sun over the course of this analysis day in the With Action condition. In the early 
morning on May 6 and August 6, incremental shadow would fall on the West 28th Street and West 
29th Street islands for approximately 50 and 65 minutes each, respectively, and the West 30th 
Street island for 2 hours and 10 minutes. On the morning of June 21, incremental shadow would 
fall on various islands between West 22nd and West 30th Streets from the start of the analysis day 
to 9:15 AM, falling on some islands for as little as 10 minutes and on others for up to two hours 
(at West 29th Street). All the islands would receive a minimum of three to six hours of sunlight 
through the May/August and June analysis periods, which is the heart of the growing season in 
New York City. 

Like many traffic islands and medians in densely developed areas of the City, these tend to get 
limited direct sunlight under existing (and future No Action) conditions, particularly on the March 
21/September 21 analysis day when shadows are longer than at other times in the growing season. 
Therefore, any duration of incremental shadow could cause additional stress to the vegetation; 
however, these islands (like other Greenstreets islands and medians) contain hardy plantings in 
order to thrive in their current environment of suboptimal sunlight and surrounding traffic. 

 
6 Per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, incremental shadow is not considered significant when its 

duration is no more than 10 minutes and the resource otherwise continues to receive substantial sunlight. 
CEQR Technical Manual, 2020 edition, page 8-27. 
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Through the heart of the growing season (May to August), these islands would continue to receive 
a minimum of three to six hours of direct sunlight per day. It is therefore anticipated that up to an 
hour of new shadow on the March 21/September 21 analysis day and up to two hours in May 
through August would not significantly affect the viability of the plantings in these islands. 

Penn South Playground 
This NYC Parks-operated playground, located on West 26th Street between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues within the Penn South co-op development, contains play equipment, basketball courts, 
painted street games, and bench seating. London plane and ginkgo trees line the park. 

Incremental shadow would fall very early on the midsummer June 21 analysis day, lasting about 
50 minutes. It would add small areas of new shadow, would not eliminate the remaining sunlight 
after the first 10 minutes of the analysis day, and would be gone by 6:50 AM, leaving the space 
almost entirely in sun for the rest of the morning and most of the day. Incremental shadow would 
not occur on the other analysis days. Given the limited extent and duration, the incremental shadow 
would not significantly affect the use of the playground. 

Penn South Open Spaces 
Penn South is a historic (State and National Register [S/NR]-eligible) co-operative housing 
complex bounded by West 29th and West 23rd Streets and Eighth and Ninth Avenues. Built by 
the International Ladies’ Garment Workers Union and the United Housing Federation in the early 
1960s, the complex is representative of the mid-century modern “tower in the park” urban 
planning style, and contains active and passive open space areas that are open to the public. On 
the superblock between West 26th and West 28th Streets, there are two large areas containing 
bench seating, mature trees, landscaping, a playground, and two ball courts. Between West 25th 
and West 26th Streets, Penn South Playground, and Ninth Avenue, there is a smaller space with 
benches, lawns, trees, and landscaping; between West 24th and West 25th Streets there is another 
large area with benches, lawns, trees, landscaping, and a playground. The spaces are well-utilized.  

Incremental shadow would fall on portions of the spaces between West 25th and West 28th Streets 
in the early mornings of the late spring and summer analysis days, with durations ranging between 
approximately an hour (on May 6/August 6) and an hour and 54 minutes (on June 21). The new 
shadow would move fairly quickly, as is typical in the early morning, falling on different areas of 
the complex at different times, leaving some sunlit areas at all times throughout the affected 
period. The incremental shadow would be gone by 7:50 AM7 or earlier. Consequently, given the 
early morning occurrence and continued availability of passive and active open space in the 
complex and in neighboring Chelsea Park, the new shadow would not significantly impact the 
Penn South open spaces. 

Chelsea Park 
Chelsea Park occupies an entire block between Ninth and Tenth Avenues south of West 28th 
Street, and contains both active and passive uses. The western half is a turf ball field and running 
track, and the eastern half contains play equipment, benches, trees, landscaping, a comfort station, 

 
7 EST is used throughout this analysis, as recommended by the CEQR Technical Manual. However, in the 

late spring and summer months discussed here, Daylight Saving Time would be in effect so that, for 
example, the 7:50 AM referenced here would in reality be 8:50 AM EDT. 
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and basketball and handball courts. The park is in good condition with moderate to heavy 
utilization.  

On the May 6 and August 6 analysis day shadows would move across the park from 6:27 AM to 
7:45 AM, covering much of the park between approximately 6:40 AM and 7:25 AM. The new 
shadow would not eliminate the remaining sunlight at any time during the one hour 18 minute 
duration. On June 21, incremental shadow would pass across portions of the park, primarily in the 
eastern end, over the course of approximately the first two hours of the analysis day, from 5:57 
AM to 7:55 AM. Substantial areas of the park would be in sun throughout this time after about 
6:15 AM, and passive and active open space areas across the street in Penn South would also be 
in sun during this time. Given the early occurrence and limited extent and duration of incremental 
shadow, and the continued availability of sunlit open space areas during most of the affected 
periods, the incremental shadow would not significantly impact the use of the park. 

The High Line 
The High Line is an elevated freight rail line transformed into a public park. The portion located 
in the study area extends mid-block between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues (or, farther south, West 
Street) ending on its north end at the Hudson Yards development between West 30th and West 
33rd Streets. It is owned by the City of New York and maintained and operated by Friends of the 
High Line, a non-profit organization, and contains diverse plantings, bench seating, and art 
installations.  

In the spring, summer, and fall, at the start of each analysis day in the morning, a small area of the 
High Line would receive incremental shadow ranging in duration from 28 minutes in late spring 
and summer to an hour 9 minutes in fall and early spring. On the March 21/September 21 analysis 
day, from 7:36 AM to 8:45 AM, incremental shadow would fall primarily on the Spur at West 
30th Street and the planned High Line extension connecting the High Line to Manhattan West 
Plaza. During the late spring and summer, incremental shadow would fall farther south on the 
High Line, moving clockwise “up” the High Line along with other baseline shadows and patches 
of sunlight over the course of about a half-hour, and exiting by 6:55 AM or earlier. During these 
brief affected periods in the spring, summer, and fall, areas of sun would remain available for 
users along this linear park, and the new shadow would consequently not significantly affect this 
park. 

Route 9A Bikeway 
This bicycle and walking path extends through the study area between Hudson River Park and the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A. In terms of use, it is minimally sensitive to shadows due to the 
transience of its active users moving through it. A landscaped median extends between the bike-
way and the highway in certain areas. 

Incremental shadow would fall on a small section of the bikeway for approximately 20 minutes 
near the intersection of West 39th Street on the winter analysis day only. Given the brevity of the 
shadow, it would not significantly affect this resource. 

Manhattan West 
Manhattan West is a large development located between Hudson Yards and the Moynihan Train 
Hall, i.e., between West 31st and West 33rd Streets and Ninth and Tenth Avenues. It includes a 
public plaza on the west side of Ninth Avenue and extending midblock between the development’s 
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buildings. It is slated to include seating and landscaping. Once completed, given that the develop-
ment will contain a mix of office and retail, similar to Hudson Yards, use would be expected to be 
lighter in the mornings than at lunchtime and in the afternoon. 

In winter, much of this plaza would be in shadow in the No Action condition throughout the 
morning and incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining patches of sunlight from the start 
of the analysis day to 10:00 AM, after which sun would begin to reach some areas. Incremental 
shadow would continue to shade a portion of the plaza until 11:30 AM. This plaza would likely 
experience light use on winter mornings, given the nature of the site—primarily office, shopping, 
and dining uses. The plaza would be mostly in baseline shadow, and the additional small areas of 
new shadow would not likely significantly change the character or use of the site at this time and 
season.  

On the March 21/September 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would move across the plaza 
from 7:55 AM to 9:35 AM, shading large areas at times and small areas at other times; there would 
be variously moderate to large areas of remaining sun throughout this period. On late spring and 
summer mornings incremental shadow would be limited in extent and duration and exit earlier in 
the morning, by about 8:00 AM on May 6 and August 6 and 7:35 AM on June 21, and areas of 
sun would remain throughout these periods. Given the limited extent and duration during the 
spring, summer, and fall, the early hour of occurrence, and the areas of remaining sun, the 
incremental shadow would not substantially alter the use or character of this plaza in these seasons. 

Madison Square Garden POPS 
Two separate circulation plazas are located adjacent to MSG along the east side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 31st and West 33rd Streets—specifically the northeast corner of Eighth Avenue 
and West 31st Street and the southeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street. These 
plazas are used primarily by pedestrians passing through the area or entering and exiting Penn 
Station. The plazas are in good condition, but are only minimally sunlight-sensitive, containing 
no amenities or vegetation, and are unsurprisingly characterized by low utilization—except during 
MSG events, when they experience high utilization as circulation space. 

Incremental shadow would fall on this pair of plazas for approximately five hours in the late spring 
and summer afternoons, for a little over two and a half hours in fall and early spring, and 33 
minutes in winter. On the late spring and summer days, typically, portions of the plazas would be 
in incremental shadow during the afternoon while other portions would remain in sun or be in 
baseline shadow. On the March 21/September 21 analysis day, when cool to mild temperatures 
are typical, incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining sun from the northern plaza for 
over two hours and from both plazas for about one hour in the late afternoon. These plazas are 
minimally sensitive, with no amenities or vegetation. However, given the extensive coverage and 
duration of incremental shadow during the spring, summer, and fall, and the Proposed Project 
would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to these plazas. 

Plaza 33 
The eastern third of the West 33rd Street roadbed between Seventh and Eighth Avenues (i.e., 
between the 2 Penn Plaza building and Site 5) is closed to automobile traffic and instead is a 
pedestrian plaza with terraced seating areas, planters, café tables and chairs, event space, and 
landscaping. 

This plaza would receive between approximately two hours and three and a half hours of 
incremental shadow in the spring, summer, and fall in the mid- to late morning from the adjacent 
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Development Site 7 and in the late afternoon from Development Site 1. No incremental shadow 
would occur in winter. The narrow plaza, as is typical for midtown pedestrian plazas, would 
already be somewhat shady due to the surrounding tall buildings, and the incremental shadow 
would eliminate the remaining sunlight on the plaza for portions of the mornings and briefly in 
the late afternoon on the May 6/August 6 analysis day. However, areas of the adjacent 1 Penn 
Plaza POPS would be in sunlight during the morning period for users seeking it, and the plaza 
would continue to be partially in sun earlier in the morning and in the early afternoons. Further, 
in the summer the shade could also provide some relief from the midtown heat and sun. As noted 
in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” Plaza 33 and the 1 Penn Plaza POPS serve similar functions of 
providing passive recreation space and pedestrian circulation space, and both are expected to 
undergo improvements (and planned reductions) in the future to provide respite areas and improve 
pedestrian circulation functions. Given all these factors, the incremental shadow would not cause 
significant adverse impacts to this plaza. 

1 Penn Plaza POPS 
The 1 Penn Plaza POPS features outdoor public space interspersed throughout the block bounded 
by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 33rd and West 34th Streets. There are raised plazas on 
the west side, near Eighth Avenue on Site 4, on the north and south sides of the block in the center, 
and an at-grade through-block pedestrian arcade near Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and 
West 34th Streets, which would be displaced with construction on Development Site 5. All these 
spaces contain ledges, bench seating areas, trees, and planters. The plaza is in good condition with 
heavy utilization. All of the spaces are currently closed for reconstruction pursuant to a 2019 
application approved by the City Planning Commission (C190273ZSM and N190274ZAM), and 
upon completion will contain bench seating, movable seating, plantings, trees and other amenities. 

Incremental shadow would move across various portions of these open spaces in the late mornings 
and late afternoons in the spring, summer, and fall. On the March 21/September 21 analysis day 
it would occur from approximately 9:00 AM to 10:30 AM, falling on different portions of the 
POPS space at different times as it passed across, removing much of the available sunlight at times 
but never eliminating sunlit areas entirely; an additional small incremental shadow would occur 
moving north/clockwise up the through-block space on Site 5 for an additional hour and 10 
minutes starting at 10:45 AM. Another sliver of incremental shadow would fall on the plaza for 
the last 30 minutes of the analysis day. In the late spring and summer months, the shadow would 
move across the spaces beginning at approximately 10:00 AM (on May 6/August 6) or 10:30 AM 
(on June 21) to approximately 11:45 AM, shading certain areas while other areas would remain in 
sun. In the late afternoons, for three and a half hours, a small incremental shadow would add to 
existing shadows but other areas of the plaza would remain in sun. Given the continued availability 
of sunlit open space, the new shadow would not significantly affect the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. 

525 Eighth Avenue POPS 
The small publicly accessible plaza associated with 525 Eighth Avenue, located on the northwest 
corner of Eighth Avenue and West 36th Street, contains landscaping in the form of trees and 
planting beds, bench seating, and moveable café chairs and tables. The plaza is in good condition 
with moderate utilization. 

Incremental shadow would pass across this space for 30 minutes on the March 21/September 21 
analysis day. Some sunlight would remain in the space throughout the brief 30-minute duration 
and therefore the limited duration of incremental shadow would not be significant. No incremental 
shadow would occur in winter or in late spring or summer. 
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Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza 
Despite its name, the primary plaza space is located along the north side of West 36th Street 
between Ninth and Dyer Avenues. It contains interactive landscaping, with planters and moveable 
café chairs and tables. The plaza is in good condition with moderate utilization. 

Project-generated shadow would not reach this plaza in spring, summer, or fall. In winter 
incremental shadow would pass across the plaza over the course of 20 minutes and then again for 
30 minutes, both occurring in the late morning. The new shadow would not eliminate the 
remaining sun during these periods except momentarily around 11:45 AM. The plaza is already 
somewhat in shadow at this time in the No Action condition, and the areas of incremental shadow 
are small as a result. While the additional shadow could potentially decrease the attractiveness of 
the space on a cold winter day, the extent and duration are somewhat limited and would not 
substantially alter the already shady winter condition of the space. Use would likely be light due 
to cold winter weather in any case. Given all these factors, the incremental shadow would not 
significantly affect this plaza. 

Hudson River Park 
Hudson River Park is a linear collection of piers, lawns, landscaping, waterfront promenades, 
active recreation features, and other waterfront areas along the Hudson River. The portions of the 
park that could be reached by project-generated shadow include the West 39th Street Ferry 
Terminal, adjacent to the Lincoln Tunnel ventilation structure, and Pier 78, another ferry landing. 

Incremental shadow would reach a patch of this waterfront area for approximately 20 minutes 
early on the winter analysis day. This limited extent and duration of incremental shadow would 
not significantly affect the park. 

Father Duffy Square 
Also known as the northern triangle of Times Square, located between West 45th and West 47th 
Streets, Broadway, and Seventh Avenue, Duffy Square is a gathering place for tourists, a staging 
area for public rallies, and the scene of victory celebrations. It contains statues of George M. Cohan 
and Father Francis D. Duffy, as well as a large public seating/viewing grandstand along the north 
side.  

The square would receive 20 minutes of incremental shadow in the early afternoon of the winter 
analysis day only, and this limited new shadow would not significantly affect this resource. 

Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
The Broadway Boulevard Plazas are small street zones located along the length of Broadway 
between West 32nd and West 41st Streets. These zones, located within specifically designated 
sides of the streetbed, are color-coded and primarily contain planters and moveable café chairs 
and tables. The zones are in good condition with moderate utilization. Within the study area, the 
plazas are adjacent to larger open spaces, such as Greeley and Herald Squares.  

In the spring, summer, and fall, project-generated shadow would fall toward these plazas in the 
mid-afternoon when they are already increasingly in shadow from surrounding midtown buildings. 
No incremental shadow would occur in winter. On the March 21/September 21 analysis day a 
sliver of new shadow would fall south of West 38th Street from 1:30 PM to 1:50 PM and another 
patch of new shadow at West 36th Street from 1:45 PM to 2:30 PM. Similarly, in the late spring 
and summer, slivers and patches of incremental shadow would fall on certain plazas for a total 
duration of between approximately an hour (on June 21) and an hour and a half (on May 6 and 
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August 6). Other small areas of sun would continue to be available in other portions of the 
Broadway Boulevard Plazas to the north and south during the period when incremental shadow 
would occur. Consequently, given this fact (as well as the overall limited extent and duration of 
incremental shadow), the Broadway Boulevard Plazas would not be significantly affected by 
project-generated shadow. 

Herald Square 
Herald Square is bounded by West 34th and West 35th Streets, Sixth Avenue, and Broadway.8 
Herald Square includes ledge seating, moveable café chairs and tables, a public restroom, and a 
refreshment stand. The most notable feature in the park is the elaborate Bennett Clock, named for 
Herald publisher James Gordon Bennett, Jr. The monument features the Bellringers, dubbed 
“Guff” and “Stuff,” and owls with flashing green eyes. The park’s gateposts feature bronze owl 
figures. The park is in good condition with moderate utilization.  

In the late spring and summer months, incremental shadow would fall on Herald Square in the 
mid-afternoons from an hour and 40 minutes (May 6 and August 6) up to two hours and 20 minutes 
(summer solstice). On the May 6 and August 6 analysis day, new shadow would enter from the 
west just before 2:00 PM; moving eastward and clockwise, the incremental shadow would 
eventually eliminate the remaining sun for about 50 minutes, until 3:10 PM. During this period, 
from 2:00 PM to 3:00 PM, some sunlit areas with seating would continue to be available on other 
nearby blocks of Herald Square Park and the Broadway Boulevard Plazas, to the north and south. 
After 3:00 PM, virtually all Broadway throughout midtown is in existing (i.e. future No Action) 
shadow except for rare slivers of sun. 

On the June 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would enter Herald Square at 1:40 PM and 
would eliminate most or all the sun from 2:00 PM to 3:45 PM; however, for much of this period, 
small areas of sun would remain on adjacent and nearby plazas to the north and south.  

No incremental shadow would occur on the March/September and December analysis days. 

Given the availability of nearby sunlit areas of plazas during times when incremental shadow 
would occur, the limited area of new mid-afternoon shadow would not significantly impact users 
seeking sunlit seating or other uses on these late spring and summer analysis days. On hot summer 
afternoons, the additional shade could provide cooler spots for users seeking such relief. 

Herald Square / Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
As noted in footnote 8 regarding Herald Square, the sections of Broadway adjacent to Herald 
Square, and between Herald Square and Greeley Square to the south, are closed to vehicular traffic 
to allow for pedestrian plazas similar to the other Broadway Boulevard Plazas. 

Incremental shadow would fall on a patch of the plaza next to Herald Square on the May 6/August 
6 analysis day for about an hour (before overlapping with existing shadow for the rest of the day) 
and would fall on a similar patch next to Herald Square, as well as another sliver of the plaza 
farther south between west 34th and 33rd Streets, for a total of three hours on June 21. Given the 
small size of these new shadows, and the availability of nearby sunlit areas in plazas during the 
times when incremental shadow would occur, the incremental shadow would not significantly 

 
8 The section of Broadway adjacent to Herald Square was closed to vehicular traffic in 2019 to allow for 

a pedestrian plaza that flanks Macy’s flagship store on 34th Street; this plaza and two other plaza sections 
south of 34th Street are treated separately as Herald Square pedestrian plazas, described below. 
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impact users seeking sunlit seating or other uses on these late spring and summer analysis days. 
No incremental shadow would occur on the March/September or December analysis days. 

St. Vartan Park 
In Murray Hill, bounded by First and Second Avenues and East 35th and 36th Streets, St. Vartan 
Park has a variety of play features and activities for kids of all ages under large trees that provide 
a canopy of shade. The western half of the park contains a number of asphalt fields. 

For the final 11 minutes of the June 21 analysis day, a portion of the park would receive 
incremental shadow. Much of the park would remain in sun at this time and the limited extent and 
duration of incremental shadow would not significantly impact the park or its use. No incremental 
shadow would occur on the other analysis days. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Guardian Angel Church 
This S/NR-eligible building has stained glass windows on all façades, including the east and north 
façades facing the Project Area. Incremental shadow would fall on some of the windows early on 
the June 21 analysis day for approximately 20 minutes, and would eliminate the sun for less than 
10 minutes during that time. After 6:21 AM the windows would be in sun for the rest of the 
morning. Incremental shadow would not occur on the May/August, March/September, or winter 
analysis days. Given the brief duration and early hour, and limited seasonal occurrence, the new 
shadow would not significantly affect this resource. 

508 West 26th Street and 259 Tenth Avenue 
These two buildings are contributing resources to the West Chelsea Historic District, specifically 
as “daylight factory” style structures, and as such their windows are considered to be sunlight-
sensitive features.  

Incremental shadows would reach the north and east façades of these buildings on the May 
6/August 6 analysis day early in the morning for approximately 30 minutes, and 259 Tenth Avenue 
only early on June 21 for 8 minutes. They would shade portions of these façades until around 7:00 
AM on May 6/August 6 and until about 6:05 AM on June 21. These façades would be in sun for 
the rest of the morning. Given the early occurrence of incremental shadow and their limited 
duration, the incremental shadow would not significantly impact either of these two buildings.  

Church of the Holy Apostles 
This NYCL and S/NR-listed building, located at the northeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 
28th Street, has stained glass windows on its north façade facing the Project Area. It would receive 
early morning incremental shadow in late spring and summer: approximately an hour on the May 
6/August 6 morning, eliminating the remaining sun from the façade for most of that duration; and 
an hour and 23 minutes on June 21, eliminating the remaining sun for about 30 of those minutes. 
The incremental shadow would be gone by 7:25 AM on May 6 and August 6, and by 7:40 AM on 
June 21, before most services or events typically occur,9 and the windows would be in sun 

 
9 Once a week, a Morning Prayer service is typically held from 8:30 AM to 9:00 AM Eastern Daylight 

Time (EDT) (7:30 AM to 8:00 AM Eastern Standard Time [EST]); all other scheduled events typically 
begin at 9:00 AM EDT (8:00 AM EST) or later. http://www.holyapostlesnyc.org/ 
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afterward for the remainder of the morning. Consequently, the new shadow would not be 
significant. 

St. Michael’s Catholic Church 
St. Michael’s Catholic Church, an S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible building at 424 West 34th 
Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, features stained glass windows on all façades, including 
those facing east and south toward the Project Area. The church would receive one hour and five 
minutes of incremental shadow in the mid- to late mornings in winter, eliminating sunlight from 
all the stained glass windows for 20 minutes of that duration, 10:05 AM to 10:25 AM. The church 
is likely active during the mornings when this would occur, particularly around the holiday season. 
However, stained glass windows would continue to be in sun before 10:00 AM and after 10:30 
AM and therefore the limited duration of incremental shadow would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact to St. Michael’s Catholic Church. The church windows would also receive 10 
minutes of incremental shadow on the March 21/September 21 analysis day, with minimal effect. 

Hudson Yards Synagogue 
This synagogue is an S/NR-eligible building with its front (south) façade, containing stained glass 
windows, facing the Project Area. It recently changed its name from West Side Jewish Center. 
The more elaborate and decorative sanctuary windows are in the rear, or north façade, facing away 
from the project. 

Incremental shadow would fall on a portion of the front façade for approximately 20 minutes on 
the March 21/September 21 analysis day only. The façade would be in sun before and after this 
brief period of incremental shadow. The incremental shadow would not significantly impact this 
resource, given its limited duration and seasonal occurrence. 

Farley Building 
The Farley Building, an NYCL and S/NR-listed structure, has multiple elements identified as 
sunlight-sensitive: the front steps of the building, located on the west side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 31st and West 33rd Streets (which are often utilized by workers and visitors for 
lunch-time seating and people watching); the monumental colonnade at the entrance at the top of 
the steps, whose architectural significance—like any colonnade—depends partly on the interplay 
of light and shadow; and the skylights—particularly the large central skylight over the train hall.  

Skylights 
In the winter months, incremental shadow would fall on the skylights for approximately four 
hours, from late morning to mid-afternoon, blocking all direct sun to the large central skylight for 
two and a half hours during this period. In the early spring and fall months represented by March 
21/September 21, incremental shadow would block part or sometimes all direct sun to the 
skylights at certain times intermittently throughout the day. In the late spring and summer months, 
the effect of incremental shadow would be much less severe, allowing some or all of the skylights 
to be in sun for much of the day, particularly in the afternoons.   

Despite the long durations of incremental shadow, which would block some or all direct sun at certain 
times, the large central skylight would continue to receive ambient daylight throughout the day. The 
skylight would also potentially receive reflected sunlight at times from the tall glassy buildings to the 
north, east, and west. Further, in the late spring and summer months, direct sun would reach some or 
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all of the skylight for most of the day after approximately 8:15 AM EST.10 Nevertheless, the 
incremental shadow from the new buildings would result in a substantial reduction in direct sunlight 
to this historic architectural feature, and the train hall below it, particularly in the fall, winter, and 
early spring, eliminating most or all the direct sun for periods of time over the course of the day. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse shadow impact to the skylights 
of the Farley Building. 

Colonnade 
Incremental shadows would pass across portions of the colonnade in all seasons, for a total 
duration of between an hour and an hour and a half, approximately, in fall, winter, and spring, and 
for a half-hour in early summer. These new shadows would occur in the first half of the day; in 
the afternoon, when the sun is in the western portion of the sky, the colonnade would not receive 
direct sun with or without the Proposed Project. The incremental shadow only briefly eliminates 
all remaining sun on the colonnade, for 25 minutes in winter and 10 minutes in fall and early 
spring, and not at all in the other seasons. Given the limited extent and duration of incremental 
shadows, and the remaining sunlight, the incremental shadow would not significantly affect the 
architectural significance of the colonnade.   

Steps 
Incremental shadow would fall on the steps throughout the year, between approximately two and 
three and a half hours, depending on the season, occurring primarily in the early afternoon. In the 
fall, winter, and early spring, the incremental shadow would eliminate remaining sun on the steps 
for between one and two hours. Given the substantial elimination of available sunlight on these 
steps in all seasons, the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to the 
public’s use of the steps as an open space resource. 

Former Greenwich Savings Bank 
This building, located on the east side of Broadway at West 36th Street, is an NYCL and S/NR-
listed building whose Broadway façade features projecting colonnades and rusticated masonry, 
both of which are sunlight-dependent for full appreciation. This façade would receive an hour and 
35 minutes of incremental shadow on the March 21/September 21 analysis day, eliminating all 
sunlight to the façade for most of that period. On May 6 and August 6 incremental shadow would 
fall on a small portion of the façade between 1:55 PM to 2:20 PM, and sunlight would continue to 
reach most of the façade during this time, and then again from 4:30 PM to 5:10 PM, eliminating 
the sunlight for about half of this 40 minute period. The facade would not experience incremental 
shadow on the winter and summer solstice analysis days. Given the limited period of total 
coverage (approximately an hour and 35 minutes on the March/September day and about 1 hour 
5 minutes on the May 6/August 6 analysis day) and limited seasonal occurrence, the incremental 
shadow would not significantly impact the public’s ability to appreciate this architectural resource. 

1407 Broadway 
This building is a contributing resource to the S/NR-listed Garment Center Historic District by 
virtue of its ribbon windows, characteristic of early postwar style, and the colorful green brick and 
red window framing, all of which are identified as sunlight-dependent to a degree. All façades 
contain these elements, although the rear (west) façade is partially obscured and not generally 
visible to pedestrians. The rear and the south façade face the Project Area. 

 
10 9:15 AM EDT. 
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Incremental shadow would fall on this building only in winter, moving across portions of the south 
façade’s upper floors (the tower portion of the building, above the approximately 25 story base) 
over the course of an hour and 20 minutes in mid-afternoon, eliminating the remaining sun from 
the façade for 50 minutes during that time. The upper floors are mostly in sun at other times of 
day, particularly earlier in the afternoon. Given the limited duration of incremental shadow, and 
its limited seasonal occurrence, and the fact that it would occur above 25 stories and therefore less 
noticeable to pedestrians, the new shadow would not be significant. 

1430 Broadway 
This building, similar to 1407 Broadway, is a contributing resource to the Garment Center Historic 
District, and features the same kind of strip windows that are characteristic of that architectural 
era. Its south façade faces the Project Area and would be affected by project-generated shadows. 

On the winter analysis day, incremental shadow would pass across the south façade for one hour, 
eliminating the small area of remaining sun on several upper floors of the façade for most of that 
duration, the rest of the façade already being in late afternoon winter shadow. The new shadow 
would be small and not very discernable to pedestrians, as it would be on the upper floors; 
consequently, it would not significantly impact this resource. 

Times Square Theatre 
This historic theatre on the north side of West 42nd Street features an imposing colonnade on its 
front façade, facing south. A sliver of incremental shadow would reach the façade on the winter 
analysis day only, for 15 minutes starting just after 1:00 PM. The sliver of new shadow would not 
significantly affect the look or architectural aesthetic of the façade, and in fact would very likely 
go unnoticed. 

Former Tiffany Building 
Located at 401 Fifth Avenue at West 37th Street, this NYCL and S/NR-listed building’s Fifth 
Avenue façade faces the Project Area, and features projecting colonnades, deeply carved orna-
mentation, and large recessed window bays, all of which are considered sunlight-sensitive 
architectural features.  

Incremental shadow would reach a small area of the façade for 45 minutes in the late afternoon of 
the May 6/August 6 analysis day, eliminating that last patch of sunlight. The size of the new 
shadow would be small, and would only occur on this analysis day, and would therefore not be 
significant. 

Former De Lamar Mansion 
This NYCL and S/NR-listed building at 233 Madison Avenue at the corner of West 37th Street is 
a Beaux-Arts style mansion with pronounced rustication and projecting, carved ornamental 
stonework.  

Incremental shadow would pass across the façade briefly in the late afternoon of the May 6/August 
6 analysis day, lasting a total of 30 minutes, eliminating the patch of remaining sun for most of 
that period. The size of the new shadow would be small, and would only occur on this analysis 
day, and would therefore not be significant. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 

The Hudson River 
The river would receive a negligible amount of incremental shadow and would not be adversely 
impacted. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS RESULTS—2044 

By 2044, five additional buildings would be constructed in the Project Area, in addition to the new 
buildings on Sites 1, 4, and 7 that had been analyzed for the interim 2033 year. As discussed below, 
these additional buildings would result in substantially more incremental shadow compared to the 
2044 No Action condition, particularly within the Project Area.  

Of the 70 open spaces that were analyzed, 27 would receive incremental shadows on one or more 
representative analysis days. The plazas located within the Project Area, including the MSG POPS 
plazas, Plaza 33, and the remaining 1 Penn Plaza POPS, would receive incremental shadow in all 
seasons, sometimes spanning nearly the entire day in duration. To the east, Herald Square and the 
adjacent pedestrian plazas would receive two and a half to five and a half hours of afternoon 
incremental shadow in the late spring and summer. To the southwest, Chelsea Park, the Penn 
South open spaces, and certain Ninth Avenue Greenstreets medians would receive between 
approximately one and a half to two and three-quarters hours of incremental shadow in the late 
spring and summer. Further west, portions of the High Line would receive up to approximately an 
hour and a quarter of early morning incremental shadow in the spring, summer, and fall, and 
Manhattan West plaza would receive approximately two and a half to three hours of morning 
shadow in the fall, winter, and early spring. North of the Project Area, a pedestrian plaza at Dyer 
Avenue and West 36th Street would receive two hours of incremental shadow in the late mornings 
in winter. A number of other open spaces would receive limited incremental shadow, as shown in 
Table 7-6.  

EFFECT OF SITE 2B WITH POTENTIAL SEVENTH AVENUE-FACING TRAIN HALL 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the new train hall for the potential expansion of 
Penn Station would be located in the base of the building on Site 2B along West 31st Street with 
wrap-around frontage either in the midblock, adjacent to the new public plaza, or along Seventh 
Avenue. The analysis presented in this chapter assumes the midblock train hall option with the 
building on Site 2B setback 15 feet from the property line along Seventh Avenue. If the Seventh 
Avenue-facing train hall option is developed, the building on Site 2B would be set back 50 feet 
from the property line along Seventh Avenue. This 35-foot shift westward in the location of the 
building on Site 2B with the Seventh Avenue-facing train hall would result in minimal changes to 
exit and entry times of incremental shadow on affected resources. These changes would not result 
in any meaningful changes to the potential impacts of incremental shadows on those resources or 
alter the conclusions of the analysis. 
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Table 7-6 
Incremental Shadow Durations—Phase 2 

Map 
Reference Resource Dec. 21 March 21/Sept. 21 May 6/August 6 June 21 

Publicly Accessible Open Spaces 

2 Clement Clarke Moore Park - - - 5:57am to 6:40am; 
total 43 min 

4 Ninth Avenue Greenstreets, West 
22nd to West 30th Streets - 7:36am to 8:36am; 

total 1 hour 
6:27am to 9:20am; 

total 2 hr 53 min 
5:57am to 9:35am; 

total 3 hr 38 min 

5 Penn South Playground - - 6:27am to 6:45am; 
total 18 min 

5:57am to 7:15; 
total 1 hr 18 min 

6 Penn South open spaces - - 6:27am to 8:05am; 
total 1 hr 38 min 

5:57am to 8:45am; 
total 2 hr 48 min 

7 Chelsea Park - 7:36am to 7:45am, 
total 9 min 

6:27am to 8:15am; 
total 1 hr 48 min 

6:10am to 8:20am; 
total 2 hr 10 min 

8 The High Line1 - 7:36am to 9:20am; 
total 1 hr 44 min 

6:27am to 7:20am; 
total 53 min 

5:57am to 6:40am; 
total 43 min 

11 Route 9A Bikeway 
8:51am to 9:12am; 
8:51am to 9:28am; 

total 37 min 

7:36am to 7:45am; 
total 9 min 

6:27am to 6:40am; 
total 13 min 

6:20am to 6:30am; 
total 10 min 

13 450 West 33 Street - Manhattan 
West 

8:51am to 11:30am; 
2 hr 39 min 

7:40am to 10:35am; 
total 2 hr 55 min 

6:50am to 8:05am; 
total 1 hr 15 min 

7:25am to 7:35am; 
total 10 min 

14 MSG POPS 

9:15am to 9:20am; 
9:30am to 10:40am; 
12:25pm to 1:10pm; 
2:35pm to 2:53pm; 

total 2 hr 18 min 

7:50am 8:25am; 
8:50am to 8:55am; 
9:10am to 4:29pm; 

total 7 hr 59 min 

7:35am to 9:20am; 
9:30am to 5:18pm; 

total 9 hr 33 min 

8:20am to 9:50am; 
10:30am to 6:01pm; 

total 8 hr 56 min 

15 Plaza 33 
12:15pm to 1:05pm; 
1:30pm to 2:40pm; 

total 2 hours 

8:55am to 9:30am; 
10:05am to 

12:50pm; 1:05pm to 
1:55pm, 2:15pm to 

4:00pm; 
total 5 hr 55 min 

6:30am to 9:25am; 
9:40am to 11:50am; 
12:25pm to 4:20pm; 

total 9 hours 

6:35am to 10:00am; 
10:15am to 11:55am; 
12:50pm to 1:25pm; 
1:40pm to 2:50pm;  
3:30pm to 3:50pm; 

total 6 hr 25 min 

16 1 Penn Plaza POPS 12:25pm to 1:15pm; 
total 50 min 

8:20am to 9:25am; 
10:00am to 

10:10am; 10:55am 
to 2:10pm; 4:05pm 

to 4:29pm; 
total 4 hr 54 min 

9:00am to 10:50am; 
12:05pm to 3:20pm; 

total 5 hr 5 min 

9:25am to 11:10am; 
total 1 hr 45 min 

17 525 Eighth Avenue POPS 1:20pm to 1:30pm; 
total 10 min 

10:40am to 
10:50am; 11:00am 

to 11:30am; 
12:20pm to 
12:55pm; 

total 1 hr 15 min 

- - 

18 Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza 
10:00am to 
11:55am; 

total 1 hr 55 min 
- - - 

25 Hudson River Park 8:51am to 9:20am; 
total 29 min 

7:36am to 7:55am; 
total 19 min 

6:33am to 6:37am; 
total 4 min - 

56 Father Duffy Square 1:25pm to 1:45pm; 
total 20 min - - - 

65 Bryant Park 2:10pm to 2:45pm; 
total 35 min 

3:15pm to 4:15pm; 
total 1 hour - - 

67 Times Square Plaza 
1:05pm to 1:10pm; 
2:05pm to 2:25pm; 

total 25 min 
- - - 

68 1411 Broadway - World Apparel 
Center 

12:45pm to 
12:50pm; 2:10pm to 
2:20pm; 2:40pm to 

2:53pm; 
total 28 min 

- - - 

69 Broadway Boulevard Plazas 12:55pm to 1:35pm; 
total 40 min 

12:50pm to 2:30pm; 
total 2 hr 40 min 

1:15pm to 3:45pm; 
total 2 hr 10 min 

1:35pm to 4:00pm; 
total 2 hr 25 min 

70 Herald Square2 - 1:15pm to 2:45pm; 
total 1 hr 30 min 

12:40pm to 3:10pm; 
4:00pm to 4:20pm; 

total 2 hr 35 min 

12:55pm to 4:30pm; 
total 3 hr 35 min 

71 Herald Square Park3 - 12:55pm to 2:35pm; 
total 1 hr 40 min 

12:30pm to 3:55pm; 
total 3 hr 10 min 

12:35pm to 5:35pm; 
total 5 hr 35 min 
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Table 7-6 (cont’d) 
Incremental Shadow Durations—Phase 2 

Map 
Reference Resource Dec. 21 March 21/Sept. 21 May 6/August 6 June 21 

Publicly Accessible Open Spaces (continued) 

72 Greeley Square Park - - - 2:15pm to 3:20pm; 
total 1 hr 5 min 

74 1250 Broadway POPS - - - 4:25pm to 4:45pm; 
total 20 min 

85 Park Avenue Malls - - 4:45pm to 4:50pm; 
total 5 min 

(at E. 35th St.) 
5:20pm to 5:30pm; 

total 10 min 

89 137 East 36th Street - Carlton 
Regency - - - 5:15pm to 5:20pm; 

total 5 min 

95 St. Vartan Park - - - 5:50pm to 6:01pm; 
total 11 min 

97 630 First Avenue - Manhattan Place - - - 5:55pm to 6:01pm; 
total 6 min 

Historic Resources with Sunlight-Sensitive Features 

2 Guardian Angel Church - - - 5:57am to 6:35am; 
total 38 min 

3 Starrett-Lehigh Building - 7:36am to 7:41am; 
total 5 min - - 

4 518 West 26th St - - 
6:27am to 6:35am; 

 
total 8 min 

 

5 508 West 26th St - - 6:27am to 7:15am; 
total 48 min - 

6 259 Tenth Avenue - - 6:27am to 7:25am; 
total 58min - 

7 St Columba Church - - 6:27am to 6:33am; 
total 6 min 

6:15am to 7:05am; 
total 50 min 

8 Church of the Holy Apostles - - 6:27am to 8:00am; 
total 1 hr 33 min 

5:57am to 8:30am; 2 
hr 33 min 

9 St. Michael's Catholic Church 8:51am to 10:45am; 
total 1 hr 54 min 

8:10am to 9:05am; 
total 55 min - - 

10 Hudson Yards Synagogue - 

9:05am to 9:25am; 
10:00am to 
10:15am;  

total 35 min 

- - 

11 Farley Building - Skylights 9:40am to 2:40pm; 
total 5 hr 5 min 

7:55am to 8:55am; 
9:20am to 4:29pm; 

total 8 hr 9 min 

7:20am to 9:10am; 
10:25am to 12:40pm; 
2:00pm to 3:50pm; 

total 5 hr 55 min 

7:55am to 9:10am; 
11:00am to 11:25am; 
11:40am to 12:35pm; 

total 2 hr 35 min 

11 Farley Building - Colonnade 8:51am to 1:50pm; 
total 4 hr 59 min 

7:36am to 8:05am; 
8:20am to 9:05am; 

9:20am to 12:30pm; 
12:40pm to 1:20pm; 

total 4 hr 44 min 

6:27am to 9:40am; 
10:10am to 12:05pm; 
12:25pm to 12:40pm; 

total 5 hr 23 min 

7:05am to 9:30am; 
11:00am to 11:55am; 
12:20pm to 12:35pm; 

total 3 hr 35 min 

11 Farley Building - Steps 8:51am to 2:53pm; 
total 6 hr 2 min 

8:55am to 9:05am; 
9:20am to 3:30pm;  

total 6 hr 20 min 

7:20am to 9:45am; 
10:10am to 12:15pm; 
12:35pm to 2:35pm; 

total 6 hr 30 min 

7:20am to 9:30am; 
11:00am to 12:05pm; 
12:25pm to 2:40pm;  

total 5 hr 30 min 

12 St. Francis of Assisi Church - 2:05pm to 3:35pm; 
total 1 hr 30 min 

7:15am to 7:35am; 
1:15pm to 2:55pm; 

total 2 hours 

7:20am to 9:05am; 
1:05pm to 3:00pm; 

total 3 hours 

13 Former Greenwich Savings Bank 1:10pm to 2:10pm; 
total 1 hour 

12:55pm to 4:20pm; 
total 3 hr 25 min 

1:50pm to 4:10pm; 
4:30pm to 5:10pm; 

total 3 hours 

2:05pm to 2:35pm; 
2:55pm to 3:35pm; 

total 1 hr 10 min 

14 1407 Broadway 12:25pm to 2:53pm; 
total 2 hr 28 min 

2:00pm to 3:00pm;  
total 1 hr - - 

15 1430 Broadway 1:00pm to 2:53pm; 
total 1 hr 53 min - - - 

16 Times Square Theatre 
1:05pm to 1:20pm; 
1:30pm to 1:50pm; 

total 35 min 
- - - 
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Table 7-6 (cont’d) 
Incremental Shadow Durations—Phase 2 

Map 
Reference Resource Dec. 21 March 21/Sept. 21 May 6/August 6 June 21 

Historic Resources with Sunlight-Sensitive Features (continued) 

30 NYPL Stephen A. Schwarzman 
Building - 3:30pm to 4:20pm; 

total 50 min - - 

31 Former Tiffany Building - 4:20pm to 4:29pm; 
total 9 min 

3:45pm to 4:30pm;  
total 45 min - 

32 Former De Lamar Mansion - - 4:20pm to 5:18pm;  
total 58 min - 

33 Pierpont Morgan Library and Annex - - - 5:30pm to 5:45pm; 
total 15 min 

34 Church of the Incarnation - - - 
5:15pm to 5:30pm; 
5:40pm to 6:01pm; 

total 36 min 

35 2 Park Avenue - - - 5:30pm to 6:01pm; 
total 31 min 

Sunlight-Sensitive Natural Resources 

 Hudson River 8:51am to 9:20am; 
total 29 min 

7:36am to 7:40am; 
total 4 min 

6:27am to 6:33am;  
total 6 min 

5:57am to 6:05; 
total 8 min 

Notes: 
Table indicates entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadow for each sunlight-sensitive resource. 
Daylight saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the 
March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time. 
1. The High Line includes the planned expansion that will connect the High Line’s Spur to the Manhattan West publicly accessible open space (Magnolia Court). 
2. In this study, Herald Square is the triangular park between Broadway, Sixth Avenue, West 34th and 35th Streets, under the jurisdiction of the NYC Parks; Herald 

Square Park represents the closed and painted portions of the Broadway roadbeds between West 33rd and West 35th Streets under the jurisdiction of NYCDOT.  
3. As discussed in detail in the descriptive section below, the Farley Building is a historic landmark that contains multiple sunlight-sensitive features: the skylights, 

the Eighth Avenue colonnade, and the Eighth Avenue steps. 

 

Of the 37 historic resources that were analyzed, 21 would receive incremental shadows on one or 
more analysis days. The skylights, steps, and colonnade of the Farley Building, located in the 
Project Area, would receive substantially more incremental shadow than under the 2044 No 
Action condition, lasting throughout the day in fall, winter, and early spring, and for much of the 
day in late spring and summer. St. Michael’s Catholic Church, an S/NR-eligible and NYCL-
eligible building at 424 West 34th Street, between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, would receive two 
hours of incremental shadow in the mid- to late mornings in winter, eliminating sunlight from all 
the stained glass windows for much of that duration, and for an hour in fall and early spring, 
though only partially blocking light to the windows. Sunlight would also be blocked from all the 
windows of The Church of the Holy Apostles for an hour and a half to two hours on multiple 
analysis days, albeit very early in the morning. The St. Francis of Assisi Church, located adjacent 
to the Project Area at 135 West 31st Street, is an S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible building with 
stained glass windows on its rear façade, or apse, facing north to Sites 7 and 8, as well as stained 
glass windows on its west and south facades facing Sites 2 and 3. These windows would receive 
incremental shadows for an hour and a half to two hours in the afternoons in spring, summer, and 
fall, covering all windows for a portion of this duration, and could also receive incremental shadow 
on its rear windows for up to an hour and 40 minutes in early summer. The Broadway façade of 
the former Greenwich Savings Bank would be completely covered by incremental shadow for an 
hour and 45 minutes on the May 6/August 6 analysis day, an hour in winter, and for three hours 
on the March 21/September 21 analysis day. Sixteen other historic resources would receive limited 
incremental shadow, as shown in Table 7-6. 

The other 43 open space resources and 16 historic resources that were analyzed would not receive 
any incremental shadows. As noted in the preceding section, the Proposed Project is situated in an 
area densely developed with tall and often bulky buildings, which limit the size and the reach of 
incremental shadow. 
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Table 7-6 summarizes the entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadows on each 
affected sun-sensitive resource. Figures 7-60 to 7-119 document the results of the analysis by 
providing graphic representations from the computer animation of times when incremental 
shadow would fall on a sun-sensitive resource. The figures illustrate the extent of additional 
incremental shadow at that moment in time (highlighted in red) and also show existing shadow as 
well as remaining areas of sunlight. 

ASSESSMENT OF SHADOW IMPACTS BY RESOURCE—2044 

The following section briefly describes each affected resource that would receive more than 10 
minutes of incremental shadow;11 its sunlight sensitivity; and the extent, duration, and potential 
effects of incremental shadow. If the features and sunlight-sensitivity of the resource were 
described in the preceding discussion for the 2033 analysis year, that description is not repeated 
here; only the extent, duration, and potential effects of incremental shadow in 2044 are described.  

OPEN SPACE RESOURCES 

Clement Clarke Moore Park 
On June 21, incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining sun on the park from 5:57 AM to 
6:25 AM. The new shadow would then begin to exit, allowing more and more sun on the park, 
and would exit completely 15 minutes later at 6:40 AM, after which the park would be mostly or 
entirely in sun until late afternoon when existing shadows from the west begin to cover most of 
the park. No incremental shadow would occur on any other analysis day, and given the brief 
duration, early hour, and limited seasonal occurrence, the new shadow would not be significant. 

Ninth Avenue Greenstreets, West 22nd to West 30th Streets 
In the early morning on the March 21/September 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would fall 
for 30 minutes on the West 29th Street island, and for an hour on the West 30th Street island. 
These two islands would get approximately three or more hours of direct sun over the course of 
this analysis day in the With Action condition. On May 6/August 6 and June 21, incremental 
shadow would fall on various islands between West 22nd and West 30th Streets from the start of 
the analysis day to 9:20 AM, falling on some islands only briefly and on others (in the northern 
end, primarily West 29th and West 30th Streets) for as long as two hours. All the islands would 
receive a minimum of three to six hours of sunlight through the May/August and June analysis 
periods, which is the heart of the growing season in New York City.  

Like many traffic islands and medians in densely developed areas of the City, these tend to get 
limited direct sunlight under existing (and future No Action) conditions, particularly on the March 
21/September 21 analysis day when shadows are longer than at other times in the growing season. 
Therefore, any duration of incremental shadow could cause additional stress to the vegetation; 
however, these islands (like other Greenstreets islands and medians) contain hardy plantings in 
order to thrive in their current environment of suboptimal sunlight and surrounding traffic. 
Through the heart of the growing season (May to August), these islands would continue to receive 
a minimum of three to six hours of direct sunlight per day. It is therefore anticipated that up to an 

 
11 As noted previously, per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, incremental shadow is not considered 

significant when its duration is no more than 10 minutes and the resource otherwise continues to receive 
substantial sunlight. CEQR Technical Manual, 2014 edition, page 8-27. 
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Figure 7-60

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:40 AM
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Figure 7-61

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

8:00 AM
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Figure 7-62

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

8:30 AM
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Figure 7-63

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6:45 AM
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Figure 7-64

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:15 AM



Ni
nt

h 
Av

e
Ni

nt
h 

Av
e

W 26th StW 26th St

W 25th StW 25th St

W 28th StW 28th St

W 30th StW 30th St

Te
nt

h 
Av

e
Te

nt
h 

Av
e

W 24th StW 24th St

W 23rd StW 23rd St

W 22nd StW 22nd St

W 21st StW 21st St

7.7.
Chelsea ParkChelsea Park

6.6.
Penn SouthPenn South
open spacesopen spaces

5.5.
Penn South Penn South 
PlaygroundPlayground

8.8.
High LineHigh Line

4.4.
Ninth Avenue  Ninth Avenue  
Greenstreets,Greenstreets,

 W 22nd to   W 22nd to  
W 30th StsW 30th Sts

2.2.
Clement Clarke  Clement Clarke  

Moore ParkMoore Park

Figure 7-65

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:45 AM
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Figure 7-66

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6:15 AM
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Figure 7-67

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6:45 AM
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Figure 7-68

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:15 AM
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Figure 7-69

4.1.22

Detailed Analysis

4.1.22

June 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent 
incremental shadow resulting from the Proposed Development. 
All other shadow is future No Action shadow, i.e. baseline shadow 
from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight saving time is 
not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect 
for the March/September, May/August, and June analysis periods, 
add one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:45 AM
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Figure 7-70

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

Detailed Analysis

December 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

8:51 AM
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Figure 7-71

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

Detailed Analysis

December 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

9:45 AM
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Figure 7-72

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

Detailed Analysis

December 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource
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10:15 AM
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Figure 7-73

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

Detailed Analysis

December 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource
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10:45 AM
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Figure 7-74

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-75

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-76

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-77

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-78

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-79

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-80

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 
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Figure 7-81
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-82
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-83
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-84
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-85

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-86

4.
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-87

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-88

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-89

4.
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NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

12:15 PM
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Figure 7-90

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

12:45 PM
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Figure 7-91

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space
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CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

1:15 PM
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Figure 7-92

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

1:45 PM
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Figure 7-93

4.
1.
22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Detailed Analysis

March 21 / September 21Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow
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PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2:15 PM
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Figure 7-94

4.
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22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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3:15 PM
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Figure 7-95

4.
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:45 AM
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Figure 7-96
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource
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8:15 AM
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Figure 7-97
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource
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Figure 7-98
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-99
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Figure 7-100
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

12:00 PM
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Figure 7-101
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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1:15 PM
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Figure 7-102
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Incremental Shadow

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource
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Figure 7-103
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Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2:15 PM



Se
ve

nt
h 

Av
e

Se
ve

nt
h 

Av
e

Si
xt

h 
Av

e 
(A

ve
nu

e 
Of

 T
he

 A
m

er
ic

as
)

Si
xt

h 
Av

e 
(A

ve
nu

e 
Of

 T
he

 A
m

er
ic

as
)

Broadw
ay

Broadw
ay

Ei
gh

th
 A

ve
Ei

gh
th

 A
ve

Ni
nt

h 
Av

e
Ni

nt
h 

Av
e

W 34th StW 34th St

W 33rd StW 33rd St

W 35th StW 35th St

W 36th StW 36th St

W 37th StW 37th St

W 38th StW 38th St

16.16.
Pennsylvania Plaza -  Pennsylvania Plaza -  

One Penn PlazaOne Penn Plaza

15.  15.  
33rd St Plaza33rd St Plaza

14. 14. 
Madison Square Madison Square 

Garden open Garden open 
spacespace13.13.

450 West 33 Street -  450 West 33 Street -  
Manhattan WestManhattan West

71. Herald 71. Herald 
Square ParkSquare Park

Figure 7-104

4.
1.
22

Detailed Analysis

May 6 / August 6

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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2:45 PM
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Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Detailed Analysis

June 21

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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3:15 PM



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-111

4.1.22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6:15 AM
June 21

Guardian Angel Church
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Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-112

4.1.22

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

7:00 AM
May 6 / August 6

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

West 26th Street and Tenth Avenue



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-113

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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7:45 AM 8:00 AM
June 21May 6 / August 6

Church of the Holy Apostles



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-114

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. 

10:15 AM9:00 AM
December 21December 21

St. Michael’s Catholic Church



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-115

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
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2:00 PM2:00 PM
June 21May 6 / August 6

St. Francis of Assisi Church



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-116

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Former Greenwich Savings Bank

3:30 PM
May 6 / August 6

2:00 PM
May 6 / August 6



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-117

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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2:45 PM
December 21 

Bryant Park and NYPL Stephen A. Schwarzman Building 

2:15 PM
December 21 



Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-118

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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Detailed Analysis
Figure 7-119

4.1.22

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Sunlight-Sensitive Historic Resource

Incremental Shadow

NOTES: Only the areas of shadow highlighted in red represent incremental shadow 
resulting from the Proposed Development. All other shadow is future No Action 
shadow, i.e. baseline shadow from existing and future No Action buildings. Daylight 
saving time is not used—times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical 
Manual guidelines. However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/
September, May/August, and June analysis periods, add one hour to the given times 
to determine the actual clock time.
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1407 Broadway and 1430 Broadway



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 7-34  

hour of new shadow on the March 21/September 21 analysis day and up to two hours in May 
through August would not significantly affect the health of the plantings in these islands.  

Penn South Playground 
Incremental shadow would reach this playground early in the morning of the late spring and 
summer analysis days. On the May 6/August 6 analysis day, the incremental shadow would be 
small and brief, exiting the playground by 6:50 AM, and most of the park would remain in sun 
even during the 20-minute duration. On the June 21 morning, which starts earlier, the shadow 
would be larger at first, eliminating the sun until 6:40 AM and most sun until 7:00 AM, but would 
then exit by 7:20 AM and the playground would be mostly or completely in sun for the rest of the 
day. Therefore, despite the period of complete elimination of sun, given the early morning 
occurrence, limited seasonal occurrence, and ample sunlight after 7:15 AM for the rest of the day, 
the incremental shadow would not cause a significant adverse impact to this playground.  

Penn South Open Spaces 
The open spaces in this complex would receive incremental shadow during late spring and summer 
mornings. Substantial in extent at first, the new shadows would eliminate remaining sun from the 
large open space areas between West 27th and West 28th Streets for the first hour and 10 minutes 
of the analysis day, and would continue to cover large areas through 7:45 AM12 in the May through 
August months.  

The southern open spaces of the Penn South complex, located below West 26th Street a block or 
two away from the northern spaces, would not be affected by incremental shadow after about 7:00 
AM, and would contain some sunlit areas. But the seating areas, trees, and playgrounds in the 
eastern half of Chelsea Park, which are also within a block or two of the northern Penn South 
spaces, would similarly be covered in incremental shadow during the same early period from the 
start of the day until 7:45 AM.  

Overall, new shadows would cover much of the wide band of passive and active open spaces 
extending between Eighth and Tenth Avenues and West 26th to West 28th Streets, including the 
northern section of the Penn South complex and Chelsea Park, for the first hour and a half of the 
late spring and summer analysis days. At this early time of day, usage would likely be light 
compared to other times of day. After 7:45 AM, some areas of sun would begin to reach portions 
of the spaces; by 8:05 AM on May 6 and August 6 and 8:45 AM on June 21, incremental shadow 
would be gone and would not return for the rest of the day. Nevertheless, for the first hour and a 
half of the analysis day, the incremental shadows would substantially alter the look and feel of 
these collective spaces by eliminating most or all of the remaining sunlight. These active and 
passive spaces are well-used by the community, and despite the early hour the incremental 
shadows could impact the usability of the park for morning activities such as exercising, dog-
walking, or sitting on the many benches located throughout these spaces. Additionally, the Penn 
South complex is S/NR-eligible, in part due to the significance of its “tower in the park” design, 
with cruciform towers maximizing light and the provision of open space for its residents and the 
wider community. Given these factors, and despite the early hour, the incremental shadow from 

 
12 EST is used throughout this analysis, as mandated by the CEQR Technical Manual. However, in the late 

spring and summer months discussed here, Daylight Saving Time would be in effect so that, for example, 
the 7:45 AM referenced here would in reality be 8:45 AM EDT.  
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the new buildings on Sites 2 (both buildings), 3, 6, 7, and 8 would constitute a significant adverse 
impact to the use and character of the Penn South complex open spaces. 

Chelsea Park 
As with the Penn South open spaces, incremental shadow would fall across much of Chelsea Park 
in the early mornings of the May 6/August 6 and June 21 analysis days. On May 6 and August 6, 
incremental shadow would eliminate most of the sun on the park until nearly 8:00 AM, and on 
June 21 it would eliminate the sun from the eastern half of the park until nearly 8:00 AM.13 As 
noted above, the eastern portion of the park contains all the passive recreational amenities, such 
as benches and seating areas, as well as play equipment, trees, landscaping, a comfort station, and 
handball courts. The western half of the park contains all active amenities: a large turf field and 
handball courts. Overall, the Proposed Project would add long durations of new shadow during 
the late spring and summer seasons, removing sunlight from large portions of the park, especially 
in the eastern half that contains the passive amenities. The incremental shadow would occur early, 
when use of the park would likely be light compared to other times of day. It should be noted that 
some open space users may prefer shade and the relief it offers in the warmer months of the year, 
particularly if they are engaged in more physically strenuous activities. By approximately 8:20 
AM the incremental shadow would be gone and would not return for the rest of the day. However, 
given the large extent and duration of the incremental shadow, particularly on the eastern side of 
the park, the incremental shadow from the new buildings on Sites 1 (the building along Eighth 
Avenue), 2 (both buildings), 5, 6, and 7 would reduce the usability and attractiveness of the open 
space and would constitute a significant adverse impact to Chelsea Park.  

The High Line 
In the spring, summer, and fall, at the start of each analysis day in the morning a small area of the 
High Line would receive incremental shadow, for approximately an hour and a quarter. On the 
March 21/September 21 analysis day, from 7:30 AM to 8:45 AM, incremental shadow would fall 
on the Spur at West 30th Street and nearby areas between West 28th and West 30th Streets, 
moving among existing shadows and areas of sunlight over the course of this period. Large and 
small patches of sun would remain on these areas of this linear park, as well as to the south, and 
in Hudson Yards. Incremental shadow would exit the existing portions of the High Line described 
above at 8:45 AM but would continue to fall on a portion of the future High Line extension 
between the Spur at Tenth Avenue and the Manhattan West open space (Magnolia Court) for 
another 35 minutes until 9:20 AM. During the late spring and summer, similar areas of incremental 
shadow would fall farther south on the High Line beginning early in the morning, moving 
clockwise “up” the High Line along with other baseline shadows and patches of sunlight over the 
course of about 45 minutes, and exiting by 7:20 AM or earlier. Sunlit areas would remain 
throughout this period and the limited incremental shadow would not significantly affect the park. 

Route 9A Bikeway 
Small areas of incremental shadow would fall intermittently on a section of the bikeway for a total 
of 37 minutes on winter mornings and for up to 13 minutes in the spring, summer, and fall 
mornings. Given the short duration of the shadow and the active, transient nature of its users, the 
new shadow would not significantly affect this resource. 

 
13 As noted in the prior passage above, Daylight Saving Time is in effect in May, August, and June, so the 

given time of 8:00 AM EST would be in reality be 9:00 AM EDT.  
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Manhattan West 
In winter, much of this plaza would be in No Action shadow throughout the morning and 
incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining patches of sunlight from the start of the 
analysis day to 10:00 AM, after which sun would begin to reach some areas. Incremental shadow 
would continue to shade a portion of the plaza until it exited at 11:30 AM. This plaza would likely 
experience light use on winter mornings, given the nature of the site—primarily office, shopping, 
and dining uses. The plaza would be mostly in shadow and the additional small areas of new 
shadow would not likely significantly change the character or use of the site at this time and 
season.  

On the March 21/September 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would move across the plaza 
from 7:40 AM to 10:35 AM, shading large areas at times and small areas at other times; there 
would be variously small to large areas of remaining sun throughout the morning after 7:55 AM. 
On late spring and summer mornings incremental shadow would be limited in extent and duration 
and exit earlier in the morning, by about 8:00 AM on May 6 and August and 7:30 on June 21, and 
areas of sun would remain throughout these periods. The incremental shadow would not 
substantially alter the use or character of this plaza in any season. 

Madison Square Garden POPS 
Incremental shadow would fall on this pair of plazas for approximately eight to nine and a half 
hours in the spring, summer, and fall, and for a little over two hours in winter. On the late spring 
and summer days, typically, portions of the plazas would be in incremental shadow throughout 
the day while other portions would remain in sun, or be in shadow in the No Action condition. 
However, on the March 21/September 21 analysis day, when cool to mild temperatures are typical, 
incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining sun from the plazas for most of the morning 
until 1:00 PM, and again from 3:30 PM to 4:29 PM, the end of the analysis day. These plazas are 
minimally sensitive, with no amenities or vegetation. However, given the extensive coverage and 
duration of incremental shadow throughout the year, and particularly on March 21 and September 
21, when the Proposed Project would result in approximately five hours of total elimination of 
sunlight, the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse shadow impacts to these plazas. 
The incremental shadows from the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 would contribute to 
the significant adverse shadow impacts to these plazas. 

Plaza 33 
Incremental shadow would fall on this plaza intermittently throughout the spring, summer, and 
fall days, as shadows from several surrounding proposed developments enter and exit over the 
course of the day, with cumulative durations of approximately six hours on March 21 and 
September 21, nine hours on May 6 and August 6, and six and a half on June 21, as well as about 
two hours in winter. Incremental shadow would eliminate remaining sun on the plaza at certain 
times of the day and partially shade it, allowing some sun on the plaza, at other times. Given the 
extensive coverage and duration throughout the year, and particularly in the spring and fall (when 
the weather is cooler), the incremental shadow would result in a significant adverse impact to the 
use of the space. The incremental shadows from the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 
would contribute to the significant adverse shadow impacts to these plazas. 

1 Penn Plaza POPS 
As discussed in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” only the north and south plazas would remain in 2044. 
Incremental shadow would fall on these plazas throughout the year, similar to the Plaza 33 and 
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MSG POPS, with shadows from multiple proposed developments entering and exiting the spaces 
over the course of the day. However, the total durations would be less in each season, because the 
plazas are farther away, ranging from 50 minutes in winter, to an hour 45 minutes in midsummer, 
to five to five and a half in spring, fall, and late summer. In the No Action condition, the plazas 
are generally shady, particularly in fall, winter, and spring, and incremental shadow would 
eliminate remaining slivers and patches of sun during the affected periods. The overall character 
of the space would not substantially change, and the incremental shadow would not significantly 
impact the plaza. 

525 Eighth Avenue POPS 
Incremental shadow would pass across this space for 10 minutes in winter and intermittently on 
the March 21/September 21 analysis day for a total of an hour and 15 minutes.  

Nestled among tall buildings, this plaza—like many in Midtown Manhattan—is mostly shady 
throughout the day, particularly in the fall, winter, and early spring, and is not a destination space 
for users seeking sunlight. Therefore, the limited extent and duration of incremental shadow would 
not be significant. 

Dyer Avenue/37th Street Plaza 
Project-generated shadow would not reach this plaza in spring, summer, or fall, but in winter it 
would block much of the remaining sunlight for about two hours in the middle of the day. The 
plaza is already somewhat shady at this time in the No Action condition, and the areas of 
incremental shadow are small as a result, except for approximately 10:15 AM to 10:45 AM when 
the incremental shadow would cover half or more of the space. While the additional shadow could 
potentially decrease the attractiveness of the space on a cold winter day, the extent and duration 
are somewhat limited and would not greatly alter the already shady winter condition of the space. 
Use would likely be light due to cold winter weather in any case. Given all these factors, the 
incremental shadow would not significantly affect this plaza. 

Hudson River Park 
Slivers of incremental shadow would reach the West 39th Street Ferry Terminal and Pier 78 area 
of the Park for a total of about 30 minutes on the winter analysis day. A small incremental shadow 
would fall among existing shadows near Pier 66 at West 26th Street early in the morning for 19 
minutes on the March 21/September 21 analysis day. Similarly, a small incremental shadow would 
fall among existing shadows at Pier 62 and the adjacent Chelsea Waterside Park at West 23rd 
Street early in the morning for 33 minutes on the May 6/August 6 analysis day, exiting at 7:00 
AM. Other portions of the park would be in sun when incremental shadow would occur, and these 
limited shadows would not be significant.   

Father Duffy Square 
Similar to the 2033 condition, the square would receive 20 minutes of incremental shadow in the 
early afternoon only on the winter analysis day. Some sun would remain on the square during this 
time, and the limited new shadow would not significantly affect this resource. 

Bryant Park 
Bryant Park is a destination space located between Fifth and Sixth Avenues and West 40th and 
West 42nd Streets. In the winter, which is one of the seasons when it could be reached by 
incremental shadow, it typically features an ice skating rink and the Winter Village attraction. In 
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spring, summer, and fall, events sometimes take place on the large central lawn. The lawn is 
surrounded by paths, seating, concession stands, mature trees and plantings  

Incremental shadow would fall on the western edge of the park for 30 minutes near the end of the 
winter analysis day, from 2:10 PM to 2:45 PM. It would not extend far enough into the park to 
reach the rink. Most of the park would already be in shadow in the late afternoon of winter days, 
and the incremental shadow would not be large enough or last long enough to significantly affect 
the park. On the March 21/September 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would fall between 
existing shadows on a portion of the park generally between the central lawn and the NYPL 
Stephen A. Schwarzman building. The affected area would be a relatively small proportion of the 
park, sunlit areas would remain in the northern half of the park at this time, and consequently the 
incremental shadow would not significantly impact the park or its use. 

Times Square Plaza 
Occupying the triangle formed by Broadway, Seventh Avenue, and West 42nd Street, its point 
extending up to West 45th Street, this world-famous pedestrian plaza is typically crowded with 
tourists, office workers, and other passers-by.  

On the winter analysis day, after 2:00 PM, the plaza is almost entirely in shadow, and incremental 
shadow would fall on the last remaining patch of sun from 2:05 PM to 2:20 PM. This would likely 
hardly be noticed, and would certainly not significantly affect the use or character of the plaza at 
this time. Earlier, a minimal incremental shadow would reach the square for five minutes just after 
1:00 PM, and similarly would likely go unnoticed. 

1411 Broadway 
This publicly accessible office plaza occupies the Broadway and Seventh Avenue sides of this 
full-block office building between West 39th and West 40th Streets. Amenities include benches, 
steps, seating ledges, planters, and trees, though most of the plaza is paved and open. 

As with most of midtown in winter, the plaza is largely in No Action shadow after 2:00 PM. A 
sliver of incremental shadow would fall on the plaza from 12:45 PM to 12:50 PM, another would 
fall from 2:10 PM to 2:20 PM, and another would fall from 2:40 PM to 2:53 PM, the latter 
eliminating the remaining patch of sunlight at that time. These slivers of new shadow would not 
be significant. 

Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
Incremental shadow would fall on portions of these plazas in the afternoons in all seasons. The 
plazas are generally shady in the afternoons, with tall and/or bulky midtown buildings on both 
sides, particularly in winter and on March 21 and September 21. 

In winter, incremental shadow would pass across these plazas for a total of 40 minutes in the 
middle of the day; the additional 40 minutes would not significantly alter the use or character of 
the plazas, particularly when use would likely be light due to cold weather. On the March 
21/September 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would fall on portions of the plazas between 
12:50 PM and 2:40 PM. Overlapping with No Action shadow, the new shadow would be primarily 
limited to patches and slivers, particularly after 2:00 PM, and similar to winter would not signifi-
cantly alter the experience. 

In the late spring and summer months, incremental shadow would fall on Broadway a bit later in 
the afternoon, and the shorter summer shadows would be limited to the sections between West 
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35th and West 37th Streets, and particularly in midsummer would be limited to a sliver between 
West 35th and West 36th Streets. With generally shorter shadows, some sunlit patches would 
remain available to the north and south of the affected area for users seeking sun, and consequently 
the new shadows would not be significant.  

Herald Square and Herald Square Park 
Unlike the narrower Broadway Boulevard Plazas extending north of West 35th Street, Herald 
Square and the adjacent pedestrian plaza are more open to the sky, and in the late spring and 
summer months, in the No Action condition, these spaces tend to be sunny in the middle of the 
day. With the Proposed Project, incremental shadow would eliminate all or nearly all of the sun 
from Herald Square Park two hours earlier in the afternoon, on the May 6/August 6 and June 21 
analysis days. The park would be a much shadier place from 1:00 PM to 2:45 PM in early May 
and early August, and from 2:00 PM to 3:15 PM in late June, with little or no sun remaining during 
this period. Given the high utilization rates at this park, particularly at this time of day, with 
workers, shoppers, and tourists using the open space, the new shadow from the developments on 
Sites 7 and 8 would substantially reduce the attractiveness and usability of the open space and 
would constitute a significant adverse impact to Herald Square at this time in the late spring and 
summer seasons. 

Greeley Square Park 
Greeley Square is a triangular park bounded by West 33rd Street to the north, Broadway to the 
east (this section of Broadway is closed to vehicular traffic as part of the Broadway Boulevard 
Plazas described above), Sixth Avenue to the west, and West 32nd Street to the south. Greeley 
Square includes ledge seating alongside raised planter beds, moveable café chairs and tables, a 
restroom (currently closed), and a food concession area.  

Project-generated shadow could only extend far enough south to reach this park on the June 21 
analysis day, and would cast a sliver of incremental shadow for an hour and five minutes in the 
late afternoon. This incremental shadow would not be large enough to be significant. 

1250 Broadway POPS 
The plaza and arcade associated with 1250 Broadway is located along Broadway and adjacent 
portions of West 31st and West 32nd Streets. It does not contain any amenities, and is essentially 
a widened sidewalk.  

Project-generated shadow could only extend far enough south to reach this plaza on the June 21 
analysis day, and would cast a patch of incremental shadow for 20 minutes in the late afternoon. 
This incremental shadow would not be large enough or last long enough to be significant. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Guardian Angel Church 
Similar to the 2033 analysis year, incremental shadow would only affect this building on the June 
21 analysis day. Incremental shadow would fall on the windows from 5:57 AM to 6:35 AM 
eliminating sunlight on the windows for just about the entire duration. The building would be in 
sun after 6:35 AM and for the rest of the morning and most of the day; given the early hour and 
its limited duration, the new shadow would not be significant. 
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508 West 26th Street and 259 Tenth Avenue 
These buildings are contributing resources to the West Chelsea Historic District, specifically as 
“daylight factory” style structures, and as such their windows are considered to be sunlight-
sensitive features.  

Incremental shadows would reach the north and east façades of these buildings on the May 
6/August 6 analysis day. They would shade large portions of these façades until around 7:15 AM, 
but moving quickly northward would exit the facades of both buildings by 7:25 AM. These façades 
would be in sun for the rest of the morning. Given these factors, the incremental shadow would 
not significantly impact either of these two buildings.  

St. Columba Church 
This S/NR-eligible building has two stained glass windows in its rear façade facing north toward 
the Project Area. On the June 21 analysis day, incremental shadow would eliminate sunlight form 
the rear façade windows for approximately the first 50 minutes of the analysis day until about 7:05 
AM. Those windows would be in sun for the rest of the morning. Six minutes of incremental 
shadow would fall on the windows on the May 6/August 6 morning, around 6:30 AM, and 
incremental shadow would not affect the church at all in the fall, winter, or early spring. Therefore, 
given these factors and the early morning occurrence of the new shadow, the effect would not be 
significant. 

Church of the Holy Apostles 
Incremental shadow would eliminate direct sun on all the windows of the north façade facing the 
project from approximately 6:30 AM to 8:00 AM on May 6/August 6, and from 5:57 AM to 8:30 
AM on June 21. Typically, the church hosts a morning prayer service once a week from 8:30 AM 
to 9:00 AM EDT (7:30 AM to 8:00 AM EST), Sunday services beginning at 9:00 AM EDT (8:00 
AM EST), and other events with similar start times.14 While this would impair the appreciation of 
the stained glass windows for anyone in the church for the 30-minute morning prayer session on 
or around June 21, the windows would be in sun once the incremental shadow begins to exit , and 
would remain in sun for the rest of the morning. On the May 6 and August 6 analysis date, sun 
would begin to reach some of the windows at the conclusion of the 30-minute prayer session. 
Regarding Sunday services, incremental shadow would eliminate sun for the first 30 minutes of 
the service on June 21 and not at all on May 6 and August 6, allowing some or all of the services 
to be conducted in sunlight in these seasons. In other seasons (fall, winter, and early spring), no 
incremental shadow would occur during these morning events. Given the brief durations of 
incremental shadow, the early hours, and the limited occurrences over the course of the year, the 
incremental shadow would not significantly impact the opportunity for visitors to appreciate the 
stained glass windows of this church.  

St. Michael’s Catholic Church 
The church would receive two hours of incremental shadow in the mid- to late mornings in winter, 
eliminating sunlight from all the stained glass windows for much of that duration. The church is 
likely active during the mornings when this would occur, particularly around the holiday season. 
The incremental shadow would affect visitors’ appreciation of the stained glass windows from 
within the sanctuary and would constitute a significant adverse impact to St. Michael’s Catholic 

 
14 http://www.holyapostlesnyc.org/ 
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Church. Incremental shadow from the new buildings on Sites 1 and 2 would also fall on some of 
the windows for about an hour on the March 21/September 21 analysis day, partially but not 
completely blocking the light to the affected windows. 

Hudson Yards Synagogue 
On the March 21/September 21 analysis day, the front (south) façade windows would receive 
incremental shadow from 9:05 AM to 9:25 AM and 10:00 AM to 10:15 AM, eliminating all direct 
sun during those durations. However, the windows would be fully in sun immediately before and 
after these relatively brief periods. No incremental shadow would occur in other seasons. 
Consequently, the new shadow would not last long enough, or occur often enough, to be 
significant. Further, as noted above, the more decorative sanctuary windows are in the rear, or 
north façade, facing away from, and unaffected by, the project. 

Farley Building 
Skylights 

In the winter months, incremental shadow would block most or sometimes all direct sun to the 
large central skylight throughout the day. In the early spring and fall months represented by March 
21/September 21, incremental shadow would block part or sometimes all direct sun to the 
skylights at certain times intermittently throughout the day. In the late spring and summer months, 
the effect of incremental shadow would be much less severe, eliminating all sunlight briefly in the 
mornings but remaining limited for the rest of the day in these seasons, allowing some or all of 
the skylights to be in sun for much of the day, particularly in the afternoons.   

Despite the long durations of incremental shadow, which would block some or all direct sun at certain 
times, the large central skylight would continue to receive ambient daylight throughout the day. The 
skylight would also potentially receive reflected sunlight at times from the tall glassy buildings to the 
north, east, and west. Further, in the late spring and summer months, direct sun would reach some or 
all of the skylight for most of the day after approximately 9:00 AM EST.15 Nevertheless, the 
incremental shadow from the new buildings on Sites 1 and 2 (both buildings on each site) would 
result in a substantial reduction in direct sunlight to this historic architectural feature, and the train 
hall below it, particularly in the fall, winter, and early spring, eliminating most or all the direct sun 
for periods of time over the course of the day. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a 
significant adverse shadow impact to the skylights of the Farley Building. 

Colonnade 
Incremental shadow would fall on large areas of the colonnade for portions of the day in all 
seasons. In winter incremental shadow would fall on the colonnade for long periods of the day, 
eliminating all the sun at times and only some of the sun at other times. In the fall and early spring, 
similarly, incremental shadow would fall on the colonnade, eliminating some or all of the sun, for 
most of the morning and early afternoon, after which the sun would be in the western sky and 
would not shine directly on the colonnade. In the late spring and summer months, incremental 
shadow would eliminate sun briefly in the morning, then shade portions of it intermittently in the 
late morning and mid-day. 

Given the long durations and, at times, large extents of incremental shadow that would fall in all 
seasons on the Eighth Avenue colonnade from the new buildings on Sites 1 and 2 (both buildings 

 
15 10:00 AM EDT 
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on each site), the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to the architectural 
significance and public appreciation of the colonnade and recessed entrance under the portico. 

Steps 
Incremental shadow would fall on large areas of the steps for much of the day in all seasons. In 
winter incremental shadow would fall on the steps throughout the day, eliminating all the sun at 
times, only some of the sun at other times. For about an hour in the early afternoon, most of the 
steps would be in sun, but before and after that they would be mostly or entirely in incremental 
and existing shadow. In the spring, summer, and fall, incremental shadow would fall on the steps 
for up to six hours per day, covering large areas at some times and smaller areas at other times.  

Given the long durations and, at times, large extents of incremental shadow that would fall in all 
seasons on the Eighth Avenue steps from the new buildings on Sites 1 and 2 (both buildings on each 
site), the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to the public’s use of the 
steps as an open space resource. 

St. Francis of Assisi Church 
The St. Francis of Assisi Church, located just outside the Project Area at 135 West 31st Street, is 
an S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible building with stained glass windows on its rear façade, or 
apse, facing north to Sites 7 and 8, and stained glass windows on its west and south façades facing 
Sites 2 and 3.  

The west and south façade windows would receive incremental shadows for an hour and a half to 
two hours in the afternoons in spring, summer, and fall. The new shadows would cover all 
windows for approximately one hour of this duration. In addition, one of the two rear apse 
windows could (based on best available information and modeling) receive incremental shadow 
on late spring and summer mornings for up to an hour and 45 minutes, eliminating all direct 
sunlight at that time. Consequently, given the complete elimination of sun from the windows in 
most seasons, for a substantial duration of time, the incremental shadow from the new buildings 
on Sites 3 and 8 would constitute a significant adverse impact to the stained glass windows of this 
historic church. 

Former Greenwich Savings Bank 
Incremental shadow would fall on the Broadway façade of this building in the afternoon in all 
seasons, ranging from an hour (in winter) to nearly three and a half hours (on May 6 and August 
6). On May 6/August 6, direct sun would be completed eliminated from the façade for an hour 
and 45 minutes in the afternoon; on March 21/September 21, all sun would be eliminated for 
approximately three hours. The façade faces west and therefore can only receive sun in the 
afternoons; further, it is nestled among comparatively much taller midtown buildings. Such 
substantial reductions of direct sunlight on a resource that already receives limited direct sunlight 
would result in a significant adverse shadow impact on this resource. The incremental shadow 
from new buildings on Sites 5, 6, and 7 would contribute to the significant adverse impact to this 
resource. 

1407 Broadway 
Incremental shadow would fall on the south façade of this contributing building for two and a half 
hours on winter afternoons and an hour on the March 21/September 21 analysis day. On winter 
afternoons, the lower half of the building would be in No Action shadow and the incremental 
shadow would fall on the upper portion, eliminating all sun for nearly the whole duration. On the 
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fall and early spring analysis day, the incremental shadow would remain small and most of the 
façade would continue to be in sun. The loss of sunlight might temporarily reduce the visibility of 
the architectural detail, particularly in winter, but would not constitute a significant adverse impact 
to this resource or the historic district to which it contributes. 

1430 Broadway  
On the winter analysis day, in the afternoon, most of the south and west façades of this building 
would be in shadow from existing buildings, with only several upper floors remaining in sun. 
Incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining area of sunlight for nearly two hours. Similar 
to 1407 Broadway, the temporary loss of remaining sunlight on the façade could lessen the overall 
effect or visibility of the architectural style, but would not constitute a significant adverse impact 
to this resource or the historic district to which it contributes.  

Times Square Theatre 
A sliver of incremental shadow would reach the façade on the winter analysis day only, for 15 
minutes just after 1:00 PM, and for another 20 minutes close to 2:00 PM. The sliver of new shadow 
would not significantly affect the look or architectural aesthetic of the façade, and in fact would 
very likely go unnoticed. 

NYPL Stephen A. Schwarzman Building 
This historic building’s front and rear façade feature a number of sunlight-sensitive features, such 
as highly carved stone ornamentation, columns and, on the rear façade, very large arched windows 
admitting light into the main reading room. The rear façade faces west toward the Project Area. 

On the March 21/September 21 analysis day only, incremental shadow would fall on a portion of 
the rear façade from 3:30 PM to 4:20 PM. Much of the façade would remain in sun during this 
time, and the new shadows would not be significant. 

Former Tiffany Building 
Incremental shadow would fall on the former Tiffany Building’s front façade on the May 6/August 
6 analysis day for 45 minutes in the late afternoon, eliminating the small remaining patch of 
sunlight at that time. The elimination of the patch of sun for 45 minutes would not constitute a 
significant adverse impact to this resources and would likely not be noticeable to pedestrians. 

Former De Lamar Mansion 
Incremental shadow would fall on the façade on the May 6/August 6 analysis day only, in the late 
afternoon when most of the façade is already in No Action shadows. The new shadow would 
remove one of the small remaining areas of sun for about an hour, from 4:20 PM to 5:18 PM. 
Much of the façade would be in sun in the hours preceding 4:20 PM, and the size of the incremental 
shadow would likely make it an unnoticeable addition to the existing shadow. The new shadow 
would not significantly reduce the aesthetic or historic value of the resource.  

Pierpont Morgan Library and Annex 
This historic building has a recessed portico facing south on the north side of East 36th Street, 
flanked by statues. The portico would be entirely shaded very briefly for 15 minutes near the end 
of the June 21 analysis day. Incremental shadow would not reach the building on other analysis 
days. The brief new shadow on one analysis day would not significantly affect this resource. 
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Church of the Incarnation 
This church is an NYCL and S/NR-listed building with stained glass windows on its west and 
south façades facing the Project Area. Incremental shadow would fall on a patch of the south 
façade intermittently in the late afternoon of the June 21 analysis day, from 5:15 PM to 5:30 PM, 
and again from 5:40 PM to 6:01 PM. The size of the shadow is small enough that it would likely 
go unnoticed, and would certainly not cause a significant adverse impact to this resource. 
Incremental shadow would not reach the church on other analysis days. 

2 Park Avenue 
This NYCL has colored terra-cotta ornamentation on its upper levels, on all façades. The colored 
ornamentation is considered a sunlight-sensitive architectural feature. 

The upper levels of the west and south façades facing the Project Area receive incremental 
shadows on the June 21 analysis day from 5:30 PM to 6:01 PM. These façades, unlike the front 
Park Avenue façade, are not particularly visible to pedestrians, especially the west (rear) façade. 
Given the suboptimal visibility and the limited duration and seasonal occurrence of incremental 
shadow, the effects would not be significant. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

The Hudson River 
The river would receive a negligible amount of incremental shadow and would not be adversely 
impacted. 

PROJECT-GENERATED OPEN SPACE 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project would introduce 
approximately 30,800-square-feet of plaza area, in either one or two plazas on Site 2, depending 
on the configuration of the train hall on Site 2B. The landscaped plaza (or plazas) would be 
programmed as a passive open space and would include seating, gardens, and other as-yet-
unprogrammed amenities for open space users. It would also provide midblock pedestrian access 
between West 30th and West 31st Streets. As noted above in Section C, “Definitions and 
Methodology,” project-generated open space would not exist without the proposed project, and 
therefore cannot be significantly impacted by the project per CEQR guidelines; however, as 
assessment of shadows is disclosed here for informational purposes.    

The plaza area would be mostly to entirely shady throughout the day in winter. On the March 
21/September 21 analysis day, it would be mostly shady in the morning, partly shady in the late 
morning, mostly in sun from approximately 12:00 PM to 1:30 PM, and mostly shady in the late 
afternoon. On the May 6/August 6 analysis day the plaza area would be mostly shady in the 
morning, partly shady in the late morning, mostly in sun from 12:00 PM to about 2:20 PM, and 
mostly shady for the rest of the afternoon. Similarly, on June 21 the plaza area would be mostly 
sunny from late morning through mid-afternoon and mostly shady before and after that period. 

F. CONCLUSIONS 
In the 2033 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts 
to two adjacent resources: the MSG POPS plazas and the Farley Building skylights and Eighth 
Avenue steps. In the full 2044 buildout, the Proposed Project would cast larger shadows for longer 
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durations, reaching additional resources and causing significant adverse impacts to the same two 
resources as in 2033 (but also including the Farley Building colonnade in 2044), plus several other 
nearby resources: Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open spaces, St. 
Michael’s Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former Greenwich Savings Bank. 
A range of potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse shadows impacts are discussed 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  
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Chapter 8:  Historic and Cultural Resources 

A. INTRODUCTION 
According to the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, a historic 
and cultural resources assessment should be performed if a proposed action would result in any of 
the following actions: in-ground disturbance; new construction, demolition, or significant physical 
alteration of any building, structure, or object; the change in scale, visual prominence, or visual 
context of any building, structure, or object or landscape feature; or the screening or elimination 
of publicly accessible views, even if no known historic resources are located nearby. The Proposed 
Project, which is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, modern transit-
oriented commercial district centered on Penn Station, is expected to generate some of these 
effects; therefore, a historic and cultural resources analysis was undertaken. This analysis was also 
prepared in accordance with the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and will 
inform the consultation the New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State 
Development (ESD) is undertaking with the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation (OPRHP) in accordance with applicable historic review laws and regula-
tions. Consultation is also being undertaken with the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) regarding archaeological resources. 

As described in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” although Sites 1, 2, and 3 are included within 
ESD’s modified General Project Plan (GPP) as the location of a potential southward expansion of 
Penn Station, the siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction of a potential Penn 
Station expansion would be subject to separate actions and approvals by the involved public trans-
portation agencies and separate environmental review under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA), and evaluation in accordance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act. The development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 under the modified GPP are subject to review under 
Section 14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Act (SHPA). The federal and state 
historic preservation acts both require consultation with OPRHP; under Section 106 of NHPA 
(Section 106), OPRHP acts in its capacity as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 
Notwithstanding these separate reviews, because the Proposed Project would support a potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station onto Sites 1, 2, and 3, the potential effects of that potential 
expansion on architectural resources are addressed in this environmental impact statement (EIS).  

The Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction of Penn Station to improve the 
functionality, operations, safety, and capacity of the existing train station. Because Penn Station 
(along with Madison Square Garden and 2 Penn Plaza) has been determined eligible for listing on 
the State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR), the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) would consult with OPRHP/SHPO under either SHPA or NHPA to address any 
potential impacts on architectural resources prior to construction activities for the Penn Station 
reconstruction project. 
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As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) considers two potential development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum 
Commercial Scenario and a Maximum Residential Scenario. The potential impacts to historic and 
cultural resources would be substantially the same under either scenario and, therefore, this 
assessment does not specify a particular scenario for analysis. 

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

There are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. LPC reviewed the blocks 
and lots included within the development sites and advised ESD in a letter dated July 14, 2020 
that Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 were not potentially archaeologically significant. After considering 
such advice, ESD as the lead agency determined that no further archaeological analysis is required 
for those sites. An Archaeological Documentary Study of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed of West 
32nd Street prepared in September 2020 determined that Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed are not 
archaeologically sensitive due to the extensive excavation that occurred during the construction 
of the existing railroad easements and the Hotel Pennsylvania. In comment letters dated December 
10 and December 14, 2020, OPRHP and LPC (respectively) concurred with the conclusions and 
recommendations of the Archaeological Documentary Study (see Appendix G). Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources in 
either the 2033 (Phase 1) or 2044 (Phase 2) With Action conditions. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

In the 2033 With Action condition, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred 
alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed 
Project would result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural 
resources currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 would 
be demolished to allow for new commercial development on Site 7; as further discussed below, 
the building on Site 7 would be demolished in the 2033 No Action condition as well but is 
conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact in the 2033 With Action condition and is 
considered in the consultation with OPRHP under SHPA. Measures that could partially mitigate 
these significant adverse impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation”; these measures were 
developed in consultation with OPRHP. 

In the 2033 With Action condition, development of the Proposed Project could have adverse phys-
ical impacts on 14 additional architectural resources that are located within 90 feet of proposed 
construction activities, close enough to potentially experience adverse construction-related 
impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or 
damage from construction machinery. Thirteen of the architectural resources, plus two additional 
architectural resources, could also be adversely affected by adjacent construction in the 2044 With 
Action condition. Therefore, Construction Protection Plans to protect the 15 architectural 
resources within 90 feet of construction would be required to be developed and implemented in 
coordination with OPRHP. For New York City Landmark-designated and eligible properties 
potentially affected by construction impacts, the Construction Protection Plans would also be 
submitted to LPC for review and comment. In addition, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse shadows impacts on one architectural resource in the primary study area. 



Chapter 8: Historic and Cultural Resources 

 8-3  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in additional significant 
adverse shadows impacts on that same architectural resource in the primary study area, three 
architectural resources in the secondary study area, and one architectural resource that is located 
north of the secondary study area. Additionally, one architectural resource could be removed for 
the redevelopment of Site 8. However, a design of the redevelopment has not been determined, 
and it is not known based on current information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 
would involve the removal of the architectural resource. Therefore, the Proposed Project could 
have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. ESD, in consultation with 
OPRHP, has identified potential measures that could partially mitigate certain of these significant 
adverse impacts. Those measures are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” In addition, ESD has 
advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors on 
nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. If the 
installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, the significant adverse shadow 
impacts on three of the five architectural resources would remain unmitigated. In the 2044 With 
Action condition, the Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse visual impacts with 
respect to the Empire State Building by obstructing certain views east and northeast towards the 
architectural resource. As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” practicable mitigation measures 
have not been identified for these significant adverse visual impacts on the Empire State Building, 
and they would remain unmitigated. 

As noted above, the siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
proceed only if a southern expansion alternative is selected for a potential expansion of Penn Station 
and would be subject to separate actions and approvals by the involved public transportation 
agencies and separate environmental review under NEPA and consultation pursuant to Section 106. 
which mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on any properties listed on 
or determined eligible for S/NR listing and afford the federal Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Section 106 requires 
consultation with the SHPO, federally recognized Indian tribes that might attach religious and 
cultural significance to historic properties affected by the project, and additional consulting parties 
with a demonstrated interest in the project based on a legal or economic relation to affected properties 
or on an interest in the project’s effects on historic properties. The lead federal agency, in 
consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties, must determine whether a proposed project 
would have any adverse effects on historic properties within the project’s area of potential effect. 
When adverse effects are identified, Section 106 consultation typically results in a Memorandum of 
Agreement or Programmatic Agreement, outlining agreed-upon measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the project’s effects on historic properties. Likewise, historic reviews on the state level 
typically result in the documentation of any agreements stemming from the consultation process in 
Letters of Resolution.  

The involved public transportation agencies would also comply with Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (Section 4(f)), which applies to projects that receive 
funding from or require approval by an agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
Specifically, Section 4(f) prohibits such projects from taking actions that require the “use” of a 
historic property that is listed in or eligible for S/NR listing, unless a determination is made that 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such use, and all possible planning has been 
undertaken to minimize harm to the 4(f) property or that the use would have a “de minimis” 
impact. Because a potential expansion of Penn Station would require funding and approvals from 
an agency or agencies of the U.S. Department of Transportation (namely, the Federal 
Transportation Administration and/or the Federal Railroad Administration), the involved public 
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transportation agencies for that project, if the project is approved, would be required to undertake 
the necessary evaluations, reviews, and consultations related to historic properties to comply with 
Section 106 and Section 4(f). 

Since the reviews under Section 106 and Section 4(f) have not commenced, no determination has 
yet been made as to whether Sites 1, 2, or 3 would be selected as the location of a Penn Station 
expansion, or whether one or more of the architectural resources on those sites could be preserved 
in the event those sites are selected for a southward expansion alternative. Notwithstanding these 
separate reviews, because the Proposed Project would support a potential southward expansion of 
Penn Station onto Sites 1, 2, and 3 (in the event they are selected in the federal review process as 
the preferred alternative for the expansion), the potential effects of that potential expansion 
alternative on those architectural resources are addressed in this EIS. To assess the reasonable 
worst-case development scenario, the FEIS assumes that the construction of a below-grade 
southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would require removal of the 
architectural resources on those sites. It is anticipated, however, that alternatives to an expansion 
of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and the feasibility of preserving one or more of these 
architectural resources—even with the construction of a potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3—will be assessed during the separate NEPA environmental review, 
Section 106 consultation, and Section 4(f) evaluation. If an alternative location for the Penn 
Station expansion is selected or the preservation of one or more of these resources is determined 
to be feasible and is required as a condition of federal approval of a Penn Station expansion, ESD 
would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to conform to that 
determination. In the event a southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 is not 
selected, there would be no significant adverse effects on architectural resources on those sites. 

As noted above, the Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction of Penn Station, which 
has been determined eligible for S/NR listing. Therefore, the MTA would consult with 
OPRHP/SHPO under either SHPA or NHPA to address any potential impacts on architectural 
resources prior to construction activities for the Penn Station reconstruction project. 

This EIS identifies the potential impacts from development of all eight sites within the boundaries 
of the GPP and identifies mitigation measures to fully or partially address adverse impacts on 
historic and cultural resources. Measures to mitigate the adverse impacts resulting from 
construction on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are stipulated in a Letter of Resolution (LOR) among ESD, 
Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic Preservation Act. 
The LOR is included in Appendix G of this FEIS. If a southward expansion alternative is 
selected and pursued for expansion of Penn Station, mitigation measures to address adverse 
effects to architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be developed through the 
Section 106 consultation process and stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement or 
Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, SHPO, and other applicable parties 
pursuant to the separate Section 106 consultation. ESD will seek designation as a consulting 
party in the Section 106 process. 

The impacts of the Proposed Project on architectural resources are summarized in Table 8-1. 
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Table 8-1 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources 

Resource 

Adverse 
Impact from 

Removal 

Potential Adverse 
Impact from 

Adjacent 
Construction* 

Adverse 
Visual/Shadows 

Impact Notes 
(A) Lithuanian Alliance of America, 307 West 

30th Street, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 
Development on Site 1 

(#1) Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 
West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-

eligible 
X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 2 

(#2) Fairmont Building, 239-241 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 2 
(#3) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic 

Church Complex, 207-215 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

X   Significant Adverse Impact from 
Development on Site 2 

(#4) Penn Terminal Building, 370 Seventh 
Avenue, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 2 
(#5) Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue, 

S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 
Development on Site 3 

(#6) Hotel Pennsylvania, 401 Seventh 
Avenue, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from 

Development on Site 7 

(#7) U.S. General Post Office, Block bounded 
by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, West 31st and 

West 33rd Streets, S/NR, NYCL 
 X X 

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Site 1; Shadows 
Impact from Development on 

Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 
(#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance 

Company, 393 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL-eligible 

 X  
Potential Adverse Construction-

Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 3 and 7 

(#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church 
Complex, 129-143 West 31st Street, S/NR-

eligible, NYCL-eligible 
 X X 

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Site 3;** 
Shadows Impact from 

Development on Sites 3 and 8 
(#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House, 
134-138 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible, 

NYCL 
 X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(#27) Loft Building, 144-154 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(#30) Fur Craft Building, 242-246 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(B) Madison Square Garden, Block bounded 
by Seventh and Eighth Avenues, West 31st 

and West 33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible 
 X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Sites 2 and 4 
(B) Penn Station, Block bounded by Seventh 

and Eighth Avenues, West 31st and West 
33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible 

 X  
Potential Adverse Construction-

Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 2, 4, and 5 

(B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion), 397 
Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 

Construction on Sites 2 and 5 

(C) Gimbel Brothers Administration Building, 
116 West 32nd Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 8 
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Table 8-1 (cont’d) 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources 

Resource 

Adverse 
Impact from 

Removal 

Potential Adverse 
Impact from 

Adjacent 
Construction* 

Adverse 
Visual/Shadows 

Impact Notes 

(D) Gimbel Brothers Skybridge over West 
32nd Street (S/NR-eligible) X X  

Potential Significant Adverse 
Impact from Development on Site 

8; Potential Adverse 
Construction-Related Impacts 
from Construction on Site 8 

(E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1, 
142 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(F) The Fralber Building, 224 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(G) Loft building, 236 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(H) Fire Patrol No. 3, 240 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(I) Irwin House, 308 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible  X  

Potential Adverse Construction-
Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 1 

(#37) Penn South Apartment Complex, 
Complex bounded by West 29th and West 
23rd Streets, Eighth and Ninth Avenues, 

S/NR-eligible 

  X 
Shadows Impact from 

Development on Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, 
and 8 

(#40) St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church 
Complex, 414-424 West 34th Street S/NR-

eligible, NYCL-eligible 
  X Shadows Impact from 

Development on Sites 1 and 2 

(#45) Empire State Building, S/NR, NYCL, 
NHL   X Visual Impact from Development 

on Sites 2, 5, and 6*** 
Former Greenwich Savings Bank, 1352-1362 

Broadway, S/NR, NYCL (This property is 
outside the study area.) 

  X Shadows Impact from 
Development on Sites 5, 6, and 7 

Notes: 
* Resources that may experience an adverse impact from adjacent construction are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities. 
See Figure 8-1 for the location of the architectural resources in this table. 
** The DEIS noted that the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex could also experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on 
Site 7. However, the portions of the complex that are located within 90 feet of Site 7 (which are later additions to the church on West 32nd Street) are non-
contributing to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible resource. The contributing buildings of the church complex are approximately 115 feet south of Site 7. 
Therefore, the church would not experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 7.  
*** The 2044 With Action development on Site 6 would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 34th Street, the 2044 
With Action developments on Sites 5 and 6 would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 33rd Street, and the 2044 
With Action development on the east (Seventh Avenue) portion of Site 2 would block partial views northeast to the Empire State Building available from the east 
portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street. 
NYCL: New York City Landmark 
S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 

 

C. METHODOLOGY 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological resources are physical remnants, usually buried, of past human activities on a site. 
They can include archaeological resources associated with Native American populations that used 
or occupied a site, including stone tools or refuse from tool-making activities, remnants of habita-
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tion sites, etc. These resources are also referred to as “precontact,” since they were deposited be-
fore Native Americans’ regular contact with European colonists. Archaeological resources can 
also include material culture produced as a result of activities that occurred during the historic 
period, which began with the European colonization of the New York area in the 17th century. 
Such resources can include (but are not limited to) resources associated with European contact 
with Native Americans; battle sites; landfill deposits; structural foundations; cemeteries; and dom-
estic shaft features such as cisterns, wells, and privies. On sites that were subsequently redevel-
oped, archaeological resources may have been disturbed or destroyed by grading, excavation, and 
infrastructure installation and street improvements. However, some resources can survive in urban 
environments despite extensive development. Deposits can be protected when covered with pave-
ment (e.g., a parking lot) or with a building with a shallow foundation and no basement. In both 
scenarios, archaeological deposits can be sealed beneath the ground surface, protected from further 
disturbance. 

The study area for archaeological resources is the area that would be disturbed for project con-
struction, i.e., the development sites within the Project Area. LPC reviewed the blocks and lots 
included within the development sites and advised ESD in a letter dated July 14, 2020 that Sites 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 were not potentially archaeologically significant. After considering such 
advice, ESD as the lead agency has determined no further archaeological analysis is required for 
those sites. However, LPC has also advised ESD that Site 7 is potentially archaeologically 
sensitive due to the presence of a 19th-century cemetery on the site that existed prior to the 
development of Penn Station and its associated infrastructure. In a subsequent comment letter 
issued on September 10, 2020 in response to a request to review the streetbeds included within the 
Project Area, LPC advised that the streetbed of West 32nd Street adjacent to Site 7 (Block 808, 
Lot 7501) should also be included in the study. LPC requested that an Archaeological Documen-
tary Study (also known as a Phase 1A Study) be prepared to document the history and development 
of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed and to determine the likelihood that the site/streetbed may be 
sensitive for human remains. In comments transmitted through the New York State Cultural 
Resources Information System (CRIS) on July 27 2020, OPRHP also determined that a documen-
tary study should be prepared to determine if Site 7 was potentially sensitive for human remains 
and also requested additional information regarding previous disturbance within the Project Area 
(see Appendix G for LPC and OPRHP correspondence). In response to the requests of LPC and 
OPRHP, ESD directed AKRF to prepare a Documentary Study of Site 7 in September 2020.1 In 
comment letters dated December 10 and December 14, 2020, OPRHP and LPC (respectively) 
concurred with the conclusions and recommendations of the Archaeological Documentary Study, 
confirming that neither Site 7 nor the adjacent streetbed are archaeologically sensitive (see 
Appendix G). The results and recommendations of the Documentary Study are summarized in 
this chapter.  

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

Architectural resources are defined as buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts that are 
S/NR-listed or determined eligible for such listing based on the criteria defined below, National 
Historic Landmarks (NHLs), New York City Landmarks (NYCLs), New York City Historic Dis-
tricts (NYCHDs), and properties that have been found by LPC to appear eligible for designation, 

 
1 AKRF (2020): “Empire Station: Site 7: Block 808, Lot 7501 and Adjacent Streetbed of West 32nd Street; 

New York, New York: Archaeological Documentary Study of the Former B’nai Jeshurun Cemetery.” 
Prepared for: Empire State Development; New York, NY. 
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considered for designation (“heard”) by LPC at a public hearing, or calendared for consideration 
at such a hearing (these are “pending” NYCLs). 

The study area for architectural resources is determined based on a proposed action’s area of po-
tential effect on architectural resources, which accounts for both direct physical impacts and in-
direct impacts. Direct impacts include demolition of a resource and alterations to a resource that 
cause it to become a different visual entity. A resource could also be damaged by adjacent con-
struction activities such as blasting, pile driving, falling objects, subsidence, collapse, or damage 
from construction machinery unless proper protection measures are put in place. Adjacent con-
struction is defined as any construction activity that would occur within 90 feet of a historic re-
source, as defined in the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) Technical Policy and 
Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10/88.2  

Indirect impacts are contextual or visual impacts that could result from project development. As 
described in the CEQR Technical Manual, indirect impacts can result from a change in scale, 
visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, or object or landscape feature; 
screening or elimination of publicly accessible views; or introduction of significant new shadows 
or significant lengthening of the duration of existing shadows on a historic landscape or on a his-
toric structure if the features that make the resource significant depend on sunlight. Significant 
adverse direct or indirect impacts can occur if a project would cause a change in the quality of a 
property that qualifies it for S/NR listing or for designation as an NYCL.  

To account for potential direct and indirect impacts, there are two study areas for the Proposed 
Project. The area most directly affected by the Proposed Project is generally bounded by Sixth and 
Ninth Avenues and West 30th and West 34th Streets in Midtown Manhattan (the Project Area). 
The Project Area includes all or portions of nine Manhattan tax blocks—Blocks 754, 755, 780, 
781, 783, 806, 807, 808, and 809—that encompass the development sites, Penn Station, Madison 
Square Garden, and Moynihan Train Hall (see Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy”). The Project Area is the primary study area for the assessment of historic and 
cultural resources. In addition, a secondary study area has been defined as being within 400 feet 
of the primary study area, following the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual. The secondary 
study area is roughly bounded by West 34th and West 35th Streets to the north, Broadway to the 
east, West 29th Street to the south, and Ninth Avenue to the west (see Figure 8-1 for a map of the 
two study areas). 

Once the study areas were determined, an inventory of officially recognized (“designated and 
eligible”) architectural resources was compiled. Criteria for listing on the National Register are in 
the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 63. Following these criteria, districts, sites, build-
ings, structures, and objects are eligible for the National Register if they possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and (1) are associated 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history (Criterion 
A); (2) are associated with significant people (Criterion B); (3) embody distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of construction, represent the work of a master, possess high artistic 
value, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction (Criterion C); or (4) may yield information important in prehistory or history (Criterion 

 
2 TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on June 6, 1988, to supplement Building Code regulations with regard 

to historic structures. TPPN #10/88 outlines procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structures 
resulting from adjacent construction, defined as construction within a lateral distance of 90 feet from the 
historic resource. 
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D). Properties that are younger than 50 years of age are ordinarily not eligible, unless they have 
achieved exceptional significance. Official determinations of eligibility are made by OPRHP. 

In addition, LPC designates historically significant properties in the City as NYCLs and/or 
NYCHDs, following the criteria provided in the Local Laws of the City of New York, New York 
City Charter, Administrative Code, Title 25, Chapter 3. Buildings, properties, or objects are eligi-
ble for landmark status when they are at least 30 years old. Landmarks have a special character or 
special historical or aesthetic interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural 
characteristics of the City, state, or nation. There are four types of landmarks: individual landmark, 
interior landmark, scenic landmark, and historic district. 

Within the study areas, architectural resources that were analyzed include NHLs, S/NR-listed prop-
erties or properties determined eligible for S/NR listing, NYCLs and NYCHDs, and properties 
determined eligible for landmark status. The identification of architectural resources was made in 
consultation with OPRHP, which provided comments on architectural resources in letters dated 
December 30, 2020, and February 2, 2021, prior to publication of the DEIS. In an Environmental 
Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC also provided comments on the identification of 
architectural resources in the study area (see Appendix G for OPRHP and LPC correspondence). 
Consultation regarding the identification of architectural resources continued after issuance of the 
DEIS, and in correspondence dated March 26, 2021, and April 14, 2021, OPRHP requested an 
architectural survey of additional properties in the study areas. That additional survey was 
performed, and an Additional Architectural Survey Information memorandum was prepared and 
submitted to OPRHP on October 8, 2021. In a letter dated November 5, 2021, OPRHP provided 
comments on the additional architectural survey and identified another architectural resource that 
was not included in the initial survey. The OPRHP correspondence described in this paragraph, along 
with the Additional Architectural Survey Information Memo, are provided in Appendix G. The 
additional architectural resources identified through the additional survey and continued consultation 
with OPRHP are included in this FEIS. 

Once the architectural resources in the study areas were identified, with updated information for this 
FEIS based on the OPRHP correspondence and additional architectural survey, the Proposed Project 
was assessed for both direct physical impacts and indirect visual and contextual impacts on architec-
tural resources. As noted above, the analysis presented in this chapter addresses the historic and cultural 
resources of the primary and secondary study areas for existing conditions. The analysis considers the 
future without and the future with the Proposed Project for two analysis years, 2033 and 2044. 

D. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As described above, LPC and OPRHP have advised ESD that Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 are not 
potentially archaeologically significant. Neither agency requested further study of the streetbeds 
within the Project Area with the exception of the portion of West 32nd Street south of Site 7. Upon 
consideration of such advice, ESD has determined that Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 and all streetbeds 
within the Project Area, with the exception of West 32nd Street south of Site 7, are determined to 
have no archaeological sensitivity.  

An Archaeological Documentary Study of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed of West 32nd Street 
was prepared in September 2020. The Documentary Study focused on an analysis of the former 
B’nai Jeshurun cemetery, which formerly occupied an irregularly shaped parcel of land along 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 8-10  

West 32nd Street. The cemetery was established in 1826 and was in use through the 1850s. The 
streetbed of West 32nd Street was mapped prior to the establishment of the burial ground. While 
the original deed recording the transfer of the cemetery property to the congregation included the 
northern half of West 32nd Street immediately to the south, the deed stipulated that that portion 
of the roadbed was to remain an open thoroughfare. As such, it does not appear that the streetbed 
portion of the original burial ground land grant was ever used for interments. Following the closure 
of the cemetery, the remains interred within were removed to Beth Olam Cemetery in Queens, 
which is partially owned by the congregation. The site of the cemetery was later developed with 
industrial and residential buildings. The remainder of Site 7 was divided into dozens of historical 
lots, each of which was developed with buildings used for residential and/or commercial/industrial 
purposes. Many of the buildings on the site were demolished in the early 20th century in advance 
of the construction of Penn Station and the Pennsylvania Railroad easements, and the remainder 
were demolished in advance of the construction of the Hotel Pennsylvania, which began in 1917.  

The Documentary Study also determined that the ground surface underlying Site 7 and the 
adjacent streetbed of West 32nd Street were disturbed to the depth of bedrock as a result of the 
construction of existing railroad infrastructure and the subbasement levels of the Hotel Pennsyl-
vania in the first decades of the 20th century. The Documentary Study included an assessment of 
landscape modification over time, which confirmed that the elevations of the historical and 
modern ground surfaces are generally similar, indicating that excavation disturbed the historic 
ground surface into which graves would have been dug. Given the extent of disturbance across the 
site, the Documentary Study concluded that Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed of West 32nd Street 
are not sensitive for archaeological resources dating to either the precontact or historic periods, 
including human remains associated with the former cemetery. In comment letters dated 
December 10 and December 14, 2020, OPRHP and LPC (respectively) concurred with the 
conclusions and recommendations of the Archaeological Documentary Study (see Appendix G).   

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

As noted above, the primary study area is coterminous with the Project Area boundaries described 
in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The primary study area includes Sites 1 through 8 and other 
areas that would be affected by the Proposed Project, including areas where below-grade transit 
improvements and at-grade public realm improvements are proposed. Architectural resources on 
the development sites and in other portions of the primary study area are shown on Figure 8-1, 
Table 8-2, and are described below.  

The Additional Architectural Survey Information memorandum (dated October 8, 2021) provides 
information on twenty properties located in the study areas. In a letter dated November 5, 2021, 
OPRHP determined that eight of the twenty properties appeared to meet the eligibility criteria for 
S/NR listing. The OPRHP letter also identified an additional S/NR-eligible property whose owner is 
in the process of listing the property on the S/NR—the Lithuanian Alliance of America at 307 West 
30th Street. In addition, OPRHP determined in April 2021, independently of the Proposed Project’s 
environmental and historic resources review, that Pennsylvania Plaza (consisting of Madison Square 
Garden, Penn Station, and 2 Penn Plaza) meets the eligibility criteria for S/NR listing. The 
architectural resources identified following issuance of the DEIS are included in the descriptions of 
architectural resources provided below and identified with letters on Figure 8-1 and in Table 8-2. 
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Table 8-2 
Architectural Resources 

Map 
Ref No. Name/Type Address S/NR 

S/NR-
eligible NYCL 

NYCL-
eligible NHL 

Primary Study Area 

A** Lithuanian Alliance of 
America 307 West 30th Street  X    

1 Penn Station Service 
Building 236-248 West 31st Street  X  X  

2 Fairmont Building 239-241 West 30th Street  X    

3 
St. John the Baptist 

Roman Catholic Church 
Complex 

207-215 West 30th Street  X  X  

4 Penn Terminal Building 370 Seventh Avenue  X    
5 Stewart Hotel 371-377 Seventh Avenue  X  X  
6 Hotel Pennsylvania 401 Seventh Avenue  X    

7 U.S. General Post Office* 
Block bounded by Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues, West 31st and 

West 33rd Streets 
X  X   

8 Former Equitable Life 
Assurance Company 393 Seventh Avenue  X  X  

B 

Pennsylvania Plaza (Penn 
Station, Madison Square 

Garden, and 2 Penn 
Plaza) 

Block bounded by Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues, West 31st and 

West 33rd Streets 
 X    

Secondary Study Area 

9 Garment Center Historic 
District  X     

10 The New Yorker Hotel 481-497 Eighth Avenue X   X  
11 Pennsylvania Building 225 West 34th X     
12 Nelson Tower 446-456 Seventh Avenue X   X  
13 Arsenal Building 463 Seventh Avenue X   X  
14 West Side Jewish Center 347 West 34th Street  X    

15 Former Manhattan Opera 
House 311 West 34th Street  X  X  

16 R. H Macy & Company 
Store 151 West 34th Street X   X X 

17 Marbridge Building 1328 Broadway  X    
18 Hotel McAlpine 1282 Broadway  X    
19 Wilson Building 1270 Broadway  X    
20 Hotel Martinique 1260 Broadway  X X   
21 Grand Hotel 1232-1238 Broadway X  X   

22 St. Francis Roman 
Catholic Church Complex 129-143 West 31st Street  X  X  

23 Greeley Arcade 127 West 30th Street  X    
24 Loft Building 115-125 West 30th Street  X    

25 23rd Police Precinct 
Station House 134-138 West 30th Street  X X   

26 Loft Building 130 West 30th Street  X X   
27 Loft Building 144-154 West 30th Street  X    
28 Loft Building 345 Seventh Avenue  X    
29 Loft Building 323-335 Seventh Avenue  X    
30 Fur Craft Building 242-246 West 30th Street  X    

 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 8-12  

Table 8-2 (cont’d) 
Architectural Resources 

Map 
Ref No. Name/Type Address S/NR 

S/NR-
eligible NYCL 

NYCL-
eligible NHL 

Secondary Study Area (continued) 
31 Loft Building 249-251 West 29th Street  X    
32 Loft Building 241-245 West 29th Street  X    
33 Loft Building 231-239 West 29th Street  X    
34 Loft Building 214-222 West 29th Street  X    
35 Former French Hospital 326-330 West 30th Street  X    

36 Lamartine Place Historic 
District 333-355 West 29th Street  X X   

37 Penn South Apartment 
Complex 

Complex bounded by West 29th 
and West 23rd Streets, Eighth 

and Ninth Avenues 
 X    

37a Bayard Rustin Apartment Building 7B in Penn South (340 
West 28th Street) X     

38 Morgan General Mail 
Facility 341 Ninth Avenue  X  X  

39 Loft Building 402-426 West 31st Street  X    

40 St. Michael’s Roman 
Catholic Church Complex 414-424 West 34th Street  X  X  

41 Webster Apartments 419 West 34th Street  X    

42 William F. Sloan Memorial 
YMCA 360 West 34th Street  X  X  

43 Former J.C. Penney 
Building 330 West 34th Street  X    

44 West 28th Street Subway 
Station 

Seventh Avenue between West 
27th and West 29th Streets X     

45 Empire State Building 20 West 34th Street** X  X  X 

C Gimbel Brothers 
Administration Building  116 West 32nd Street  X    

D Gimbel Brothers Skybridge Over West 32nd Street  X    

E FDNY Hook and Ladder 
24, Engine 1 142 West 31st Street  X    

F The Fralber Building 224 West 30th Street  X    
G Loft Building 236 West 30th Street  X    
H Fire Patrol No. 3 240 West 30th Street  X    
I Irwin House 308 West 30th Street  X    

Notes: 
* Referred to as the Farley Office Building/Moynihan Train Hall in other sections of this EIS. The U.S. 

General Post Office is the official name of the architectural resources in LPC and S/NR documentation. 
** Resources identified by a letter were determined eligible for National Register listing by OPRHP after 

issuance of the DEIS. 
*** Although the Empire State Building is located just outside the secondary study area, it is included in this 

analysis, because it is prominently visible from some locations within the primary and secondary study 
areas 

NYCL: New York City Landmark 
NYCL-eligible: Determined to appear eligible for designation as a NYCL. 
S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
NHL: National Historic Landmark  
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Development Sites 
Site 1 

Site 1 includes the northeast portion of Block 754, which is bounded by West 30th and West 31st 
Streets and Eighth and Ninth Avenues. There is one architectural resource located on Site 1. 

(A) Lithuanian Alliance of America, 307 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 

The building at 307 West 30th Street was built in 1876 as a tenement. Founded in Pennsylvania 
in 1886 by Lithuanian coalminers, the Lithuanian Alliance of America (LAA) purchased this 
building near the original Pennsylvania Station around 1910 to welcome Lithuanian immigrants 
to the United States and coordinate their transport via rail to various locations across the country 
where the LAA had chapters. LAA renovated the residential building at 307 West 30th Street for 
administrative purposes and for printing and publishing a newspaper and Lithuanian books and 
other publications. From this location, the LAA was involved in the establishment of Lithuanian 
independence in 1918. The LAA continues to occupy the building at 307 West 30th Street, which 
is four stories with a raised basement. It is faced in brick with stone window trim, and it has a 
projecting, bracketed cornice at the roofline (see Figure 8-2). The building at 307 West 30th Street 
is S/NR-eligible under Criterion A in the areas of social history and ethnic heritage: subcategory 
eastern European.  

Site 2 
Site 2 includes the entirety of Block 780, which is bounded by West 30th and West 31st Streets 
and Seventh and Eighth Avenues. There are four architectural resources located on Site 2, which 
are discussed below. In a letter dated December 30, 2020, OPRHP reevaluated three properties on 
Block 780. As a result of this reevaluation, OPRHP determined that the Penn Terminal Building 
at 370 Seventh Avenue is S/NR eligible under Criterion C. The Penn Terminal Building previously 
appeared in OPRHP’s Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) as ineligible. OPRHP also 
determined that the loft buildings at 247 West 30th Street and 259-261 West 30th Street, which 
OPRHP had previously determined to be S/NR-eligible, are no longer individually eligible for 
S/NR listing due to a loss of integrity, because the three-story base of each building has been 
altered (see Appendix G for OPRHP correspondence). 

(#1) Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

Located at 236-248 West 31st Street across from MSG, the Penn Station Service Building was 
built in 1908, two years before the completion of the old Pennsylvania Station, which was located 
directly to the north. McKim, Mead, & White designed the structure to supply electricity to the 
engines going in and out of the station and compressed air for braking and signaling mechanisms. 
It also generated heat and light for the station. The five-story building is a simple Classical 
structure clad in the same granite of which the station had been constructed (see view 2 of Figure 
8-3). The façade is divided into a large three-story section set on a plinth and capped with a pro-
jecting stone cornice, and an attic story with windows. Across the main portion of the façade, 
double-height Doric pilasters alternate with windows secured with iron grills. The attic story is 
surmounted by a stone cornice that is smaller and less elaborately molded than the one above the 
base. The building meets National Register Criterion C in the areas of architecture and engin-
eering. LPC has determined that it also appears to be eligible for NYCL designation.  

(#2) Fairmont Building, 239-241 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 

In 1923, J.M. Heatherton erected the six-story Classical Revival building at 239-241 West 30th 
Street (now known as the Fairmont Building) as a memorial to his father, who founded the 
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Plumber’s Trade Journal. By 1927, the brick-and-stone building housed businesses involved in the 
fur trade. The façade is divided into three bays (see view 3 of Figure 8-3). The base is marked with 
a large, central showroom window with a flattened segmental arch and metal tracery, and by two 
entrances with bracketed pediments. Recessed panels with foliate carvings are set above the 
pediments. Above the base, the central bay consists of four stacked loggias. Composed of four half-
columns supporting entablatures with windows set in the intercolumniation, each loggia has a 
different order, a unique frieze, and a unique treatment of the plinth supporting the columns. Above 
the second floor, the side bay windows, as well as the sixth floor central bay windows, have stone 
voussoirs. Archivolts with label stops and keystones crown the side bay windows on the second 
floor. The roof parapet is stone with a balustrade. The Fairmont Building is significant under 
Criterion A in the areas of commerce and industry and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#3) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, 207-215 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL-eligible 

Napoleon LeBrun designed the St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church and Convent at 207-
215 West 30th Street. Built in 1872, with the spire completed in 1890 by William Schickel, the 
sandstone church is Gothic in style. Set back from the street and raised above it on a base, the nave 
is marked by a central tower with a Gothic-arch porch (see view 4 of Figure 8-4). Recessed side 
aisles flank the tower. The tower is embellished with Gothic elements that include a spire, 
windows with trefoil tracery, a rose window, double-lancet windows with colonnette enframe-
ments, a round-arched blind arcade, double-lancet louvered belfry openings, gablets with rose 
windows, and columned pinnacles. The aisles are designed with Gothic-arched entrances and win-
dows, quatrefoil tracery at the parapets, and buttresses at the outer ends. The convent is adjacent 
to the west. Although the ground floor has been altered by extending it out to the lot line with a 
modern brick addition, the convent retains much of its integrity. Also Gothic in style, the convent 
is a four-story brick-and-bluestone building (see view 5 of Figure 8-4). The second floor contains 
Gothic-arched windows and an entrance with stone trim. A slight projection in the wall surface 
creates a pavilion that marks the entrance and is crowned with a gable. The window openings on 
the second floor have stained glass lights in quatrefoil tracery. A small rose window is set in the 
entrance arch, which rests on stone colonnettes. The upper floor window openings are Tudor-
arched and also have stained glass transoms. The slate roof contains two dormer windows with 
Gothic tracery. The original rectory to the rear of the church on West 31st Street was replaced in 
1975 with a contemporary monastery. The church meets Criterion C as an example of Gothic-
inspired ecclesiastical architecture. In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, 
LPC determined that the church also appears to be eligible for NYCL designation. 

(#4) Penn Terminal Building, 370 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible 

Designed by Sommerfeld & Steckler and completed in 1920, the seventeen-story Neoclassical 
brick Penn Terminal building features a three-story limestone base with stone pilasters dividing 
the window bays, large plate-glass storefront windows on the ground floor, and cast-iron window 
surrounds on the second and third floor with cast iron paneled pilasters, spandrels and swags (see 
view 6 of Figure 8-5). A denticulated cornice caps the three-story base. Stone pilasters with 
recessed panels divide the window bays on the fourth floor, and a stone cornice caps that floor. 
The upper floor windows have simple stone sills, and a stone cornice caps the fourteenth floor. 
The limestone piers that separate the bays on the fifteenth and sixteenth floors rise above the 
roofline with stone panels between the capitals creating a parapet. The seventeenth floor is setback 
from the roofline. Despite the loss of a prominent cornice, the building retains excellent 
integrity. In a letter dated December 30, 2020, OPRHP determined that the Penn Terminal 
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Building is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C in the area of architecture as a 
representative example of early-20th-century commercial architecture in New York City. 

Site 3 
Site 3 includes the western portion of Block 806, which is bounded by West 30th and West 31st 
Streets and Sixth and Seventh Avenues. There is one architectural resource located on Site 3. 

(#5) Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

Located at 371-377 Seventh Avenue, the Stewart Hotel (the former Governor Clinton Hotel) is a 
25-story brick-and-stone building with hybrid Italianate and Romanesque details (see view 7 of 
Figure 8-6). Designed by Murgatroyd and Ogden in association with George B. Post and built in 
1929, the building was the first hotel built in the vicinity of Pennsylvania Station since the 
construction 10 years earlier of the Hotel Pennsylvania (discussed below). Set on a three-story 
stone base, the asymmetrically massed building rises flush on the avenue for most of its height. 
On the West 31st Street façade, there are deep light courts set above the base. Above the 19th 
floor, the building is massed with a series of setbacks that create several penthouse levels flanked 
by corner pavilions. The Italianate and Romanesque decorative details include large, round-arched 
windows with ogee-arched archivolts on the second floor and the setback stories; patterns of 
protruding brick headers on the shaft; arched corbelled brick cornices located at the base and at 
each setback; and squarish brick canopies with diaper patterning set above the corner windows on 
the third floor. The Stewart Hotel is significant under Criterion A for its association with commer-
cial development around Penn Station. In addition, the building also meets Criterion C for its 
architectural design. In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC 
determined that it also appears to be eligible for NYCL designation. 

Site 4 
Site 4 is located on the east side of Eighth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets and 
is the western portion of Block 783, which contains 1 Penn Plaza. There are no architectural 
resources located on Site 4.  

Site 5 
Site 5 is located on the west side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets 
and is the eastern portion of Block 783, which contains 1 Penn Plaza. There are no architectural 
resources located on Site 5. 

Site 6 
Site 6 is located on Block 809, which is on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 34th 
and West 33rd Streets. There are no architectural resources located on Site 6. 

Site 7 
Site 7 is the western half of Block 808, which is bounded by West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues. There is one architectural resource located on Site 7. 

(#6) Hotel Pennsylvania, 401 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible 

The Hotel Pennsylvania at 401 Seventh Avenue is a 22-story building with Classical Revival-style 
details (see view 8 of Figure 8-6). Designed by the firm of McKim, Mead, & White, it opened in 
1919 to cater primarily to travelers using the original Pennsylvania Station. It was also designed 
aesthetically and urbanistically to complement the station and the General Post Office. The Penn-
sylvania Railroad Company had decided to build the hotel partially out of concern that they would 
lose passengers to the New York Central Railroad, which was building the Commodore Hotel for 
a similar clientele near Grand Central Terminal. The Pennsylvania Hotel was also designed to 
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meet the newly emerging need for businessmen’s hotels. Such hotels needed, for example, func-
tion rooms for large conventions of professional societies and business organizations. Although 
the commercial zone around Penn Station developed much more slowly than the area around 
Grand Central Terminal, in large part because the Pennsylvania Railroad was not as active in 
development as was the New York Central Railroad, the Hotel Pennsylvania aimed to cater to the 
nearby printing district, the emerging retail district centered around West 34th Street, the proxi-
mate Times Square, and the nascent Garment District. The large, brick-and-stone hotel has a 
limestone base with an Ionic entrance portico and a loggia of ionic pilasters at the building’s 
capital. The building’s exterior and interior have undergone a number of alterations. Four of the 
six Ionic portico columns have been cut off at mid-height to accommodate a new marquee and an 
expanded entryway. Windows on the first three floors have been closed, punched out, or replaced 
to accommodate different commercial establishments. Windows at other stories have been 
replaced, and a number of signs have also been installed on the exterior. A penthouse has been 
added at the roof level, which breaks the cornice line and adds approximately half a floor in height, 
and the main cornice has been removed. The lobby has been partially altered. The Hotel 
Pennsylvania is significant under Criterion A for its association with commercial development 
around Penn Station. In addition, the building also meets Criterion C for its architectural design. 
This building has been vacant since March 2020, when the hotel closed due to COVID-19. The 
property owner (Vornado) had plans to redevelop this property even before the adoption of the 
GPP (dating back at least to the 2010 ULURP approval of a new office building to be constructed 
on the site), and this property will be redeveloped either in accordance with the GPP for the 
Proposed Project (if affirmed by ESD) or as-of-right under the New York City Zoning Resolution. 
The property owner began the necessary steps to effectuate the building’s demolition in 2021. In 
July 2021, DOB issued permits for asbestos abatement, and abatement began in November 2021.  

Site 8 
Site 8 is the eastern half of Block 808, which is bounded by West 32nd and West 33rd Streets, and 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues. There are no architectural resources located on Site 8. However, the 
S/NR-eligible Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (described below) is partially supported at its northern 
end by structures within the existing building on Site 8. 

Remainder of the Primary Study Area 
Three architectural resources are located in the remainder of the primary study area.  

(#7) U.S. General Post Office, Block bounded by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets, S/NR, NYCL 

Significant under Criterion C in the area of architecture, the U.S. General Post Office (now the 
James A. Farley Building) occupies a superblock between Eighth and Ninth Avenues from West 
31st to West 33rd Streets. As early as 1904, track layout plans for Pennsylvania Station indicated 
a future postal facility on the air rights over the tracks, and the Farley Building was planned to 
utilize the tracks below for postal operations. It was constructed between 1910 and 1913, and 
enlarged in 1934. Constructed over the Pennsylvania Station Rail Yard, the original portion of the 
building covered only the east half of the block. Having won the commission in a competition, the 
firm of McKim, Mead, & White designed this monumental granite building as a companion to the 
former Pennsylvania Station (completed in 1910 and demolished in 1963–1964), which was 
located directly across Eighth Avenue. The four-story, Classical Roman building is freestanding, 
and McKim, Mead, & White designed it to be seen from all sides. The building’s form is that of a 
monumental Corinthian temple with a peristyle set on a high podium (see view 9 of Figure 8-7). 
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Each façade is articulated with a central colonnade framed by heavy corner pavilions. An entab-
lature that encircles the building below an attic story further unifies the design. Once correspon-
ding to the main façade of the old Penn Station across Eighth Avenue, the Eighth Avenue façade 
(the primary façade) is a portico reached by a wide flight of stairs. The portico consists of twenty 
53-foot-tall Corinthian columns supporting an entablature with a frieze. An inscription in the frieze 
reads, “Neither snow nor rain nor heat nor gloom of night stays these couriers from the swift 
completion of their appointed rounds.” The corner pavilions have half-domed niches on the piano 
nobile level and inscriptions on the attic story. The 1934 expansion extended the building to Ninth 
Avenue. On the other three façades, the colonnades are formed by alternating Corinthian pilasters 
and window bays, and the corner pavilions have arched windows that mimic the niches on the 
Eighth Avenue façade. On Ninth Avenue, three large attached arches mark the center of the façade. 
These arches have elaborately molded archivolts, and the openings are filled with metal grills. 
Truck entrances are located in two of the openings. Loading docks are located along the West 31st 
Street frontage off Ninth Avenue. 

Besides space for mail sorting and distribution uses, the Farley Building contains public lobbies, 
retail windows, administration spaces, and the office of the New York City Postmaster. The build-
ing has existing mail connections (but not passenger connections) to Penn Station platforms below. 
In 2018, new street-level entrances in the Eighth Avenue façade were opened to provide access to 
an expanded Penn Station West End Concourse, and in accordance with ESD’s Moynihan Station 
Civic and Land Use Improvement Project General Project Plan, the eastern portion of the Farley 
Building was recently opened as the Moynihan Train Hall, while the western portion has recently 
been transformed into the Farley Office Building. The new Moynihan Train Hall gives Penn 
Station a beautiful above-ground train hall and will increase concourse space, improve pedestrian 
flow, and create new retail and civic space. 

(#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance Company, 393 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-
eligible 

Starrett & Van Vleck designed the former Equitable Life Assurance Company Building at 383-
399 Seventh Avenue. Designed in a vague Renaissance Revival style, it was built in 1922–1923. 
This solid, massive 26-story structure originally housed the company’s headquarters, relocated 
from their property at 120 Broadway in the Financial District. The new site was less expensive 
than land downtown and was located across the street from Pennsylvania Station and the new 
Hotel Pennsylvania. Massed with a 15-story solid base and a series of three setbacks that create 
penthouse floors, the building’s form is more monumental and simply rectilinear than many of the 
surrounding garment lofts and office towers (see view 10 of Figure 8-7). (Starrett and Van Vleck 
filed plans in 1922 for a building that was taller than allowed on the site and that did not have the 
setbacks required by zoning. It is not clear whether that design is the one that was constructed.) 
Clad in stone, the first three floors have showroom windows, panels carved with foliate designs, 
cartouches, and a balustraded cornice. In the center of the Seventh Avenue façade, there is a stone 
entrance arch with decorative spandrels and a cornice; the original limestone arch has been re-clad 
in pink granite. The main mass of the brick building is simply articulated with piers and a prolif-
eration of office windows. A stone cornice with corner lanterns caps the 15-story portion. Above 
the first setback, the penthouse has large, arched double-windows and a corbelled arched cornice. 
At the corners of the topmost penthouse are large lantern forms. On the ground floor, some of the 
storefront spandrel panels have been replaced. The building is currently undergoing additional 
exterior repair and renovation including a crown lighting project and removal of granite façade 
material not original to the building. The former Equitable Life Assurance Company Building is 
significant under Criterion A for its association with commercial development around Penn 
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Station. In addition, the building also meets Criterion C for its architectural design. In an 
Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that it also appears to be 
eligible for NYCL designation.  

(B) Pennsylvania Plaza (Penn Station, Madison Square Garden, and 2 Penn Plaza), S/NR-
eligible 

In April 2021, independently of the Proposed Project’s environmental and historic resource 
review, OPRHP determined that the Pennsylvania Plaza complex (Penn Plaza)—comprising Penn 
Station, 2 Penn Plaza, and Madison Square Garden on the superblock bounded by West 33rd and 
West 31st Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues—is eligible for S/NR listing under Criterion 
A in the areas of urban planning, transportation, and historic preservation and Criterion C in the 
area of engineering for Madison Square Garden’s roof system. The multi-level below-grade Penn 
Station, circular-plan Madison Square Garden, and 29-story office building at 2 Penn Plaza were 
constructed simultaneously between 1963 and 1968. Madison Square Garden and 2 Penn Plaza 
are connected by a skybridge, below which is a former taxiway, and 2 Penn Plaza is set back, and 
elevated above Seventh Avenue behind a plaza. Penn Madison Square Garden has the form of a 
tall concrete drum set back from the street. Two Penn Plaza has a slab form that is currently 
undergoing a significant expansion of certain lower stories toward Seventh Avenue, and the 
original concrete and glass, concrete and metal panel facades are currently being reclad in a new 
glass curtainwall, as described below in the discussion of the 2033 No Action condition. See 
Figure 8-8 for photographs of Madison Square Garden and 2 Penn Plaza. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

There are 45 architectural resources located in the secondary study area. 

(#9) Garment Center Historic District, S/NR 
Only a portion of the southernmost boundary of the large Garment Center Historic District is 
located within 400 feet of the Project Area. Overall, the large historic district includes part or all 
of 25 blocks in an area roughly bounded by Sixth Avenue on the east, Ninth Avenue on the west, 
West 35th Street on the south, and West 41st Street on the north. New York City’s Garment Center 
(or Garment District) has been the heart of the City’s, and also the nation’s, garment industry since 
the years immediately following World War I. The district includes architectural remnants from 
an early tenement district later infamous as the City’s “Tenderloin,” an earlier incarnation of the 
Broadway theater district, and a publishing and printing district south and west of the New York 
Times tower in Times Square. Most buildings within the historic district are commercial with the 
most common type being the loft building, and most were constructed between 1896 and 1931, 
with some dating from earlier decades and others dating through the 1960s. The majority of loft 
and showroom buildings reflect the architectural trends of the 1920s and early 1930s. A typical 
1920s loft building has a three- or four-story base, often clad in stone, with entrances and store-
fronts on the first story and bays of wide show windows above, and a brick-faced shaft with narrow 
windows in bays defined by brick piers and setbacks on the upper floors. Several garment center 
buildings of the immediate post-World War II era show the influence of post-War modernism. 
The Garment Center Historic District is significant under National Register Criterion A for its 
industrial and commercial history, and its social and immigrant history and under National Reg-
ister Criterion C for its role in community planning and development, and also for its architectural 
history, in particular the development of the modern loft building, including the impact of New 
York City’s 1916 zoning resolution which led to the creation of the typical “setback” building.  
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(#10) The New Yorker Hotel, 481-497 Eighth Avenue, S/NR, NYCL-eligible 
Located within the boundaries of the S/NR-listed Garment Center Historic District, the New 
Yorker Hotel at the northwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street was constructed in 
1928–1930 to designs by Sugarman & Berger. The bold massing of the 43-story brick-and-stone 
building is the most significant feature of its design. Corner towers rise in a series of deep setbacks 
to the central tower, which has a form accented by deep light courts on each of its façades (see 
view 13 of Figure 8-9). On the north and south façades, there are two light courts that create a 
central pavilion flanked by the corner towers; on the Eighth Avenue façade, there is only one 
central light court. Most of the brick wall surface, above the stone base, is simply articulated with 
vertical bands of windows. Art Deco ornamentation is found in carved stone blocks at the parapet 
of each setback, in panels above the fourth-floor windows, and on the base. After having housed 
the national headquarters of the Holy Spirit Association for the Unification of World Christianity 
(Unification Church) for almost thirty years, the building now functions again as a hotel. It meets 
National Register Criterion A for its association with the commercial development around the 
original Pennsylvania Station and Criterion C for its architectural design. In an Environmental 
Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that the New Yorker Hotel also appears 
eligible for NYCL designation. 

(#11) Pennsylvania Building, 225 34th Street, S/NR 
Julius Tishman and Sons Incorporated built the 22-story Pennsylvania Building at 225 West 34th 
Street (between Seventh and Eighth Avenues) in 1924–1925. Located near Penn Station and in 
the center of the garment district (and within the boundaries of the S/NR-listed Garment Center 
Historic District), the Pennsylvania Building originally housed insurance firms, garment 
businesses, trade organizations, real estate firms, and, on the ground floor, banks. Schwartz & 
Gross designed the building in a Byzantine style with upper-floor loggias and Moorish foliated 
arches. The three-story stone base has a large arched entrance framed with marble columns, two 
floors of showroom windows, elaborately carved stone panels and a frieze, and a cornice line of 
stepped pinnacle forms (see view 14 of Figure 8-9). A slightly projecting central bay rises almost 
the entire height of the building. Cornices of corbelled arches decorate the parapets of the upper 
setbacks. This building meets National Register Criterion A for its association with commercial 
development around the original Pennsylvania Station and Criterion C for its architectural design.  

(#12) Nelson Tower, 446-456 Seventh Avenue, S/NR, NYCL-eligible 
Located two blocks north of Penn Station within the boundaries of the S/NR-listed Garment Center 
Historic District, the 45-story Nelson Tower at 446-456 Seventh Avenue originally housed 
showroom and office space for businesses in the garment trade. Designed by H. Craig Severance, 
it was the tallest building in the Garment District when it was completed in 1931. Although the 
façades are ornamented with Moderne details, the most distinctive architectural feature of the 
building is its massing. Above the tall base, the building rises, on all façades, in a series of bold 
setbacks to a tall, slender central tower (see view 15 of Figure 8-10). The use of cut-out corners 
and pavilions heightens the building’s vertical emphasis. Colored spandrel panels, brick piers, and 
bold parapets provide interest and texture to the façades. Nelson Tower is significant under 
Criterion A in the areas of commerce and industry and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 
In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that Nelson Tower 
also appears eligible for NYCL designation. 
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(#13) Arsenal Building, 463 Seventh Avenue, S/NR, NYCL-eligible 
In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that the Arsenal 
Building at 463 Seventh Avenue within the boundaries of the S/NR-listed Garment Center Historic 
District appears eligible for NYCL designation. Built in 1925, the Arsenal Building is a 22-story 
loft building. Buchman & Kahn designed the brick- and terra cotta-clad structure in a Renaissance 
Revival style and ornamented the four-story base with decorative brick work, pilasters, intricate 
floral carvings, animal figures, and human statuary. The upper floors are unornamented, but a 
projecting masonry cornice crowns the structure. The ground-floor storefronts have been altered 
with infill, and the main entrance has been altered with a modern masonry surround.  

(#14) West Side Jewish Center, 347 West 34th Street, S/NR-eligible 
In 1924, Congregation Beth Israel built the West Side Jewish Center at 347 West 34th Street to 
house an auditorium, synagogue, classrooms and reading rooms, and a cellar gymnasium. De-
signed by Gronenberg & Leuchtag, it is a three-story limestone Romanesque Revival building (see 
view 16 of Figure 8-10). The focal point of the exterior design is a large, round-arched opening 
in the center of the façade. The archivolt of the arch is sculpted with two colonnettes whose forms 
are carried across the intrados of the arch as rounded ribs. A pedimented temple-front window is 
set within the arch, and stained glass is used for much of the glazing within the opening. At the 
building base, there is a double-arched entrance. Fluted colonnettes support the arch ribs, and 
stained glass is set in the tympanums above the entrance doors. The top floor is gabled and 
designed with a round-arched wall arcade, a round-arched corbelled cornice, and a sculpture group 
of two lions holding a Torah. Two arched stained glass windows are located on the west side of 
the building, overlooking an adjacent parking lot. The synagogue building meets National Register 
Criterion A for its association with the area’s historical development and Criterion C for its arch-
itectural design. 

(#15) Former Manhattan Opera House, 311 West 34th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 
Designed by William E. Mowbray to resemble an Italian palazzo, the former Manhattan Opera 
House at 311 West 34th Street was constructed between 1901 and 1907 for producer Oscar 
Hammerstein, who sought to compete with the Metropolitan Opera. The nine-story, brick-and-
stone building is set on a two-story rusticated stone base that has five arched entrances (see view 
17 of Figure 8-11). The main body of the building, in keeping with its original function as a 
performance space, is largely solid surface. There are, however, five bays of small windows in the 
center of the façade. On the sixth floor, arched double-windows have stone colonnette mullions 
and stone tympanums, and stone balconies with decorative panels are located below each of the 
double-windows. The top portion of the building is designed as an attic story. In 1923, the building 
was altered for the New York Freemason group, the Ancient Accepted Scottish Rite of Free 
Masonry. Their name is still inscribed in the frieze above the base. A modern canopy is attached 
to the ground floor. The former opera house meets National Register Criterion A for its association 
with the area’s historical development and Criterion C for its architectural design. In an 
Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that the former opera 
house also appears eligible for NYCL designation. 

(#16) R. H. Macy & Company Store, 151 West 34th Street, S/NR, NHL, NYCL-eligible 
The R. H. Macy and Company Store is located on the full block bounded by Broadway, Seventh 
Avenue, and West 34th and West 35th Streets (excluding two small buildings on the northwest 
and southeast corners of the block). The store is 10 stories on the Broadway side and 20 stories on 
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the Seventh Avenue side. It is significant under Criterion A in the area of American retail history 
as well as under Criterion C in the area of architecture. Rowland H. Macy founded the store in 
1858. It moved to its current location in 1902, becoming the first large store north of 23rd Street. 
Today, Macy’s remains the largest department store in the world. It was constructed in five phases. 
The Broadway building, designed by DeLemos & Cordes, was constructed in 1901–1902. An 
additional story was added to this section in 1910. Successive additions were made to the west on 
the remainder of the block in 1922–1924, 1928, and 1931, all designed by Robert D. Kohn. The 
1902/1910 section occupies the entire Broadway frontage and approximately 60 percent of the 
West 34th Street frontage between Broadway and Seventh Avenue. Architecturally, it is the most 
elaborate and ornamental portion of the complex, with details generally inspired by English 
Palladian design, especially the four-story pilasters on the Broadway façade, the pedimented 
windows at the corners, the arcaded top story, and the crowning balustrade (see view 18 of Figure 
8-11). Other details in this section include the delicately modeled ornament of the store windows, 
canopy, clock, and caryatid sculptures on West 34th Street. Besides its greater level of detail, the 
original section is the most significant in the development of the department store type. The later 
sections on the western portion of the block are simpler in design and respond to the setback 
requirements of the zoning law. Stylistically, these sections are typical of the stripped classicism 
sometimes found in commercial and department store architecture of the period. The components 
of the complex share a grayish-colored concrete-and-stone base, with red brick, gray brick, and 
stone above. Stone cornices mark the transitions of the wall materials. An electronic LED sign 
marks the Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street corner, while large billboards adorn the Broadway 
and West 34th Street corner. The West 35th Street façade is the building’s rear façade with loading 
docks along the street and venting louvers in many of the windows. In an Environmental Review 
letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that Macy’s also appears eligible for NYCL 
designation. 

(#17) Marbridge Building, 1328 Broadway, S/NR-eligible 
Located at 1328 Broadway between West 34th and West 35th Streets, the 12-story Marbridge 
Building dates to 1908. Townsend, Steinle, & Haskell designed the store and loft building for 
William R. H. Martin who owned other buildings in the area, including the Martinique Hotel 
(described below). Martin was also a founder of the Rogers, Peet Company, a menswear company 
and original tenant of the Marbridge Building. The brick and stone Renaissance Revival-style 
Marbridge Building rises without setbacks and has a tripartite façade arrangement of base, shaft, 
and capital, and it fronts on Broadway/Sixth Avenue, Herald Square, and West 34th and West 
35th Streets, although the corner at West 35th Street is cut out around a non-descript five-story 
commercial building (see view 19 of Figure 8-12). The façades of the Marbridge Building 
overlooking the corner building are faced in party wall brick, and there are some small windows. 
At West 35th Street, the building has a canted corner. Stone ornament across the three primary 
façades includes rustication, quoining, projecting cornices, cartouches, brackets, swags, dentils, a 
roof balustrade, and stone window enframements, some with triangular pediments and others with 
eared lintels. The ground-floor storefronts have been modernized. The Marbridge Building is 
significant under Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of 
architecture. 

(#18) Former Hotel McAlpine, 1282 Broadway, S/NR-eligible 
The 25-story former Hotel McAlpine at Broadway and West 34th Street fronts both those streets, 
as well as West 33rd Street, and it has an angled, west façade that follows the street alignment of 
the Broadway and Sixth Avenue bow-tie intersection. It also has an E-shaped footprint with two 
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light courts facing Broadway. Frank Mills Andrews built the hotel in 1911–1912 and was president 
of the Greeley Square Hotel Company, which he founded to operate the hotel. He may also have 
been the designer. When it opened, it was reportedly the largest hotel in the world and sported 
such innovative features as in-room telephones and a medical facility. The hotel building is 
designed in a Renaissance Revival style with a tripartite arrangement of base, shaft, and capital 
(see view 20 of Figure 8-12). Clad in brick and stone, the building sits on a three-story rusticated 
stone base. The two light courts that start at the fourth floor create the impression of three brick 
towers above the base, and recessed entrances below the light courts bring the impression of the 
towers down to street level. Ornament on the base includes round-arched windows with pronoun-
ced voussoirs and keystones on the second floor, large second-floor windows in the recessed sec-
tions that are framed by half-columns, stone balconies beneath the windows on the third floor, 
cartouches, decorative panels, and a cornice. The shaft is minimally ornamented with brick win-
dow surrounds. Another cornice separates the shaft from the capital where there are large windows 
with segmental pediments. A bracketed cornice crowns the building. In the 1970s, the Hotel 
McAlpine was converted to apartments, and the ground-floor storefronts have modern windows, 
entrances, and some cladding. The former Hotel McAlpine is significant under Criterion A in the 
area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#19) Wilson Building, 1270 Broadway, S/NR-eligible 
George B. Wilson constructed the 12-story building at the southeast corner of Broadway and West 
33rd Street in 1911. Rouse & Goldstone designed the store and office building in a Renaissance 
Revival style (see view 21 of Figure 8-13). Like the nearby Marbridge Building and Hotel 
McAlpine, the Wilson Building has a tripartite arrangement of base, shaft, and capital. It fronts on 
both Broadway and West 33rd Street and has a rounded corner, and the windows in the corner 
have curved panes. The façades are clad in stone and rusticated on the second through tenth floors. 
The ground-floor retail space retains its original metal storefront with pilasters crowned by decor-
ative capitals and embossed with birds, urns, and flowers and an entablature with cartouches and 
floral ornament. A stone sill course with a Greek key pattern separates the ground floor from the 
two floors above, and an entablature with a floral frieze marks the three-story base from the seven-
story shaft. The shaft has paired window apertures, and each pair has a central pier with floral 
reliefs. On the capital, there are paired round-arched windows beneath large arches with cartouche 
keystones. A bracketed cornice caps the building. The Wilson Building is significant under 
Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#20) Hotel Martinique, 1260 Broadway, S/NR-eligible, NYCL 
The Hotel Martinique at 1260 Broadway was designed by Henry J. Hardenbergh and built in three 
phases beginning in 1897 and ending in 1911. The French Renaissance-style hotel was built and 
named after its owner, the developer William R. H. Martin. Martin invested heavily in the area 
and built and expanded the hotel in response to the growth of the entertainment, shopping, and 
transportation activities in Midtown. He hired Hardenbergh, who had a reputation for designing 
grand luxury hotels such as the original Waldorf and Astoria hotels and the Plaza. The glazed 
brick, terra cotta, and limestone-clad structure also features rusticated stonework, balconies, and 
prominent cartouches on all three of its main façades: Broadway, West 32nd Street, and West 33rd 
Street (see view 22 of Figure 8-13). Hardenbergh took advantage of the openness of the Hotel 
Martinique’s site on Greeley Square to show off the building’s boldly shaped mansard roof, with 
towers and ornate dormers. The façades are embellished with French Renaissance-inspired pic-
turesque features. The base is subdivided at the ground floor by a cornice and a balcony at the fifth 
story. The main part of the façade extends from the fifth through the eleventh stories where a 
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Greek key design sets off the transitional twelfth and thirteenth stories. Above this, another 
balcony marks the final section, and a balustrade at the fifteenth-story dormer windows indicates 
the roof level. The Hotel Martinique is significant under Criterion A in the area of commerce and 
under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#21) Grand Hotel, 1232-1238 Broadway, S/NR, NYCL 
Henry Engelbert designed the marble-fronted Grand Hotel at 1232-1238 Broadway. The hotel was 
erected in 1868 at a time when Broadway between Madison and Herald Squares was being trans-
formed into an entertainment district. French Second Empire in style, its white marble façade was 
a prominent feature of the area until the theater district shifted north to Times Square at the turn 
of the century and the area became a part of the garment district. It is distinguished by its pavilion 
massing, chamfered corner, and imposing mansard roof with large pedimented dormers and ocular 
windows (see view 23 of Figure 8-14). The ground floor of the Broadway façade originally had 
a cast-iron front of delicate columns and broad plate glass shop windows, but it was altered in 
1957. A 12-story tower at 34-36 West 31st Street, designed by George F. Pelham and built in 
1903, has been joined to the hotel. The Grand Hotel is significant under Criterion A in the area of 
commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Complex, 129-143 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-
eligible 
Built in phases between 1891 and 1912, the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex at 129-
143 West 31st Street replaced an earlier church on the same site that dated from the end of the 
1840s. The new church was built in 1891–1892; Henry Ehrhardt designed it in a Renaissance 
Revival style. It is set back from the street and raised on a tall plinth (whose facing has been 
modernized). The plan consists of a nave and side aisles, with the nave represented on the façade 
by a central tower that projects well in front of the side aisles (see view 24 of Figure 8-14). The 
church is faced in yellowish brick with red stone trim. A pedimented, temple front porch marks 
the entrance; stone columns support the brick-and-stone entablature and the stone pediment that 
contains a mosaic tympanum. Above the pediment is a recessed arched mosaic of St. Francis. The 
upper portion of the tower is ornately decorated with stone courses, a bracketed cornice, and a 
molded frame for a mosaic roundel. Crowning the tower is a spire surrounded by a partially 
detached entablature supported on freestanding corner columns. One-story, three-sided chapels 
with peaked roofs mark the transition of the tower to the side aisles, which are also trimmed in 
stone. Each side aisle has a pair of arched stained glass windows, and the side aisles’ parapets are 
scrolled in typical early Renaissance fashion. The five-story brick Franciscan Fathers monastery 
is located on the east side of the church. Built in 1908–1909, it was designed by Thomas J. Duff 
in a subdued Renaissance Revival style. The monastery has two distinct façades: the primary street 
façade and the lesser façade facing the forecourt of the church. A stone cornice running above the 
first floor and arched windows on the same floor unite the two façades. The street façade is raised 
above a rusticated stone basement. The central section of the façade is three bays wide and char-
acterized by a round-arched entrance flanking round-arched windows, round-arched windows on 
the upper floors, and a stone gable with a carved quatrefoil. A recessed side bay is located next to 
the building adjacent to the east. An angled corner pavilion with a peaked roof transitions the street 
façade to the simply designed forecourt façade. Thomas J. Duff also designed the three-story 
School of St. Francis of Assisi on the west side of the church. Built in 1911–1912, it does not have 
much street frontage, but mirrors the monastery with an angled corner tower. The church complex 
meets Criterion C as an intact example of Renaissance Revival style architecture. There are later, 
non-contributing additions to the complex at 129 West 31st Street and to the rear of the church on 
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West 32nd Street. In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined 
that the church complex also appears eligible for NYCL designation. 

(#23) Greeley Arcade Building, 127 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
The Greeley Arcade Building, located at 128-136 West 31st Street/127-133 West 30th Street, is a 
17-story through-block building designed by architects George and Edward Blum and completed 
in 1926 (see view 25 of Figure 8-15). It originally housed offices and showrooms, and it has a 
ground-floor arcade extending through the building. The three-story base is faced in limestone and 
has six bays defined by articulated detailing around the window groupings. Above the base, the 
building is faced in brick with few decorative elements. Starting at the ninth floor, the building 
has a series of setbacks, the tops of which are emphasized by running arches and capitals, and the 
setbacks create corner tower forms. The Greeley Arcade Building is significant under Criterion A 
in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#24) Loft Building, 115-125 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
The 12-story loft building at 115-125th Street is clad in brick and stone, and it has a long street 
frontage and rises for its full height without setbacks (see view 26 of Figure 8-15). Built in 1912 
and designed by George F. Pelham, it is minimally ornamented with Renaissance-style motifs. 
The building has a two-story stone-clad base with recessed bays framed by pilasters. Each bay has 
a ground-floor storefront with three windows above. Recessed bays containing three windows 
continue up the façade to the roofline. Above the base, the façade is clad in brick, and pilaster 
forms frame the recessed bays. On the top two floors, rounded double-height half-columns frame 
the windows, with decorative spandrel panels at the twelfth floor. The building appears to have 
lost a cornice at the roof parapet. The main entrance to the loft floors is at the east end of the 
building, and while the entrance has been altered with a modern, granite surround, it retains a 
fanlight beneath a projecting stone arch. The freight entrance is at the west end of the building, 
and it has a stone enframement with an entablature. The loft building at 115-125 West 30th Street 
is significant under Criterion A in the area of commerce. 

(#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House, 134-138 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL 
R. Thomas Short designed this four-story police station in 1907. It was one of the first station 
houses constructed in Manhattan after the consolidation of Greater New York in 1898, and it was 
one of the earliest in the City to solely employ automobile patrols. Built to serve the Tenderloin 
District, an area that was once considered the most crime-ridden in the City, this fortress-like 
building, designed in a Medieval Revival style, features a rusticated granite base arranged with 
four simulated rounded towers with crenellated parapets (see view 27 of Figure 8-16). The granite 
around the windows is smooth faced, while the remaining blocks across the base are rough cut. 
The central entrance, which originally accommodated automobiles and led to a central courtyard, 
is deeply recessed beneath a stone arch, and it has a Guastavino tile vault. A stone panel with the 
City’s seal is located above the entrance. At the third floor, a recessed balcony beneath a stone 
arch mirrors the ground-floor entrance below. A bracketed and crenellated roof parapet crowns 
the building. Narrow side courts separate the building from those adjacent to the east and west, 
and granite-faced, crenellated, and arched gates enclose the side courts at the sidewalk. The station 
house currently houses the Police Department’s Traffic Control Division. The 23rd Police Precinct 
Station is significant under Criterion A for its association with the civic development of New York 
City and the Midtown area of Manhattan and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 
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(#26) Loft Building, 130 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL 
Cass Gilbert designed the 18-story loft building at 130 West 30th Street in 1927. Erected for the 
fur trades, the building rises flush from the street line for nine stories, above which it is massed 
with a series of setbacks (see view 28 of Figure 8-16). The building is arranged with two corner 
brick bays that frame the wide central bay of alternating strips of windows and highly ornate terra 
cotta spandrel panels. Thin vertical piers separate each window and spandrel panel to create a grid 
with a horizontal emphasis. Stylized lions, hunting scenes, and winged guardian figures embellish 
the corner entrances. These unusual terra cotta reliefs, along with those on the spandrel panels, 
were inspired by ancient Assyrian sources. The Atlantic Terra Cotta Company fabricated the terra 
cotta ornament. The architect Cass Gilbert is known for office buildings like the Woolworth 
Building and civic structures that include the United States Customs House at Bowling Green in 
Lower Manhattan. The loft building at 130 West 30th Street is significant under Criterion A in the 
area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. In 2003, the building was 
converted into apartments. 

(#27) Loft Building, 144-154 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
Sugarman & Berger, architects of the New Yorker Hotel (#X, described above), designed the 20-
story Art Deco garment loft building at 144-154 West 30th Street. It was built in 1925–1926 by 
the fur merchant William Platky, who occupied the store and basement, and leased the remainder 
of the building to other garment and fur firms. Stylized piers and pinnacles give a Gothic character 
to the brick-and-stone loft building (see view 29 of Figure 8-17). The design is not centered, with 
the entrance placed at the building’s west side. Above the first setback at the eleventh floor, the 
massing piles a series of pavilions on the west side in vertical line with the entrance. The three-
story base is clad in stone, and instead of having large showroom windows above the ground-floor 
storefronts, the base contains larger office-type windows. Stone details on the base include an 
entrance enframement with a band of molding intricately carved with a foliate design, projecting 
panels below the third-floor windows, small rosette blocks at the outer corners of the third-floor 
window bays, a band of molding carved with a foliate pattern at the cornice line, two small stone 
fox heads above the entrance, and blocky buttresses between the third and fourth floors. On the 
loft floors, raised brick panels below the windows and angled piers break the monotony of what 
would be a typical loft façade of window bays and brick piers. Stone cornices with buttresses and 
projecting fox heads mark the setbacks. The loft building at 144-145 West 30th Street is significant 
under Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture.  

(#28) Loft Building, 345 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible 
John H. Knubel designed the Art Deco loft building at 345-353 Seventh Avenue in the fur district 
for businesses in the fur trade. Built in 1927–1928, the 15-story brick building is massed like many 
of the garment and fur lofts from the 1920s. It rises flush from the building line for 17 stories 
before it rises in a series of four setbacks (see view 30 of Figure 8-17). A central pavilion form is 
carried through the setbacks. The five-story stone base is articulated with large showroom 
windows spaced vertically with stone piers and horizontally with decorative metal spandrel panels. 
Art Deco carvings are located on the entablatures above the second and fifth floors and on the 
capitals of the piers. On the upper floors, protruding brick piers and brick spandrels with recessed 
panels create texture and rhythm on the façade, which is divided into six bays of three window 
columns each. Geometric Art Deco motifs are located at the capitals of the piers and at the cornices 
of the setbacks. The loft building at 345 Seventh Avenue is significant under Criterion A in the 
area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 
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(#29) Loft Building, 323-335 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible 
Located in the original center of the fur district, the 20-story Seventh Avenue Building at 323-335 
Seventh Avenue, designed by Schwartz & Gross, originally housed fur manufacturers and 
provided a club on the top floor when it was built in 1920. The building is designed in the 
Renaissance Revival style, clad in brick and stone, and massed above the 12th floor in a series of 
setbacks (see view 31 of Figure 8-18). The ornamentation on the three-story stone base includes 
Corinthian pilasters with recessed panels on their shafts, spandrel panels with roundels and 
recessed panels, an entablature, and piers with carved urns and foliate designs on the third floor. 
The unusual third floor is completely glazed, except for the decorative brick piers; the showroom 
windows are multi-paned metal windows. The upper floors contain large loft windows. Brick 
bands create the appearance of quoins above the base. On the upper floors, there are several stone 
cornices. Beginning at the 17th floor, the building’s Seventh Avenue corners take the form of 
towers with projecting bracketed cornices. These corner towers are also ornamented with stone 
cartouches, roundels, and piers. The loft building at 323-335 Seventh Avenue is significant under 
Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#30) Fur Craft Building, 242-246 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
Designed by the architect Henry I. Oser, the Fur Craft Building at 242-246 West 30th Street was 
built in 1925–1926 to house businesses in the fur industry. At the same time, the owners erected 
a two-story building with stores to the west as a means to protect the loft building’s access to 
sunlight. Since re-clad, the addition was also designed by Oser. The 14-story brick-and-stone Fur 
Craft Building has Classical design elements and is massed on its upper floors in a series of 
setbacks with a central angled pavilion (see view 32 of Figure 8-18). A Corinthian temple front 
ornaments the pavilion above the first setback and a cupola with Palladian windows crowns the 
central pavilion. The rusticated stone base contains a central, double-height arched entrance 
opening with a large transom. Corinthian pilasters support pedestals upon which are large fox 
sculptures. The entrance infill is metal with decorative spandrel panels, a clock, urn reliefs on the 
jambs, and anthemia. A cartouche and swags are set in the parapet of the entrance. The storefronts 
on either side of the entrance appear to have been altered, but stone cartouches and the cornice 
above the base remain. The Fur Craft Building is significant under Criterion A in the area of 
commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#31) Loft Building, 249-251 West 29th Street, S/NR-eligible 
The 15-story loft building at 249-251 West 29th Street was constructed in 1925 for the fur industry. 
Designed by Henry I. Oser in conjunction with Schwartz & Gross, this brick loft building with 
Art-Deco-stylized Gothic details is narrower than many loft buildings in the area. Above the 
seventh floor, it rises in a series of setbacks with a central tower form (see view 33 of Figure 
8-19). Stone pinnacles mark each setback at the building corners and at the edges of the central 
tower. Decorative brick spandrels are placed at the parapets of the setbacks and below all the 
windows. The base is clad in stone, contains large showroom windows, and is ornamented with 
square carved insets. Adjacent to the east is a two-story addition built in 1927 to project the loft 
building’s access to sunlight. The loft building at 249-251 West 29th Street is significant under 
Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. 

(#32) Loft Building, 241-245 West 29th Street, S/NR-eligible 
The 17-story loft building for the fur trades at 241-245 West 29th Street was designed in 1927 by 
J. Eckman in an austere utilitarian manner, with only minor applied ornamentation. Above the 
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seventh floor, the brick building rises in a series of setbacks with angled corner pavilions (see 
view 34 of Figure 8-19). Some Art Deco scrollwork and pinnacle forms are placed at the setback 
parapets. The façade is divided into three bays of strip windows. Cornice molding and recessed 
panels on the piers provide some texture to the three-story stone base. Portions of the ground floor 
storefronts appear to have been altered with new infill and windows. The loft building at 241-245 
West 29th Street is significant under Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C 
in the area of architecture. 

(#33) Loft Building, 231-239 West 29th Street, S/NR-eligible 
George and Edward Blum designed the loft building for the fur trades at 231-239 West 29th Street. 
Built in 1925, the 15-story brick-and-stone structure is largely devoid of applied ornamentation. 
Instead, the design focuses on the setback massing and the ziggurat-like tower on the east side of 
the building (see view 35 of Figure 8-20). Although the façade is divided into window bays 
flanked by brick piers, the bays contain only one column of narrow windows, unlike many other 
loft buildings in the area that have several window columns within each bay. The brick piers, wide 
in comparison to the window bays, break up the façade into a tight grid while emphasizing verti-
cality, enhanced by pointed caps crowning the piers at the setbacks. The setbacks are also marked 
by spandrel panels with lancet-like forms. The stone base contains asymmetrical groupings of 
showroom and office windows. A simple cornice surmounts the base. The loft building at 231-
239 West 29th Street is significant under Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion 
C in the area of architecture. 

(#34) Loft Building, 214-222 West 29th Street, S/NR-eligible 
Henry I. Oser designed the 16-story loft building at 214-222 West 29th Street in the fur district. 
Built in 1925–1926, it is ornamented with Gothic elements and is asymmetrically massed above 
the seventh floor in a series of setbacks, pavilions, and a light court (see view 36 of Figure 8-20). 
The façade is divided into nine recessed bays of three windows flanked by brick piers. The mottled 
stone base contains Gothic details that include pointed-arch entrances, grotesque figures support-
ing buttresses, pinnacles, and blind arcades of pointed arches in low relief. Similar Gothic details 
in mottled stone are placed at the setbacks. The loft building at 214-222 West 29th Street is sig-
nificant under Criterion A in the area of commerce and under Criterion C in the area of 
architecture. 

(#35) Former French Hospital, 326-330 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
Designed by Crow, Lewis, & Wickenhaefer, the brick, stone, and terra cotta French Apartments 
building at 326-330 West 30th Street and 329 West 29th Street was formerly the French Hospital. 
The George A. Fuller Company constructed the 12-story, Classical Revival building in 1928–1929 
for the French Benevolent Society, founders of the hospital. The building was the fourth non-
sectarian hospital operated by the society. The hospital performed outpatient work and provided 
children’s and maternity services, and the building included a residence and training school for 
nurses. The hospital building’s primary (West 30th Street) façade is composed of a central portion 
set back from the street and two corner pavilions (see view 37 of Figure 8-21). A two-story pro-
jecting entrance pavilion is ornately designed with fluted Corinthian pilasters, windows with seg-
mental pediments and tympanums carved with foliate designs, ornamental balconies, carved 
swags, and a balustrade. The words “Societe Française De Bienfaisance” are engraved in the 
frieze. Above the entrances to the corner pavilions are a carved sign that reads “Clinic Entrance” 
and a mortar and pestle set in a wreath. The building is ornamented with additional Classical 
Revival details. The West 29th Street façade is similar in design. The former hospital building is 
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significant under Criterion C as an example of Classical Revival-style institutional architecture 
and under Criterion A in the areas of health, medicine, and social history. 

(#36) Lamartine Place Historic District, 333-355 West 29th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL 
The Lamartine Place Historic District consists of twelve row houses on the north side of West 
29th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (see view 38 of Figure 8-21). Designed predom-
inantly in the Greek revival style, the four- and five-story brick buildings were constructed in the 
late 1840s and early 1850s. Generally, they have stone door enframements, sills and lintels, stoops, 
basements, front garden areaways, and bracketed cornices. Some of the row houses have lost their 
stoops. There are also missing window lintels. Many of the front areaways are enclosed with 
decorative metal fences, while the five houses at the western end of the block have areaways 
enclosed by brick walls or plain metal fences. William Torrey and Cyrus Mason developed the 
twelve row houses as part of a longer row, now disrupted to the east by the former French Hospital, 
a mid-20th century apartment building, and altered row houses. Notable early residents of the 
Lamartine Place Historic District were abolitionists Abby and James Sloan Gibbons, whose house 
at 339 West 29th Street was attacked during the Draft Riots of July 13–17, 1863. The Lamartine 
Place Historic District is significant under Criterion A for its association with the early 19th-
century development of New York City, the Underground Railroad, and the Civil War Draft Riots. 
It also significant under Criterion C as a largely intact collection of Greek Revival row houses. 

(#37) Penn South Apartment Complex, bounded by West 29th and West 23rd Streets, Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues, S/NR-eligible 
The Mutual Redevelopment Houses, commonly known as Penn South, consist of ten buildings 
between West 29th and West 23rd Streets and Eighth and Ninth Avenues. West 25th and West 
26th Streets traverse the complex following the Manhattan street grid, while West 24th and West 
28th Streets traverse the complex along curved alignments. The International Ladies’ Garment 
Workers Union (ILGWU) and the United Housing Foundation developed the complex in 1962. 
The ILGWU also sponsored the East River Housing Cooperative at Grand Street and the FDR 
Drive (1955) and the Seward Park Cooperative at Grand and Essex Streets (1959). Herman Jessor 
was the architect of all three cooperative developments. 

Each of the ten free-standing buildings in Penn South is 22 stories and nearly identical in design, 
and the complex includes five single-core residential buildings with cruciform plans and five 
double-core buildings, each with two cruciform footprints. The site plan allowed maximum sun-
light to the apartments. The buildings have simple brick façades with metal-framed windows and 
concrete courses marking the floors (see view 39 of Figure 8-22). The corner apartments of each 
projecting bay have recessed balconies, and there are larger balconies on the top three floors. On 
the double-core buildings, there are also recessed balconies where the two cruciform plans adjoin. 
Landscaped lawns with mature trees surround the residential buildings. In addition to the residen-
tial towers, the complex also includes low-rise retail buildings, a theater, a power house, recreation 
facilities, and a parking facility. Also located within the boundaries of the complex are multiple 
buildings that pre-date its development, including the Church of the Apostles (NYCL, S/NR) built 
in 1848 at 300 Ninth Avenue (outside the secondary study area). The Penn South Apartment 
Complex is eligible under Criterion A in the area of social history as a physical representation of 
the labor movement’s concern to provide affordable housing to the working class. It also meets 
Criterion C under the theme of community planning and development as representative of modern 
urban planning design theory. 
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(#37a) Bayard Rustin Apartment, Building 7B in Penn South (340 West 28th Street), S/NR 
The Penn South Apartment Complex also includes the S/NR-listed Bayard Rustin Residence, 
which is Apartment 9J in Building 7B. The National Register nomination includes Building 7 in 
its entirety, because National Register regulations preclude nomination of a portion of a building, 
and the nomination boundary is defined by the sidewalks surrounding Building 7 as they define 
the site within the larger development. Building 7 is located in the north-central part of the 
complex, south of West 28th Street, and it is one of the five double-core buildings with a double 
cruciform plan.  

The Bayard Rustin Residence is significant as the most important resource associated with Bayard 
Rustin (1912–1987), a person of great importance in American political and social history. Bayard 
Rustin, a gay African American Quaker, civil rights advocate, proponent of non-violence, and 
campaigner for social and economic justice, had an impact on many of the nation’s social justice 
achievements since the 1930s. Among his many notable endeavors, he organized and led the 
August 28, 1963 March for Jobs and Freedom in Washington DC, he created and led for many 
years the A. Philip Randolph Institute, an organization that became central to creating jobs and 
justice for trade unionists, and advocated for LGBTQ+ rights. In 1962, Rustin purchased 
apartment 9J in Building 7 of the new Penn South Complex and lived there until his death in 1987. 
Apartment, 9J is located in the northeast corner of the ninth floor. The Bayard Rustin Apartment 
is significant under Criterion B for its association with Bayard Rustin as his longest and most 
permanent place of residence as an adult. 

(#38) Morgan General Mail Facility, 341 Ninth Avenue, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 
The ten- and six-story United States Postal Service (USPS) Morgan General Mail Facility 
occupies the entire block bounded by Ninth and Tenth Avenues and West 29th and West 30th 
Streets. It is connected to the Farley Building by a tunnel. Constructed in 1933 over part of the 
New York Central rail yards, the building is significant as one of many postal facilities built under 
a New Deal-generated building program. James A. Wetmore, who was Acting Supervising 
Architect of the Public Works Branch of the U.S. Treasury Department at the time of the building’s 
construction, is credited with its design. Set on a limestone base, the upper portion of the building 
is faced in tan brick and articulated with alternating piers and window bays (see view 40 of Figure 
8-22). Art Deco details embellish the ten-story Ninth Avenue portion of the building. A frieze 
with a geometric relief pattern runs above the base, a belt course with a similar pattern runs above 
the eighth floor, and a cornice projects above the ninth floor. On the Ninth Avenue façade, the 
brick piers take the form of fluted pilasters. Sculpted eagles and carved floral blocks embellish the 
base. Over the main door is an ornamental bronze screen above a fixed transom window. There is 
a broken connection to a rail spur from the High Line at the Tenth Avenue façade. The Morgan 
General Mail Facility is significant under Criterion A for its association with a network of mail 
transportation that addressed specific and unique needs of efficiently and rapidly transporting large 
volumes of parcel post, by various means, between post office stations in New York City and 
under Criterion C for its unique structural engineering features and complex systems in the 
building, and as an important example of a building with an Art Deco style interpretation of 
classical orders and motifs. In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC 
determined that the building also appears eligible for NYCL designation. 

(#39) Loft Building, 402-426 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible 
Designed by Edward L. Larkin and built in 1914, the large loft building at 406-426 West 31st 
Street overlooks the Penn Station Rail Yard to the north (now platformed over by the recently 
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constructed Manhattan West development). Erected for the printing trades, it is a 15-story building 
with a wide 250-foot frontage. The West 31st Street façade has a three-story rusticated stone base 
and upper floors clad in tan brick (see view 41 of Figure 8-23). The shaft is articulated with thin 
brick piers and numerous, regularly spaced windows that originally served to provide ample light 
to the printing floors. Terra cotta pilasters and decorative panels embellish the upper three floors. 
The east and west façades are largely blank brick, while the south façade overlooking West 30th 
Street and an entrance to Dyer Avenue and the Lincoln Tunnel has the same repetition of numerous 
windows as the north façade. The south façade, however, is not clad in decorative face brick. The 
Fashion Institute of Technology now occupies the building with a dormitory. The loft building at 
402-426 West 31st Street is significant under Criterion A in the areas of commerce and industry 
and under Criterion C in the area of architecture as an intact example of printing loft design. 

(#40) St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex, 414-424 West 34th Street, S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL-eligible 
St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church was originally located on the site of the open cut of the 
Pennsylvania Station Rail Yard (now platformed over by the recently constructed Manhattan West 
development). On the condition that the Pennsylvania Railroad would build a new facility nearby, 
the church sold its original buildings to accommodate construction of the Pennsylvania Station 
complex. In 1905–1906, the Pennsylvania Railroad built the current church complex at 414-424 
West 34th Street and 409-429 West 33rd Street. Designed by Napoleon LeBrun and Sons, the 
complex consists of a church and rectory that front on West 34th Street and a school, convent, and 
vestry that front on West 33rd Street. The through-block church is a limestone Romanesque 
Revival structure. The primary façade fronts on West 34th Street and is faced in rough ashlar stone 
(see view 42 of Figure 8-23). The church’s south façade is faced in smooth limestone blocks, and 
its defining features are a blind arched window in the center and two pinnacled turrets framing the 
gable. 

The five-story brick rectory is adjacent to the west of the church at 424 West 34th Street. It exhibits 
a unique mixture of Gothic and Romanesque Revival elements that include a corbelled archivolt 
over the entrance arch, windows with limestone colonnette mullions and architraves with hood-
moldings and carved label stops, and three limestone, gabled dormer windows (see view 42 of 
Figure 8-23). On West 33rd Street, the vestry (409 West 33rd Street), the convent (417 West 33rd 
Street), and the school (421-429 West 33rd Street) exhibit the same mix of Gothic and Roman-
esque Revival details as the rectory. All three are brick with limestone bases, window architraves, 
and corbelled cornices, and they all have copper dormer windows (see view 43 of Figure 8-24). 
Unique details of the three-story brick vestry include a large limestone, peaked-roof porch with 
an arched entrance capped by a corbelled archivolt resting on colonnettes, and two dormer win-
dows with trefoil tracery in the gables. The school has squat corner towers. The church complex 
is significant under Criterion A for its association with the area’s historical development and under 
Criterion C for its architectural design. In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 
2020, LPC determined that the church complex also appears eligible for NYCL designation. 

(#41) Webster Apartments, 419 West 34th Street, S/NR-eligible 
Parish & Schroeder designed the 14-story Webster Apartments at 419 West 34th Street. It was 
built in 1922–1923 from a gift of Charles B. Webster, a former senior partner of R. H. Macy & 
Company, as an apartment hotel for working women. The fund set up by Webster specified that 
the apartment hotel was to cater to working women with modest salaries. Also meant to provide 
the services of a social club, the building originally contained a lounge, a dance and lecture hall, 



6.6.22

Figure 8-23
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

42St. Michael’s RC Church Complex, 414-424 West 34th Street 
(#40, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), view on West 34th Street

41Loft Building, 402-426 West 31st Street (#39, S/NR-eligible), view 
west from Ninth Avenue

Historic Resources – Secondary Study Area



Chapter 8: Historic and Cultural Resources 

 8-31  

a kitchen and dining room, a library, an infirmary, ten small reception rooms, and sewing rooms 
and laundries on the residential floors, in addition to 360 bedrooms. The permanent staff included 
a woman manager, housekeeper, dietician, nurse, chef, and associated help. Designed in a respec-
table, austere neo-Georgian style, as thought to befit an apartment for working women in the early 
20th century, the building is organized in a U-plan with a large central light court fronting on West 
34th Street above the three-story base (see view 44 of Figure 8-24). Below the light court is a 
large stone entrance porch composed of columns supporting an entablature. Above the entablature 
is a three-light stone window and broken segmental pediment. Segmental tympanums with carved 
decorations are set above the first-floor windows. The top two floors have the form of a pilastered 
loggia set on a stone balustrade and ornamented with carved stone spandrel panels. Stone cornices 
are located above the base and at the roofline. The Webster Apartments are significant under 
Criterion C for its association with the area’s historical development and under Criterion C for its 
architectural design. 

(#42) William F. Sloan Memorial YMCA, 360 West 34th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 
Cross & Cross designed the through-block William F. Sloan Memorial Branch of the YMCA 
located at 360 West 34th Street immediately across West 33rd Street from the Farley Building. 
Built in 1929–1930 and named for William Sloan, the chairman of the National War Council of 
the YMCA during World War I, the building originally functioned to provide social facilities and 
sleeping accommodations for men in the armed services. The 14-story brick building is designed 
in the neo-Georgian style, and it is massed with projecting pavilions and upper floor setbacks (see 
view 45 of Figure 8-25). The two-story base has a limestone ground floor that contains entrances 
with broken segmental pediments and a second floor with round-arched windows with stone 
keystones. A central light court on the West 34th Street façade creates corner pavilions. Stone 
detailing includes quoins, string courses, window keystones and voussoirs, balustrades, 
cartouches, and pediments that form the crowns of the corner pavilions. The south façade is similar 
in detailing, but it does not use setbacks. Abutting a three-story building on Ninth Avenue, the 
west façade carries the design of the north and south façades and also utilizes the corner pavilion 
motif. This building meets National Register Criterion A for its association with the area’s 
historical development and Criterion C for its architectural design. In an Environmental Review 
letter dated December 14, 2020, LPC determined that the building also appears eligible for NYCL 
designation. 

(#43) Former J.C. Penney Building, 330 West 34th Street, S/NR-eligible 
The J.C. Penney Company constructed the 18-story building at 330 West 34th Street and 331-343 
West 33rd Street in 1925–1926 for offices and a plant for manufacturing packing cases. The 
building also originally contained an office for the American Express Company solely devoted to 
J.C. Penney express shipments. Adjacent to the east of the former YMCA building, it sits across 
West 33rd Street from the Farley Building. Schultze & Weaver designed the building as a large 
Italian palazzo, and its solid and rectilinear bulk is slightly relieved by a series of two setbacks 
beginning at the 12th floor on the north façade and a series of four setbacks beginning at the 
seventh floor on the south façade (see view 46 of Figure 8-25). The north and south façades are 
similarly designed, but the north façade is the primary one. On the north façade, the three-story 
rusticated base is faced in stone and has two large arched entrances; the 12th floor is designed as 
a large, bracketed stone cornice with arched windows in the gaps between the brackets; a stone 
balustrade forms the parapet of the second setback; and the top floor takes the form of an attic 
story clad in stone with carved piers. On the south façade facing the Farley Office Building and 
Moynihan Train Hall, the attic story and balustrade appear, but there is no bracketed cornice at the 
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first setback, and the rusticated base is clad in brick. In addition, there are ground-floor loading 
docks on West 33rd Street. This building is significant under Criterion A for its association with 
commercial development around the original Pennsylvania Station and under Criterion C for its 
architectural design. 

(#44) West 28th Street Subway Station, Seventh Avenue between West 27th and West 29th 
Streets, S/NR 
The West 28th Street Subway Station, which serves the No. 1 Subway Line, is a 530-foot-long 
station under and parallel to Seventh Avenue at West 28th Street. It was completed as part of the 
IRT line in 1918 under Contract III of the Dual Contact era (1909–1931). Contract III comprised 
construction of the Upper Lexington Avenue extension of the original IRT, joining the original 
subway at Grand Street and continuing the IRT Broadway/Seventh Avenue line down to South 
Ferry. Contract III also included lines in the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn. The station has four 
original stair entrances at West 28th Street and two exit stairways at West 27th Street, one of 
which is a replacement. The station retains its original plan and much of its original tilework. The 
West 28th Street Subway Station is significant under Criterion C in the areas of architecture, 
transportation, and engineering. 

(#45) Empire State Building, 350 Fifth Avenue, S/NR, NHL, NYCL 
The Empire State Building is located outside the secondary study area, but the immediately 
recognizable, 1,454-foot-tall Art Deco skyscraper is visible from multiple locations throughout 
the primary and secondary study areas. 

(C) Gimbel Brothers Administration Building, 116 West 32nd Street, S/NR-eligible 
Loton Slawson constructed the building at 116 West 32nd Street (on the south side of West 32nd 
Street) in 1911-12 as a loft and commercial building for the Cuyler Realty Company. In 1925, the 
Gimbel Brothers Company purchased the Cuyler Building for administrative use, connecting it 
via a skybridge (described below) to the Gimbel Brothers Department Store located across West 
31st Street, which was constructed in 1910, and the department store’s executive offices were 
relocated to the Cuyler Building. In 1973, the British-American Tobacco Company purchased 
Gimbel Brothers, and by the end of the 1980s, all the Gimbel Brothers stores across the country 
had closed. In 1989, the department store comprising the full eastern half of the block bounded by 
West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and Sixth to Seventh Avenues was substantially renovated and 
is now the Manhattan Mall up to the second level and office building use on the nine levels above. 
The Gimbel Brothers Administration Building and Manhattan Mall (and the skybridge) are now 
under separate ownership. The mall is currently vacant. 

The 16-story Gimbel Brothers Administration Building is a through-block structure with brick- 
and stone-clad facades on both West 32nd and West 31st Streets. The north and south façades 
have a similar design with tripartite arrangements of base, shaft, and capital, and they are divided 
into three bays, with groupings of three windows per bay. Built before the 1916 zoning law, the 
building is massed without setbacks. The architect William H. Gompert designed the building with 
Classical Revival motifs that include shields and floral swags on metal spandrel panels, stone 
cartouches, pilasters, and denticulated cornices. On each façade, the three-story base is faced in 
stone and crowned by a cornice. At the base, the pilasters framing the window bays have capitals 
with caduceus (the Greek god Hermes’ symbol of two snakes twining around a winged staff). The 
ten stories of the shaft are faced in brick, and they are unornamented above the fourth floor, which 
has decorative brickwork and stone cartouches. On the two floors of the capital, stone pilasters 
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frame the window bays, and there are two cornices—a shallow masonry cornice above the 13th 
floor and a projecting metal cornice at the 15th floor. A penthouse floor is located above the 
cornice. On West 32nd Street, the ground floor has been altered with granite cladding with bulky 
proportions and non-original window and door assemblies. The ground floor on West 31st Street 
has also been altered, although it retains one original storefront, which has metal pilasters and an 
entablature decorated with dentils, cartouches, and circular forms. On the east façade of the 
Gimbel Brothers Administration Building, overlooking the adjacent shorter building, a painted 
“Gimbels” sign is faintly visible. See view 47 of Figure 8-26 for a photograph of the Gimbel 
Brothers Administration Building. 

The Gimbel Brothers Administration Building is S/NR eligible under Criterion C in the area of 
architecture as a representative example of commercial loft design by architect William H. 
Gompert. The Gimbel Brothers Administration Building may also possess significance under 
Criterion A in the area of commerce for its association with the Gimbel Brothers Department 
Store, one of Midtown Manhattan’s grand shopping emporiums of the early twentieth century. 

(D) Gimbel Brothers Skybridge over West 32nd Street (S/NR-eligible) 
A three-level copper-clad skybridge, constructed 14 years after the Gimbel Brothers 
Administration Building, spans north-south across West 32nd Street between the Gimbel Brothers 
Administration Building and the former Gimbel Brothers department store (now the Manhattan 
Mall) to the north. The skybridge is located in the eastern window bay at the 10th through 12th 
floors of the administration building and the 9th and 10th bays (from Sixth Avenue) of the former 
department store at the 8th through 10th floors. Structural support of the skybridge comes from 
both buildings. The bridge is permitted to be suspended over West 32nd Street by a revocable 
consent agreement with the City of New York. Weathered green, the skybridge is Art Deco in 
design and ornamented with pilasters and panels containing diamond and square patterns. The 
underside of the skybridge is coffered. See Figure 8-26 for photographs of the skybridge. The 
skybridge is unutilized and unoccupiable for multiple reasons including, because it cannot meet 
fire and life safety codes for occupancy without egress through both the Gimbel Brothers 
Administration Building and Manhattan Mall, which are under separate and unrelated ownership. 
Access to the skybridge from the Gimbel Brothers Administration Building is sealed off 
accordingly. 

The Gimbel Brothers Skybridge is S/NR eligible under Criterion C in the area of architecture as a 
rare, high-quality, architect-designed skybridge by the firm Shreve and Lamb in Manhattan. The 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge may also possess significance under Criterion A in the area of 
commerce for its association with the Gimbel Brothers Department Store, one of Midtown 
Manhattan’s grand shopping emporiums of the early twentieth century. 

(E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1, 142 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible 
In 1945, the realty firm of Webb & Knapp built this fire station for the City in a land swap for 
property on West 33rd Street. The fire station originally contained Hook and Ladder 24, 
Searchlight 1, Water Tower 3, and Engine 1, along with Third Division headquarters, all of which 
were consolidated from other locations on the west side. Engine Company 1 was organized on 
July 31, 1865, disbanded in 1868, and reorganized on February 17, 1873. Ladder 24 was organized 
on June 1, 1901. In addition to housing five pieces of fire equipment, the building also originally 
contained officers’ quarters, a bunk room, a recreation room, and a solarium. 
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This New York City Fire Department fire station—home to Hook and Ladder Company 24 and 
Engine Company 1—is a two- and half-story concrete and steel building with brick facing (see 
view 49 of Figure 8-27). The façade is divided into two bays—one primary bay that contains a 
wide vehicular entrance and three windows on the second floor and a narrow bay that contains a 
smaller vehicular entrance and one window on the second floor. The brick facade sits on a granite 
base, and a stone cornice runs above the second floor. The half story is set back above the second 
floor and only partially visible from the street. Rusticated brick piers frame the façade bays, with 
those framing the primary bay projecting from the wall plane. Above the entrances are tall stone 
lintels with attached metal lettering reading “24 Hook and Ladder 24,” “1 Engine 1,” and “Third 
Division.” The vehicular entrances have rolling doors with slit windows. The entrance in the 
primary bay has been narrowed by the insertion of a metal pedestrian door in a wide metal 
surround and a metal, windowed booth. This fire station meets Criterion A in the area of 
government by reflecting the response of the City of New York to provide fire protection in 
Midtown Manhattan and Criterion C in the area of architecture as a largely intact expression of 
early twentieth century civic design. 

(F) The Fralber Building, 224 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
In 1924, S.S. Roth & Brother built the loft building at 224 West 30th Street for the Fralber Realty 
Company. Constructed for the fur industry, the building originally contained stores on the first 
floor, offices on a mezzanine, and factory space on the upper floors. This large 14-story loft 
building occupies a 117-foot-wide lot. Like other garment loft buildings constructed in the 1920s, 
this building is massed with upper floor setbacks. The setbacks above the seventh floor create 
stepped, central bays and corner towers. The building has a two-story base clad in stone with cast 
iron storefronts and upper floors clad in brick with terra cotta trim (see view 50 of Figure 8-27). 
Architects Sugarman, Hess & Berger designed the building with Classical Revival-style ornament 
that includes building entrances with stone enframements and cornices, an entablature with a 
Greek key design, medallions with lion heads, cartouches, niches, bracketed cornices, and terra 
cotta pinnacles across the seventh floor. Some terra cotta ornament appears to have been removed 
from the tops of the corner towers. While the base retains original metal spandrels above the three 
storefronts, the storefronts themselves have been altered and are not consistent in appearance. The 
secondary east façade overlooks the two-story buildings at 220-222 West 30th Street, and the 
original three-over-three windows across that façade have been replaced with one-over-one 
windows. The Fralber Building meets Criterion A for its historical association with New York’s 
fur and garment industry and is also significant under Criterion C as a highly intact representative 
example of commercial/industrial loft design by the firm Sugarman, Hess & Berger. 

(G) Loft Building, 236 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
The 236-238 West Thirtieth Street Corporation constructed this loft building in 1925 for the fur 
industry. When it opened, the building had stores and offices on the first floor and mezzanine and 
showrooms and factory space on the upper floors. Architects George and Edward Blum designed 
the 14-story loft building at 236 West 30th Street with a stylized Gothic Revival design. Set on a 
three-story stone base, the upper brick floors rise in a series of setbacks above the seventh floor 
that create corner towers, and projecting brick piers framing the seven window bays provide a 
sense of verticality, emphasized by terra cotta pinnacles that crown the piers at each setback (see 
view 51 of Figure 8-28). The base is divided into three bays—two corner entrance bays and a 
wide, central bay with a storefront and large window openings. Each entrance is set within a round-
arched opening with an ornately carved surround, and a stone spandrel between the doorway and 
a transom contains a relief of a blind arcade. This motif of the blind arcade is repeated across each 
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upper floor setback. The central window bay on the base contains metal spandrels embossed with 
fleur-de-lys and floral patterns, and the arched bottom of each spandrel creates an arcade of the 
bottom row of glazed openings. Additional ornamentation includes a cornice above the base and 
decorative brick and terra cotta patterns on the upper floor spandrels. The ground-floor storefront 
has been replaced. This loft building meets Criterion A for its historical association with New 
York’s fur and garment industry and Criterion C as a highly intact representative example of 
commercial/industrial loft design by the prolific New York City firm of Blum and Blum. 

(H) Fire Patrol No. 3, 240 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
Edward Smith constructed this building in 1894 for the New York Board of Fire Underwriters as 
a fire patrol house and stables. The New York Fire Patrol was a salvage corps created by the New 
York Board of Fire Underwriters that operated from 1839 until 2006. The stables are located at 
the rear of the property. This four-story brick, stone, and terra cotta building is a former Fire Patrol 
station designed in the Flemish Revival style by architect D'Oench and Simon (see view 52 of 
Figure 8-28). The ground floor has a temple-front design with half-columns framing a wide 
central opening (now glazed) and pilasters framing narrow side openings. These half-columns and 
pilasters support an entablature. The upper floors are rusticated with stone bands, and the second 
and third floors contain two square-headed window openings each. The fourth floor contains a 
large round-arched opening with smaller round-arched openings within it. Above the second-floor 
windows, slightly recessed terra cotta blocks create the appearance of segmental pediments. That 
use of recessed terra cotta blocks also creates the appearance of an archivolt around the arched 
opening on the fourth floor. Pediments above the third-floor windows contain lion heads. 
Additional ornamentation includes a plaque with curvilinear trim on the second floor, fleur-de-
lys, and shields containing the letters “F” and “P.” The building originally had a Flemish gable 
and peaked roof; that defining element of the Flemish Revival style was removed sometime before 
1939-40 and replaced with the current unornamented parapet. On the ground floor, the central, 
glazed opening originally contained a large entrance for fire equipment. Additionally, a window 
in the east bay has been replaced with an enlarged opening for an entrance, and lettering that read 
“Fire Patrol No. 3” has been removed from the entablature above the ground floor. Fire Patrol No. 
3 meets Criterion C as a distinctive example of Flemish Revival institutional architecture in 
Manhattan. The building may also possess significance under Criterion A in the area of 
government and social history for its role in the history of firefighting in New York City. 

(I) Irwin House, 308 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible 
In 1914, Mrs. Richard Irwin planned to construct a 12-story hotel for women at 308 West 30th 
Street. However, the First World War delayed construction, and the building opened instead in 
1925 as an apartment building for unmarried women of moderate incomes. The Irwin House 
originally contained 56 apartments with three or four rooms, a kitchen, and a bathroom. When it 
opened, the building also contained laundry services and a restaurant in the basement. Designed 
by Jackson, Rosencranz, and Waterbury, the 11-story residential building at 308 West 30th Street 
is faced in brick with stone trim and ornamented with Classical Revival-style architectural motifs 
(see view 53 of Figure 8-29). The building has an H-shaped footprint with side courts, and the 
street facade rises without setbacks to the 10th floor. The 11th floor is set back behind a roof 
terrace. The building is eight bays wide, and the two-story base has a temple-front design with 
fluted, stone pilasters supporting a stone entablature. The entablature’s frieze contains a repeating 
and interlocking pattern of ovals and diamonds. Building entrances are located in the third and 
sixth bays, and those entrances have bracketed, stone lintels surmounted by broken pediments and 
urns. The other ground-floor bays contain windows with stone enframements capped by friezes 
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with swag reliefs. Stone panels, decorated with swags and ribbons, sit above those windows. 
Across the base, the second-floor windows have stone keystones and sills. The windows on the 
third and ninth floors have stone lintels and segmental pediments formed by recessed brickwork 
with stone keystones. On the sixth floor, the two central windows (in bays four and five) have 
stone surrounds with bracketed cornices. In addition, there is an ornamental metal balcony in front 
of those windows. A similar balcony spans the façade at the eighth floor. The windows on the 
eighth floor have splayed stone lintels with keystones, and there are decorative stone panels 
between the windows on the eighth and ninth floors. The roof parapet is a blank, brick wall surface, 
where an original stone balustrade was removed. Stone lintels have been removed from the 
windows on the tenth floor. The Irwin House is significant under Criterion A in the area of social 
history, sub-category, Women’s History, as a representative example of an early twentieth century 
purpose-built residence hotel for businesswomen of moderate income. 

E. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the 2033 No Action condition, development would occur on Site 4 and Site 7. Development on 
Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 is not anticipated by 2033, and it is assumed that these sites would remain 
unchanged from existing conditions. In addition, 2 Penn Plaza would complete its current 
renovation work within the primary study area.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As described previously, there are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. 
The Archaeological Documentary Study of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed of West 32nd Street 
prepared in September 2020 determined that Site 7 and the streetbed are not archaeologically 
sensitive due to the extensive excavation that occurred during the construction of the existing 
railroad easements and the Hotel Pennsylvania. Under the 2033 No Action condition, Site 7 would 
be developed. Given the absence of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area, the 
development of Site 7 under the 2033 No Action condition would not result in effects to 
archaeological resources. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building with hotel, residential, and 
retail uses, and construction on Site 4 could result in accidental construction damage to Madison 
Square Garden and Penn Station, which are located within 90 feet and are contributing components 
of the Penn Plaza architectural resource (B, S/NR-eligible). ESD would likely require a CPP for 
Madison Square Garden and Penn Station under SHPA in connection with the development of 
Site 4. Absent a CPP, these two architectural resources would be offered some protection through 
DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities. 

The demolition of the existing Hotel Pennsylvania (#6, S/NR-eligible) would be completed and 
Site 7 would be redeveloped with an approximately 1.6-million-gross-square-foot (gsf) building 
containing office and retail use. 

Construction on Site 7 could result in accidental construction damage to one architectural resource 
that is located within 90 feet—the former Equitable Life Assurance Company (#8, S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL-eligible) at 393 Seventh Avenue. This architectural resource would be offered some 
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protection through DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from 
construction activities.3 

To avoid, mitigate, and minimize adverse effects to the U.S. General Post Office (#7, S/NR, 
NYCL) and surrounding historic and cultural resources, development of the now-completed 
Farley Office Building and Moynihan Train Hall have been done in accordance with the 
stipulations in the First Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Programmatic Agreement 
(November 21, 2017), executed among the Federal Railroad Administration; the Port Authority 
of New York and Jersey; ESD; the Moynihan Station Development Corporation; OPRHP acting 
in its capacity as the State Historic Preservation Office; R/V Moynihan Station Developer, LLC; 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

By 2033, the current renovation of 2 Penn Plaza (B, S/NR-eligible) will be complete. The office 
building will be renovated with a new glazed curtain wall façade and expanded with a glazed 
addition to the building’s podium floors. The addition will be elevated 45 feet above street level 
and protrude 70 feet from the building along the entirety of its Seventh Avenue frontage, creating 
a large, covered plaza in front of 2 Penn Plaza. A second glazed addition will be constructed above 
the first floor of the building on West 33rd and West 31st Streets. This renovation will alter 2 Penn 
Plaza’s historic appearance, affecting its integrity of design and materials. In addition, the addition 
will obstruct existing views north from the widened sidewalk in front of 2 Penn Plaza of Nelson 
Tower (#12, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible).  

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

OVERVIEW 

In the future without the Proposed Project, the status of architectural resources could change. S/NR-
eligible resources could be listed on the Registers, NYCL-eligible properties could be calendared 
for a designation hearing, and properties pending designation as Landmarks could be designated. 
It is also possible, given the project’s Phase 1 analysis year of 2033, that additional sites could be 
identified as architectural resources and/or potential architectural resources in this time frame. 

In the future without the Proposed Project, changes to architectural resources or to their settings 
could occur. For instance, indirect impacts from future projects could include: a change in scale, 
visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, or object or landscape feature; 
screening or elimination of publicly accessible views; or introduction of significant new shadows 
or significant lengthening of the duration of existing shadows on a historic landscape or on a 
historic structure if the features that make the resource significant depend on sunlight. It is also 
possible that some architectural resources in the study area could deteriorate or experience direct 
impacts through alteration or demolition, while others could be restored. 

Architectural resources that are listed on the S/NR or that have been found eligible for listing are 
given a measure of protection under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act from 
the effects of projects sponsored, assisted, or approved by federal agencies. Although preservation 
is not mandated, federal agencies must attempt to avoid adverse effects on such resources through 
a notice, review, and consultation process. Properties listed on the Registers are similarly protected 

 
3 The likelihood of adverse effects to this resource from the No Action condition development on Site 7 is 

further minimized as it shares common ownership with Site 7. 
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against effects resulting from projects sponsored, assisted, or approved by State agencies under 
the State Historic Preservation Act. However, private owners of properties eligible for, or even 
listed on, the Registers using private funds can alter or demolish their properties without such a 
review process. Privately owned properties that are NYCLs, in New York City Historic Districts, 
or pending designation as Landmarks are protected under the New York City Landmarks Law, 
which requires LPC review and approval before any alteration or demolition can occur, regardless 
of whether the project is publicly or privately funded. Publicly owned resources are also subject 
to review by the LPC before the start of a project; however, the LPC’s role in projects sponsored 
by other City or state agencies generally is advisory only. 

The 2014 New York City Building Code, in Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property, 
provides for the protection of all properties against accidental damage from adjacent construction 
by requiring that all buildings, lots, and service facilities adjacent to foundation and earthwork 
areas be protected and supported. Further, Section BC 3309.4.4 requires that “historic structures 
that are contiguous to or within a lateral distance of 90 feet … from the edge of the lot where an 
excavation is occurring” be monitored during the course of excavation work. In addition, the DOB 
TPPN #10/88, applies to NYCLs, properties within NYCHDs, and NR-listed properties. TPPN 
#10/88 supplements the standard building protections afforded by the Building Code by requiring 
a monitoring program to reduce the likelihood of construction damage to adjacent NYCLs and 
NR-listed properties (within 90 feet) and to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so 
that construction procedures can be changed. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS FROM KNOWN DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

The projects identified as likely to be completed by 2033 within the ¼-mile land use study area 
are listed on Table 2-1 and shown on Figure 2-2 (see Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework”). Planned 
developments within the land use study area are expected to introduce predominantly office and 
hotel uses. A number of the planned developments are located within the 400-foot secondary study 
area for historic and cultural resources.  

One of the projects in the secondary study area will directly affect a historic resource. A 166-unit 
residential building (No Action development 13) will replace the tenement at 319 West 35th 
Street, which is a contributing building to the Garment Center Historic District (#9, S/NR). This 
project could also cause accidental construction damage to contributing historic district buildings 
located within 90 feet of construction. TPPN #10/88 would provide supplemental construction 
protections to adjacent historic buildings above the standard building protections afforded by the 
Building Code. 

Fourteen planned projects within the secondary study area could cause accidental construction 
damage to architectural resources located within 90 feet of construction.4 These 14 projects are: 

• (No Action development 5) The hotel at 432 West 31st Street is adjacent to the loft building 
at 402-426 West 31st Street (#39, S/NR-eligible). The loft building would be offered some 
protection through DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from 
construction activities. 

• (No Action development 6) The office and residential development under construction at 401 
West 31st Street is located within 90 feet of the loft building at 402-426 West 31st Street (#39, 

 
4 See Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework” for the table of No Action development projects. The 

No Action developments are also shown on Figure 2-2.  
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S/NR-eligible) and St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex at 414-424 West 34th 
Street (#40, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible). The loft building and church complex would be 
offered some protection through DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties 
from construction activities. 

• (No Action development 7) The hotel at 442 West 33rd Street is located within 90 feet of St. 
Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex at 414-424 West 34th Street (#40, S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL-eligible). The church complex would be offered some protection through DOB 
controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities. 

• (No Action development 8) The 24-unit residential building at 431 West 33rd Street is 
adjacent to St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex at 414-424 West 34th Street (#40, 
S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible). The church complex would be offered some protection 
through DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction 
activities. 

• (No Action development 11) The 80-unit residential building at 300 West 30th Street is 
located within 90 feet of the Lithuanian Alliance of America (A, S/NR-eligible) at 307 West 
30th Street and Irwin House (I, S/NR-eligible) at 308 West 30th Street. These two architectural 
resources would be offered some protection through DOB controls governing the protection 
of adjacent properties from construction activities. 

• (No Action development 17) The 266-unit residential building at 241 West 28th Street appears 
to be located within 90 feet of the three S/NR-eligible loft buildings at 249-251 West 29th 
Street (#31), 241-245 West 29th Street (#32), and 231-239 West 29th Street (#33). The loft 
buildings would be offered some protection through DOB controls governing the protection 
of adjacent properties from construction activities. 

• (No Action development 18) The 199-unit residential building at 215-225 West 28th Street is 
located within 90 feet of the loft building at 214-222 West 29th Street (#34, S/NR-eligible). 
The loft building would be offered some protection through DOB controls governing the 
protection of adjacent properties from construction activities. 

• (No Action development 22) The retail development at 263 West 34th Street is located within 
90 feet of multiple buildings along West 35th Street within the Garment Center Historic 
District (#9, S/NR). TPPN #10/88 would provide supplemental construction protections to the 
adjacent S/NR-listed buildings above the standard building protections afforded by the 
Building Code. 

• (No Action development 23) The hotel at 255 West 34th Street is located within 90 feet of 
multiple buildings along West 35th Street within the Garment Center Historic District (#9, 
S/NR) including the Pennsylvania Building (#11, S/NR). TPPN #10/88 would provide 
supplemental construction protections to the adjacent S/NR-listed buildings above the 
standard building protections afforded by the Building Code. 

• (No Action development 24) The 180-unit residential building at 245 West 34th Street is 
located within 90 feet of multiple buildings along West 35th Street within the Garment Center 
Historic District (#9, S/NR) including the Pennsylvania Building (#11, S/NR). TPPN #10/88 
would provide supplemental construction protections to the adjacent S/NR-listed buildings 
above the standard building protections afforded by the Building Code. 

• (No Action development 38) The office building under construction at 1241 Broadway is 
located across Broadway from the Grand Hotel (#21, S/NR, NYCL) at 1232-1238 Broadway. 
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TPPN #10/88 would provide supplemental construction protections to the Grand Hotel above 
the standard building protections afforded by the Building Code. 

• (No Action development 44) The upper floors of the Morgan General Mail Facility (#38, 
S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) at 341 Ninth Avenue are being converted to office use and the 
ground-floor at Ninth Avenue is being renovated with new retail uses and storefronts and a 
lobby for the new office uses. 

• (No Action development 45) ESD’s High Line Moynihan Connector Civic Project is a new, 
elevated and landscaped public pathway under construction between the High Line (which is 
S/NR-eligible but outside of the secondary study area) and publicly accessible privately 
owned open space at Magnolia Court in the Manhattan West development. The proposed 
pathway would start with a connection to the Tenth Avenue platform of the High Line spur, 
extend eastward along West 30th Street, then turn north at the midblock point, continue on 
Dyer Avenue and over West 31st Street, and connect to the existing publicly accessible 
Magnolia Court open space. The project would implement a Construction Protection Plan for 
the High Line (S/NR-eligible), Morgan General Mail Facility (#38, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-
eligible) and loft building at 402-426 West 31st Street (#39, S/NR-eligible) to protect the 
resources from inadvertent construction-period damage. 

• (No Action development 46) A 1.2-million-square-foot office tower is proposed to be 
constructed above the R. H. Macy & Company Store (#16, S/NR, NHL, NYCL-eligible). If 
this project proceeds, it would be subject to its own land use review and approval process. It 
is not certain if and when this project will move forward; it is discussed here for disclosure 
purposes. This project is located within 90 feet of multiple buildings along West 35th Street 
within the Garment Center Historic District (#9, S/NR) including the Arsenal Building (#13, 
S/NR, NYCL-eligible). TPPN #10/88 would provide supplemental construction protections 
to the S/NR-listed Macy’s building and adjacent S/NR-listed buildings above the standard 
building protections afforded by the Building Code. 

All of the planned projects within the secondary study area will add to the density of development 
in the area and will alter the settings of numerous architectural resources by adding new adjacent 
buildings. Notably, No Action development 6 will result in a large mixed-use development across 
Ninth Avenue from the low-rise U.S. General Post Office (#7, S/NR, NYCL), No Action 
development 38 will result in a tall office building across Broadway from the Grand Hotel (#21, 
S/NR, NYCL), and No Action development 46, if it proceeds, would result in a tall office building 
above the R. H. Macy & Company Store (#16, S/NR, NHL, NYCL-eligible). 

F. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 
Under the schedule assumed in the analysis for the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, Site 4 
would be redeveloped; Site 7 would be redeveloped; in the event a southward expansion of Penn 
Station proceeds following a federal review and approval process, existing above-grade uses 
would be cleared from Sites 1, 2, and 3 and the potential below-grade expansion of Penn Station 
on those sites would be completed; the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be 
completed; and Site 1 would be redeveloped. Site 4 would be redeveloped with an approximately 
1.1-million-gsf building under one of the following scenarios: (i) office with residential and retail; 
(ii) hotel with residential and retail; or (iii) office with hotel and retail, all of which would contain 
accessory parking. Site 7 would be redeveloped with an approximately 2.6-million-gsf building 
with office space, retail, and accessory parking spaces. A deck would be constructed over the 
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proposed southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3, and the tracks and train 
platforms would be in use. In addition, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and 
its expansion is assumed to be completed on Site 2A by 2033. Site 1 would be redeveloped with 
two buildings with a mix of office, retail, residential, and community facility space.  

As described in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the siting, planning, property acquisition, 
and construction of a potential southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be 
subject to separate actions and approvals by the involved public transportation agencies and would 
be subject to environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act, consultation 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and evaluation in accordance 
with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. Notwithstanding these separate 
reviews, because the Proposed Project would support a potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station onto Sites 1, 2, and 3, the potential impacts of the potential expansion on historic and 
cultural resources are addressed in this analysis. Further, the MTA would consult with 
OPRHP/SHPO under either SHPA or NHPA regarding the potential for the reconstruction of Penn 
Station to result in adverse impacts to architectural resources. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As described above, there are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. The 
Archaeological Documentary Study of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed of West 32nd Street prepared 
in September 2020 determined that the development site and the adjacent streetbed are not 
archaeologically sensitive due to the extensive excavation that occurred during the construction of the 
existing railroad easements and the Hotel Pennsylvania. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources in the 2033 With Action condition. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES  

As shown in Table 8-3 and described below, the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse direct impacts on seven architectural resources from development on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 7 
and could result in adverse physical impacts on 14 architectural resources that are located within 
90 feet of proposed construction activities. To assess the reasonable worst-case development 
scenario, the FEIS assumes that construction of a below-grade southward expansion of Penn 
Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would require removal of the six architectural resources on those sites. 
It is anticipated, however, that alternatives to the expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 
and the feasibility of preserving one or more of these architectural resources, even with the 
construction of a potential southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3, will be 
assessed during the separate NEPA environmental review, Section 106 consultation, and Section 
4(f) evaluation. If an alternative location for the Penn Station expansion is selected in the federal 
process or the preservation of one or more of these resources is determined to be feasible and is 
required as a condition of federal approval of a Penn Station expansion, ESD would evaluate 
potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to conform to that determination. In the 
event a southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 is not selected, there would be 
no significant adverse direct impacts on architectural resources on those sites. 

ESD would undertake continuing consultation with OPRHP as set forth in the LOR. Alternatives 
that may avoid or fully or partially mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described in 
Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” and mitigation for the Proposed Project’s significant adverse direct 
impacts on architectural resources is described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” Mitigation measures 
for adverse impacts resulting from the development of Sites 4 through 8 are stipulated in an LOR 
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executed on June 21, 2022 by ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP (see Appendix G for the LOR). If a 
southward expansion alternative is selected and pursued for expansion of Penn Station, mitigation 
measures to address adverse impacts to architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be 
developed through the Section 106 consultation process and stipulated in a Memorandum of 
Agreement or Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, SHPO, and other 
applicable parties pursuant to the separate Section 106 consultation. ESD will seek designation as 
a consulting party in the Section 106 process.  

Table 8-3 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources –2033 With Action Condition 

Resource 

Adverse 
Impact from 

Removal 

Potential 
Adverse 

Impact from 
Adjacent 

Construction* 

Adverse 
Visual/ 

Shadows 
Impact Notes 

(A) Lithuanian Alliance of America, 307 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 

on Site 1 
(#1) Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 West 31st Street, 

S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 
on Site 2 

(#2) Fairmont Building, 239-241 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 
on Site 2 

(#3) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, 207-
215 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 

on Site 2 

(#4) Penn Terminal Building, 370 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 
on Site 2 

(#5) Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 

on Site 3 

(#6) Hotel Pennsylvania, 401 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible X   Significant Adverse Impact from Development 
on Site 7 

(#7) U.S. General Post Office, Block bounded by Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd Streets, S/NR, NYCL  X X 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 1 and 

Shadows Impact from Development on Site 1 
(#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance Company, 393 Seventh 

Avenue, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Sites 3 and 7 

(#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex, 129-143 West 
31st Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 

Impacts from Construction on Site 3** 
(#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House, 134-138 West 30th 

Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(#27) Loft Building, 144-154 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(#30) Fur Craft Building, 242-246 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(B) Madison Square Garden, Block bounded by Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 

Impacts from Construction on Sites 2 and 4 
(B) Penn Station, Block bounded by Seventh and Eighth Avenues, 

West 31st and West 33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Sites 2 and 4 

(B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion), 397 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-
eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 

Impacts from Construction on Site 2 
(E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1, 142 West 31st Street, 

S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(F) The Fralber Building, 224 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(G) Loft building, 236 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(H) Fire Patrol No. 3, 240 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(I) Irwin House, 308 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 1 

Note:  
*Resources that may experience an adverse impact from adjacent construction are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities. 
**The DEIS noted that the St. Francis Roman Catholic Complex could also experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 
7. However, the portions of the complex that are located within 90 feet of Site 7 (which are later additions to the church on West 32nd Street) are non-
contributing to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible resource. The contributing buildings of the church complex are approximately 115 feet south of Site 7. 
Therefore, the church would not experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 7. 
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POTENTIAL DIRECT IMPACTS FROM DEVELOPMENT 

Development of the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts on seven 
architectural resources. 

In the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition where a southward expansion of Penn Station is 
selected, Sites 4 and 7 would be redeveloped; existing above-grade uses would be cleared from 
Sites 1, 2, and 3; the potential below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
be completed; Site 1 would be redeveloped; and the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station 
would be completed. A deck would be constructed over the proposed expansion of Penn Station 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3, and the tracks and train platforms would be in use. In addition, a new service 
building for the existing Penn Station and its expansion is assumed to be completed on Site 2A by 
2033. 

On Site 1, the Lithuanian Alliance of America (A, S/NR-eligible) would be removed for the 
potential below-grade southward expansion of Penn Station and anticipated redevelopment of 
Site 1. 

On Site 2, the following four architectural resources would be removed for the potential below-
grade southward expansion of Penn Station and in anticipation of future development: Penn 
Station Service Building (#1, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), Fairmont Building (#2, S/NR-
eligible), St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex (#3, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-
eligible), and Penn Terminal Building (#4, S/NR-eligible). 

On Site 3, the Stewart Hotel (#5, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) would be removed for the 
potential below-grade southward expansion of Penn Station and in anticipation of future 
development. 

On Site 7, the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania (#6, S/NR-eligible) would be completed and 
the site would be redeveloped with an approximately 2.6-million-gsf building with office space, 
retail, and accessory parking spaces. As described in Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” OPRHP 
concurred, in a letter dated July 26, 2021, with the determination that no prudent and feasible 
alternatives exist to the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania (see Appendix K for OPHRP 
correspondence related to the analysis of alternatives to the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania). 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a direct significant adverse impact on these seven 
architectural resources. Measures that could partially mitigate these significant adverse impacts 
are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  

POTENTIAL DIRECT IMPACTS FROM ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION 

Development of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical impacts on fourteen 
architectural resources that are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities, close 
enough to potentially experience adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne 
construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction 
machinery. The fourteen architectural resources that could experience adverse construction-
related impacts are: 

• (#7) U.S. General Post Office (S/NR, NYCL) is located within 90 feet of Site 1 
• (#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance Company (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) at 393 

Seventh Avenue is located within 90 feet of Site 3 and is located within 90 feet of Site 7 
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• (#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) at 129-
143 West 31st Street is located within 90 feet of Site 3. As noted in Table 8-3, the DEIS 
identified the potential for the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex to also experience 
potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 7. However, the 
portions of the complex on West 32nd Street that are located within 90 feet of Site 7 are non-
contributing to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible resource. The contributing buildings of 
the church complex are approximately 115 feet south of Site 7. Therefore, the church would 
not experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 7. 

• (#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House (S/NR-eligible, NYCL) at 134-138 West 30th Street 
is located within 90 feet of Site 3 

• (#27) Loft Building (S/NR-eligible) at 144-154 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet of 
Site 3 

• (#30) Fur Craft Building (S/NR-eligible) at 242-246 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet 
of Site 2 

• (B) Madison Square Garden (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Sites 2 and 4 

• (B) Penn Station (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Sites 2 and 4 

• (B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion) (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Site 2 

• (E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1 (S/NR-eligible) at 142 West 31st Street is located 
within 90 feet of Site 3 

• (F) The Fralber Building (S/NR-eligible) at 224 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet of 
Site 2  

• (G) Loft building at 236 West 30th Street (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Site 2  

• (H) Fire Patrol No. 3 (S/NR-eligible) at 240 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet of Site 2  

• (I) Irwin House (S/NR-eligible) at 308 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet Site 1 

Although the Stewart Hotel (#5, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Site 
2, it would be removed from Site 3 as described above. Similarly, although the Hotel Pennsylvania 
(#6, S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Site 6, it will have been demolished by the time 
construction on Site 6 begins. 

Construction Protection Plans to protect the fourteen architectural resources listed above within 
90 feet of construction would be developed and implemented in coordination with OPRHP. For 
the NYCL and NYCL-eligible properties potentially affected by construction impacts, the 
Construction Protection Plans would also be submitted to LPC for review and comment. 

POTENTIAL VISUAL AND CONTEXTUAL IMPACTS 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, visual and contextual impacts on historic resources 
can include: a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, or 
object or landscape feature; isolation of the property from, or alteration of, its setting or visual 
relationships with the streetscape; screening or elimination of publicly accessible views of a 
historic resource; or introduction of significant new shadows or significant lengthening of the 
duration of existing shadows on a historic landscape or on a historic structure if the features that 
make the resource significant depend on sunlight. It is not expected that the Proposed Project 
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would result in any of these types of visual and contextual impacts on architectural resources in 
the 2033 With Action condition. 

The new buildings on Sites 1, 4, and 7 would not adversely change the scale, visual prominence, 
or visual context of architectural resources located in the study area significantly. The new 
buildings on Sites 1, 4, and 7—like the No Action buildings on Sites 4 and 7, No Action 
development 6, and the potential No Action development 46—would be tall buildings in an area 
of many tall office buildings located along the avenues, in a developed commercial district that 
contains skyscrapers and other buildings that exhibit a range of heights and a variety of styles, 
massings, and materials. As the sidewalks adjacent to the new buildings on Site 1 along Eighth 
Avenue and West 30th and West 31st Streets would be widened by five feet by setting the new 
buildings back from the property lines, the new buildings on Site 1 would not block views along 
Eighth Avenue or West 31st Street of the U.S. General Post Office (#7, S/NR, NYCL). While Site 
4 is located on the north side of West 33rd Street, like the Empire State Building, construction of 
either the No Action or With Action development on Site 4 would not obstruct views east on West 
33rd Street of the Empire State Building, and the With Action development on Site 4 would not 
substantially obstruct more of the Empire State Building when compared with the No Action 
condition in views east on West 34th Street from Hudson River Park, as described more fully in 
Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources.” As the Empire State Building is located on the 
north side of West 33rd Street, construction of either the No Action or With Action development 
on the south side of West 33rd Street on Site 7 would not affect views east on West 33rd Street 
towards the Empire State Building. The new building on Site 7 would also not block views of 
other architectural resources in the primary or secondary study areas. The new buildings on Site 1 
would cast shadows on the skylight and Eighth Avenue steps of the U.S. General Post Office (#7, 
S/NR, NYCL), resulting in a significant adverse shadow impact on that architectural resource in 
the 2033 With Action condition. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse 
shadow impacts on other architectural resources in the 2033 With Action condition. 

G. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the No Action condition in 2044, Site 5 would be redeveloped in addition to Sites 4 and 7, 
which would be completed by the 2033 analysis year. Site 5 would be redeveloped with an 
approximately 250,000-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space, and construction on Site 
5 could result in accidental construction damage to Penn Station and the plaza portion of 2 Penn 
Plaza, which are located within 90 feet and are contributing components of the Penn Plaza 
architectural resource (B, S/NR). These two architectural resources would be offered some 
protection through DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from 
construction activities. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As described above, there are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within those portions of the 
Project Area that will be developed under the 2044 No Action condition. Therefore, development 
in the Project Area under the 2044 No Action condition will not result in effects to archaeological 
resources. 
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ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

The redevelopment of Site 5 with a new office and mixed-use building would increase the density 
of development around buildings within the southern portion of the Garment Center Historic 
District (#9, S/NR) including the Pennsylvania Building (#11, S/NR) and Nelson Tower (#12, 
S/NR, NYCL-eligible); and other architectural resources located along West 34th Street such as 
the R. H Macy & Company Store (#16, S/NR, NHL, NYCL-eligible). In addition, the new devel-
opment on Site 5 would likely obstruct views north on Seventh Avenue of Nelson Tower (#12, 
S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible). As described above, the renovation of 2 Penn Plaza will have 
similarly obstructed views north on Seventh Avenue of Nelson Tower in the 2033 No Action 
condition. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

No additional developments have been identified for the secondary study area for the 2044 
analysis year beyond those described in the 2033 analysis year. Therefore, there would be no 
additional known effects to architectural resources in the secondary study area. 

H. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 
For purposes of analysis, the Proposed Project is assumed to be completed by 2044, including all 
development sites, all public transportation and public realm improvements, and the reconstruction 
and southward expansion of Penn Station. In addition to the development completed by 2033, de-
velopment between 2033 and 2044 would include new buildings on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 and their 
associated public transportation and public realm improvements. As described in Chapter 2, 
“Analysis Framework,” the development sites would be redeveloped with high-density commercial 
buildings that contain mainly office and ground-floor retail uses.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As described above, there are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within those portions of the 
Project Area that would be developed under the 2044 With Action condition. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES  

As shown in Table 8-4 and described below, the Proposed Project in the 2044 With Action 
condition could result in a significant adverse impact on one architectural resource from 
development on Site 8 and adverse physical impacts on 14 architectural resources that are located 
within 90 feet of proposed construction activities on Sites 2, 3, 5, and 8. It would also result in 
significant adverse visual impacts with respect to the Empire State Building.  

ESD would undertake continuing consultation with OPRHP as set forth in the LOR. Alternatives 
that may avoid or fully mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described in Chapter 21, 
“Alternatives,” and mitigation for these significant adverse direct and visual impacts is described 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” Mitigation measures for adverse impacts resulting from the 
development of Sites 4 through 8 are stipulated in an LOR executed on June 21, 2022 by ESD, 
Vornado, and OPRHP (see Appendix G for the LOR).  
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Table 8-4 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources – 2044 With Action Condition 

Resource 
Adverse Impact 
from Removal 

Potential Adverse 
Impact from Adjacent 

Construction* 
Adverse Visual/ 
Shadows Impact Notes 

(#7) U.S. General Post Office, Block 
bounded by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, 
West 31st and West 33rd Streets, S/NR, 

NYCL 

  X 
Shadows Impact from Development on 

Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6 

(#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance 
Company, 393 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-

eligible, NYCL-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic 
Church Complex, 129-143 West 31st 
Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

 X X Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3, 

Shadows Impact from Development on 
Sites 3, 7, and 8 

(#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station 
House, 134-138 West 30th Street, 

S/NR-eligible, NYCL 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(#27) Loft Building, 144-154 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(#30) Fur Craft Building, 242-246 West 
30th Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(B) Madison Square Garden, Block 
bounded by Seventh and Eighth 

Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd 
Streets, S/NR-eligible 

 X  
Potential Adverse Construction-Related 

Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(B) Penn Station, Block bounded by 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues, West 31st 

and West 33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Sites 2 

and 5 

(B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion), 397 
Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Sites 2 

and 5 
(C) Gimbel Brothers Administration 

Building, 116 West 32nd Street, S/NR-
eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 8 

(D) Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, over 
West 32nd Street, S/NR-eligible 

X X  Potential Significant Adverse Impact 
from Development on Site 8; Potential 
Adverse Construction-Related Impacts 

from Construction on Site 8 
(E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 
1, 142 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 3 

(F) The Fralber Building, 224 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(G) Loft building, 236 West 30th Street, 
S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(H) Fire Patrol No. 3, 240 West 30th 
Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X  Potential Adverse Construction-Related 
Impacts from Construction on Site 2 

(#37) Penn South Apartment Complex, 
S/NR-eligible 

  X Shadows Impact from Development on 
Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 

(#40) St. Michael’s Roman Catholic 
Church Complex, 414-424 West 34th 
Street S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

  X Shadows Impact from Development on 
Sites 1 and 2 

(#45) Empire State Building, S/NR, 
NYCL, NHL 

  X Visual Impact from Development on 
Sites 2, 5, and 6** 

Former Greenwich Savings Bank, 1352-
1362 Broadway, S/NR, NYCL (This 
property is outside the study area.) 

  X Shadows Impact from Development on 
Sites 5, 6, and 7 

Notes:  
* Resources that may experience an adverse impact from adjacent construction are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities. 
** The 2044 With Action development on Site 6 would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 34th, the 

2044 With Action developments on Sites 5 and 6 would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in views eastward along West 33rd 
Street, and the 2044 With Action development on the east (Seventh Avenue) portion of Site 2 would block partial views northeast to the Empire 
State Building available from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street intersection. 
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POTENTIAL DIRECT IMPACTS FROM DEVELOPMENT 

As described, above, the seven architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 7 would have 
been removed in the 2033 With Action condition.  

The Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible) over West 32nd Street could be removed for 
the redevelopment of Site 8. Although the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would occur within 
the envelope permitted by the GPP, a design of the redevelopment of this site has not been 
determined. Accordingly, it is not known based on current information whether the proposed 
redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project could have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. 
As stipulated in the LOR, at such time as the necessary information concerning the conceptual 
design and proposed program for the Site 8 redevelopment is available, a thorough study as to 
whether feasible and practical alternatives would be available to avoid or minimize any adverse 
impacts to the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge will be prepared in consultation with OPRHP. Further, 
if that future study determines that the redevelopment of Site 8 pursuant to the GPP would result 
in a significant adverse impact on the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, measures that could partially 
mitigate that significant adverse impact would be developed and implemented in consultation with 
OPRHP as stipulated in the LOR. 

POTENTIAL DIRECT IMPACTS FROM ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION 

Development of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical impacts on 14 architectural 
resources that are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities, close enough to 
potentially experience adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne construction-
period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction machinery. 
The 14 architectural resources that could experience adverse construction-related impacts are: 

• (#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance Company (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) at 393 
Seventh Avenue is located within 90 feet of Site 3  

• (#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) at 129-
143 West 31st Street is located within 90 feet of Site 3  

• (#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House (S/NR-eligible, NYCL) at 134-138 West 30th Street 
is located within 90 feet of Site 3 

• (#27) Loft Building (S/NR-eligible) at 144-154 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet of 
Site 3 

• (#30) Fur Craft Building (S/NR-eligible) at 242-246 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet 
of Site 2 

• (B) Madison Square Garden (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Site 2 

• (B) Penn Station (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Sites 2 and 5 

• (B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion) (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Sites 2 and 5 

• (C) Gimbel Brothers Administration Building (S/NR-eligible) at 116 West 32nd Street is 
located within 90 feet of Site 8 

• (D) Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (S/NR-eligible) over West 32nd Street is located within 90 
feet of Site 8 
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• (E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1 (S/NR-eligible) at 142 West 31st Street is located 
within 90 feet of Site 3 

• (F) The Fralber Building (S/NR-eligible) at 224 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet of 
Site 2  

• (G) Loft building at 236 West 30th Street (S/NR-eligible) is located within 90 feet of Site 2  

• (H) Fire Patrol No. 3 (S/NR-eligible) at 240 West 30th Street is located within 90 feet of Site 2  

Therefore, Construction Protection Plans to protect the 14 architectural resources within 90 feet 
of construction will be required to be developed and implemented in coordination with OPRHP. 
For the NYCL and NYCL-eligible properties potentially affected by construction impacts, the 
construction protection plans would also be submitted to LPC for review and comment. 

POTENTIAL VISUAL AND CONTEXTUAL IMPACTS 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, visual and contextual impacts on historic resources 
can include: a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, or 
object or landscape feature; isolation of the property from, or alteration of, its setting or visual 
relationships with the streetscape; screening or elimination of publicly accessible views of a 
historic resource; or introduction of significant new shadows or significant lengthening of the 
duration of existing shadows on a historic landscape or on a historic structure if the features that 
make the resource significant depend on sunlight. In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed 
Project would result in some of these types of impacts as described below.  

Following issuance of the DEIS, ESD staff proposed certain revisions to the plan (the Proposed 
Revisions) for the Proposed Project. The Proposed Revisions are incorporated into the Proposed 
Project in the FEIS and include new setbacks on the south façade of the Site 6 development to 
provide more open views along West 33rd Street of the Empire State Building. In locations on 
West 34th Street that are west of Sixth Avenue, the With Action development on Site 6, when 
compared to the No Action condition, would partially obstruct views east of the Empire State 
Building (#45, S/NR, NYCL, NHL). Along West 33rd Street from vantage points west of Sixth 
Avenue, the With Action developments on Sites 5 and 6, when compared to the No Action 
condition, would also partially obstruct eastward views of the Empire State Building from Ninth 
Avenue, although most of the tower and all of the spire of the Empire State Building would remain 
visible in views on West 33rd Street that are in closer proximity. As described further in Chapter 
9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” the With Action development on Site 2 would also 
obstruct additional views northeast of the Empire State Building from the east portion of Chelsea 
Park along Ninth Avenue, from the west portion of Chelsea Park that contains the field and running 
track, and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street. Other views of the Empire State Building, 
such as views from vantage points north and south on Fifth Avenue and from vantage points east 
of the Empire State Building looking west would remain unaffected by the Proposed Project, as 
would views looking east from vantage points east of Sixth Avenue. From well outside the study 
area, it is anticipated that the new buildings would become part of the ever-changing and dynamic 
Manhattan skyline that includes the Empire State Building and that the Empire State Building 
would remain prominently visible from locations along the East River Esplanade in Manhattan, 
from the Brooklyn waterfront including Brooklyn Bridge Park, and from waterfront parks in 
Queens such as Hunter’s Point South Park. Although these views would be available, the 
obstruction of prominent views looking east along West 34th at Eighth Avenue resulting from 
new development on Site 6 and along West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue resulting from new 
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development on Sites 5 and 6 and the obstruction of views northeast from Ninth Avenue and West 
28th Street and from the east portion of Chelsea Park from the new development on Site 2 would 
constitute a significant adverse visual impact on the Empire State Building. As discussed in 
Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” practicable mitigation measures have not been identified for these 
significant adverse visual impacts on the Empire State Building, and they would remain 
unmitigated. 

The Proposed Project would not screen or eliminate publicly accessible views of other 
architectural resources that would not be similarly screened or eliminated in the No Action 
condition. While the Proposed Project would affect views north on Seventh Avenue to Nelson 
Tower (#12, S/NR, NYCL-eligible, and located within the S/NR-listed Garment Center Historic 
District), located at the northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, the 
redevelopment of 2 Penn Plaza in the 2033 No Action condition and the No Action building on 
Site 5 will partially obstruct those same views. As Nelson Tower is located on the north side of 
West 34th Street, views east and west of Nelson Tower along this street would not be affected by 
the proposed developments on Sites 5 and 6 on the south side of West 34th Street. Views south 
on Seventh Avenue would also not be affected. Nelson Tower would remain prominently visible 
in views north and northwest from the intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street. 
Therefore, the obstruction of publicly accessible views to Nelson Tower in views looking north 
on Seventh Avenue would not constitute a significant adverse impact as partial views of Nelson 
Tower would remain, and views to this visual resource would remain unobstructed in views east 
and west on West 34th Street, in views south on Seventh Avenue, and with the most proximate 
and complete views of Nelson Tower looking north and northwest at the intersection of Seventh 
Avenue and West 34th Street remaining unaffected.  

The proposed developments on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 would not adversely change the scale, visual 
prominence, or visual context of architectural resources located in the study area. Like the No 
Action development on Site 5, these buildings would be additional tall commercial buildings in a 
developed commercial district that contains many skyscrapers and other buildings that exhibit a 
range of heights and a variety of styles, massings, and materials. As described in Chapter 9, “Urban 
Design and Visual Resources,” the development of these new, taller and larger buildings would 
be consistent with trends in the secondary study area that have included and continue to include 
the development of other tall, large buildings of contemporary designs, in particular groupings of 
such buildings at Manhattan West and at Hudson Yards to the west outside the study area. 
Although most of the new buildings would be among the tallest in the study areas, it is not expected 
that the height of the new buildings, when viewed from street level and in context with other tall 
towers visible to pedestrians within and outside the secondary study area, would result in 
significant adverse impacts to architectural resources.  

As described in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
shadows impacts on four architectural resources in the primary and secondary study areas. The 
Proposed Project would have significant adverse shadows impacts on: the Eighth Avenue steps 
and colonnade and the main skylight of the US General Post Office (#7, S/NR, NYCL) from 
development on Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6; the stained glass windows of St. Francis Roman Catholic 
Church (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) from development on Sites 3 and 8; the open spaces 
of the Penn South Apartment Complex (#37, S/NR-eligible) from development on Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, 
and 8; and the stained glass windows of St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church (#40, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL-eligible) from development on Sites 1 and 2. In addition, the development on Sites 
5, 6, and 7 would result in significant adverse shadows impacts on the projecting colonnades and 
rusticated façade of the former Greenwich Savings Bank (S/NR, NYCL), which is located north 
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of the secondary study at 1352-1362 Broadway (at West 36th Street). Measures to partially 
mitigate certain of the significant adverse shadow impacts are discussed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation.” In addition, ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and 
efficacy of installing mirrors on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts 
on historic resources. If the installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, the 
significant adverse shadow impacts on the US General Post Office (#7, S/NR, NYCL), the open 
spaces of the Penn South Apartment Complex (#37, S/NR-eligible), and the former Greenwich 
Savings Bank (S/NR, NYCL) would remain unmitigated as discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”
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Chapter 9:  Urban Design and Visual Resources 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter considers the potential for the Proposed Project to affect the urban design and visual 
resources of the Project Area and the surrounding study area. As described in Chapter 1, “Project 
Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revi-
talized, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around Penn Station. The Project Area is 
generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth Avenues and West 30th and West 34th Streets, and is lo-
cated in Midtown Manhattan. The Proposed Project would introduce much-needed public trans-
portation and public realm improvements to the area and facilitate high-density redevelopment of 
nearby parcels to create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district. The primary components 
of the Proposed Project include the creation of a transit-oriented mixed-use district, support for 
improvements to and expansion of Penn Station, and public transportation and public realm im-
provements, including new open space. For analysis purposes, this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) assesses an interim analysis year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a final analysis year 
(Phase 2) of 2044. 

As defined in the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, urban 
design is the totality of components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. 
These components include streets, buildings, visual resources, open spaces, natural resources, and 
wind. The analysis provided below addresses the urban design and visual resources in a ¼-mile 
radius (the “secondary study area”) for existing conditions, the future without the proposed project 
(the “No Action” condition), and the future with the Proposed Project (the “With Action” 
condition) in the 2033 and 2044 analysis years when development facilitated by the Proposed 
Actions is assumed to be completed.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. For purposes of this analysis of urban design and visual 
resources, both scenarios are considered, as they may result in different effects on the urban design 
and visual resources at certain sites.  

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

URBAN DESIGN 

In the 2033 With Action condition under both the Maximum Commercial Scenario and the 
Maximum Residential Scenario, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to urban design. As with the No Action condition, the proposed developments on Sites 
1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be constructed on existing blocks, and would not result in any changes to 
topography, street pattern and hierarchy, block shapes, or natural features. The proposed widened 
sidewalks at Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be consistent with the urban design of the primary and 
secondary study areas where a variety of buildings, including more recently built towers are set 
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back from the property line behind widened sidewalks, plazas, and landscaped areas. In addition 
to the sidewalk widenings and the transit improvements (station and subway easement entrances), 
each development site would be required to provide public space in an amount calculated based 
on a percentage of the site area, as further described in the Design Guidelines. The types of spaces 
that may be provided, as set forth in the Design Guidelines, include additional sidewalk widenings, 
pedestrian circulation space in front of transit or building entrances, or landscaped areas that may 
contain seating and passive activities for pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood.  

The inclusion of ground-floor retail at the sidewalks, similar to the No Action condition, would 
be consistent with the streetscape of the primary and secondary study areas. The proposed With 
Action developments on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would allow uses that are consistent with those 
uses currently developed or proposed within the primary and/or secondary study areas, including 
office, residential, hotel, and retail uses. The anticipated building massings, which could vary and 
include buildings with base and tower configurations and other configurations including buildings 
that do not have bases such as 2 Penn Plaza and the recently built towers at the nearby Manhattan 
West development, would be in keeping with the urban design of the primary and secondary study 
areas. In addition, the development of tall buildings along the avenues would be consistent with the 
urban design of the primary study area, such as 2 Penn Plaza, and the secondary study area.  

The proposed developments on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be built within a context of both older 
and newer buildings that vary in height, form, and materials, including shorter older buildings of 
masonry construction and taller newer buildings with steel, glass, and masonry curtain walls. The 
proposed developments on Sites 1B and 4 in the Maximum Commercial Scenario with illustrative 
building heights of 605 and 664 feet, respectively, would be shorter than 1 Penn Plaza (at 
approximately 750 feet tall) in the primary study area.1 The proposed mixed-use building on Site 
1A, with an illustrative building height of 275 feet (and a height limit of 350 feet), would be shorter 
in height than the approximately 412-foot-tall office building at 2 Penn Plaza and the 
approximately 390-foot-tall building at 11 Penn Plaza in the primary study area. The proposed 
development on Site 4 in the Maximum Residential Scenario (915 feet) and on Site 7 (1,270 feet) 
would be among the tallest buildings in the area. However, the heights would be comparable to 
other tall buildings in the secondary study area including the Empire State Building and 30 Hudson 
Yards. The secondary study area also contains other tall buildings, although shorter than the 
proposed development on Site 7, such as the One and Two Manhattan West developments, and 
towers at Hudson Yards that have also been recently built or are projected to be complete by the 
2033 analysis year. The height of the building on Site 7 would not be readily apparent to the 
pedestrian at street level in close proximity to the site, though it would be more discernable when 
viewed from farther away and in context with other tall towers located in the secondary study area. 

It is assumed that Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared of buildings (except for the new service building 
for Penn Station on Site 2A and entrances to the Penn Station expansion) in the 2033 Phase 1 With 
Action condition. The sites would not have any ground-floor amenities or elements of visual 
interest to the pedestrian, and are expected to be surrounded by construction fencing except for 
entrances to the potential Penn Station expansion. This condition would have a negative effect on 
the pedestrian experience until the completion of the new buildings on Sites 2 and 3 in the 2044 
analysis year. In the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the expansion 

 
1 Illustrative massings were developed for Sites 1-8 to provide examples of the buildings that could be 

developed with the Proposed Project pursuant to the parameters of the Design Guidelines referenced in 
the GPP. Please see further discussion in Section G. “Future with the Proposed Project – 2044.” 
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of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 
3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites with 
temporary uses or other programming. The potential sky concourse proposed by Vornado above 
Plaza 33 to connect the buildings at 1 and 2 Penn Plaza would be consistent with the urban design 
character of the primary and secondary study areas, where a number of structures and bridges span 
over streets. 

While the size and height of the buildings contemplated as part of the Proposed Project would 
constitute a substantial change, the Proposed Project would also not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to urban design in the 2044 analysis year. The Proposed Project would not alter 
the location and arrangement of streets, street hierarchy, or block shapes in the primary and 
secondary study areas. The shared streets contemplated along West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues, along West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues, and potentially along 
West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, would be consistent with the urban design 
character of the Broadway Boulevard Plazas in the secondary study area, which also create 
pedestrian-friendly spaces and include seating, plantings, and street furniture; however, the intent 
is for a more civic character with higher-quality materials and favoring heavier pedestrian traffic. 
The proposed installation of bicycle lanes along a number of the avenues and on West 31st Street 
within the Project Area would be in keeping with the existing urban design character of the 
secondary study area and the City’s urban design goals, where protected bike lanes are separated 
from vehicular traffic by a lane of parking, traffic islands, and plantings.  

The proposed widened sidewalks adjacent to the development sites, potential landscaping and 
other potential pedestrian amenities that could be included in the public space required at each 
development site, as well as potential landscaping and trees on the proposed shared streets could 
provide plantings and publicly accessible spaces for pedestrians to utilize and enjoy, though in-
ground trees would not be possible in many areas due to rail structures beneath. In addition, the 
proposed public plaza space on Site 2 would provide a new open space that would serve the new 
mixed-use district surrounding Penn Station and the surrounding neighborhoods and provide a 
significant new pedestrian amenity. The proposed open space would be anticipated to provide 
greenery and passive recreation opportunities for the pedestrian, such as seating, in an area where 
there are limited publicly accessible open spaces, and would have a positive impact on the 
pedestrian’s experience.  

The proposed developments would provide office, retail, residential, hotel, and open space uses 
that are consistent with the existing uses currently developed or proposed within the secondary 
study area, including commercial and residential uses. The Proposed Actions would facilitate the 
development of new, tall buildings on the development sites, which would be considerably taller 
than many of the older existing buildings in the secondary study area, but comparable in height to 
a number of the buildings built in the secondary study area within the past 20 years or planned or 
under construction by the 2033 analysis year. These new buildings would form a cluster of 
predominantly tall towers that are anticipated to be of steel, glass, and masonry curtain wall 
construction, consistent with the urban design characteristics of the Manhattan West development. 
In addition, the proposed developments would share some similar characteristics as Hudson Yards 
in terms of building scale and materials, though the developments would be set within an existing 
street grid and in context with older existing, lower-scale buildings.  

The anticipated building massings that would be allowed pursuant to the Design Guidelines permit 
base and tower configurations and other configurations consistent with modern mixed-use and 
office development such as buildings that rise from the ground without a base. These building 
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massings would be consistent with the urban design of the larger and taller more recent buildings 
constructed in the second half of the 20th century in the primary and secondary study areas and 
the buildings recently built or under construction within the past 20 years in the secondary study 
area, such as the recently constructed towers at Manhattan West. Street wall requirements would 
permit varied geometry to accommodate heavy pedestrian circulation areas, including at transit 
entrances and office lobbies. The buildings would have large footprints, which would be consistent 
with the urban design of the primary study area including 1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, MSG, and 
the Farley Building and with the secondary study area, which includes a mix of buildings of 
smaller size and footprint and buildings that have large footprints and occupy all or portions of 
city blocks. 

The buildings are anticipated to have contemporary designs, with curtain wall façades of glass, 
metal, or masonry, which would be consistent with the urban design character of a number of the 
taller, more recently constructed buildings in the primary study area, such as 2 Penn Plaza, and in 
the secondary study area; as well as complementing the urban design character of some shorter 
buildings. The location of new buildings ranging in illustrative height between 605 feet and 1,270 
feet along the avenues would be consistent with the urban design of the study area (i.e., the area 
within a ¼-mile of the Project Area), where recent new construction includes tall buildings of 
between 500 and 1,000 feet in height, as well as taller buildings of over 1,000 feet. Overall, the 
development of new taller and larger buildings would be consistent with trends in the secondary 
study area that have included and continue to include the development of tall, large buildings of 
contemporary designs and curtain wall cladding—in particular, groupings of such buildings at 
Manhattan West and Hudson Yards. Although most of the new buildings would be taller than 
existing buildings in the primary study area, the proposed buildings on Sites 1A and 1B would be 
shorter than 1 Penn Plaza (approximately 750 feet tall). In addition, though most of the new 
buildings would be among the tallest in the secondary study area, it is not anticipated that the 
height of the new buildings, when viewed in context with other tall towers visible to pedestrians 
within and outside the primary and secondary study areas, would result in significant adverse 
impacts to the pedestrian experience. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts to visual resources in the 2033 
and 2044 analysis years. Demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2 is assumed to 
occur as of the 2033 analysis year and the possible demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge spanning from the existing building on Site 8 across West 32nd Street would occur by 
the 2044 analysis year. As these elements are identified, based on CEQR Technical Manual 
criteria, as visual resources, demolition of these visual resources would constitute a direct 
significant adverse impact on visual resources. In addition, the obstruction of views east and 
northeast from certain vantage points within the western portion of the secondary study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would also constitute a 
significant adverse impact to visual resources. More proximate and complete views of the Empire 
State Building would remain unaffected in views north and south on Fifth Avenue, in all views 
from east of the Empire State Building looking west, and in views looking east to the Empire State 
Building from areas east of Sixth Avenue. Although these views would continue to be available, 
the new project buildings would block pedestrian views of the Empire State Building from certain 
vantage points in the west portion of the study area, constituting a significant adverse impact with 
respect to a visual resource. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse impacts to visual 
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resources have been evaluated and are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” As discussed in 
Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” these impacts would be unavoidable. 

The proposed developments on Sites 1 through 8 would not obstruct view corridors on public 
streets as the proposed developments would be constructed on existing blocks. The potential sky 
concourse above Plaza 33 west of Seventh Avenue would be visible in views from areas to the 
east and west of it on West 33rd Street. However, the potential sky concourse, which would be 
elevated above Plaza 33 by at least 14.5 feet, would not obstruct street level pedestrian views. As 
a largely transparent (glazed) structure, it would have less of a visual presence than other bridges 
that cross over streets in the secondary study area, which are larger and of solid steel or masonry 
construction. Moreover, there are no views of the Hudson River and extremely limited and distant 
views of New Jersey from locations east of the proposed sky concourse on West 33rd Street. In 
addition, the High Line already crosses over West 33rd Street near Twelfth Avenue, affecting 
views west closer to the river. Therefore, the potential sky concourse would also not obstruct view 
corridors on public streets and would not result in a significant adverse impact to urban design and 
visual resources. 

The Proposed Project’s new buildings, in views throughout the secondary study area including 
from publicly accessible open spaces, would contribute to the continuously evolving Manhattan 
skyline, providing a grouping of new visual elements in much the same way as the tall, glazed 
towers of Manhattan West and Hudson Yards. These new buildings would also be visible from 
outside the secondary study area, adding to the diversity of the Manhattan skyline, which includes 
a variety of shorter and taller buildings of different massings, designs and materials. 

B.  METHODOLOGY 

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

Based on the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual re-
sources is appropriate when there is the potential for a pedestrian to observe, from the street level, 
a physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing zoning. Examples include projects that per-
mit the modification of yard, height, and setback requirements; and projects that result in an in-
crease in built floor area beyond what would be allowed “as of right” in the No Action condition. 

As described in detail in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” redevelopment in the Project Area 
would require that ESD override certain provisions of the New York City Zoning Resolution and 
other local laws to allow for the development of approximately 18 million square feet (sf) of new 
primarily office development, as well as residential, retail, hotel, and community facility space, 
on eight development sites. The Proposed Project would result in physical alterations beyond those 
allowed by existing zoning, and would meet the threshold for a preliminary assessment of urban 
design and visual resources. 

The CEQR Technical Manual guidelines state that if the preliminary assessment shows that 
changes to the pedestrian environment are sufficiently significant to require greater explanation 
and further study, then a detailed analysis is appropriate. Examples include projects that would 
potentially obstruct view corridors, compete with icons on the skyline, or make substantial alter-
ations to the streetscape of a neighborhood by noticeably changing the scale of buildings. Detailed 
analyses also are generally appropriate for area-wide rezonings that include an increase in permit-
ted floor area or changes in height and setback requirements, general large-scale developments, or 
projects that would result in substantial changes to the built environment of a historic district or 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 9-6  

components of a historic building that contribute to the resource’s historic significance. Conditions 
that merit consideration for further analysis of visual resources include when the project would 
partially or totally block a view corridor or a natural or built visual resource and that resource is 
rare in the area or considered a defining feature of the neighborhood; or when the project would 
change urban design features so that the context of a natural or built visual resource is altered (i.e., 
if the project alters the street grid so that the approach to the resource changes; if the project 
changes the scale of surrounding buildings so that the context changes; or if the project removes 
lawns or other open areas that serve as a setting for the resource). 

The Proposed Actions are expected to result in physical changes to eight development sites and 
would allow a substantial density increase in the Project Area that could potentially make notice-
able alterations to the streetscape of the area compared to the No Action condition. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project meets the threshold for a detailed analysis of urban design and visual resources, 
which is provided below. 

DETAILED ANALYSIS 

In accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual, this detailed analysis considers the effects of the 
Proposed Project on the experience of a pedestrian in the study area. The assessment focuses on 
those elements that have the potential to alter the built environment, or urban design, of the pro-
jected and potential development sites, which is collectively formed by the following components: 

• Streets. For many neighborhoods, streets are the primary component of public space. The ar-
rangement and orientation of streets define the location and flow of activity in an area, set 
street views, and create the blocks on which buildings and open spaces are organized. The 
apportionment of street space between cars, bicycles, transit, and sidewalks; and street furni-
ture, grade, materials used, and permanent fixtures (including plantings, street lights, fire hy-
drants, curb cuts, or newsstands) contribute to the character of a streetscape. 

• Buildings. A building’s street walls form the most common backdrop in the City for public 
space. A building’s size, shape, setbacks, lot coverage, and placement on the zoning lot and 
block; the orientation of active uses; and pedestrian and vehicular entrances all play major 
roles in the vitality of the streetscape. The public realm also extends to building façades and 
rooftops, contributing to the visual character of an area. 

• Open Space. Open space includes public and private areas such as parks, yards, cemeteries, 
parking lots, and privately owned public spaces.  

• Natural Features. Natural features include vegetation and geologic, topographic, and aquatic 
features. Rock outcroppings, steep slopes or varied ground elevation, beaches, or wetlands 
may help define the overall visual character of an area. 

• Visual Resources. A visual resource is the connection from the public realm to significant 
natural or built features, including important view corridors, views of the waterfront, public 
parks, landmark structures or districts, otherwise distinct buildings (or groups of buildings), 
or natural resources. 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the study area for urban design is the area where the 
project may influence land use patterns and the built environment, and is generally consistent with 
that used for the land use analysis. For visual resources, the view corridors within the study area 
from which such resources are publicly viewable should be identified. The primary study area is 
coterminous with the Project Area boundaries described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” and 
includes Sites 1 through 8 and other areas that would be affected by the Proposed Project. The study 
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area for the urban design and visual resources analysis has been defined as the area within a ¼-
mile of the primary study area (the Project Area), and referred to here as the “secondary study 
area” (see Figures 9-1 and 9-2). In addition, views to the Project Area from Hudson River Park, 
the Brooklyn Bridge, and other points east including the East River Esplanade, Brooklyn 
waterfront, and Hunters Point South Park in Long Island City were also considered.  

Per section 230 of the CEQR Technical Manual, an analysis of pedestrian wind conditions may 
be warranted for projects that result in the construction of multiple tall buildings at or in close 
proximity to waterfront locations that experience high wind conditions, as they may result in an 
exacerbation of wind conditions that may affect pedestrian comfort and safety. The Proposed 
Project would not result in the construction of buildings at locations at or in proximity to the 
waterfront that experience high wind conditions; thus, a pedestrian wind condition analysis is not 
warranted. 

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

As noted above, the primary study area is coterminous with the Project Area boundaries described 
in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The primary study area includes Sites 1 through 8 and other 
areas that would be affected by the Proposed Project, including areas where below-grade transit 
improvements and at-grade public realm improvements are proposed. The primary study area is 
developed with predominantly commercial buildings that include retail, office, and hotel space, as 
well as transportation and utility uses.  

For the most part, the Project Area is developed with older buildings; the last major building in 
the Project Area (1 Penn Plaza) was constructed almost 50 years ago (1970–1972). The primary 
study area includes easily recognizable buildings, such as the James A. Farley Post Office Building 
and the Annex (collectively, the “Farley Building”) and Madison Square Garden (MSG), along 
with Penn Station and large office buildings at 1, 2, and 11 Penn Plaza. There is also a more limited 
amount of mixed-use residential and institutional space contained in smaller-scale buildings. 
Overall, the density and building typology in the primary study area vary greatly reflecting the 
different zoning and land use needs of the primary study area over time, and includes a mix of 
buildings of varying heights from different periods. Of the 61 lots within the Project Area, 
approximately half are underutilized under existing zoning, including concentrations of lots on 
Sites 1, 2, and 6. There is limited publicly accessible open space in the primary study area. The 
urban design characteristics and visual resources on the development sites and in other portions 
of the primary study area are described below. 

URBAN DESIGN 

Development Sites 
Site 1 

Site 1 is a 64,189-sf site at 403-415 Eighth Avenue (Block 754, Lots 34-41, 44, 51, and 63). It 
includes the west blockfront of Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets and 
properties on West 30th and West 31st Streets west of Eighth Avenue. The Eighth Avenue front-
age of Site 1B is developed with six two- to four-story mixed-use residential and commercial 
buildings at 403-413 Eighth Avenue and a parking lot (see Figure 9-3). The buildings are mostly 
older, altered tenement buildings that are built to the sidewalk, clad in brick and stucco, with 
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ground-floor commercial spaces consisting primarily of small eateries. Graffiti covers the ground 
floor along the West 30th Street side of the hotel building at the northwest corner of Eighth Avenue 
and West 30th Street (403 Eighth Avenue, see Figure 9-3, Photo 1). The ground floor of the 
adjacent three-story building to the north located at 405 Eighth Avenue appears to be vacant and 
the ground floor façade is deteriorated with tiles chipped and falling off; damaged and dented 
doors and windows; and with the storefront boarded-up and covered with graffiti (see Figure 9-3, 
Photo 1). The property at the southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street (415 Eighth 
Avenue) is occupied by a parking lot that also fronts on West 31st Street. It has a small one-story 
attendant’s booth covered in advertisements, with portions of the surrounding sidewalks in poor 
condition with cracked and patched areas (see Figure 9-3, Photo 2). The façades of the buildings 
adjacent to the parking lot (413 Eighth Avenue and Touro College’s Graduate School of Education 
at 320 West 31st Street) have no windows (see Figure 9-3, Photo 2).  

Site 1A, along West 31st Street, is occupied by Touro College’s Graduate School of Education at 
320 West 31st Street, a four-story brick building with strips of horizontally oriented windows that 
occupies an approximately 260-foot frontage on West 31st Street (see Figure 9-4, Photo 3). An 
eight-floor parking garage at 340 West 31st Street is the westernmost building on Site 1A; the 
façade above the ground floor is mostly composed of a metal grille and a large vertically oriented 
sign with “Park” attached to the building. At street level there are large vehicular openings 
separated by columns with corresponding curb cuts at the street. Site 1B has frontage on Eighth 
Avenue and West 30th Street. On West 30th Street, adjacent to the building at 403 Eighth Avenue, 
there is a narrow 25-foot-wide lot associated with the parking lot described above; a solid plywood 
fence covered in torn advertisements and graffiti extends across this parcel along the sidewalk (see 
Figure 9-3, Photo 1). To the west, there is a four-story brick tenement building with a cornice at 
the roofline at 307 West 30th Street, currently in use by the Lithuanian Alliance of America.  

Site 2 
Site 2 is a 158,000-sf site that includes the entirety of the block bounded by West 30th and West 
31st Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues (Block 780). The block contains a mix of commer-
cial, mixed-use commercial and residential, community facility, and transportation uses, as well 
as parking facilities. Site 2A is located along Eighth Avenue. Along Eighth Avenue there are seven 
mixed-use commercial and residential buildings ranging in height from one to 12 stories (see 
Figure 9-4, Photo 4). These include older buildings, such as the three-story stucco-clad mixed-
use building with a rounded corner at the northeast corner of Eighth Avenue, and more recently 
built commercial buildings, including the two-story building at the southeast corner of Eighth 
Avenue and West 31st Street that is vacant, and a one-story building with a restaurant adjacent to 
the south, which have contemporary designs and storefronts. The ground floors and also some of 
the second floors of the buildings contain commercial spaces—primarily bars and restaurants. 
Some of the storefronts are covered with awnings. A more recently built 12-story brick residential 
building at 406 Eighth Avenue has projecting balconies and is covered with construction netting. 
The first two stories of the building are built to the sidewalk; above the second story, the building 
sets back and rises without setbacks.  

Site 2B is located along Seventh Avenue. The full 200-foot-long Seventh Avenue frontage of Site 
2 is occupied by a mid- to late-20th-century 17-story brick building (7 Penn Plaza) with a stone 
base that rises without setbacks (see Figure 9-5, Photo 5). The ground floor of the building is 
occupied by a number of restaurants and there are service entries on both West 30th and West 31st 
Streets with roll down garage doors. 



2View southwest from Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street of Site 1. Visible to the south is 
the Penn South residential complex in the secondary study area.

1View northwest from Eighth Avenue and West 30th Street of Site 1. Visible to the west are 
the Eugene and One Manhattan West towers associated with the Manhattan West devel-

opment and with the 30 Hudson Yards tower with its projecting observation deck rising 
behind them, which are located in the secondary study area. The James A. Farley Post 
Office in the Project Area is visible one block north on the west side of Eighth Avenue.
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View northeast at Eighth Avenue and West 30th Street of Site 2. Visible to the north 
on the east side of the street is Madison Square Garden, with the tall 1 Penn Plaza 

tower rising behind it, which are located in the secondary study area.

View west on West 31st Street from Eighth Avenue. 
Site 1 on the south side of West 31st Street is on the 

left. On the right, on the north side of West 31st Street 
is the James A. Farley Post Office in the Project Area. 
Visible to the west are the Eugene and One Manhat-
tan West towers associated with the Manhattan West 

development and towers associated Hudson Yards, 
including 30 Hudson Yards with its observation deck 
rising behind the Manhattan West towers and the 10 

Hudson Yards tower south of West 31st Street, which 
are located in the secondary study area. The view 

west on West 31st Street terminates at the Shops and 
Restaurants at Hudson Yards, a seven-story metal 

and glass-clad building in the secondary study area.
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View southwest on Seventh Avenue at West 31st Street of Site 2. Visible to the 
west in the distance are the glazed Hudson Yards towers south of West 31st 

Street including 10 Hudson Yards in the secondary study area.

View northwest on Seventh Avenue at  
West 30th Street of Site 2. The Church of St. John 

the Baptist, a visual resource on Site 2, is visible on 
the north side of West 30th Street. Also visible in the 

distance is the glazed One Manhattan West tower  
associated with the Manhattan West development in 

the secondary study area. 5

6

Figure 9-5
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The midblock area on the south side of West 31st Street, moving east to west, contains five 
buildings (see Figure 9-5, Photo 6). These include a three-story building that is covered in scaf-
folding (210 West 31st Street), a six-story brick parking garage occupying an approximately 150-
foot-long frontage on the street with a wide opening at street level with corresponding curb cut 
(which also extends through-block with frontage on West 30th Street), an early 20th century four-
story stone-clad building occupying an approximately 175-foot frontage on the street that serves 
as a utility building for Penn Station (Penn Station Service Building at 242 West 31st Street), a 
five-story stucco-clad building with a cornice with a ground-floor restaurant, and a 15-story brick 
and stone office building which has a number of setbacks at the upper stories capped with stone 
ornament and with a ground floor bar/restaurant (254 West 31st Street). The windows at the first 
and second floors of the Penn Station Service Building are covered in projecting metal grilles and 
two entrances with utilitarian metal doors along the street are elevated above the sidewalk. Flank-
ing this building are narrow lots; the one to the east is occupied with utility equipment set back 
from the sidewalk behind a paved area and chain-link fence covered with a metal screen, and the 
one to the west contains a paved service area with metal gates at the sidewalk. The six-story 
parking garage has many windows that are damaged or missing window panels (see Figure 9-6, 
Photo 7). 

In addition to the parking garage, the midblock frontage on the north side of West 30th Street is 
primarily developed with a variety of brick office and commercial buildings and a church and 
associated parish house. The office and commercial buildings are brick-clad, ranging in height 
from two to 16 stories and generally have ground-floor retail consisting of small stores, restau-
rants, or medical office space (see Figure 9-6, Photo 7). The façade of the two-story building at 
257 West 30th Street is in poor condition; it is currently boarded up, and scaffolding overhangs 
the sidewalk. The taller buildings are mostly clad in stone at the lower stories, with setbacks at the 
eighth floor. A number of these buildings also have construction sheds at the sidewalks (see 
Figure 9-6, Photo 7). Towards the east end of the street, the Church of St. John the Baptist, at 213 
West 30th Street, is a late-19th-century stone church designed in the Gothic Style with large 
pointed arch entrances, stained glass windows, and a tall central spire (see Figure 9-5, Photo 5). 
The church is set back from the sidewalk behind landscaping and a decorative iron fence. Adjacent 
to the west, St. John’s Parish House and Office is a four-story brick building with dormer windows 
at the roof; at ground level a more recent one-story brick addition built to the sidewalk has a large 
window and an entrance covered by a canopy. A one-story brick addition with no windows and 
with a large billboard space is to the west, along with a driveway with associated curb cut that 
provides access to parking behind the building. A number of locations on the sidewalks bordering 
Site 2 are in poor condition, with large cracks and other damage. 

Site 3 
Site 3 is a 44,436-sf site at 363-371 Seventh Avenue (Block 806, Lots 1, 3, 6, 9, 69, and 76). It 
includes the western portion of the block bounded by West 30th and West 31st Streets and Seventh 
and Sixth Avenues. Four buildings front along Seventh Avenue (see Figure 9-6, Photo 8). These 
include the Stewart Hotel, a 28-story brick building at the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and 
West 31st Street, which also has an approximately 200-foot frontage on West 31st Street. The 
hotel has a stone base with large arched window openings and lanterns at the second floor, an 
exterior court above the base along West 31st Street, and setbacks at the upper stories. The ground 
floor contains a number of stores. The sidewalks adjacent to the hotel on Seventh Avenue and 
West 31st Street are overhung by large metal canopies. A parking lot with a chain-link fence at 
the sidewalk and associated curb cut is adjacent to the east on West 31st Street.  



View southeast at Seventh Avenue and  
West 31st Street of Site 3.

View northwest in the midblock on West 30th Street of Site 2. Visible in the distance 
to the west is the glazed 10 Hudson Yards tower in the secondary study area.
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The northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street is developed with a 22-story brick 
office building (363 Seventh Avenue) with a ground-floor restaurant that has a primarily glazed 
frontage along Seventh Avenue (see Figure 9-6, Photo 8 and Figure 9-7, Photo 9). Fronting on 
Seventh Avenue, between the Stewart Hotel and 363 Seventh Avenue, is a four-story brick build-
ing with a gabled pediment at the parapet and two paired four-story brick buildings; these three 
buildings have small shops at street level, including a souvenir shop, check cashing business, and 
FedEx store, with a variety of additional signage on the buildings indicating there are commercial 
uses on the upper floors.  

Along West 30th Street adjacent to the office building, at 363 Seventh Avenue, are two 12-story 
brick office buildings (see Figure 9-7, Photo 9). These buildings rise without setbacks, are clad 
in stone at the lower floors, and contain commercial spaces with large storefront windows at street 
level, including a New York State Department of Motor Vehicles office. 

Site 4 
Site 4 is a 34,807-sf site on the western end of the block bounded by West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues (Block 783, Lot 1 and part of Lot 70). The site is occupied 
by a one-story retail building housing a pharmacy along Eighth Avenue, which has a primarily 
glazed façade (see Figure 9-7, Photo 10). It has a deep low overhang casting shadows on portions 
of the north, west, and south sidewalks. Two one-story pavilions—one each on West 33rd and 
West 34th Streets—contain restaurants with roof deck seating and include shade canopies and 
pergolas (see Figure 9-7, Photo 10 and Figure 9-8, Photo 11). The buildings are set back from 
the corners at West 33rd and West 34th Streets, creating paved areas. The paved areas at West 
33rd and West 34th Streets each contain a raised circular planter with a tree and a staircase 
entrance to the A, C, and E Subway Lines. The West 33rd Street stairs also provide access to Penn 
Station. The paved area at West 34th Street also contains an elevator providing similar access 
housed in a small one-story glass and metal structure. Also on this development site is a portion 
of the 1 Penn Plaza (250 West 34th Street) plaza, which contains open space with paved areas, 
seating, and landscaping including trees and shrubs. This plaza, accessed by wide sets of stairs on 
both West 33rd and West 34th Streets, is temporarily closed and sealed off from public access by 
fencing at the sidewalks due to construction to renovate 1 Penn Plaza.  

Site 5 
Site 5 is a 23,703-sf site on the west side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets (Block 783, Lots 34, 48, and part of Lot 70). Site 5 is occupied by a one-story retail building 
that is set back from Seventh Avenue at the corners with West 33rd and West 34th Streets (see 
Figure 9-8, Photo 12 and Figure 9-9, Photo 13). The building has a glass and metal façade along 
Seventh Avenue with signage indicating that there are entrances to the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway 
Lines at this location. Smaller stores set within metal paneled or concrete façades with modern 
glazed storefronts are located on the West 33rd and West 34th Street frontages and with glazed 
and metal cladding along the rear (west) façade of the building. Also on West 34th Street, there is 
a section of the building clad in brick with a taller multi-story glazed section fronting onto West 
34th Street; at street level there is an entrance to the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) concourse in 
Penn Station. A flat metal and glass canopy above the entrance extends over the sidewalk (see 
Figure 9-8, Photo 12). At the northeast and southeast corners of the one-story building along 
Seventh Avenue there are large and tall vertically oriented digital advertisement screens set on the 
roof at angles to the building corners. On the sidewalks at the corners of West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets are stair entrances to Penn Station and the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines. 



View northeast at Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street of Site 4. The glazed 57-story 1 Penn Plaza 
tower located in the Project Area, adjacent to Site 4 to the east, is visible, as is the Empire State 

Building, which rises above shorter buildings in the east portion of the secondary study area.

View east on West 30th Street from Seventh Avenue 
of the north side of West 30th Street on Site 3 (on 

the left). Visible to the distance in the east are other 
tall recently built towers including the 47-story EOS 

residential tower at 100 West 31st Street  
(on Sixth Avenue) in the secondary study area.
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Figure 9-7
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View southwest at Seventh Avenue and West 34th 
Street of Site 5. The 30-story 2 Penn Plaza office 

building to the south (on the left) is visible and the 
57-story 1 Penn Plaza tower to the west (on the right) 

is visible; both buildings are in the Project Area.

View south on West 34th Street of Site 4. Adjacent to the east (to the left) is a portion 
of the 1 Penn Plaza tower and construction fencing at the entry to elevated open 

space at 1 Penn Plaza.
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Figure 9-8
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View northeast at Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street of Site 6.View northwest on Seventh Avenue at West 32nd Street of Site 5 
(on the left). The 45-story, brick-clad, Art Deco style Nelson Tower 

rises behind Site 5 at the northwest corner of Seventh Avenue 
and West 34th Street.

13 14

Existing Conditions: Project Area – Sites 5 and 6
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The west portion of Site 5, adjacent to the one-story building, contains a through-block paved 
pedestrian plaza running from West 33rd to West 34th Streets associated with 1 Penn Plaza (to 
the west in the study area) that contains landscaping including small trees; this plaza is currently 
reduced in width due to the renovations occurring at 1 Penn Plaza, but continues to provide 
pedestrian access between West 33rd and West 34th Streets. In addition, the western 60 feet of 
Site 5 includes a portion of the seven-story base of 1 Penn Plaza, which extends through the block 
between West 33rd and West 34th Streets.  

Site 6 
Site 6 is a 54,313-sf site at 435 Seventh Avenue (Block 809, Lots 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 16, 17, 69, 73, 80, 
and 82). Site 6 is located on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 34th and West 33rd 
Streets. Site 6 is primarily composed of one- to three-story retail and mixed-use commercial 
buildings. The Seventh Avenue frontage is composed of five three-story buildings as well as a 14-
story building (see Figure 9-9, Photo 14). The five shorter buildings have small ground-floor 
stores and restaurants. The buildings have signage advertising the names of businesses on the 
upper floors. The 14-story building at the northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd 
Street is clad in stucco and rises without setbacks, with a gift shop and restaurant on the ground 
floor. Most of these buildings have large digital advertising screens mounted across and obscuring 
large portions of the façades and/or mounted on the roofs of the buildings, including the digital 
advertising screen that wraps the corner of the 14-story building extending between the third and 
eighth floors, the approximately two-story digital screen that wraps the corner of the three-story 
building at the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, and the tall vertically 
oriented advertising screen mounted on the roof of the same building, which is placed at an angle 
to the corner of the building at Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street. 

Along West 33rd Street, moving east to west from the 14-story building at the corner with Seventh 
Avenue are two, two-story buildings with ground-floor stores and restaurants and restaurant uses 
on the upper floors; and a larger-footprint, three-story destination retail building that extends 
through the block to West 34th Street (at 150 West 34th Street) and is clad in stone panels with a 
large central window above a glass and metal canopy that overhangs the store entrance and side-
walk; a narrow, one-story property containing a store; and a narrow, two-story building with a 
partially shingled roof and small balcony housing a bar/restaurant (see Figure 9-10, Photo 15). The 
West 34th Street frontage includes the north façade of the three-story building at the northeast cor-
ner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, which has a glass and metal street wall and digital 
advertising screens. There is also a three-story building with a brightly colored and contemporary 
façade that houses a destination retail store. East of it, the West 34th Street façade of the destination 
retail building that also fronts on West 33rd Street (150 West 34th Street, as described above) is of 
a similar design (see Figure 9-10, Photo 16). There is also a sidewalk stair entrance to the Nos. 1, 
2, and 3 Subway Lines on West 33rd Street at the corner of Seventh Avenue. A number of locations 
on the sidewalks bordering Site 6 are in poor condition, with large cracks and other damage. 

Site 7 
Site 7 is a 79,000-sf site that was occupied by the Hotel Pennsylvania, a 22-story (268-foot-tall), 
brick- and stone-clad building located on the western half of the block bounded by West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets and Sixth and Seventh Avenues (Block 808, Lot 7501) (see Figure 9-11, Photo 
17). The hotel was closed in May 2020 and is currently undergoing demolition. The lower four 
stories of the building are clad in limestone, as are portions of the upper stories. At street level 
there are a number of vacant commercial spaces that were formerly occupied by small stores and 
eateries with glazed storefronts; some had small canopies advertising the name of the business. 
The building rises to its full height with no setbacks, and has several courts above the ground floor 
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Existing Conditions: Project Area – Site 6

View northeast of the north side of West 33rd Street of Site 6. 15 View southwest of the south side of West 34th Street on Site 6. 
Partially visible to the southwest is the 30-story 2 Penn Plaza 

office building in the Project Area. Also visible farther west in the 
Project Area is the glazed 57-story 1 Penn Plaza tower.
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Figure 9-11
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View northeast on Seventh Avenue of Site 7. Visible to the west  
(on the left) is the 45-story, brick-clad, Art Deco style Nelson Tower 

at the northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street.

17 View east on West 33rd Street at Seventh Avenue of Sites 6 and 
7. The Empire State Building is visible in the view corridor.

18

Existing Conditions: Project Area – Sites 6 and 7
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on its West 32nd and West 33rd Street façades (see Figure 9-11, Photo 18). It is built to the lot 
lines on West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and is set back from the lot line by approximately 15 
feet on Seventh Avenue, providing a wide sidewalk area. The main entrance to the hotel was on 
Seventh Avenue. The entrance is articulated by six three-story stone columns supporting an 
entablature. Subsequent to the DEIS, a large metal marquee extending over the sidewalk above 
the first floor on Seventh Avenue was removed and wood construction fencing and a sidewalk 
shed was constructed around the building as demolition of the building proceeds.  

Site 8 
Site 8 is a 79,000-sf site that occupies the eastern half of the block bounded by West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets, and Sixth and Seventh Avenues (Block 808, Lot 40). The site is fully occupied 
by a 12-story building (formerly the Gimbel Brothers Department Store) that fills the full Sixth 
Avenue frontage (see Figure 9-12, Photo 19). The lower two floors, occupied by the Manhattan 
Mall, have large windows and includes a variety of signage and large advertisements for the stores 
formerly in the mall; the shops in the mall are currently vacant. The third through the seventh 
floors also contain large sections of windows along Sixth Avenue and partially on West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets, with the upper floors on Sixth Avenue and the majority of the side street 
frontages clad in stone. The top floor is composed of glazed walls that slope back to the roof. 
Entrances to the mall and for the 34th Street–Herald Square [B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W] subway station 
are located in the building on the Sixth Avenue frontage with entrances into the commercial upper 
stories (100 West 33rd Street) and for the mall on West 33rd Street; these entrances are overhung 
by a metal and glass canopies that extend over the sidewalk. An unused three-level skybridge (that 
does not have a permit for occupancy) with decorative copper elements (the Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge) is connected to the existing building on Site 8 and spans across West 32nd Street, 
extending from the upper stories of the existing building on Site 8 to the north façade of the 
building on the south side of West 32nd Street (see Figure 9-12, Photo 20).  

Remainder of Primary Study Area 
Streets and Streetscape 
Located in Midtown, the primary study area is developed in the typical Manhattan grid pattern 
with wide avenues running north–south and narrow streets running east–west, creating long 
rectangular blocks. A number of superblocks interrupt this pattern, including the one occupied by 
MSG and 2 Penn Plaza with Penn Station below them; and the superblock occupied by the Farley 
Building. Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Avenues and West 34th Street—a wide cross street which 
carries two-way traffic—have a substantial amount of pedestrian and vehicular traffic through the 
study area. West 32nd Street also carries a fair amount of pedestrian traffic to Penn Station. The 
sidewalks in the vicinity of Penn Station are generally congested with pedestrians. Food vendors 
cater to commuters, tourists, and other pedestrians with carts on the sidewalks or food trucks 
parked along the sidewalks. 

The streetscape of the study area is urban in character, typically with wide sidewalks on the 
avenues and more narrow ones on the side streets. A number of buildings are set back from the 
sidewalk, breaking the street wall—such as 1 and 2 Penn Plaza, which are set back from Seventh 
Avenue behind elevated public plazas and also set back from the sidewalks of the bordering cross 
streets. MSG’s circular plan, described below, also creates large expanses of sidewalk for pedes-
trian circulation. The study area has a variety of street furniture—including streetlights, news 
racks, signposts, metal bollards at the sidewalks, and trash receptacles. There are also several bus 
shelters in the area of a contemporary design built in stainless steel and glass as well as Citi Bike 
Stations which have bicycles parked at kiosks located along the sidewalk. Food vendors typically 
operate sidewalk carts and food trucks in the primary study area.  



20View west on West 32nd Street at Broadway. Site 8 is on the right, with the skybridge, a visual resource,  
connecting from Site 8 to the building on the south side of the West 32nd Street in the secondary study area also 

visible. Views west on West 32nd Street terminate at the 2 Penn Plaza office building on Seventh Avenue. Also 
partially visible is the 48-story residential building at 885 Sixth Avenue south of Site 8 along Sixth Avenue, and the 

south portion of Greeley Square (on the right).

View southwest at Broadway and West 33rd Street of Site 8. The north portion of Greeley Square is visible to the 
south (on the left). Also visible are other tall buildings in the study area, including the 48-story residential building 

at 885 Sixth Avenue, fronting on Sixth Avenue on the block south of Site 8; and the One Manhattan West tower 
associated with the Manhattan West development, visible farther west in the secondary study area.
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A prominent feature of the primary study area’s streetscape along Seventh Avenue is large-scale 
advertising signage—including digital billboards—and the large LCD display board for MSG set 
on the entrance canopy above the Penn Station entrance in front of 2 Penn Plaza (see Figure 9-11, 
Photo 17), at Sites 5 and 6 discussed above (see Figure 9-8, Photo 12, Figure 9-9, and Figure 
9-10), and the digital displays on the curved and flat sections of the MSG façade on Eighth Avenue 
(see Figure 9-13, Photo 21). There are also illuminated signs at the entrances to subway and train 
stations at West 34th Street and Seventh Avenue.  

Construction activity is prevalent in the western portion of the primary study area, as indicated by 
the presence of construction barricades, fencing, and jersey barriers; scaffolding and sidewalk 
construction sheds; and construction equipment including tall cranes. Construction activity is cur-
rently underway at 1 Penn Plaza and on West 31st Street west of Seventh Avenue adjacent to 2 
Penn Plaza. The LIRR Concourse project on West 33rd Street west of Seventh Avenue to create 
widened concourse for LIRR is also underway (see Figure 9-4, Photo 3 and Figure 9-13, Photo 
22). Subsequent to the DEIS, construction is largely complete at the Farley Building. Construction 
to reclad the façades with new glazing at 2 Penn Plaza and to construct additions on its Seventh 
Avenue and West 33rd Street elevations has commenced, with wood construction fencing, 
sidewalk sheds, scaffolding, and construction cranes present at the site. 

Natural Resources and Open Space 
The topography of the primary study area is generally flat and there are no natural resources in the 
study area with the exception of trees and greenery located at 1 and 2 Penn Plaza and a small 
number of street trees.  

The 1 Penn Plaza privately owned public space (POPS), currently closed due to renovations with 
construction fencing precluding public access, occupies the midblock between Sites 4 and 5 
between Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 33rd and West 34th Streets. The raised paved 
plaza area is designed with flowerbeds, trees, and an art installation, and also provides bicycle 
parking. The plaza level requires pedestrian access via sets of stairs on West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets, creating a disconnected street wall with the plaza less visually accessible to pedestrians at 
street level. The renovations underway remove and reduce visual barriers that obstruct views into 
the POPS.  

As described in the DEIS, the plaza between 2 Penn Plaza and Seventh Avenue contained steps, 
planters, flagposts, and lighting, and served as an entry and gathering place for 2 Penn Plaza, 
MSG, and Penn Station (see Figure 9-14, Photo 23). Two Penn Plaza is currently under 
construction and the plaza is closed. Metal bollards are spaced across the entrance into Penn 
Station. Metal bollards are also located along the sidewalks at the curbs around MSG on Eighth 
Avenue and West 31st and West 33rd Streets and on Eighth Avenue and West 33rd and West 31st 
Streets around the Farley Building. MSG is set back from Eighth Avenue, with two plazas at each 
street corner: one at the intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street and one at the 
intersection of West 33rd Street and Eighth Avenue. The plazas function as an extension of the 
sidewalks to accommodate the large amount of episodic foot traffic associated with events, but 
are devoid of urban amenities, such as seating (see Figure 9-14, Photo 24). As a result, bollards 
in the vicinity of MSG are often used as informal seating.  

Plaza 33, a New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT)-designed pedestrian plaza on 
West 33rd Street west of Seventh Avenue, is currently closed for construction of the LIRR Penn 
Station concourse at West 33rd Street and Seventh Avenue. A new design for Plaza 33 has been 
approved by the Public Design Commission and will be implemented upon completion of the 
LIRR concourse work.  



22View east on West 33rd Street from Ninth Avenue. Also visible is the 33-story The Olivia 
residential building on the north side of West 33rd Street (on the left) and the Empire State 

Building also on the north side of West 33rd Street, visible in the distance to the east.

View northeast from the James A. Farley Post Office steps along Eighth Avenue, including 
Madison Square Garden, 1 Penn Plaza and Site 4. Also visible in the distance is  

the top of the Bank of America Tower and its tall antenna.
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24View southwest at Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street of the  
James A. Farley Post Office. Madison Square Garden is on the left  

and the Penn South development is visible to the south.

23View northwest at Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street of 2 Penn Plaza. Also visible to 
the west is Madison Square Garden on the same superblock. The tall glazed  

30 Hudson Yards and One Manhattan West tower are visible farther west.
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The wide expanse of the Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley Building between West 31st and West 
33rd Streets are a popular location for workers and visitors to enjoy passive recreation (see Figure 
9-14, Photo 24).  

Buildings 
The remaining portions of the primary study area outside of Sites 1 through 8 are developed with 
large-scale transportation and commercial uses. The Farley Building (formerly the U.S. General 
Post Office) is located on the superblock bounded by West 31st and West 33rd Streets and Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues, and has recently been transformed into the Farley Office Building (see Figure 
9-3, Photo 1; Figure 9-4, Photo 3; Figure 9-13, Photo 22; and Figure 9-14, Photo 24). The 
recently completed Moynihan Train Hall expands Penn Station, creating 50 percent more 
concourse space and providing new entrances to the station. Moynihan Train Hall provides 
wayfinding and amenities for LIRR and Amtrak passengers, access to nine platforms and 17 
tracks, and a direct connection to the Eighth Avenue [A/C/E] Subway Line. The Farley Building 
is a large, classically designed, imposing granite structure with a row of 53-foot-tall Corinthian 
columns along its Eighth Avenue façade. Entrances to the LIRR are located at each end of the 
building at sidewalk level along Eighth Avenue, with vertically and horizontally oriented signage 
above the entrances indicating train access: “To Trains,” “Long Island Rail Road,” and “Penn 
Station.” 

Penn Station, the busiest passenger transportation hub in North America, is located entirely below-
grade except for station entrances and exits. Amtrak, NJ Transit (NJT), and LIRR operate out of 
the station. A large entrance that provides access to two escalators that descend into Penn Station 
is located on the Seventh Avenue sidewalk in front of 2 Penn Plaza, and as described in the DEIS, 
was covered by a large metal-clad canopy that extended over the Seventh Avenue sidewalk (see 
Figure 9-11, Photo 17 and Figure 9-14, Photo 23). Subsequent to the DEIS, the metal-clad 
canopy has been removed as part of the renovation and expansion of 2 Penn Plaza. Entrances to 
Penn Station are also located along Eighth Avenue, as described below. A one-story metal and 
glass structure with a curved roof that extends along West 31st Street adjacent to 2 Penn Plaza 
provides access to NJT trains (see Figure 9-14, Photo 23). A 30-story, approximately 412-foot-
tall office building, 2 Penn Plaza, shares the superblock with MSG, and was built in 1967. It fills 
the Seventh Avenue frontage between West 31st and West 33rd Streets, occupying approximately 
one-third of the superblock on which it is located. The building was designed with vertically 
banded pre-cast concrete and metal panels and vertically oriented windows, and rises without 
setbacks (see Figure 9-14, Photo 23 and Figure 9-8, Photo 12). Subsequent to the DEIS, the 
building is currently being reclad with new glazed curtain walls and construction is also underway 
to expand the building with additions on its Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street façades. Large 
recessed entrances to MSG are located along the Seventh Avenue façade. As described above, the 
building fronts on an urban plaza along Seventh Avenue that contains steps, planters, flagposts, 
and lighting and which is now closed due to construction. The East End Gateway entrance to the 
LIRR concourse on West 33rd Street, west of Seventh Avenue, has recently been completed, 
consisting of an approximately 40-foot-tall glass and steel canopy at the entrance. 

MSG, built in 1968, is an indoor arena located above Penn Station. MSG occupies approximately 
the west two-thirds of the superblock shared with 2 Penn Plaza. This building has a circular plan 
with a diameter of approximately 425 feet, and is clad primarily with precast concrete panels with 
projecting glazed extensions that contain escalators. MSG is ten stories and rises to a height of 
approximately 145 feet (see Figure 9-13 Photo 21; Figure 9-14, Photo 23; and Figure 9-15, 
Photo 25). A shorter section of the building with a flat, windowless façade and with sections of 
ventilation louvers fronts along Eighth Avenue (see Figure 9-13, Photo 21). An approximately 
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26View east on West 34th Street at Eighth Avenue. Visible on the 
south side of the street (on the right) is Site 4, 1 Penn Plaza,  
and portions of Madison Square Garden and 2 Penn Plaza.  
Nelson Tower is on the north side of the street (on the left).  

The Empire State Building is also visible in the distance.

25View south on Eighth Avenue at West 35th Street.  
Site 4 and the tall glazed 1 Penn Plaza tower adjacent to it to the 

east (on the left) and Madison Square Garden to the south are visible 
on the east side of Eighth Avenue (on the left). Also visible in the 

distance is Site 2, one block south of Madison Square Garden.
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three-story glazed pedestrian bridge centered on the rear (east) façade of MSG and the rear (west) 
façade of 2 Penn Plaza provides connections between the two buildings above loading and service 
areas for Penn Station and MSG accessed by driveways on both West 31st and West 33rd Streets. 
Additional entrances to Penn Station are located at the northwest and southwest corners of MSG 
at the corners with Eighth Avenue. Along West 31st and West 33rd Streets, the ground floor of 
MSG is recessed from the upper stories. Along West 31st Street the ground floor is largely 
windowless, with display cases affixed to the ground-floor façade containing advertisements 
related to the events at MSG. Along West 33rd Street, approximately one-third of the ground-floor 
façade is glazed and contains a restaurant. The presence of the loading and services areas and the 
mostly windowless character of MSG results in an uninviting pedestrian experience on the 
adjoining West 31st and West 33rd Street sidewalks. As described above, there are a number of 
large digital advertising signs affixed to the façades of MSG.  

One Penn Plaza, completed in 1972, is located one block north of 2 Penn Plaza, containing 2.69 
million gross square feet (gsf). The 57-story, approximately 750-foot-tall office tower is set in the 
center of a large paved plaza above the street level. The glass- and metal-clad building sets back 
at the seventh and 12th floors before rising uninterrupted to its full height (see Figure 9-7, Photo 
10; Figure 9-8, Photo 12; Figure 9-10, Photo 16; Figure 9-13, Photo 21; and Figure 9-15, 
Photo 26).  

Eleven Penn Plaza, built in 1926, occupies the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 31st 
and West 32nd Streets (see Figure 9-16). This 26-story, approximately 390-foot-tall office 
building contains 1.1 million gsf and is built to the sidewalk on Seventh Avenue and its cross 
streets with an approximately 200-foot-by-275-foot footprint. The building is designed with a 
three-story stone base with a two-story arched entrance centrally located on the Seventh Avenue 
façade, ground-floor stores with large plate glass windows, and with upper stories clad in brick. 
The building rises from its base without setback until the 15th floor, where it steps back from the 
cross streets with additional setbacks along Seventh Avenue and West 31st and West 32nd Streets 
above. Subsequent to the DEIS, building renovations have commenced and a sidewalk shed and 
scaffolding have been erected.  

VISUAL RESOURCES 

As defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, “a visual resource is the connection from the public 
realm to significant natural or built features, including views of the waterfront, public parks, 
landmark structures or districts, otherwise distinct buildings or groups of buildings, or natural 
resources.” 

There are two visual resources located on the development sites: the Church of St. John the Baptist 
at 213 West 30th Street on Site 2 and the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge with decorative copper 
elements spanning West 32nd Street extending from and connected to the existing building on Site 
8. The Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2, at 213 West 30th Street, is a late-19th century 
Gothic Revival style stone church with a tall spire set back behind a garden (see Figure 9-5, Photo 
5 and Figure 8-4 of Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”). The three-level skybridge with 
decorative copper elements spans West 32nd Street, extending from the upper stories of the 
existing building on Site 8 to the north façade of the building on the south side of the street and is 
visible from the sidewalks adjacent to Sites 7 and 8 (see Figure 9-12, Photo 20 and Figure 9-16, 
Photo 28). 

Views to the development sites are generally limited to the surrounding cross streets on which 
they are located, although views to the development sites along the avenues are longer due to the 
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28View east on West 32nd Street at Seventh Avenue. Sites 7  
and 8 are on the north side of the street (on the left)  

and 11 Penn Plaza is on the right. The copper  
skybridge connecting between Site 8 and the building  

on the south side of West 32nd Street is prominently visible.

27View north on Seventh Avenue at West 29th Street. Site 3 and 11 
Penn Plaza are visible on the east side of Seventh Avenue  

(on the right).
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avenues’ width, with taller buildings—such as the Seventh Avenue frontages on Sites 2, 3, and 
7—having greater visibility. The Sixth Avenue frontage of Site 8 is also more visible to the 
surrounding area, as it fronts onto Greeley Square at the intersections of Sixth Avenue, Broadway, 
and West 32nd Street (see Figure 9-12, Photo 19). 

Prominent visual resources that can be seen from the sidewalks adjacent to the development sites 
include the Farley Building in the primary study area and the Empire State Building in the 
secondary study area. As described above, the Farley Building is a prominent stone building with 
a colonnade and wide sets of stairs along its Eighth Avenue frontage (see Figure 9-3, Photo 1; 
Figure 9-4, Photo 3; Figure 9-13, Photo 22; and Figure 9-14, Photo 24). The Farley Building 
is visible from the sidewalks adjacent to Sites 1, 2, and 4 and is also partially visible from the West 
31st Street sidewalk adjacent to Site 3. It is also visible from the sidewalks on Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues and on West 31st and West 33rd Streets within the primary study area. The upper stories 
and spire of the Empire State Building, which fronts on Fifth Avenue between East 33rd and East 
34th Streets, are visible from the West 34th and West 33rd Street sidewalks including adjacent to 
Sites, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 (see Figure 9-7, Photo 10; Figure 9-11, Photo 18; Figure 9-13, Photo 22; 
and Figure 9-15, Photo 26). 

Views to other visually distinct buildings from the sidewalks adjacent to the development sites 
include: Nelson Tower, a 45-story building at the northwest corner of West 34th Street and 
Seventh Avenue, which has a tall, slender central Art Deco style tower visible from the sidewalks 
adjacent to Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7, also from the adjacent sidewalk along Seventh Avenue (see 
Figure 9-9, Photo 13; Figure 9-11, Photo 17; and Figure 9-15, Photo 25); the New Yorker 
Hotel, a 43-story Art Deco Style brick building occupying the Eighth Avenue blockfront between 
West 34th and West 35th Streets and visible from the sidewalks on Eighth Avenue and the south 
side of West 34th Street including adjacent to Site 4 (see Figure 9-17, Photo 29); the decorative 
brick and stone façades of Macy’s, including a portion of its iconic, approximately four-story red 
shopping bag sign located at the northwest corner of Broadway and West 34th Street visible from 
the West 34th Street sidewalk adjacent to Site 6, and the Church of St. Francis of Assisi, a stone 
church with decorative exterior mosaics and a copper steeple set back from West 31st Street and 
partially visible from the West 31st Street sidewalk adjacent to Site 3 (see Figure 9-24, Photo 
44). These visual resources are described in more detail below in the discussion regarding the 
secondary study area and in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

The discussion below focuses first on the area’s urban design—its basic layout and structures—
and then describes its visual resources. 

URBAN DESIGN 

Streets and Streetscape 
As with the primary study area, the secondary study area is primarily developed in the typical 
Manhattan grid pattern with wide avenues running north–south and narrow streets running east–
west, creating long, rectangular blocks. A number of superblocks interrupt this pattern, including 
the site of the Manhattan West development across Eighth Avenue from the Farley Building 
between West 31st and West 33rd Streets, the Penn South Cooperative (Co-op) south of West 28th 
Street, and Hudson Yards west of Tenth Avenue. In addition, several streets interrupt the grid and 
create irregularly shaped blocks, including Broadway, which cuts across Sixth Avenue at West 
34th Street in the northeast portion of the study area (see Figure 9-17, Photo 30 and Figure 9-18, 



30View north at the intersection of Broadway and Sixth Avenue  
at West 34th Street, including Herald Square, with Macy’s on the left and the 
tall Bank of America Tower and antenna visible farther north in the distance.

29

View northwest from the south side of  
West 34th Street, including the 43-story  

Art Deco New Yorker Hotel, located on the west side 
of Eighth Avenue between West 34th and  

West 35th Streets.

Figure 9-17
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32
View northeast on West 28th Street at Ninth Avenue. 

The Empire State Building is visible in the distance.

31View south from West 34th Street of Broadway and Sixth Avenue,  
including Greeley Square and new tall towers that have been recently built or are 

under construction in the secondary study area.
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Photo 31); and West 28th Street, which curves through the Penn South Co-op development 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (see Figure 9-18, Photo 32). In addition, Dyer Avenue and 
the large network of Lincoln Tunnel access roads and ramp cut through the blocks between Ninth 
and Tenth Avenues north of West 30th Street, with the Lincoln Tunnel roadways depressed below 
street grade north of West 33rd Street and passing beneath West 34th Street and other northern 
cross streets which are carried over it on bridges (see Figure 9-19, Photo 33). Fifth, Sixth, 
Seventh, and Eighth Avenues and West 34th Street have a substantial amount of pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic. Ninth Avenue also carries heavy vehicular traffic at access points to the Lincoln 
Tunnel; bollards create a designated lane separation from the rest of the avenue’s traffic starting 
at West 38th Street for vehicles to access the Lincoln Tunnel farther south.  

Along Broadway at the north end of the secondary study area, NYCDOT has created pedestrian 
plazas (Broadway Boulevard Plazas) along the east side of the street, which contain seating and 
planters and include areas dedicated for use by bicyclists and pedestrians (see Figure 9-19, Photo 
34). Dedicated bike lanes—separated by pavement striping and in some locations, protected from 
adjacent vehicular traffic with planted traffic islands, jersey barriers, and parking—extend along 
a number of the avenues in the secondary study area, including Broadway, the west side of Eighth 
Avenue, and east side of Ninth Avenue north of West 33rd Street (see Figure 9-4, Photo 4). Bike 
lanes are also demarcated on the pavement on the more narrow east–west cross streets in the 
secondary study area. 

The streetscape of the secondary study area is also urban in character, generally with wide concrete 
sidewalks on the avenues and more narrow sidewalks on the side streets, and there is also street 
furniture located throughout the secondary study area, including streetlights, traffic lights, news 
racks, signposts, metal bollards on the sidewalks, trash cans, and bus shelters. There are subway 
entrances located on the sidewalks in a number of locations in the secondary study area; these are 
typically marked with green and red globe lamps and green metal stair enclosures providing access 
to the below-grade subway platforms and trains. Similar to the primary study area, food vendors 
cater to commuters, tourists, and other pedestrians with carts on the sidewalks or food trucks 
parked along the sidewalks.  

Similar to the primary study area, large-scale advertising signage, including digital billboards, is 
located on Seventh Avenue and in other locations in the secondary study area. These include the 
digital display board at the southwest corner of the Macy’s complex at Seventh Avenue and West 
34th Street; the large billboards on the roofs of the short buildings at the southwest and southeast 
corners of Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street (see Figure 9-7, Photo 9); the large advertise-
ment that covers much of the south facing side of the 23-story building at the southeast corner of 
Eighth Avenue and West 35th Street (see Figure 9-13, Photo 21); the approximately four-story 
red shopping bag sign at the southeast corner of the Macy’s complex at Sixth Avenue and West 
34th Street (see Figure 9-17, Photo 30); the large billboard at the parking lot at West 35th Street 
and Tenth Avenue; and various other projecting and illuminated signs throughout the area, 
advertising the names of business and stores.  

Prominent in the secondary study area, especially in the western portion, are construction 
barricades, including fencing and jersey barriers; scaffolding and sidewalk construction sheds; and 
construction equipment including tall cranes that are being utilized where numerous new 
developments are underway including those involving partial lane and sidewalk closures, such as 
along the north side of West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, at the Manhattan 
West site on the superblock bounded by Ninth and Tenth Avenues and West 31st and West 33rd 



34View south on Broadway at West 39th Street, including the Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
and new tall towers recently built and under construction to the south in the  

secondary study area.

33View north at West 36th Street of Dyer Avenue and the Lincoln Tunnel access roadways. 
The tall Midtown Manhattan skyline is visible to the north.
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Streets (see Figure 9-20, Photo 35), and at sites along Tenth Avenue between West 36th and West 
33rd Streets (see Figure 9-20, Photo 36). 

Typically the buildings along the avenues and on West 34th Street contain ground-floor retail 
spaces with shops and restaurants. Ground-floor stores are also located along some of the other 
side streets. For the most part, the buildings in the secondary study area create consistent street 
walls. There are a number of exceptions where buildings are set back from the sidewalks, such as 
at the recently constructed Epic residential building at 125 West 31st Street set behind a widened 
sidewalk; the recently constructed 525 Eighth Avenue office building set back behind a lands-
caped plaza; the newly completed free standing towers at Manhattan West, including the One 
Manhattan West tower set back from Ninth Avenue behind a landscaped plaza at West 33rd Street 
(see Figure 9-20, Photo 35); the recently built 10 Hudson Yards office tower that is set back 
behind a paved plaza at the northwest corner of Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street (see Figure 
9-21, Photo 37); the building at 1250 Broadway set back behind a plaza with planters at the 
southeast corner of Broadway and West 32nd Street and which also creates widened sidewalks on 
Broadway and West 31st Street; buildings associated with the Fashion Institute of Technology 
(FIT) on West 27th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, including the David Dubinsky 
Student Center set back behind a plaza on the north side of the street (see Figure 9-21, Photo 38); 
and where older walk-up tenements (which were originally accessed by stoops which have since 
been removed) are set further from the sidewalk, such as along the north side of West 29th Street 
and along West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. The Penn South development 
south of West 29th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues has a number of freestanding brick 
towers with projecting balconies set within landscaped areas that are set back from the sidewalks 
and also create breaks in the street wall, and also includes a large parking lot along the north side 
of West 26th Street. In addition, some churches in the study area are also set back behind 
landscaped areas and/or stairs that provide access to the main entrances, including the Church of 
St. Francis of Assisi at 135 West 31st Street which does not share party walls with adjoining 
buildings and is set back both on West 31st Street (see Figure 9-24, Photo 44), and on West 32nd 
Street, where the entrance is recessed behind a small plaza with sculpture and landscaping. The 
Church of the Holy Apostles at the southeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 28th Street is also 
set back from these streets by a garden (see Figure 9-22, Photo 39). Some breaks in the street 
wall are also present in the study area formed by small midblock parking lots, with larger parking 
lots fronting along the avenues in the western portion of the study area that create larger openings 
in the street wall, including the parking lot with stackers occupying the west Ninth Avenue 
frontage between West 35th and West 36th Streets, the parking plot with stackers at the northwest 
corner of Ninth Avenue and West 30th Street, and a parking lot occupying most of the east Tenth 
Avenue frontage between West 36th and West 35th Streets. A gas station is also located at the 
northeast corner of Tenth Avenue and West 36th Street, with gas pumps covered by a flat canopy 
and surrounded by paved surfaces. In addition, a few vacant lots including those that are sites of 
proposed development and are bordered by wood or other construction fencing create gaps, such 
as the full blockfront of Tenth Avenue between West 35th and West 36th Streets, the parcel at the 
northeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street (see Figure 9-27, Photo 49), and two 
midblock sites on the north side of West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The 
vacant lot at the northwest corner of Ninth Avenue and West 37th Street, surrounded by a chain 
link fence has overgrown vegetation that is visible through and above the fencing. Minor breaks 
in the street wall are caused by recessed building entrances, loading docks, and parking garage 
entrances/exits. 
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Secondary Study Area

36View south on Tenth Avenue at West 35th Street, with  
Hudson Yards on the west side of the avenue (on the right),  

including the new developments under construction between 
West 35th and West 33rd Streets, a portion of the very tall  

30 Hudson Yards glazed tower at West 33rd Street, the  
seven-story Shops and Restaurants at Hudson Yards,  

and the tall, glazed 10 Hudson Yards at West 30th Street.

35View southwest on Ninth Avenue at West 33rd Street.  
The Manhattan West development is on the right, including  

the recently built 67-story, glazed, One Manhattan West tower  
at West 33rd Street, with the Two Manhattan West tower  

under construction to the south at West 31st Street.  
The James A. Farley Post Office is on the east side  

of the avenue (on the left).
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38View east on West 27th Street from Eighth Avenue. FIT’s David Dubinsky  
Student Center and plaza is on the left, with FIT’s multi-story bridge above 

West 27th Street at Seventh Avenue also visible.

37

View northeast on West 30th Street at Tenth Avenue, 
including the High Line and access staircase,  

a portion of the 10 Hudson Yards tower and its open 
space along Tenth Avenue (on the left), and with the 
Manhattan West development also visible, including 
the 16-story 5 Manhattan West building, the 67-story 

One Manhattan West tower, and the  
62-story The Eugene tower.

Figure 9-21
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View northeast within the west portion of Chelsea Park. Visible in the distance are the two 
recently built Manhattan West towers (One Manhattan West and The Eugene) as well as the 

top portion of 1 Penn Plaza and the top of the Empire State Building and its spire.

View southeast at Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street.  
The Church of the Holy Apostles is at the corner,  

with the Penn South towers behind it to the  
south and east.
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Also constituting visually prominent streetscape elements are bridges with occupied space or for 
pedestrian and vehicular use that span certain streets in the study area. These include the Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge above West 32nd Street connecting to the existing building on Site 8 and the 
building on the south side of West 32nd Street described above (see Figure 9-12, Photo 20 and 
Figure 9-16, Photo 28); a multi-level bridge covering much of West 29th Street between Ninth 
and Tenth Avenue connecting U.S. Postal Service facilities on either side of the street; the four-
story structure connecting Fashion Institute of Technology campus buildings that spans West 27th 
Street at Seventh Avenue (see Figure 9-21, Photo 38); the bridges carrying east–west streets over 
the Lincoln Tunnel roadway network west of Ninth Avenue (see Figure 9-19, Photo 33); and the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal ramps that extend above Ninth Avenue outside the study area but are 
visible in views north from within the study area along this street. The High Line elevated structure 
extends over Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street and cuts through the blocks and above the cross 
streets west of Tenth Avenue on a viaduct with staircases and a glazed elevator structure providing 
access to and from it at a number of locations at the Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street 
intersection (see Figure 9-21, Photo 37). 

Natural Features and Open Space 
The topography of the secondary study area is mostly flat with a gradual slope from north to south. 
There are no natural resources in the study area, with the exception of trees and greenery located 
at Chelsea Park, Herald and Greeley Squares, on the High Line, at the Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
(described above), within public plazas, in and around the Penn South residential development, 
and street trees primarily located in the south portion of the secondary study area. 

There are several prominent open spaces located in the study area: Chelsea Park, Herald and 
Greeley Squares, and the High Line. Chelsea Park occupies the block bounded by Ninth and Tenth 
Avenues and West 27th and West 28th Streets. The west end of the park contains a synthetic 
athletic field with a running track, with a tall chain link fence and mature sidewalk streets 
bordering it (see Figure 9-22, Photo 40). The east portion includes a playground with jungle gym 
equipment, basketball and handball courts, a small spray area bordered by benches, grass and 
trees, and a small one-story brick comfort station. A landscaped area with trees and benches 
surrounding a bronze statue of a World War I soldier (the Chelsea Doughboy) fronts along Ninth 
Avenue in front of a New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOH) Health 
Center (see Figure 9-23, Photo 41).  

Herald Square, formed by the intersection of Sixth Avenue, Broadway, and West 34th Street, 
provides ledge seating, moveable café chairs and tables, a public restroom, a refreshment stand, 
landscaping, an ornate clock that formerly was on the top of the Herald Building, and a monument 
honoring James Gordon Bennett, the founder of the New York Herald, and his son (see Figure 
9-17, Photo 30). Greeley Square is a triangular park formed by Sixth Avenue, Broadway, and 
West 32nd and West 33rd Streets (see Figure 9-12; Figure 9-18, Photo 31; Figure 9-23, Photo 
42: and Figure 9-24, Photo 43). This public open space provides seating, including ledge seating 
alongside raised planter beds and moveable café chairs and tables, a restroom (currently closed), 
landscaping, trees, and a monument honoring Horace Greeley, the former publisher of the New 
York Tribune. A subway staircase entrance is located at the south end of the park, along the north 
side of West 32nd Street (see Figure 9-12, Photo 20). The seasonal Broadway Bites—a pop-up 
collection of local food vendors—occupies the boundaries of the park during the summer months. 

The High Line is an elevated walkway that was a former rail viaduct that spans from Gansevoort 
Street (just south of Little West 12th Street) to West 34th Street and extends through the study area, 
parallel to and west of Tenth Avenue, and over Tenth Avenue at its intersection with West 30th 



View southwest at Broadway and West 35th Street, including Greeley Square, Macy’s, 
and tall recently built towers in the secondary study area.

View west from Ninth Avenue of Chelsea Park.
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View northeast on West 31st Street of the Church of 
St. Francis of Assisi. 44

View northeast within Greeley Square. 43

Figure 9-24
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Street. The High Line, which currently is open to the public from Gansevoort Street to West 30th 
Street, creates an elevated greenspace (including various plantings and trees) that cuts through 
existing blocks, providing landscaped areas, artwork, seating, and food kiosks. Stairs to the High 
Line in the study area are located at the intersection of Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street and on 
the south side of West 28th Street west of Tenth Avenue (see Figure 9-21, Photo 37). A glazed 
elevator is located at West 30th Street west of Tenth Avenue. Publicly accessible open spaces with 
seating and bordered by street level plantings that are associated with the adjacent buildings are 
also located beneath the High Line at the northwest corner of Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street 
and beneath the High Line south of West 30th Street (see Figure 9-21, Photo 37).  

A number of publicly accessible open spaces associated with residential, commercial, and institu-
tional uses are located throughout the study area. The Penn South cooperative development south 
of West 29th Street includes extensive landscaping throughout the housing development, inclu-
ding grass, shrubs, trees, and also bench seating, two ball courts, and a small playground located 
near the intersection of West 27th Street and Eighth Avenue. Another playground associated with 
Penn South is located on the south side of West 26th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, 
containing paved areas with playground equipment, ball courts, and seating. Other publicly ac-
cessible open spaces providing pedestrian amenities, including seating and landscaping features. 
The Broadway Boulevard Plazas are small street zones, located along the length of Broadway 
between West 32nd and West 41st Streets. These zones, located within specifically designated 
sides of the streetbed, are color-coded and primarily contain planters and moveable café chairs 
and tables, providing an “outdoor living room” environment within each zone (see Figure 9-19, 
Photo 34). Within the secondary study area, the plazas are adjacent to and connect with Greeley 
and Herald Squares. Publicly accessible open spaces associated with buildings in the study area 
also provide pedestrian amenities and visual relief, including those associated with One Manhattan 
West (see Figure 9-20, Photo 35) and the recently constructed centrally located landscaped open 
space within the Manhattan West development that extends to Ninth Avenue; the Dyer Avenue 
plaza at West 36th Street located between Ninth Avenue and the Lincoln Tunnel entrance, which 
includes a sculpture, landscaping, and movable seating; the small plaza in front of 525 Eighth 
Avenue that features landscaping in the form of trees and planting beds, bench seating, and 
moveable café chairs and tables; the plaza area in front of FIT’s David Dubinsky Student Center 
on West 27th Street, which has seating and planters; and the through-block plaza west of Sixth 
Avenue between West 29th and West 30th Streets (at 835 Sixth Avenue) that includes a reflecting 
pool, bench seating, movable café tables and chairs, and young trees (this through-block plaza is 
currently closed and blocked off from the sidewalks on West 29th and West 30th Streets by wood 
construction fencing).  

Buildings 
The secondary study area is densely developed and contains a variety of building uses, types, and 
arrangements. Commercial office and ground-floor retail uses dominate the neighborhood, and 
are located in former loft and manufacturing buildings and office towers. Ground-floor retail uses 
are located throughout the secondary study area. Retail space is common on the ground floors of 
recently constructed residential buildings. There are also a number of hotels occupying older 
masonry buildings in the study area (such as the Martinique at Broadway and West 32nd Street 
and the New Yorker Hotel, which occupies the west Eighth Avenue frontage between West 34th 
and West 35th Streets); as described below, a number of new hotels have also been recently built 
in the secondary study area. There are also residential, institutional, and a smaller number of 
manufacturing buildings in the secondary study area. Residential buildings include smaller 
tenement-style buildings, taller apartment houses, and much taller, more recently built residential 
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towers. Institutional uses include historic masonry houses of worship, such as the Church of the 
Holy Apostles at 296 Ninth Avenue (see Figure 9-22, Photo 39), the Holy Innocents Roman 
Catholic Church at 128 West 37th Street, St. Michael’s Catholic Church at 424 West 34th Street, 
the Church of St. Francis of Assisi at 135 West 31st Street adjacent to the project area (see Figure 
9-24, Photo 44), and the Marble Collegiate Church at 1 West 29th Street (see Figure 9-25, Photo 
45). In addition, the Fashion Institute of Technology complex is along West 27th Street and Public 
School 33/Chelsea School at 281 Ninth Avenue occupies the west Ninth Avenue blockfront 
between West 26th and West 27th Streets. Other public facilities include the New York City Police 
Department Traffic Control Division at 134 West 30th Street, the U.S. Postal Services facilities 
that occupy the two blocks bounded by Ninth and Tenth Avenues and West 28th and West 30th 
Streets, and the District Health Center building along Ninth Avenue in Chelsea Park (see Figure 
9-23, Photo 41). Some smaller buildings housing manufacturing uses are primarily clustered in 
the southeast portion of the secondary study area, between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and West 
25th and West 29th Streets, related to textile, clothing, jewelry, and import/export. There has been 
a recent influx of new residential buildings, hotels, and large office buildings within the past 20 
years that are transforming the urban design of the secondary study area, described in greater detail 
below. 

Most of the buildings were constructed in the first half of the 20th century and are clad in brick 
and masonry. A number of these older buildings, including churches, some residential buildings 
and hotels, have ornamented facades with stone and terra cotta detailing, as discussed below, under 
“Visual Resources.” Buildings constructed in the first half of the 20th century typically have 
square or rectangular forms and footprints and that either fully or mostly occupy their lots. These 
buildings mostly adjoin each other through party walls, forming relatively consistent street walls. 
Exceptions include churches; the Church of St. Francis of Assisi at 135 West 31st Street does not 
share party walls with adjoining buildings and is set back on both West 31st and West 32nd Streets 
(see Figure 9-24, Photo 44) and the Church of the Holy Apostles is also a primarily freestanding 
building at the southeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street set back behind a garden 
(see Figure 9-22, Photo 39). Some more recently constructed buildings have irregular footprints, 
including Public School 33/Chelsea School at 281 Ninth Avenue, a three-story brick building built 
in 1960 which has a façade angled to the avenue creating an open court; the 12-story, free-standing 
New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) Chelsea Houses between Ninth and Tenth Avenues 
south of West 27th Street; the 22-story, approximately 195-foot-tall to 210-foot-tall freestanding 
Penn South cooperative buildings built in 1960, which have X and modified cruciform plans; the 
43-story, over 400-foot-tall office building at 1407 Broadway built in 1950, which has angled 
sections fronting on the sidewalk and with the tower set at an angle to the street; and the 39-story, 
approximately 450-foot-tall office building at 1250 Broadway built in the late 1960s, which has 
an angled façade at the corner of Broadway and West 32nd Street. Other buildings along 
Broadway also have irregular footprints due to the angle of Broadway as it cuts through the street 
grid at 34th Street and creates triangular and other irregularly shaped blocks (see Figure 9-17, 
Photo 30 and Figure 9-18, Photo 31). In addition, some of the newer construction, as described 
above, includes publicly accessible open space, plazas, or widened sidewalks that reduce the 
footprint of the building on the lot. 

There are some notable examples of buildings that have large footprints in the secondary study 
area, including Macy’s flagship store at Herald Square, which occupies a full city block bounded 
by Broadway, Seventh Avenue, West 34th, and West 35th Streets (see Figure 9-23, Photo 42); 
and the Empire State Building, which occupies half the city block bounded by Fifth Avenue, 
Broadway, West 33rd, and West 34th Streets (see Figure 9-25 and Figure 9-26, Photo 47). In 



46View southwest of the Empire State Building at Fifth Avenue and East 34th Street.

45

View north on Fifth Avenue at West 28th Street, 
including the Marble Collegiate Church, the Empire 

State Building, and other tall buildings in the  
secondary study area including the Langham at 400 

Fifth Avenue (at West 36th Street).

Figure 9-25
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47View east on East 34th Street from Sixth Avenue, including the 
Empire State Building.

View north on Tenth Avenue from West 30th Street. 5 Manhattan 
West is on the right. The Shops and Restaurants at Hudson Yards 

is on the left, with the 30 Hudson Yards tower rising to the north.
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addition, the U.S. Postal Service facilities consist of two buildings that each occupy a full block 
between West 28th and West 30th Streets and Ninth and Tenth Avenues that are connected by a 
multi-story bridge over West 29th Street. In addition, the recently renovated and glass-clad 5 
Manhattan West building (formerly built as an exposed concrete building in the 1960s as the 
Westyard Distribution Center), a 16-story, approximately 260-foot-tall office building that is 
included within the Manhattan West Development, occupies the full east frontage of Tenth 
Avenue between West 31st and West 33rd Streets (see Figure 9-26, Photo 48). 

Building sizes range from small three- to five-story brick tenement-style buildings and slightly 
taller apartment buildings, to former loft spaces, to large-scale (20-story-plus) commercial office 
buildings and much taller recently built commercial and apartment towers of over 500 feet in 
height. Smaller structures are typically in the midblock, with larger, over 250-foot-tall buildings 
located on the avenues. However, buildings with larger footprints and with heights of at least 250 
feet are located along the north side of West 33rd Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and 
also in the midblocks north of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues. A smaller 
scattering of tall buildings are located in the midblocks east of Sixth Avenue. 

The shorter tenement-style and early 20th century apartment buildings are mostly located in the 
southern portion of the secondary study area, which is generally lower in scale than the rest of the 
secondary study area (see Figure 9-21, Photo 38). These include groupings along West 29th and 
West 30th Streets; as well as in the northwest quadrant of the study area, where these buildings 
line the east blockfronts of Ninth Avenue north of West 35th Street and are also located in the 
midblocks between Ninth and Tenth Avenues. These buildings generally range close to 50 feet in 
height or between 50 feet and 100 feet tall, and are located on 25-foot-by-100-foot and 50-foot-
by-100-foot lots.  

West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and the area south of it in Chelsea contain 
primarily residential buildings, including low-scale buildings on West 29th and West 30th Streets 
as discussed above and the taller 22-story Penn South residential complex farther south. The 
shorter three- to six-story buildings along West 30th Street on Block 754 (on which Site 1 is 
located) exist in a mixed context with other adjacent, relatively large, bulky buildings closer to 
Ninth Avenue, including a 17-story, approximately 240-foot-tall office building at the southeast 
corner of Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street, and a 12-story, approximately 135-foot-tall residen-
tial building constructed in 2000 at the northeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 30th Street.  

There are a large number of buildings ranging in height between 150 feet and 500 feet that largely 
form the urban fabric of the blocks between Sixth and Ninth Avenues north of West 33rd Street. 
Older and newer buildings over 250 feet in height line much of the Broadway, Sixth Avenue, 
Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue blockfronts in this area. These buildings have larger 
footprints and are set on larger lots. The tall masonry buildings built in the first half of the 20th 
century (before 1950) typically have a number of setbacks at the upper stories (see Figure 9-27, 
Photo 49). Brick buildings between 20 and 35 stories in height are along Broadway, including the 
two brick buildings with over 30 stories each on the east Broadway frontage between West 38th 
and West 39th Streets (see Figure 9-19, Photo 34), and the 24-story office building at 1350 
Broadway. Along Sixth Avenue there are a number of brick office buildings built in the 1920s 
over 20 stories in height, including the 23-story building at 1001 Avenue of the Americas, the 21-
story office building at 989 Avenue of the Americas, and the 24-story office building at 1350 
Broadway (which also fronts on Sixth Avenue). On Seventh Avenue, Nelson Tower, a historic 45-
story, approximately 560-foot-tall brick building built in 1930, is at the northwest corner of West 
34th Street and Seventh Avenue. This building has numerous setbacks and a tall, slender central 
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View south on Sixth Avenue from West 39th Street, 
including the 44-story Residence Inn by Marriott on 
the right, and the 46-story residential building at 66 

West 38th Street on the left.

View north on Eighth Avenue at West 34th Street. 49

Figure 9-27
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Art Deco style tower (see Figure 9-9, Photo 13 and Figure 9-11, Photo 17). Along Eighth 
Avenue, two 25-story buildings built in 1927 and 1930 occupying the west side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 35th and West 36th Streets are over 320 feet in height (see Figure 9-27, Photo 49). 
The New Yorker Hotel, a 43-story, approximately 440-foot-tall historic Art Deco Style brick 
building with numerous setbacks built in 1929, occupies the west Eighth Avenue blockfront 
between West 34th and West 35th Streets (see Figure 9-17, Photo 29). In addition, much of the 
block bounded by West 33rd and West 34th Streets between Eighth and Ninth Avenues is occupied 
by tall masonry as well as more recently built glass and stone paneled curtain wall buildings that 
are between 250 feet and 500 feet in height (see Figure 9-13, Photo 22).  

The tall buildings constructed in the second half of the 20th century along Broadway, Sixth, 
Seventh, and Eighth Avenues typically have base and tower configurations or rise as towers from 
the sidewalk and are considerably taller. North of West 33rd Street, these include two buildings 
constructed in 1950 as well as much more recent development. A 43-story, approximately 400-
foot-tall office building, 1407 Broadway, occupies the west frontage between West 38th and 39th 
Streets; it was built in 1950 and designed with setbacks at the third and upper floors and brick 
banding separating rows of windows; the Navarre Building, also known as Millennium Towers 
North, at 512 Seventh Avenue, is a 45-story, approximately 540-foot-tall brick office building also 
built in 1950 that is set on a 16-story base with a tower rising above it. The office building at 1411 
Broadway, built in 1970 (and renovated in the 1990s), is a 40-story, approximately 499-foot-tall 
tower that rises without setbacks behind a plaza on Broadway, with shorter sections flanking it 
that are set further back from the street. More recently constructed tall buildings in this area include 
the Residence Inn by Marriott at 1031 Avenue of the Americas (at West 39th Street), a 44-story, 
approximately 420-foot-tall brick tower with flanking shorter wings built in 2004; the 46-story, 
approximately 460-foot-tall residential building at 66 West 38th Street built in 2001, which is set 
on a four-story stone base with a set back brick tower with a number of upper story setbacks rising 
above (see Figure 9-27, Photo 50); the Embassy Suites Hotel at 60 West 37th Street, a narrow, 
glazed, 40-story midblock tower that rises without setback until stepping back at an upper floor 
built in 2015; and the Olivia, a 33-story, approximately 425-foot-tall residential building in the 
midblock at 315 West 33rd Street built in 2000 and set on an approximately six-story stone paneled 
and glazed base with an additional setback and with a further stepped back glazed tower rising 
without setbacks above (see Figure 9-13, Photo 22).  

The study area south of West 33rd Street and east of Seventh Avenue along the Broadway, Sixth 
Avenue, and Seventh Avenue frontages has seen a recent influx of new tall residential and hotel 
construction. These include the 39-story (approximately 510-foot-tall) Virgin Hotel under con-
struction at 1227 Broadway occupying the west blockfront between West 29th and West 30th 
Streets, which is set on a glazed base with a setback and an asymmetrically massed glass tower 
being built above (see Figure 9-28, Photo 51); and buildings on both sides of Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues between West 32nd and West 26th Streets, including the three recently built 47-story to 
53-story residential buildings lining the west Sixth Avenue blockfronts between East 29th and 
East 32nd Streets (see Figure 9-28, Photo 52). These include the 53-story, approximately 625-
foot-tall residential building at 835 Avenue of the Americas, built in 2010, occupying the west 
blockfront of Sixth Avenue between West 29th and West 30th Streets, set on a stone base with set 
back stone and glass cladding above; the EOS at 100 West 31st Street, a 47-story building 
completed in 2016 occupying the west blockfront of Sixth Avenue between West 30th and West 
31st Streets and designed with a glass-clad base with a setback tower above; and the Continental 
at 885 Sixth Avenue, a 48-story, approximately 570-foot-tall residential building completed in 
2008 set on a glass-clad base with a setback glass tower above it at the southwest corner of Sixth 
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View north on Sixth Avenue at West 27th Street including  
recently built tall residential towers. The Bank of America Tower 

and its antenna are visible in the distance.

5251View north on Broadway at West 27th Street, including the 
39-story Virgin Hotel under construction on the left. Also visible is 

the 39-story office tower at 1250 Broadway on the right.

Figure 9-28
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Avenue and West 32nd Street (see Figure 9-12). Other recently built tall apartment towers include 
the Archstone Chelsea at 800 Sixth Avenue, a 36-story, approximately 375-foot-tall building oc-
cupying the east blockfront between West 27th and West 28th Streets built in 2003; and the 
Magellan at 35 West 33rd Street, a 34-story, approximately 380-foot-tall midblock building de-
signed with a slender tower set on a three-story base. The Epic residential building at 125 West 
31st Street is also located in the midblock, and is a 59-story, approximately 605-foot-tall 
residential building located between West 31st and West 32nd Streets with frontage on both side 
streets; this building has a slender glass tower that rises centrally from its base. Built earlier in the 
1960s, 1250 Broadway is a 39-story, approximately 450-foot-tall office building at Broadway and 
West 32nd Street designed with a glass and metal curtain wall façade; the tower of this building 
is set on a base along Broadway and West 31st Street with a portion of the tower also rising from 
the ground without setback on West 32nd Street (see Figure 9-28, Photo 51).  

On Fifth Avenue, buildings are generally of a lower scale with buildings ranging in height between 
50 to 150 feet and 150 feet to 250 feet. Exceptions include the Langham at 400 Fifth Avenue, a 
58-story, approximately 590-foot-tall hotel built in 2010 that is designed in a contemporary style 
with a tall corner tower set on a 10-story base that has a curved corner on East 36th Street, and 
several buildings on the east side of Fifth Avenue between East 33rd and East 29th Streets (see 
Figure 9-25, Photo 45). In addition, other taller buildings include 321 Fifth Avenue, a 41-story, 
approximately 480-foot-tall glazed residential tower with balconies that rises without setbacks 
from a two-story base that was constructed in 2005; the Dylan, a 35-story, approximately 425-
foot-tall glass tower that rises without setbacks and is set on a one-story base at 309 Fifth Avenue; 
and the NoMad at 277 Fifth Avenue, a 55-story residential building completed in 2019 composed 
of a glazed tower that rises without setbacks from a two-story base. The Empire State Building, a 
102-story, 2.7 million-gsf commercial office building, is approximately 1,250 feet tall including 
its 14-story mooring mast, or 1,453 feet tall including its pinnacle with broadcast antennae and 
lightning rod. The Empire State Building is clad in limestone and its mast is clad in aluminum, 
chrome, steel, and glass. The Art Deco style building is centered on its site, with setbacks above 
the fifth, 20th, 24th, 29th, and 80th floors. It is one of the most recognizable buildings in New 
York City (see Figure 9-25 and Figure 9-26, Photo 47). 

The western portion of the study area in areas west of Ninth and Tenth Avenues has experienced 
large-scale development and increased density as a result of the adoption of the Special Hudson 
Yards District in 2005. The Manhattan West development is a six-building, seven-million-sf 
mixed-use development set on an eight-acre superblock that includes the newly completed free 
standing glass towers at One Manhattan West, a 67-story, approximately 995-foot-tall, glazed 
tower with rounded corners containing approximately 2.1 million sf that rises without setbacks at 
Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street; and the Eugene at 435 West 31st Street, a 62-story, 
approximately 662-foot-tall, L-shaped glazed residential tower that rises on West 31st Street 
without setback just east of the Dyer Avenue/Lincoln Tunnel approach roadways (see Figure 9-
4, Photo 3; Figure 9-20, Photo 35; Figure 9-21, Photo 37; and Figure 9-22, Photo 40). Five 
Manhattan West, a recently renovated and glass-clad office building with stepped façades, was 
originally built as an exposed concrete building in the 1960s as the Westyard Distribution Center. 
This 16-story, approximately 260-foot-tall office building occupies the full east frontage of Tenth 
Avenue between West 31st and West 33rd Streets (see Figure 9-26, Photo 48). Also part of the 
Manhattan West mixed-use development is an existing 14-story masonry building containing 
office space at 424-434 West 33rd Street adjacent to One Manhattan West. In addition, a 58-story, 
approximately 850-foot-tall, 4.9-million-gsf mixed-use residential and office tower at Two 
Manhattan West (401 West 31st Street) is under construction at Ninth Avenue and West 31st 
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Street. Construction of this tower has progressed since the DEIS; the tower is set back from Ninth 
Avenue, clad in glazed curtain walls, and rises without setback with a massing that narrows from 
the base of the building to the roof. The Pendry Manhattan West Hotel, a 28-story, approximately 
250-foot-tall luxury hotel on the south side of West 33rd Street between the Dyer Avenue/Lincoln 
Tunnel approach roadways and the office building at 424-434 West 33rd Street, has been 
completed subsequent to the DEIS. This hotel building has a small rectangular footprint and rises 
without setbacks, with an undulating glazed façade. 

The development on the Eastern Rail Yard site of the John D. Caemmerer West Side Yard, which 
was decked over with a new platform to allow for new buildings, includes almost 12 million sf of 
development in four office buildings, two residential buildings, a shopping mall, an arts center 
(the Shed), and an art installation known as the Vessel. A portion of the Eastern Rail Yard Site is 
in the secondary study area. The Tenth Avenue frontage of the superblock between West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets is developed with buildings that opened between 2016 and 2019 and include 10 
Hudson Yards, a 48-story glazed office tower of approximately 880 feet in height with an asym-
metrical massed tower that largely rises without setbacks, terminating with a pyramidal roof, at 
the northwest corner of Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street; the Shops and Restaurants at Hudson 
Yards to the north, a seven-story retail shopping mall that has a primarily glazed sidewalk frontage 
with metal clad upper stories; and 30 Hudson Yards, an approximately 2.6-million-gsf office 
building at the southwest corner of Tenth Avenue and West 33rd Street (see Figure 9-4, Photo 3; 
Figure 9-20, Photo 36; Figure 9-26, Photo 48; Figure 9-29; and Figure 9-30, Photo 55). This 
approximately 1,300-foot-tall glass and steel tower has a contemporary asymmetrical massed 
design with a projecting, cantilevered observation deck (“Edge”), and is among the tallest 
buildings in New York City (see Figure 9-3, Photo 1; Figure 9-4, Photo 3; Figure 9-14; Photo 
23; Figure 9-29; and Figure 9-30, Photo 55). 

Other recent development within the Special Hudson Yards District includes the commercial 
office tower under construction at 50 Hudson Yards, which will occupy the full city block bounded 
by Tenth Avenue, Hudson Boulevard, and West 33rd and West 34th Streets, which will be an 
approximately 1,010-foot-tall glass- and stone-clad building containing 2.58 million sf; and the 
Spiral at 66 Hudson Boulevard, a 65-story, approximately 1,030-foot-tall glass office tower under 
construction, to be articulated with a series of exterior cascading landscaped terraces that will 
contain 2.55 million sf and will occupy the full block bounded by Tenth Avenue, Hudson 
Boulevard, and West 34th and West 35th Streets (see Figure 9-20, Photo 36 and Figure 9-29, 
Photo 53). Other buildings that have contributed to the transformation of Hudson Yards into a 
new mixed-use neighborhood include the Hudson Commons office building at 441 Ninth Avenue, 
a 25-story, approximately 420-foot-tall building with a set back asymmetrically massed tower on 
an eight-story base, occupying the west Ninth Avenue frontage between West 35th and West 34th 
Streets and approximately half the block on which it is located (see Figure 9-30, Photo 55); the 
Mantena, a 12-story residential glass curtain wall building at 431 West 37th Street built in 2012 
at the northwest corner of Dyer Avenue and West 37th Street; the 23-story residential building at 
455 West 37th Street completed in 2008 at northeast corner of Tenth Avenue and West 37th Street, 
set on a 10-story base with a set back, asymmetrically massed tower which contains corner bal-
conies above; Emerald Green at 320 West 38th Street, a throughblock residential development 
built in 2007 with two rectangular-plan 24-story buildings with large expanses of windows of 
approximately 250 feet in height lining West 37th and West 38th Streets in the midblock between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues; and The Townsend at 350 West 37th Street, a 27-story residential 
building approximately 280 feet in height with large expanses of windows built in 2008 and 
located in the midblock between Eighth and Ninth Avenues.  
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Existing Conditions: Secondary Study Area

54View northeast from Hudson River Park at West 30th Street, 
including the tall Hudson Yards towers in and outside of the 

secondary study area. Also visible is the Vessel at Hudson Yards 
and a portion of the High Line which are located outside of the 

secondary study area.

53View east from Hudson River Park at West 34th Street, including 
the tall towers recently built and under construction at Hudson 

Yards. The Empire State Building is partially visible in the distance.
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56View northeast from Chelsea Park at Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street. The top and spire of 
the Empire State Building are partially visible, partially screened by the trees in Chelsea Park.

View southwest at Ninth Avenue and West 36th Street, including the tall buildings recently built and under  
construction including the Hudson Commons office building at 441 Ninth Avenue and other tall buildings at  

Hudson Yards (including 10 and 30 Hudson Yards) and One Manhattan West of the Manhattan West Development.
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In addition, Tenth Avenue south of West 30th Street has also been recently redeveloped with new 
residential towers, including the 37-story glazed residential tower (507 West Chelsea) at 507 West 
28th Street occupying most of the west Tenth Avenue frontage between West 28th and West 29th 
Streets built in 2017; and Abington House at 500 West 30th Street, a 33-story, approximately 370-
foot-tall brick-clad residential building designed with an L-Plan, a number of setbacks and built 
in 2013, occupying most of the west Tenth Avenue frontage between West 29th and West 30th 
Streets (see Figure 9-31, Photo 58). 

The tall buildings constructed in the second half of the 20th century, and especially those built 
within the past 20 years, tend to have more contemporary designs, such as glass and metal curtain 
wall and façades designed with continuous strips of windows at each floor rather than more trad-
itional masonry façades with single or grouped punched window openings. Other buildings with 
more contemporary façades, of a lower scale, are also located throughout the secondary study 
area; these include a 25-story building at 112 West 34th Street with a glass and metal curtain wall 
façade across from Macy’s built in 1954; the Hollingsworth, a 24-story residential building at 70 
West 37th Street built in 1986 that occupies the blockfront along the east side of Sixth Avenue 
between West 37th and West 36th Streets and is designed with a four-story base with rounded 
corners and with a tower with projecting balconies above (see Figure 9-27, Photo 50); the 
Marriott Fairfield Inn and Suites at 325 West 33rd Street, a midblock 22-story, approximately 
270-foot-tall glass and metal curtain wall tower set on a tall one-story base built in 2013; and the 
Noma at 50 West 30th Street, a 24-story, residential building completed in 2017 at the southeast 
corner of Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street set on a brick and glass-clad base with an 
asymmetrically massed brick and glass tower set back above (see Figure 9-28, Photo 52). Other 
smaller-scale buildings in the secondary study area have glazed façades including older buildings 
that have been re-clad or redesigned, such as a number of commercial buildings along West 34th 
Street; the nine-story Herald Center commercial building that houses a large clothing retailer at 
1311 Broadway, occupying the west side of Sixth Avenue/Broadway between West 34th and West 
35th Streets; and Five Manhattan West (see Figure 9-17, Photo 29; Figure 9-18, Photo 31; 
Figure 9-26, Photo 48). Originally built as a department store in 1902, the building at 1311 
Broadway has been rebuilt and recently renovated with a façade consisting of a curved glass and 
metal curtain wall with metal screen that follows the angle of Broadway. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

The relatively flat topography generally allows for long view corridors, though these are longer 
on the avenues due to their width, and the slight slope downward from north to south further 
extends the view corridor on the avenues in views south (see Figure 9-15, Photo 25; Figure 9-20, 
Photo 36; and Figure 9-27, Photo 50). On the side streets, which are more narrow, views are 
more constrained by the more narrow view corridor and buildings that line the streets. In addition, 
a few of the cross streets terminate at superblocks, shortening the viewshed, such as on West 32nd 
Street, where views west on the street terminate at Seventh Avenue at 2 Penn Plaza; on West 27th 
Street, where the street is interrupted by the Penn South development and the portion of West 27th 
Street west of Eighth Avenue does not extend through to Ninth Avenue; and on West 31st Street, 
where views west terminate at the Shops and Restaurants at Hudson Yards (see Figure 9-4, Photo 
3 and Figure 9-12, Photo 20). In addition, as discussed above, a number of large multi-level 
structures extend above some of the cross streets, including the one covering much of West 29th 
Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues connecting U.S. Postal Service facilities on either side 
of the street and the four-story structure connecting Fashion Institute of Technology campus 
buildings that spans over West 27th Street at Seventh Avenue (see Figure 9-21, Photo 38). In 



View east on the High Line at West 30th Street. 
 The High Line passes through the 10 Hudson Yards  
tower. Also prominently visible is Abington House, a 

33-story brick residential building at  
500 West 30th Street. 58

View northeast on Broadway at West 36th Street, including the  
Haier Building (on the right).
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addition, the High Line cuts through the blocks and above the cross streets west of Tenth Avenue, 
with the viaduct structure and associated stairs and elevator structures obstructing views (see 
Figure 9-21, Photo 37). The three-level copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge above West 32nd 
Street connected to the existing building on Site 8 and the building south of West 32nd Street is 
visible on West 32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Fifth Avenue, in views east from the 
plaza in front of 2 Penn Plaza, in views west from the intersections of Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
and Greeley Square, and in longer distances in views west from outside the study area east of Fifth 
Avenue, where the skybridge is visible against 2 Penn Plaza (see Figure 9-12, Photo 20 and 
Figure 9-16, Photo 28). Views west on cross streets north of West 34th Street include the Javits 
Center, while farther south views include distant and limited views of the Hudson River and New 
Jersey beyond. West 34th Street provides for longer views than the other cross streets, as it is a 
wider street (see Figure 9-10, Photo 16 and Figure 9-15, Photo 26).  

Views north and south on Broadway and Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, and Tenth Avenues 
extend for long distances, taking in various portions of the Manhattan skyline and the variety of 
buildings that define it, including many taller curtain wall buildings that rise above shorter 
masonry buildings (see Figure 9-15, Photo 25; Figure 9-16, Photo 27; Figure 9-17, Photo 30; 
Figure 9-18, Photo 31; Figure 9-19, Photo 34; Figure 9-20; Figure 9-25, Photo 45; Figure 
9-26, Photo 48; Figure 9-27; and Figure 9-28). Along Tenth Avenue, views include the High 
Line viaduct above the avenue at West 30th Street (see Figure 9-21, Photo 37). Views north on 
Ninth Avenue in the north portion of the secondary study area are interrupted by the multi-level 
Port Authority Bus Terminal ramps that cross above the avenue just outside the secondary study 
area.  

Visually prominent buildings in the secondary study area include tall towers as well as some 
smaller and shorter architecturally and historically significant buildings that are visible from 
publicly accessible open spaces. Due to its height and iconic massing, the spire and portions of 
the Empire State Building are visible and easily recognized by pedestrians along Fifth Avenue and 
for distances east and west on West 34th and West 33rd Streets (see Figure 9-13, Photo 22; 
Figure 9-15, Photo 26; Figure 9-25; and Figure 9-26, Photo 47). From vantage points near 33rd 
and 34th Streets and Fifth Avenue in proximity to the Empire State Building, pedestrian views are 
focused on the base and lower portions of the building due to its height and massing (see Figure 
9-25, Photo 46), while more distant views on these streets allow for more comprehensive views 
of the building including its tower and spire (see Figure 9-25, Photo 46 and Figure 9-26, Photo 
47). Along West 33rd Street, the lower portions of the Empire State Building are obstructed by 
intervening buildings in views looking east, with the upper portions of the building including the 
tower and spire visible from the south sidewalks (see Figure 9-13, Photo 22). From the west 
sidewalks on West 33rd Street, intervening tall buildings that are built to the sidewalk largely 
obstruct views near Ninth Avenue and from vantage points on the north sidewalks farther west. 
Along West 34th Street, the most prominent views looking east to the Empire State Building are 
from the north sidewalks, where the upper portions of the building including the tower and spire 
are visible (see Figure 9-15, Photo 26). From the south sidewalks, the lower portions of the 
Empire State Building become further obstructed by intervening buildings, and with the upper 
portions becoming partially obstructed from vantage points moving farther west where additional 
intervening buildings limit views. Elsewhere on the sidewalks in the secondary study area the 
visibility of the Empire State Building is much more limited, with the dense urban environment 
largely restricting views except in a few locations where there are glimpses of the top of the tower 
and the spire rising above shorter buildings. These views are typically from locations that are 
farther removed from the Empire State Building where the distance allows for the visual resource 
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to be included in the pedestrian street level viewshed, including views northeast from Ninth 
Avenue at the intersections of some of the cross streets south of West 31st Street—and in particular 
at West 28th Street, where the curved street opens up a view (see Figure 9-18, Photo 32). These 
locations constitute views experienced while the pedestrian is walking along the sidewalk and are of 
short duration, compared to the longer views provided along Fifth Avenue and West 33rd and West 
34th Streets.  

A portion of the tower as well as the spire of the Empire State Building is visible in the distance 
from Hudson River Park west of Twelfth Avenue in views east along the West 34th Street corridor 
(see Figure 9-29, Photo 53). The top of the Empire State Building and spire are visible above 
shorter buildings in views northeast from the west portion of Chelsea Park that includes the turf 
field and running track, and also from the portion of the park fronting Ninth Avenue, although the 
latter views are partially screened by the mature trees in the warm weather months (see Figure 
9-22, Photo 40 and Figure 9-30, Photo 56).  

One Penn Plaza and other recently built tall glazed towers located primarily along the avenues 
have broad visibility due to their height above shorter buildings (see Figure 9-17, Photo 10; 
Figure 9-10, Photo 16; Figure 9-15, Photo 26; and Figure 9-22, Photo 40). The tall, glazed 
towers of Manhattan West and Hudson Yards, which also include eye-catching pyramidal and 
angled roof treatments, provide groupings of distinctive new visual elements to the Manhattan 
skyline that are also visible in numerous locations in the secondary study area, including along the 
avenues, in views on the cross streets, and from publicly accessible open spaces in the secondary 
study area, including on the High Line, in Chelsea Park, and in Herald and Greeley Squares (see 
Figure 9-3, Photo 1; Figure 9-12, Photo 19; Figure 9-20, Photo 36; Figure 9-21, Photo 37; 
Figure 9-22, Photo 40; Figure 9-30, Photo 55; and Figure 9-32, Photo 59). The Manhattan 
West towers and the towers developed at Hudson Yards are also prominently visible from outside 
the secondary study area in Hudson River Park across the undeveloped portion of Western Rail 
Yard site between Eleventh and Twelfth Avenues (see Figure 9-29). One World Trade Center in 
Lower Manhattan, a glazed tower with chamfered corners rising over 1,700 feet in height 
including a 408-foot-tall spire atop the tower, is also visible in certain views south, such as from 
Eighth Avenue in the southern portion of the study area. The top of the Bank of America Tower 
at One Bryant Park, approximately 945 feet tall with its identifiable tall antenna that extends from 
the top of the building for an additional approximately 300 feet, is also visible from within the 
secondary study area—especially in views north on Sixth Avenue (see Figure 9-17, Photo 30 and 
Figure 9-28, Photo 52). Another contemporary structure of note, located outside of the secondary 
study area but visible from within it west of Tenth Avenue, is the Vessel, a honey-comb-like, V-
shaped, sculptural climbing structure located at the south end of Hudson Yards’ public square, 
east of Hudson Boulevard. This structure is also visible from Hudson River Park (see Figure 
9-29). 

Tall, architecturally and historically significant buildings, such as the Empire State Building, 
discussed above, and Nelson Tower, which in views east on West 34th Street has a prominent 
visibility due to its stepped back design with a central tower set apart from surrounding structures, 
have a greater visibility than smaller architecturally significant buildings on the avenues and on 
the side streets (see Figure 8-10, Photo 15 of Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”). The 
New Yorker Hotel, also a tall Art-Deco style historic building with setbacks along Eighth Avenue 
between West 34th and West 35th Streets, is also visible along Eighth Avenue, in views east along 
West 34th Street, and with lesser visibility on West 35th Street due to the more narrow width of 
this street (see Figure 9-17, Photo 29). 



60

View east on the High Line at West 30th Street.  
The spur of the High Line at West 30th Street and 

Tenth Avenue is visible. Also visible in the distance is 
the spire of the Empire State Building.

59View northwest from the High Line including the newly construction buildings at 
Hudson Yards, the Hudson River, and New Jersey beyond.

Figure 9-32
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A number of smaller historic buildings with distinctive designs and/or architectural ornament 
constitute visual resources in the study area, but due to their size, height, or siting between larger 
and taller buildings have views primarily limited to the streets on which they are located. These 
include those on side streets: the Church of St. Francis of Assisi at 135 West 31st Street adjacent 
to the Project Area and described above (see Figure 9-24, Photo 44); the Holy Innocents Roman 
Catholic Church at 128 West 37th Street, with a stone façade, large pointed arched openings and 
stone ornament; St. Michael’s Catholic Church at 424 West 34th Street, a classically designed 
stone church with large arched stained glass windows (see Figure 8-23, Photo 42 of Chapter 8, 
“Historic and Cultural Resources”); and the New York City Police Department Traffic Control 
Division at 134 West 30th Street, a castellated brick and stone structure (see Figure 8-16, Photo 
27 of Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”). As described above, the Church of St. John 
the Baptist at 213 West 30th Street on Site 2 is a late-19th-century stone church with a tall spire 
set back behind a garden (see Figure 9-5, Photo 5). Though located on a narrow cross street and 
surrounded by buildings that limit its visual prominence to the surrounding area, it is visible in 
views northwest from Seventh Avenue at West 30th Street due to its proximity to the avenue.  

Along the avenues, especially at corners with the cross streets, architecturally significant historic 
buildings have a greater prominence to pedestrians, including the Farley Building in the Project 
Area discussed above (see Figure 9-3, Photo 1; Figure 9-13, Photo 22; and Figure 9-14, Photo 
24), the Church of the Holy Apostles at the southeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 28th 
Street, which has a tall steeple (see Figure 9-22, Photo 39); the Marble Collegiate Church at the 
northwest corner of Fifth Avenue and West 29th Street which also has a tall steeple fronting on 
the avenue (see Figure 9-25, Photo 45); and the Haier Building at the northeast corner of 
Broadway and West 36th Street which has a monumental temple and colossal fluted columns on 
both façades (see Figure 9-31, Photo 57). Macy’s, including its ornamented Broadway façade 
and approximately four-story red shopping bag sign at its southeast corner, is visible in views 
north on Sixth Avenue and Broadway and from Herald and Greeley Squares due to its siting at the 
intersection of these streets and open spaces located at their juncture (see Figure 9-17, Photo 30 
and Figure 9-23, Photo 42). The three blocks encompassing the east blockfronts between West 
32nd and West 34th Streets on Broadway and West 34th and West 35th Streets on Sixth Avenue 
constitute a grouping of four visually prominent, early-20th-century classically designed masonry 
buildings that have extensive stone ornament, round arched windows, balconies, rounded and 
chamfered corners, and prominent cornices (see Figure 9-18, Photo 31). These include the 
Marbridge Building at 1328 Broadway, the former Hotel McAlpine at 1282 Broadway, the Wilson 
Building at 1270 Broadway, and the Hotel Martinique at 1260 Broadway (see Figures 8-12 and 
8-13 of Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”). 

Visual resources in the secondary study area also include parks, with greenery and statuary that 
provide visual relief and interest to pedestrians within the dense urban landscape. These include 
Chelsea Park, most notably its Ninth Avenue frontage; and Greeley and Herald Squares (see 
Figure 9-17, Photo 30; Figure 9-18, Photo 31; Figure 9-23; and Figure 9-24, Photo 43). Views 
along the elevated High Line elevated park constitute visual resources, including its landscaping; 
views afforded of the buildings that surround it including the contemporary buildings and 
structures associated with Hudson Yards; and raised, unobstructed views of Hudson River Park 
and the Hudson River in views west at the cross streets and other locations where buildings do not 
obstruct views (see Figure 9-31, Photo 58 and Figure 9-32). On the High Line, the top of the 
Empire State Building is visible in the distance, rising above shorter buildings, in views east at 
West 30th Street in the secondary study area and in locations on the High Line south of the 
secondary study area (see Figure 9-32, Photo 60).  
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D. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the 2033 No Action condition, development will occur on Sites 4 and 7. It is anticipated that 
Site 4 will be redeveloped with a 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building with hotel, residential, and 
retail uses consistent with the approved GPP for the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Im-
provement Project. The building will be set on a 150-foot-tall base that will fully occupy the site, 
with a tower, set back 10 feet from the property line on Eighth Avenue, rising above it oriented 
along the site’s west (Eighth Avenue) frontage (see Figures 9-50, 9-51, 9-58, and 9-59). The 
building will rise to a height of 675 feet. The Eighth Avenue sidewalk will be widened by 3'-6", 
and bollards may be placed along the curb on Eighth Avenue and along the adjacent side streets. 
The existing subway stairs on the West 33rd and West 34th Street sidewalks will be relocated into 
the new building. The West 33rd Street entrance will be placed at the corner of the building and 
will be enlarged to include escalators and an elevator servicing Penn Station. There will be a 
reduction to the size of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS due to the development of Site 4, which will 
displace the west plaza near Eighth Avenue. The No Action building on Site 4 will partially 
obstruct distant views to the Empire State Building from Hudson River Park at the foot of West 
34th Street (see Figure 9-55a). 

New development on Site 7 will consist of an approximately 1.6-million-gsf building containing 
office and retail uses. Under zoning, for analysis purposes, it is anticipated that a new building 
will be set on a four-story, 85-foot-tall base that will fully occupy the site; except that the building 
will set back from the Seventh Avenue property line by 10 feet. The centrally located slab-like 
tower will be oriented east–west with setbacks, prior to reaching its full height of 700 feet. The 
tower will rise from the middle of the building’s base and will be set back from all sides of the 
base (see Figure 9-45). The building is anticipated to be clad with a glass curtain wall. Bollards 
and new street plantings may be placed along the Seventh Avenue sidewalk.  

Development on Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 is not anticipated by 2033, and it is assumed that the 
urban design characteristics on these sites will remain unchanged from existing conditions, and 
that the visual resources on Sites 2 and 8—the Church of St. John the Baptist and the copper 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge connected to the existing building on Site 8 and spanning across West 
32nd Street—would also remain unchanged, although the copper skybridge is unused and could 
be removed by the property owner at any time independent of the Proposed Project. 

The Moynihan Train Hall as well as the East End Gateway were completed as of January 1, 2021 
within the primary study area. As described above, alterations have been made to the former James 
A. Farley Post Office to create entrances to the LIRR concourse at Penn Station. These initiatives 
will improve the passenger experience in Penn Station, but the station will operate well beyond its 
capacity in terms of both trains and passengers in the No Action condition. In addition, the Farley 
Office Building component at the James A. Farley Post Office was recently completed on the 
western portion of the site. Plaza 33 on West 33rd Street west of Seventh Avenue is expected to 
be substantially improved and reopen to the public following completion of the LIRR Concourse 
project. Plaza 33 is anticipated to be enhanced with, among other improvements, trees, fixed planters, 
moveable seating, and new paving, with the improvements subject to approval by NYCDOT.  

Renovations to 1 Penn Plaza, including reconfiguration of its lobby and its POPS, will also be 
completed, with the plazas anticipated to be reduced in size and to remove and reduce visual 
barriers that obstruct views into the POPS. As noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the 1 
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Penn Plaza POPS would be improved, but it would still not meet current standards for POPS (e.g., 
not flush to grade) upon completion of the renovation. Installation of architectural color change 
lighting will also be installed at the crown of the building. At 2 Penn Plaza, the building is under 
renovation to reclad it with new glazed curtain wall façades and is under construction for 
expansion with a three-story glazed addition containing approximately 100,000 sf. The addition 
will be elevated 45 feet above street level and protrude 70 feet from the building along the entirety 
of its Seventh Avenue frontage, creating a large covered plaza in front of 2 Penn Plaza. The three-
story addition will obstruct existing views north from the widened sidewalk in front of 2 Penn 
Plaza of Nelson Tower (see Figure 9-45). In addition, another glazed addition is under 
construction above the first floor of the building at the north end of the building on West 33rd 
Street.  

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

Planned developments in the secondary study area are expected to introduce predominantly office 
and hotel uses, in keeping with the secondary study area’s character as a central business district 
and tourist destination, and will continue the recent trend of significant new construction in the 
secondary study area. The projects identified as likely to be completed by 2033 are listed on Table 
2-1 and shown on Figure 2-2 of Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.”  

The secondary study area is expected to experience approximately 12.41 million gsf of office 
development by the 2033 analysis year, with much of the development occurring in Hudson Yards. 
Hudson Yards office projects include, as discussed above, 50 Hudson Yards, a 2.58-million-gsf 
office development with an anticipated height of approximately 1,010 feet; and The Spiral, located 
on West 34th Street between Hudson Boulevard and Tenth Avenue, a 2.55-million-gsf office 
development anticipated at a height of approximately 1,030 feet. Other large and tall office 
developments include the office portion of the Manhattan West development at the northwest 
corner of West 31st Street and Ninth Avenue (Two Manhattan West/401 West 31st Street) across 
Ninth Avenue from the Project Area, which will contain 4.05 million gsf of office space as well 
as 790 dwelling units (DUs) and rise to a height of approximately 850 feet; and the planned 
commercial building at 7 West 29th Street, which will contain over 430,000 gsf of office space 
and is anticipated to be approximately 550 feet tall. In addition, a potential overbuild of Macy’s 
could provide an additional 1.2 million gsf of office space in an approximately 900-foot-tall 
development (inclusive of the existing Macy’s building).  

A number of hotels will be developed in the southeast portion of the secondary study area, 
generally east of Seventh Avenue and south of West 31st Street. On West 28th Street, between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, three hotels are planned with heights of 165 feet, 341 feet, and 419 
feet. Another cluster of hotels will be developed around Broadway, between Fifth and Sixth 
Avenues, of which the largest is the 401-room Virgin Hotel under construction at 1227 Broadway 
at the southwest corner of Broadway and West 30th Street, which will rise to a height of 510 feet. 
Hotels will also be constructed in the northwest portion of the secondary study area, between 
Seventh and Ninth Avenues, including two planned approximately 250-foot-tall hotels on the 
north side of West 38th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues in proximity to Times Square, 
and an approximately 400-foot-tall hotel at 255 West 34th Street immediately north of the Project 
Area between Seventh and Eighth Avenues.  

While most planned development in the secondary study area is expected to be commercial space, 
over 3,500 DUs are anticipated in the secondary study area by the 2033 analysis year. The largest 
residential development will be located in Two Manhattan West, as described above. Two 
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Manhattan West (401 West 31st Street) will contain 790 DUs, or approximately 849,460 gsf of 
residential space. At Hudson Yards at the northwest corner of West 35th Street and Tenth Avenue 
(451 Tenth Avenue), a development will include 526 DUs, as well as approximately 33,380 gsf 
of retail space and 130,150 gsf of community facility space, with an anticipated height of 535 feet. 
Other new large residential developments at Hudson Yards include a new building at the eastern 
end of the block bounded by West 36th and West 37th Streets and Tenth and Dyer Avenues, which 
will include 304 DUs and 14,580 gsf of retail space, and a new residential building with 448 DUs, 
which will be located on the eastern end of the block bounded by Ninth and Dyer Avenues and 
West 37th and West 38th Streets above the Lincoln Tunnel access roads. Other planned residential 
developments in the secondary study area include two approximately 180- and 210-foot-tall 
buildings on West 28th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, an approximately 250-foot-
tall building at 319 West 35th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, an approximately 315-
foot-tall building at the southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street, and an 
approximately 1,000-foot-tall new development at 262 Fifth Avenue on the west side of Fifth 
Avenue between West 28th and West 29th Streets. 

As shown in Table 2-1 and shown on Figure 2-2 of Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” 45 new 
developments are anticipated to be completed by the 2033 analysis year in the secondary study 
area. This large number of new developments will bring bigger and taller buildings to the area and 
will continue to introduce new office and residential buildings as well as hotels to the secondary 
study area. These developments will be consistent with the uses in the secondary study area; would 
add to the secondary study area’s already dense character; would continue the trend towards the 
construction of taller buildings also anticipated to have varied massings and more contemporary 
designs, façade treatments, and claddings in contrast to the older masonry buildings largely built 
prior to 1950; and will contribute to the evolving Manhattan skyline by adding a number of tall 
buildings that will be visible throughout the secondary study area, with a number of the buildings 
proposed and under construction in the west portion of the study area at Hudson Yards and the 
Manhattan West development (Two Manhattan West) also expected to be visible from Chelsea 
Park and from longer distances, including from Hudson River Park.  

Also within the secondary study area, the High Line Moynihan Connector Civic Project, which is 
being implemented pursuant to an ESD GPP and is currently under construction, will consist of a 
new elevated landscaped public pathway connecting the present terminus of the High Line spur at 
West 30th Street and Tenth Avenue and publicly accessible open space at the existing Manhattan 
West development located north of West 31st Street, between Ninth and Tenth Avenues. The High 
Line Moynihan Connector will enhance connections between publicly accessible open spaces in 
the secondary study area. 

E. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

URBAN DESIGN 

In the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped with new 
buildings and the potential below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3, and the 
reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be completed.  

In the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern expansion of 
Penn Station in the federal review process, the potential expansion of Penn Station would 
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encompass Site 2 immediately to the south (bounded by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 
30th and West 31st Streets), Site 3 (on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 30th and 
West 31st Streets), and Site 1 (on the west side of Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 
31st Streets). It is assumed for analysis purposes that development of an expanded Penn Station 
at this location would require the removal of all buildings currently existing on Sites 1 through 3. 
The new rail infrastructure would be excavated in the footprints of these sites and a new station 
would be constructed to grade level. A deck would be constructed over the active new Penn Station 
expansion that would prepare the site for above-grade development while permitting use of the 
new station below. In addition, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and its 
potential expansion is assumed to be completed on Site 2 by 2033. The new service building would 
be designed and constructed to form part of the podium of the proposed building to be completed 
on Site 2A by the 2033 analysis year. Besides the new service building for Penn Station, above-
grade uses would be cleared from Sites 1, 2, and 3 to allow for construction of the below-grade 
expansion of Penn Station. It is anticipated that the cleared sites on Sites 2 and 3, devoid of 
buildings (except for the new service building for Penn Station and entrances to the Penn Station 
expansion) or any ground floor amenities or elements of visual interest to the pedestrian and 
surrounded by construction fencing, would have a temporary negative impact on the pedestrian’s 
experience until the completion of the new buildings on the site in the 2044 analysis year. In the 
event that there is an extended period between the completion of the expansion of Penn Station 
and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in 
consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites with temporary uses or 
other programming. 

Site 1 
Site 1 would be redeveloped with two buildings containing approximately 1.22 million gsf of floor 
area with office, residential, ground-floor retail, and community facility space. This development 
would replace the existing lower-density mix of office, retail, hotel, residential, community 
facility, and parking uses. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the commercial building along 
Eighth Avenue on Site 1B would have a maximum base height of 120 feet along Eighth Avenue. 
As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the tower would set back 15 feet from the property line on 
Eighth Avenue and 15 feet from the property lines on West 30th and West 31st Streets (see 
Figures 9-33 and 9-34a). Figure 9-49 depicts an illustrative massing for a building that would 
have a 120-foot-tall base and would be 605 feet tall. Connections would be made to Penn Station 
via publicly accessible in-building connections at the northeast corner of the new building on Site 
1B at Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street.  

A second mixed-use building containing residential, retail, and community facility uses would be 
developed along West 31st Street on Site 1A. The mixed-use building would have a maximum 
base height of 200 feet along West 31st Street. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the tower 
would set back 15 feet from the property line on West 31st Street (see Figures 9-33 and 9-34a). 
The illustrative building massings depict the new mixed-use building rising to a height of 275 feet, 
but due to the midblock location of this building, the maximum height of the mixed-use building 
would be limited to 350 feet. 

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalks adjacent to the new buildings on Site 1 along 
Eighth Avenue and West 30th and West 31st Streets would be widened by five feet by setting the 
new buildings back from the property lines. Bollards may be placed along the curbs on West 30th 
and West 31st Streets and on Eighth Avenue.  
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Figure 9-34b
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Site 4 
Site 4 would be developed with an approximately 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building. Consistent 
with the Design Guidelines, the new building would have a maximum base height of 150 feet. As 
set forth in the Design Guidelines, the tower would set back 15 feet from the property lines on 
Eighth Avenue and on West 33rd Street and 10 feet from the property line on West 34th Street 
(see Figures 9-33 and 9-35). Figure 9-50 depicts an illustrative massing for a building that would 
have a 60-foot-tall base and would be 664 feet tall under a commercial scenario. Under a scenario 
where there would be residential uses, the illustrative building massing would have a height of 
915 feet. A new entrance to Penn Station would be provided in the base of the new building at 
Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street. 

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalk adjacent to the new building on Site 4 along 
Eighth Avenue would be widened by five feet by setting the new building back from the property 
line. Bollards may be placed along the curb. Along West 33rd and West 34th Streets, the existing 
subway stairs on the sidewalks would be relocated into the new building.  

The development on Site 4 would be comparable in size to the No Action development on Site 4, 
both consisting of a 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building, with the With Action development in the 
Maximum Residential Scenario including residential uses in addition to hotel and retail uses 
similar to the No Action development (in the Maximum Commercial Scenario the With Action 
development would include office use instead of residential use). The proposed With Action 
building in the Maximum Residential Scenario would be taller than the No Action development 
(915 feet tall compared to 675 feet tall) (in the Maximum Commercial Scenario, the With Action 
development would be approximately the same height at 664 feet, compared to the No Action 
development with a height of 675 feet). In both the Maximum Commercial and Maximum 
Residential scenarios, the building on Site 4 could be designed with a base and tower configuration 
like the No Action development, or could be designed with another configuration, such as a tower 
that is not set on a base and is set back from the property lines on Eighth Avenue and West 33rd 
and West 34th Streets as per the Design Guidelines and as described above. Bollards may be 
placed along the avenue and side streets in both the No Action and With Action conditions, with 
the subway stairs on the adjacent West 33rd and West 34th Street sidewalks relocated into the new 
developments in both the No Action and With Action conditions, including the new Penn Station 
entrance at West 33rd Street described above.  

Similar to the No Action development, there would be a reduction to the size of the 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS due to the development of Site 4, which would displace the raised west plaza near Eighth 
Avenue. As in the No Action condition, the development on Site 4 would provide a new Penn 
Station entrance at Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street. Furthermore, the requirements for the 
creation of public space on Site 4 (as would be required on all development sites as set forth in the 
Design Guidelines as discussed in greater detail below) would create opportunities for additional 
pedestrian circulation and potentially areas of pedestrian respite.  

Site 7 
Site 7 would be redeveloped with an approximately 2.6-million-gsf building with office space, 
retail, and accessory parking spaces. Consistent with the Design Guidelines for the Proposed 
Project that specify the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning as referenced in 
the GPP (and which are discussed in greater detail below in Section G, “Future with the Proposed 
Project – 2044”), the new building would have a maximum base height of 200 feet. As set forth 
in the Design Guidelines, the tower would initially set back 25 feet from the property line along 
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Seventh Avenue, 10 feet from the property line along West 33rd Street, and 15 feet from the 
property line on West 32nd Street (see Figures 9-33 and 9-37). Figure 9-45 depicts an illustrative 
massing for a building that would have a 50-foot-tall base along Seventh Avenue and would be 
1,270 feet tall. Two new subway entrances would be constructed within the new building, 
replacing those within the existing Hotel Pennsylvania. These would be located on West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets also just east of Seventh Avenue. A new ADA-compliant elevator would be 
added adjacent to the West 33rd Street entrance.  

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalks adjacent to the new building on Site 7 along 
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street would be widened by 15 feet on Seventh Avenue and by 
10 feet on West 33rd Street, by setting the building back from the property lines. Bollards may be 
placed along the curbs of West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and Seventh Avenue. The widened 
sidewalks would allow for greater circulation along the sidewalks. 

The With Action development on Site 7 would be approximately 570 feet taller than the No Action 
development. The With Action development on Site 7 would contain a similar gross square 
footage as the existing 1 Penn Plaza, but the illustrative building height at 1,270 feet would be 
approximately 520 feet taller. Under both the No Action and With Action conditions, there would 
be adjacent sidewalk widenings and bollards may be added. Both the No Action and With Action 
developments include the development of a tall building on Site 7, anticipated to be of 
contemporary designs, and would contain similar office and retail uses. The With Action 
development on Site 7 could be designed with a base and tower configuration like the No Action 
development, or could be designed with another configuration, such as a tower that is not set on a 
base and is set back from the property lines on Seventh Avenue and West 32nd and West 33rd 
Streets as per the Design Guidelines and as described above.  

Since publication of the DEIS, Vornado has advanced a potential conceptual design for the 
building on Site 7 within the parameters of the Design Guidelines. The conceptual design could 
result in a building with a base along Seventh Avenue that could have a varied setback from the 
property line. The lobby along Seventh Avenue could be set behind a forecourt, with the ground 
floors of the portions of the base of the building at the corners with West 33rd and West 32nd 
Streets extending further towards the widened Seventh Avenue sidewalk, containing retail spaces. 
The building is envisioned to be clad in a glazed and metal paneled curtain wall, with potential 
advertising signage on Seventh Avenue at the corners of the building at West 33rd and West 32nd 
Streets, consistent with advertising requirements set forth in the Design Guidelines (which are 
discussed in greater detail below in the future with the Proposed Project in the 2044 analysis year). 
The widened sidewalk and forecourt along Seventh Avenue could have landscaping, and the 
increase in circulation space along the sidewalks and landscaping elements would positively affect 
the pedestrian experience. 

The uses and design features of the Proposed Project at Sites 1A, 1B, 4 and 7 would be consistent 
with the urban design characteristics of the Project Area, and the ground-floor retail uses would 
provide visual interest to the pedestrian.  

Consistent with the Design Guidelines (which are discussed in greater detail below in the future 
with the proposed project in the 2044 build year), at a certain percent of the tower heights on the 
development sites, floor plates would be limited to a certain percent of lot coverage, allowing for 
the tower to taper or set back. It is anticipated that the ground floors would contain a number of 
active uses including retail or similar uses, transit entrances for Penn Station and subways, and 
office lobbies. The Design Guidelines impose ground floor transparency requirements. 
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As discussed in greater detail below, advertising signage would be permitted on buildings on Sites 
4 and 7 in accordance with the Design Guidelines requirement that advertising signage be 
incorporated into the building architecture to avoid having billboards mounted on the rooftops of 
buildings on metal framing structures. To clearly delineate transit entrances for the MTA and Penn 
Station railroads and to avoid way-finding confusion to the pedestrian, transit signage would be 
prioritized such that advertising and other accessory signage does not infringe upon transit signage 
In addition, the Proposed Project would also be subject to public space requirements on each 
development site, which would require that a certain percentage of each site be set aside for public 
space, such as additional sidewalk widenings, pedestrian circulation space in front of transit or 
building entrances, or landscaped areas that may contain seating and passive activities for 
pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood. 

Proposed Sky Concourse 
In the With Action condition, subject to the consent of NYCDOT, a publicly accessible sky 
concourse above Plaza 33 may be constructed, which would provide access through the 1 Penn 
Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza office buildings. As currently proposed by Vornado, the sky concourse 
would be approximately 15 feet wide, and would be an enclosed, one-level transparent structure 
to be constructed of steel and glass (see Figure 9-60). It would have minimum and maximum 
clearances above Plaza 33 of 14.5 feet and 20 feet, respectively, with a maximum height of 18 feet 
from floor to ceiling. The sky concourse would be approximately 75 feet long, connecting across 
60-foot-wide West 33rd Street from the second-floor levels of 1 Penn Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza. The 
sky concourse would obstruct visibility of an LED panel at MSG on West 33rd Street that 
advertises events; however, most of the MSG signage is located along Seventh Avenue. As 
described above, an approximately three-story glazed pedestrian bridge centered on the rear (east) 
façade of MSG and the rear (west) façade of 2 Penn Plaza provides connections between the two 
buildings above loading and service areas for Penn Station and MSG accessed by driveways on 
both West 31st and West 33rd Streets. Development of the sky concourse would be in keeping 
with the urban design character of the primary and secondary study areas where a number of 
structures and bridges span over streets. In addition, the diversion of a small number of pedestrians 
crossing West 33rd Street on the sky concourse would not detract from street-level pedestrian 
activation of the public realm because (a) the high volume of pedestrian activity in the area and 
numerous sources of pedestrian traffic and (b) the diverted north/south pedestrian flows would 
reduce interference with the primary east/west pedestrian flows along West 33rd Street and Plaza 
33.  

VISUAL RESOURCES 

As discussed above, it is assumed that the visual resource on Site 2—the Church of St. John the 
Baptist—would be demolished in connection with the potential expansion Penn Station and the 
construction of the proposed buildings on Site 2. Demolition of this visual resource would 
negatively affect a pedestrian’s experience by removing this visual resource from view. 
Demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist would constitute a significant direct adverse 
impact on visual resources. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact to visual 
resources have been assessed and are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” As discussed in 
Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” these impacts would be unavoidable. 
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SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

URBAN DESIGN 

Streets and Streetscape/Natural Resources and Open Space 
As with the No Action condition, the proposed developments on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be 
constructed on existing blocks, and would not result in any changes to topography, street pattern 
and hierarchy, block shapes, or natural features. Therefore, there would be no significant adverse 
impacts to these urban design features as a result of the Proposed Project. 

The inclusion of ground-floor retail, similar to the No Action condition, would be consistent with 
the streetscape of the secondary study area, where ground-floor stores and restaurants are located 
both along the avenues, on West 34th Street, as well as in locations on the other cross streets. In 
addition, the proposed widened sidewalks adjacent to Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be consistent 
with the urban design of the secondary study area, where many buildings, primarily those 
constructed more recently, are set behind plazas and widened sidewalks that include landscaped 
elements.  

The potential sky concourse that may be constructed between the buildings at 1 Penn Plaza and 2 
Penn Plaza would not be anticipated to result in any adverse impacts to the urban design character 
of the secondary study area. As currently proposed by Vornado, the sky concourse would be one 
level and would be a glazed and largely transparent structure, and is also anticipated to be of a 
smaller scale than other structures that span over streets in the secondary study area or are visible 
from within the secondary study area, including the multi-level bridge connecting the U.S. Postal 
Service facilities that covers much of West 29th Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues in the 
secondary study area, the four-story structure spanning over West 27th Street that connects 
Fashion Institute of Technology campus buildings in the secondary study area, the High Line 
which crosses above Tenth Avenue and cuts above the cross streets west of Tenth Avenue in the 
secondary study area, and Port Authority Bus Terminal ramps that cross over Ninth Avenue north 
of the secondary study area, but which are visible from the secondary study area in views north 
on the avenue.  

Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts to the streetscape of the secondary study 
area as a result of the Proposed Project. 

Buildings 
As described above, the secondary study area is developed with a variety of older and smaller 
buildings and more recently constructed, much taller towers, with the secondary study area 
continuing to undergo extensive redevelopment with many tall and high-density office, hotel, and 
residential developments. The proposed With Action development on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would 
bring uses that are consistent with those currently developed or proposed within the secondary 
study area, including office, retail, residential, and hotel uses.  

The anticipated building massings could consist of base and tower configurations or other 
configurations including buildings that do not have bases and with towers setting back from the 
property lines per the tower controls for each development site as set forth in the Design Guidelines. 
These massings would be in keeping with the urban design of the secondary study area, which 
include new tall buildings with base and tower massings as well as buildings with other massings 
consistent with modern mixed-use and office development such as the recently constructed towers 
at Manhattan West, where towers rise from the ground without a base and are set back behind 
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widened sidewalks and public plazas. In addition, the development of tall buildings along the 
avenues would be complementary to the urban design of the secondary study area. As described 
above, the urban design of the secondary study area includes more recently constructed tall buildings 
that occupy full blockfronts on the avenues. The proposed development on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 
would be built within a context of both older and newer buildings that vary in height, form, and 
materials, including shorter older buildings of masonry construction and taller newer buildings 
with steel, glass, and masonry curtain walls. 

At Site 1A, the proposed mixed-use building which would be developed primarily with DUs, and 
which would be located in the midblock on West 31st Street, would be of a lower height than other 
project buildings; at an illustrative building height of 275 feet (but under the Design Guidelines 
no taller than 350 feet), it would be consistent with the heights of larger and taller existing 
buildings located in the midblocks in the secondary study area, including buildings that range from 
between 250 to 500 feet in height that have been developed on the cross streets north of the Project 
Area between Sixth and Ninth Avenues. At an illustrative building height of 275 feet, the proposed 
mixed-use building would be shorter than some other midblock buildings in the secondary study 
area, including the approximately 380-foot-tall Magellan apartment building on West 33rd Street 
between Fifth and Sixth Avenues and the 605-foot-tall Epic residential building located in the 
midblock at 125 West 31st Street. If constructed to the height limit of 350 feet, the proposed 
mixed-use building would be comparable in height to the Magellan apartment building and 
buildings ranging in height between 250 to 500 feet located on the cross streets north of the Project 
Area between Sixth and Ninth Avenues, and would be shorter that the Epic residential building. 
Block 754, on which Site 1A is located, is characterized by residential use along West 30th Street 
and a mix of uses (parking, office, hotel, institutional, and mixed residential with ground-floor 
retail space) on the remainder of the block. The block serves as a transition between the residential 
uses to the south and the largely commercial, institutional, and transportation-related uses to the 
north—such as the Farley Office Building and Moynihan Train Hall, Penn Station, and MSG. 
With the Proposed Project, Block 754 would continue to contain a mix of larger and taller 
buildings and smaller and shorter buildings, which is consistent with the urban design character 
of that block and with the secondary study area, which commonly includes the juxtaposition of 
taller buildings on the avenues and smaller buildings in the midblock along cross-streets.  

The proposed development on Site 4 would be approximately the same height as the No Action 
building (664 feet compared to 675 feet) under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. The proposed 
development would be 251 feet taller under the Maximum Residential Scenario than the proposed 
development under the Maximum Commercial Scenario (915 feet compared to 664 feet). The 
height of the building on Site 4 under the Maximum Residential Scenario would not be readily 
apparent to the pedestrian at street level in close proximity to the site, though it would more 
discernable when viewed from farther away though in the context with other tall buildings in the 
secondary study area. 

The proposed development on Site 7 would be among one of the tallest buildings in the area (its 
illustrative building height is 1,270 feet), which is comparable to the height of the Empire State 
Building excluding its antennae (approximately 1,250 feet tall or 1,453 feet tall including its 
broadcast antennae and lightning rod) and the Hudson Yards towers that include the approximately 
1,300-foot-tall tower at 30 Hudson Yards tower and the new approximately 1,010-foot-tall and 
approximately 1,030-foot-tall towers (50 Hudson Yards and The Spiral) currently under 
construction at Hudson Yards. In addition, an approximately 1,000-foot-tall residential 
development is planned for 262 Fifth Avenue on the west side of Fifth Avenue between West 28th 
and West 29th Streets. There are also numerous buildings in the secondary study area that range 
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in height between 500 and 1,000 feet, including the buildings currently under construction at 
Manhattan West, including the Eugene (approximately 662 feet tall), One Manhattan West 
(approximately 995 feet tall), and Two Manhattan West (850 feet tall). As discussed above, the 
proposed development on Site 7 would be 570 feet taller than the No Action building; however, 
the height of the building on Site 7 would not be readily apparent to the pedestrian at street level 
in close proximity to the site, though it would more discernable when viewed from farther away, 
but would stay within the context of other tall towers located in the secondary study area. Together 
the developments on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would constitute newer and taller buildings with large 
footprints that would be consistent with existing conditions and evolving urban design trends in 
the secondary study area that include the development of large, tall buildings that have curtain 
wall claddings.  

In addition, signage requirements contained in the GPP for building frontages along the Seventh 
Avenue corridor from West 30th to West 34th Streets and along Eighth Avenue at Site 4; on West 
34th Street within 200 feet west of Seventh Avenue; on West 34th Street within 100 feet east of 
Seventh Avenue; on the portions of West 31st, West 32nd, and West 33rd Streets within 100 feet 
of Seventh Avenue; and on West 33rd and West 34th Streets within 100 feet east of Eighth Avenue 
stipulate that advertising signage be incorporated into the building architecture to avoid having 
billboards rising from the rooftops of buildings on metal framing structures. As described above, 
the primary and secondary study areas contain large-scale advertising signage including on 
Seventh Avenue and in other locations in the secondary study area. Advertising signage that would 
be newly permitted at Site 4 through the GPP would not result in urban design impacts. At Sites 
5, 6, and 7, advertising signage is already permitted under the Penn Center subdistrict regulations 
of the Special Midtown District.  

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the advertising 
sign requirements in the Design Guidelines would be more restrictive than the current regulations 
of the Penn Center Subdistrict, which allow advertising signs below 14 feet with up to 50 percent 
surface coverage area, and an unlimited surface coverage area between a height of 14 feet and 40 
feet. At Sites 4 and 7, the Design Guidelines would permit advertising signs between 14 feet and 
60 feet above grade. Along wide streets, advertising signs would be permitted to a height of 100 
feet within 40 feet of a street intersection or a sidewalk widening area, The maximum surface area 
and configuration of advertising signs would be negotiated between ESD and the selected 
developers and specified in site development agreements. The Design Guidelines require that 
advertising signs be incorporated into the building architecture to avoid having billboards rising 
from the rooftops of buildings on metal framing structures. Signage may include digital media 
displays, live video and billboards, but audio would be prohibited. 

VISUAL RESOURCES  

Views in the secondary study area would be altered by the Proposed Project with development of 
the new buildings on Sites 1A and 1B. In addition, the With Action building in the Maximum 
Residential Scenario on Site 4 and the With Action building on Site 7 would be expected to have 
greater visibility in the secondary study area as compared to the No Action condition. However, 
pedestrian views already include other tall and large-scale towers that have been recently built or 
are under development in the secondary study area, and the change in height between the No 
Action buildings and With Action buildings would not significantly impact views, as view 
corridors and views to visual resources would not be obstructed. 
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It is anticipated that the proposed building on Site 1B and on Sites 4 and 7 in both the No Action 
and With Action conditions would be prominently visible to pedestrians on Eighth Avenue, 
Seventh Avenue and also on the cross streets bounding the development sites, including on West 
30th, West 31st, West 32nd, West 33rd, and West 34th Streets. The With Action buildings on 
Sites 1A, 1B, and 4 would not obstruct any view corridors. Development on Sites 1A and 1B 
would not obstruct views to any visual resources. In the With Action condition, the development 
on Site 4 under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would not substantially obstruct more of the 
Empire State Building when compared with the No Action condition in views east on West 34th 
Street from Hudson River Park (see Figure 9-55a). As the illustrative building height for the 
development on Site 4 under the Maximum Residential Scenario would be taller, it is possible that 
it could obstruct more of the spire of the Empire State Building in views east on West 34th Street 
from Hudson River Park, depending on the bulk and location of the tower on the site. However, 
the potential obstruction in view would not be considered significantly adverse, since the view to 
the Empire State Building will be partially blocked in the No Action condition and this view is 
distant, outside of the secondary study area, and not the focus of viewers in Hudson River Park. 
On Site 7, the proposed With Action building, similar to the No Action building, would not 
obstruct any view corridors. As the Empire State Building is located on the north side of West 
33rd Street, construction of either the No Action or With Action development on the south side of 
West 33rd Street on Site 7 would not impact views east on West 33rd Street towards the Empire 
State Building. Views west towards the Empire State Building and the existing prominent views 
north and south on Fifth Avenue would also not be affected. The proposed With Action building 
on Site 7 would not obstruct views to any other visual resources in comparison to the No Action 
building. Therefore, the Proposed Project on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 7 would not adversely impact 
visual resources.  

The potential sky concourse above Plaza 33 west of Seventh Avenue would be visible in views 
from areas to the east and west of it on West 33rd Street. However, the potential sky concourse, 
which would be elevated above Plaza 33 by at least 14.5 feet, would not obstruct street-level 
pedestrian views. As a largely transparent (glazed) structure, it would have less of a visual 
presence than other bridges that cross over streets in the secondary study area, which are larger 
and of solid steel or masonry construction. Moreover, there are no views of the Hudson River and 
extremely limited and distant views of New Jersey from locations east of the proposed sky 
concourse on West 33rd Street. In addition, the High Line already crosses over West 33rd Street 
near Twelfth Avenue, affecting views west closer to the river. Therefore, the potential sky 
concourse would also not obstruct view corridors on public streets and would not result in a 
significant adverse impact. 

F. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

In the No Action condition in 2044, Site 5 will be redeveloped in addition to Sites 4 and 7 (which 
will be completed by the 2033 analysis year). No development is anticipated to occur on Sites 1, 
2, 3, 6 and 8 in the 2044 No Action condition.  

For analysis purposes, it is anticipated that Site 5 will be redeveloped in accordance with existing 
zoning with an approximately 250,000-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space, which 
will replace the one-story retail building along Seventh Avenue. The new building will have a 
base that largely fills the site, with a centrally located tower rising above it, and will rise to a height 
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of 330 feet (see Figures 9-43 and 9-44). Bollards may be placed along the curb on Seventh 
Avenue and along the adjacent side streets. The existing subway stairs on the West 33rd Street 
sidewalk will be relocated into the new building. As shown in Figures 9-44 and 9-47, the No 
Action building on Site 5 will partially obstruct views north on Seventh Avenue of Nelson Tower, 
a 45-story Art Deco style building with a slender tower that constitutes a visual resource in the 
secondary study area. 

The building on Site 5 is anticipated to be of a contemporary design, with the tower clad in curtain 
wall façades of glass, metal, or masonry. 

Although the Project Area would experience some new development by the 2044 No Action 
condition, it is expected that existing conditions that detract from the overall visual character and 
urban design of the Project Area would remain in place in the No Action condition in 2044. 
Substandard and insanitary conditions on the sites not subject to redevelopment would be expected 
to remain (as discussed in Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character”), and the building stock on these 
sites would continue to age. Overall, the Project Area would continue to be characterized by 
outmoded office buildings, low quality retail offerings, congested sidewalks, and limited publicly 
accessible open space. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

No known additional developments have been identified in the secondary study area for the 2044 
analysis year beyond those described in the 2033 analysis year.  

G. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

PRIMARY STUDY AREA 

The Proposed Project is assumed to be completed by 2044, including all development sites, all 
public transportation and public realm improvements, and the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of Penn Station. In addition to the development completed by 2033 on Sites 1A/1B, 4, 
and 7, development between 2033 and 2044 would include new buildings on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 
8 and their associated public transportation and public realm improvements, including 
construction of a new plaza space on Site 2 (see Figures 9-38 through 9-40). As described in 
Chapter 2, “Analysis Framework,” the development sites would be redeveloped with high-density 
mixed-use buildings that contain office, retail, residential, and community facility uses, as well as 
hotel use on Site 4.  

URBAN DESIGN 

Development Sites 
Sites 1 through 8 would be developed in accordance with Design Guidelines referenced in the 
GPP. The GPP would override use, bulk, density, and other requirements of the New York City 
Zoning Resolution. ESD has prepared Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project, which specify 
the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning. The Design Guidelines permit a mix 
of uses that would be constructed in accordance with market demands over the duration of the 
Proposed Project build-out. As described in greater detail below, the Design Guidelines require 
new buildings on the development sites to respect the existing street grid, allow for flexibility of 
ground floor uses so as to balance retail and lobby space needs, while supporting the optimal 
functionality of Penn Station below. Tower massing requirements would permit floor plates that 
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Figure 9-38
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Illustrative Massing – Commercial Scenario: View to the north
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Figure 9-39
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Illustrative Massing – Residential Scenario: View to the north
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NOTE: This figure shows illustrative massings for residential buildings on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8.  
The Proposed Actions would permit residential development on these sites, up to a maximum of 
1,798 dwelling units (DUs). Any combination of these buildings could include residential units so 
long as the combined total number of constructed DUs on all four sites does not exceed 1,798.
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Figure 9-42
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Site 5 with Site 2 behind it. Also 
pictured is the proposed addition and recladding at 

2 Penn Plaza planned for completion by the 2033 
analysis year 

2044 No Action – Site 5. Also pictured is the proposed 
addition and recladding at 2 Penn Plaza planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year
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No Action and With Action Conditions:
 Illustrative Massing – View 2: 

View southwest from Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Site 5. Also pictured is the pro-
posed addition and recladding at 2 Penn Plaza 

planned for completion by the 2033 analysis year

2044 No Action – Site 5. Also pictured is the proposed 
addition and recladding at 2 Penn Plaza planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year
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Figure 9-44
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No Action and With Action Conditions:
 Illustrative Massing – View 3: 

View northwest on Seventh Avenue at West 32nd Street
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enable modern design solutions, while providing for a varied and dynamic skyline. As described 
above, the Proposed Project would also be subject to public space requirements on each 
development site, which would require that a certain percentage of each site be set aside for public 
space. 

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, sidewalk widening areas would be provided adjacent to 
public sidewalks at the development sites, and would range from five to 15 feet (see Figure 9-40). 
The maximum base heights of the proposed buildings would range between 120 and 200 feet; 
there are no minimum base heights. As also set forth in the Design Guidelines, the towers of the 
buildings would set back 10 feet from the property line at wide streets and 15 feet from the property 
line at narrow streets, except for at Site 7, as described above (see Figure 9-33). Inclusive of the 
sidewalk widenings, the tower setbacks on the avenues would range from 10 to 25 feet. As there 
is no minimum base height requirement, should there be no base as part of the building massing, 
towers would set back from the property lines as set forth in the Design Guidelines, with the 
setback area from the property line providing opportunities for additional pedestrian circulation, 
seating, and landscaping. In addition, to encourage varied tower forms, at a certain percent of the 
tower’s height, floor plates would be limited to a certain percent of lot coverage, requiring the 
tower to taper or setback. It is anticipated that the ground floors would contain a number of active 
uses including retail or similar uses, transit entrances for Penn Station and subways, and office 
lobbies.  

The Design Guidelines provide for maximum lobby widths to encourage active, diversified street 
frontages. Sites 1A and 4 would each have maximum lobby widths of 40 feet; Sites 1B, 3, 5 and 
6 would each have maximum lobby widths of 60 feet; and Sites 2A, 2B, 7 and 8 would each have 
maximum lobby widths of 90 feet. No building would be permitted more than four lobby 
entrances, with the maximum aggregate lobby width per building limited to 160 feet. The Design 
Guidelines also permit a mix of uses or porosity between uses, and balance the space needs of the 
multiple competing uses in the proposed transit district while fostering an active street. Minimum 
requirements for active uses—retail or similar uses and transit entrances—are established. The 
Design Guidelines impose ground floor transparency requirements stipulating that, for a minimum 
of 80 percent of a building’s frontage, transparent materials would occupy at least 50 percent of 
the surface area of the ground floor level street wall between a height of two and 12 feet or the 
height of the ground floor ceiling (whichever is higher). The maximum width of a portion of the 
ground floor street level wall without transparency would be 20 feet, though portions of street 
frontages occupied by transit easements would not be subject to the transparency requirements. 
Transparent materials provided to satisfy the 50 percent requirement would not begin higher than 
2 feet – 6 inches above the level of the adjoining sidewalk, with the exception of transom windows, 
or portions of windows separated by mullions or other structural dividers, and would have a 
minimum width of two feet – 6 inches. Glazing provides for visual interest to the pedestrian at 
street level, permitting views into the building spaces and storefronts and avoiding blank walls 
along the sidewalk. 

With respect to signage, the Design Guidelines permit advertising signage on the frontages of the 
new buildings on development sites along Seventh Avenue and the Eighth Avenue frontage of the 
new building on Site 4; on West 34th Street within 200 feet west of Seventh Avenue; on West 
34th Street within 100 feet east of Seventh Avenue; the portions of West 31st, West 32nd, and 
West 33rd Streets within 100 feet of Seventh Avenue and on West 33rd and West 34th Streets 
within 100 feet east of Eighth Avenue. As discussed above, advertising signage is currently 
permitted on Seventh Avenue from West 31st to West 34th Streets, within 200 feet west of Seventh 
Avenue on West 34th Street, within 100 feet east of Seventh Avenue on West 34th Street, and 



Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 6 and 7. Also pictured is 
the proposed addition at 2 Penn Plaza planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year

2033 No Action – Site 7. Also pictured is the proposed 
addition at 2 Penn Plaza planned for completion by 

the 2033 analysis year 

6.16.22

Figure 9-45
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 4: 

View northeast on Seventh Avenue at West 32nd Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 3, 5, 6, and 72044 No Action – Sites 5 and 7
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Figure 9-46
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 5: 

View north on Seventh Avenue at West 29th Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7. Also pictured 
is the proposed addition at 2 Penn Plaza planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year

2044 No Action – Sites 5 and 7. Also pictured is 
the proposed addition at 2 Penn Plaza planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year
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Figure 9-47
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 6: 

View north on Seventh Avenue at West 29th Street
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within 100 feet of Seventh Avenue on West 31st to West 33rd Streets under the Penn Center 
subdistrict regulations of the Special Midtown District. The signage requirements in the Design 
Guidelines apply to the development sites along Seventh and Eighth Avenues except for Sites 1B 
and 2A, where advertising signage would not be permitted. Signage would also not be permitted 
on Site 1A, fronting on the south side of West 31st Street, or on any building frontage along West 
30th Street. The prohibition of advertising signs at these locations would allow for a visual 
transition to the lower density, largely residential neighborhood of Chelsea to the south and west. 
The Design Guidelines would require that advertising signage be incorporated into the building 
architecture to avoid having billboards rising from the rooftops of buildings on metal framing 
structures. Signage could include digital media displays, live video and billboards but audio would 
be prohibited. As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” 
the signage controls referenced in the GPP are expected to reduce visual clutter, address the 
confusion experienced by Penn Station users with respect to informational transportation signage, 
and result in an overall improvement associated with signage in the area. 

A plan depicting the maximum base heights and initial tower setbacks for each development site 
is included in Figure 9-33. Illustrative building massings for each development site are shown in 
Figures 9-34 through 9-37. Illustrative massings for the full 2044 With Action development are 
included in Figures 9-38 and 9-39. Consistent with zoning in other high-density commercial areas 
of New York City, the GPP would not impose height limits, except for on the midblock portion 
of Site 1, where a 350-foot height limit would be required. If constructed, the buildings could be 
taller and slimmer, shorter and bulkier, or of different massing configurations (within the design 
envelope parameters of the Design Guidelines) than what is shown in the illustrative building 
massings depicted in Figures 9-34 through 9-39 and illustrative streetscape massings depicted in 
Figures 9-42 through 9-59. 

It is expected that substantial signage for Penn Station would be provided at major station 
entrances on the development sites in the Project Area. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, 
transit signage for the MTA and Penn Station railroads would be prioritized such that advertising 
and other accessory signage does not infringe upon transit signage, thereby better organizing 
signage, clearly delineating entry points to transit, and reducing way-finding confusion for the 
pedestrian.  

The proposed developments are described below.  

Site 1 
As described above for the 2033 analysis year, Sites 1A and 1B would have already been 
developed with two buildings containing office, residential, ground-floor retail and community 
facility space.  

Site 2 
Site 2 would be redeveloped with two buildings containing a total of 5.4 million gsf of office space 
with ground-floor retail and new public plaza space. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the 
new building on Site 2A (on the west portion of Site 2) would have a maximum base height of 
150 feet. On Site 2B (on the east portion of Site 2), the east portion of the new building (along 
Eighth Avenue) would have a maximum base height of 200 feet, and the west portion of that 
building (fronting on the new midblock public plaza) would have a maximum base height of 150 
feet. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the towers of each building would set back 25 feet 
from the property lines on Seventh and Eighth Avenues and 15 feet from the property lines on 
West 30th and West 31st Streets (see Figures 9-33 and 9-34b). Figure 9-47 depicts an illustrative 
massing for the new building on Site 2b; this building would have a 150-foot-tall base and would 
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Figure 9-48
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 7: 

View northeast on Eighth Avenue at West 30th Street
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2033 With Action – Site 1
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Figure 9-49
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 8: 

View northwest on Eighth Avenue at West 30th Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Site 4, 5 and 62044 No Action – Sites 4, 5 and 7
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Figure 9-50
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 9: 

View southeast on Eighth Avenue at West 34th Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 4, 5, 6, and 72033 No Action – Site 4

6.16.22

Figure 9-51
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 10: 

View northeast from James A. Farley Post Office steps on 
Eighth Avenue
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 4, 5, 6 and 72044 No Action – Sites 4, 5 and 7

Figure 9-52
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6.16.22

No Action and With Action Conditions:
 Illustrative Massing – View 11: 

View east on West 33rd Street from Ninth Avenue
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 2 and 32033 No Action – Site 7

6.16.22

Figure 9-53
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 12: 

View northeast on Ninth Avenue at West 28th Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Also pictured is the 
proposed Two Manhattan West building planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year

2033 No Action – Sites 4 and 7. Also pictured is the 
proposed Two Manhattan West building planned for 

completion by the 2033 analysis year

Figure 9-54
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

6.16.22

No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 13: 

View northeast within Chelsea Park near Tenth Avenue
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Existing Conditions 

2033 With Action – Site 4. Also pictured is the Spiral 
office building under construction at Hudson Yards

2033 No Action – Site 4. Also pictured is the 
Spiral office building under construction at 

Hudson Yards

6.16.22

Figure 9-55a
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2033 No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 14: 

View east from Hudson River Park at West 34th Street
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Existing Conditions 

2044 With Action – Site 4, 5 and 6. Also pictured is the 
Spiral office building under construction at 

Hudson Yards

2033 No Action – Site 4. Also pictured is the 
Spiral office building under construction at 

Hudson Yards
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Figure 9-55b
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

2044 No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 14: 

View east from Hudson River Park at West 34th Street



Existing Conditions 

2033 No Action – Site 4 2044 With Action – Sites 2, 3, 4 and 7

6.16.22

Figure 9-56
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 15: 

View southeast from park on the north side of West 36th 
Street between Dyer and Tenth Avenues
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Existing Conditions 

2033 No Action – Site 7 2044 With Action – Sites 1, 2, 3 and 7

6.16.22

Figure 9-57
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

With Action Condition: 
Illustrative Massing – View 16: 

View southeast from Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street

! !

!

UV9A

UV495

W 34th St

W 25th St

W 35th St

W 31st St

Broadw
ay

W 26th St

Te
nt

h
Av

e

Ni
nt

h 
Av

e
W 33rd St

Dy
er

Av
e

Se
ve

nt
h 

Av
e

W 37th St

W 30th St

W 29th St

Lincoln Tunnel

El
ev

en
th

 A
ve

Jo
e 

Di
m

ag
gi

o 
Hw

y

Tw
elfth Ave

W 38th St

W 27th Dr

W 36th St

W 39th St

W 27th St

Si
xt

h 
Av

en
ue

 (A
ve

nu
e 

of
 th

e 
Am

er
ic

as
)

E 39th St

E 38th St

W 32nd St

M
ad

is
on

 A
ve

Fi
fth

 A
ve

W 28th St

Ei
gh

th
 A

ve

Hu
ds

on
 B

lv
d 

E

E 37th St

E 35th St

E 34th St

E 36th St

E 33rd St

E 31st St

E 32nd St

E 30th St

E 29th St

E 28th St

E 27th St

E 26th St

E 25th St

HUDSON
RIVER Madison

Square Park

Chelsea Park

FARLEY
OFFICE

BUILDING

MOYNIHAN
TRAIN HALL

MADISON
SQUARE
GARDEN

BLOCK 809

!!BLOCK 755

BLOCK 781

BLOCK 808 BLOCK 808

BLOCK 807

BLOCK 754 BLOCK 780 BLOCK 806

SITE  8

SITE  2

SITE  6

SITE
1

SITE  7

SITE 3

EMPIRE STATION COMPLEX

Illustrative No Action and With Action Massing View Locations

0 500 FEET

Project Area

Development Sites

Study Area (1/4-mile perimeter)

Existing Penn Station

F! Photograph View Direction and Reference Number1

Figure 9-41

BLOCK 783

SITE 4

BLOCK 783

SITE 5

FF
F!16



2044 With Action – 4, 5, 6 and 72044 No Action – Sites 4, 5 and 7

Note: The With Action rendering for this view does not
illustrate the proposed shared street on West 33rd Street

6.
16
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Figure 9-58
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 17: 

View east on West 33rd Street at Eighth Avenue
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Existing Conditions 

2044 No Action – Sites 4, 5 and 7 2044 With Action – 4, 5, 6 and 7

Note: The With Action rendering for this view does not
illustrate the proposed shared street on West 33rd Street
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Figure 9-59
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA 
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

No Action and With Action Conditions: 
Illustrative Massing – View 18: View east on West 33rd 
Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues at Moynihan 

Train Hall entry/exit
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be 1,150 feet tall. Figure 9-48 depicts an illustrative massing for the new building on Site 2a, 
which would have a 150-foot-tall base and would rise to a height of 975 feet. Connections would 
be made to Penn Station via publicly accessible in-building connections in both new buildings on 
West 30th Street and on Seventh and Eighth Avenues at the corners with West 31st Street, with 
an entrance to Penn Station to also be located at the proposed midblock public plaza between the 
buildings, as shown in Figures 1-5 and 1-6 of Chapter 1, “Project Description.” Site 2B would 
also accommodate a train hall for the potential expansion of Penn Station. The new train hall for 
the potential southern expansion of Penn Station would be located in the base of the building on 
Site 2B along West 31st Street with wrap-around frontage either in the midblock or along Seventh 
Avenue. 

The Proposed Project would introduce a new open space on Site 2 between West 30th and West 
31st Streets (see Figure 9-40). The proposed open space would be a public plaza (or plazas) 
constructed in connection with the commercial buildings on Site 2. The configuration of the open 
space would depend on whether Site 2B is developed with a midblock train hall or a Seventh 
Avenue-facing train hall. If the midblock train hall is developed, there would be one plaza on Site 
2 located in the midblock portion of the site. If the Seventh Avenue-facing train hall is developed, 
there would be a midblock plaza and a plaza on the Seventh Avenue side of Site 2B. In either 
configuration, the total plaza space would be approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) and would 
provide a variety of hard- and soft-scape features to support passive recreation and provide a 
midblock pedestrian connection between West 30th and West 31st Streets. Although a detailed 
design has not yet been developed, the plaza(s) is (are) expected to include a variety of seating 
typologies, including seating and a mix of paved and planted areas with ground cover, flower beds, 
shrubs, or lawn. In addition, as described above, the plaza(s) is (are) expected to include access 
and egress points to the expanded Penn Station. The proposed public plaza on Site 2 would provide 
new open space amenities directly above an expanded Penn Station, and would serve the new 
commercial district surrounding Penn Station and the surrounding neighborhoods. The new public 
plaza would provide passive open space for residents and visitors to the area.  

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalks adjacent to the new buildings on Site 2 along 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues would be widened by 15 feet and the adjacent sidewalks on the cross 
streets—West 30th and West 31st Streets—widened by approximately five feet, by setting the 
new buildings back from the property lines. Bollards may be placed along the curb on the avenues 
and along the curbs along West 30th and West 31st Streets. For Site 2B, the 15-foot sidewalk 
widening on Seventh Avenue assumes that the new train hall for the potential expansion of Penn 
Station that would be located in the base of the building on Site 2B along West 31st Street would 
be oriented to the midblock. If the train hall is oriented toward Seventh Avenue, the building 
would be set back 50 feet from the property line along Seventh Avenue to provide for circulation 
space and an entry plaza. In this scenario, the entry plaza would function as passive open space 
and would have programming, seating, and plantings. 

Site 3 
Site 3 would be redeveloped with an approximately 1.6-million-gsf building with office and 
ground-floor retail uses, replacing the existing mix of predominantly hotel and commercial office 
uses. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the new building would have a maximum base height 
of 200 feet. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the tower would set back 25 feet from the 
property line on Seventh Avenue and 15 feet from the property lines on West 30th and West 31st 
Streets (see Figures 9-33 and 9-35). Figure 9-46 depicts an illustrative massing for a building 
that would have a 150-foot-tall base and which would be 915 feet tall. Connections would be made 
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to Penn Station via publicly accessible in-building connections at the northwest corner of the new 
building at Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street.  

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalks adjacent to the new building on Site 3 along 
Seventh Avenue would be widened by 15 feet, and the sidewalks on West 30th and West 31st 
Streets widened by five feet, by setting the new building back from the property lines. Bollards 
may be placed along the curb on Seventh Avenue and along West 30th and West 31st Streets.  

Site 4 
As described above for the 2033 analysis year, Site 4 would have already been developed with a 
new building containing approximately 1.1 million gsf of uses which could include office, retail, 
hotel, residential, and accessory parking.  

Site 5 
Site 5 is expected to be developed with a 1.7-million-gsf building with office and ground-floor 
retail uses. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the new building would have a maximum base 
height of 200 feet. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the tower would initially set back 10 feet 
from the property line on Seventh Avenue and on West 34th Street and 15 feet from the property 
line on West 33rd Street (see Figures 9-33 and 9-36). Figures 9-43 and 9-44 depict an illustrative 
massing for a building that would have a 150-foot-tall base and which would rise to a height of 
1,018 feet. Along the Seventh Avenue frontage, the base of the tower would be permitted to project 
over the 10-foot-wide sidewalk widening at a minimum height of 50 feet above curb level, but 
would not be permitted to project over the property line into the public right-of-way. A major new 
Penn Station entrance would be created on West 34th Street close to Seventh Avenue. 

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalk adjacent to the new building on Site 5 along 
Seventh Avenue would be widened by 10 feet by setting the new building back from the property 
line. Bollards may be placed along the curb. Along West 33rd and West 34th Streets, the existing 
subway stairs on the sidewalks would be relocated into the new building; as described above, the 
entrance on West 33rd Street would also be relocated into the new building in the No Action 
development. Bollards may also be placed on the curbs along West 33rd and West 34th Streets.  

The development on Site 5 would be a much larger development than the No Action development 
on Site 5, consisting of over 1.65 million additional gsf and an additional height of approximately 
690 feet in the illustrative building massing. The proposed development would remove the 
through-block paved pedestrian plaza running from West 33rd to West 34th Streets associated 
with 1 Penn Plaza as well as a 60-foot-wide section of the seven-story 1 Penn Plaza building base 
along its eastern side, unlike the No Action condition, where these built features would remain. 
The requirements for the creation of “public space” on Site 5 (as would be required on all 
development sites as set forth in the Design Guidelines) would create opportunities for additional 
pedestrian circulation and areas of pedestrian respite on Site 5 including at the location of the new 
Penn Station entrance at Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street.  

The With Action development on Site 5 could be designed with a base and tower configuration 
like the No Action development, or could be designed with another configuration, such as a tower 
that is not set on a base and is set back from the property lines on Seventh Avenue and West 33rd 
and West 34th Streets as per the Design Guidelines and as described above. Unlike the No Action 
condition, where no sidewalk widenings would occur, the With Action development would 
include the widening of the adjacent Seventh Avenue sidewalk by 10 feet by setting the new 
building back from the property line. Bollards may be placed along the avenue and sidestreets in 
both the No Action and With Action conditions, with the subway stairs on the adjacent West 33rd 
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Street and West 34th Street sidewalks to be relocated into the new developments, with the 
proposed West 34th Street subway entrance potentially combined with a new Penn Station 
entrance.  

Site 6 
Site 6 would be redeveloped with an approximately 2.1-million-gsf office and retail building with 
accessory parking, replacing existing lower-density retail, mixed-use commercial and residential 
buildings, and office uses. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the new building would have a 
maximum base height of 200 feet. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the tower would set back 
25 feet from the property line on Seventh Avenue, 10 feet from the property line on West 34th 
Street and 15 feet from the property line on West 33rd Street (see Figures 9-33 and 9-36). To 
reduce obstruction of views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 33rd Street, the 
tower at Site 6 would be required to have an additional, intermediate 30-foot setback on West 33rd 
Street (inclusive of the 10-foot sidewalk widening as described below) above 500 feet. Figure 9-
45 depicts an illustrative massing for a building that would have a 150-foot-tall base and would 
rise to a height of 1,130 feet.  

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalk adjacent to the new building on Site 6 along 
Seventh Avenue would be widened by 15 feet, and the sidewalk along West 33rd Street widened 
by 10 feet, by setting the new building back from the property line. Bollards may be placed along 
the curb and landscaping may also be added to the widened sidewalk. Along West 33rd Street, the 
sidewalk would be widened by 10 feet, also by setting the new building back from the property 
line. The existing subway stairs on the sidewalk would be relocated into the new building. Bollards 
may also be placed on the curbs along West 33rd and West 34th Streets. 

Site 7 
As described above for the 2033 analysis year, Site 7 would have already been developed with a 
new building containing approximately 2.6 million gsf of office, retail, and accessory parking 
uses.  

Site 8 
Site 8 would be redeveloped with a 2.6-million-gsf building. Under the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario, the building would contain office, retail, and accessory parking uses, replacing the 
existing office and Manhattan Mall retail uses. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the new 
building would have a maximum base height of 200 feet. As set forth in the Design Guidelines, 
the tower would set back 20 feet from the property line on Sixth Avenue and 15 feet from the 
property lines on West 32nd and West 33rd Streets (see Figures 9-33 and 9-37). Figure 9-42 
depicts an illustrative massing for a building that would have a 50-foot-tall base and would rise to 
a height of 975 feet. Development of the Maximum Commercial Scenario could require the 
demolition of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge connected to the existing building on Site 8. 

As set forth in the Design Guidelines, the sidewalks adjacent to the new building on Site 8 along 
Sixth Avenue and on West 33rd Street would be widened by 10 feet by setting the new building 
back from the property lines. Bollards may be placed along the curb on Sixth Avenue. Bollards 
may also be placed along the curb on West 32nd and West 33rd Streets.  

Under the Maximum Residential Scenario, it is assumed for analysis purposes that the existing 
building on Site 8 would be retained and a new residential tower built above it, for a total 
development containing approximately 1.65 million gsf that would include office, retail, and 
accessory parking uses as well as 626 residential dwelling units. Under this scenario, there would 
be no sidewalk widening due to the retention of the existing building and the development on Site 
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8 would rise to a height of 715 feet. The Maximum Residential development scenario with the 
tower overbuild may also require demolition of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge.  

Remainder of the Primary Study Area 
ESD, through the GPP, would require the implementation of above-grade public realm improve-
ments in the Project Area in connection with the proposed developments. The above-grade public 
realm improvements include sidewalk widenings adjacent to the Development Sites, the creation 
of public space at each site based on a percentage of the development site area that could include 
landscaped areas, and the new passive open space on Site 2 as discussed above.  

In addition, the public realm improvements include the creation of shared streets and the installa-
tion of bike lanes, both of which would require approval by NYCDOT. These are discussed below, 
and the locations of the public realm improvements are show in Figure 9-40. 

Shared Streets 
The Proposed Project envisions the future provision of “shared streets” to enhance the pedestrian 
experience and provide space for functional elements such as landscaped areas (zones), seating, 
and furniture. 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, landscaped areas of respite, and low traffic volumes and 
speeds. Access to all buildings and businesses would be maintained, allowing servicing, loading, 
and deliveries.  

Shared street corridors are contemplated along West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues, and West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues (see Figure 9-40). These street 
segments would potentially be converted to shared streets, which would enhance the pedestrian 
experience and provide an opportunity for passive recreation for residents, workers, and visitors 
to the area (see Figure 9-52). In addition, ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. 

Shared streets feature design elements to distinguish areas intended solely for pedestrians and the 
shared road. Pedestrian areas may be programmed with furniture, such as seating and planters, 
and mobility infrastructure, such as bike-share stations.  

Bicycle Lanes  
The Proposed Project would allow for the installation of protected bicycle lanes along Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues and a standard bicycle lane along West 31st Street within the Project Area, 
subject to NYCDOT approval (see Figure 9-40). Along Seventh Avenue, the existing bicycle 
lane, which currently terminates at West 30th Street, is expected to be extended north by 
NYCDOT. On Eighth Avenue, a bicycle lane already exists and would be maintained. The 
Proposed Project would allow for the enhancement of bicycle lane infrastructure within the Project 
Area along these two corridors. As part of the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3, the Proposed 
Project would accommodate bicycle lanes between Sixth and Ninth Avenues along West 31st 
Street. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

As discussed above, the visual resource connected to the existing building on Site 8—the copper 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge spanning across West 32nd Street—may be demolished with the 
Proposed Project. Demolition of this visual resource under either the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario or Maximum Residential Scenario would negatively affect a pedestrian’s experience by 
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removing this visual resource from view. Demolition of the copper skybridge spanning from Site 
8 across West 32nd Street would constitute a direct significant adverse impact on visual resources. 
Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse impacts to visual resources have been 
evaluated and are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” As discussed in Chapter 23, 
“Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” these impacts would be unavoidable. 

SECONDARY STUDY AREA 

URBAN DESIGN 

Streets and Streetscape 
As with the No Action condition building on Site 5, the proposed 2044 Analysis year 
developments on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 would be constructed on existing blocks and would not 
alter the locations and arrangement of streets, street hierarchy, or block shapes in the secondary 
study area. Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts to these urban design features 
as a result of the Proposed Project. 

The inclusion of ground-floor retail at the bases of the new buildings would be consistent with the 
streetscape of the secondary study area; as discussed above, stores and restaurants are located at 
street level on the avenues and also in locations on the side streets. Massing configurations that 
include base and tower configurations would typically result in the bases of the buildings that 
would occupy the development sites forming an urban street wall, although street wall 
requirements would permit varied geometry to accommodate heavy pedestrian circulation areas, 
including at transit entrances and office lobbies (with the exception of Site 2, where a public plaza 
is proposed). As there is no minimum base height requirement, alternative massing configurations 
that would be allowed under the Design Guidelines could result in towers further set back from 
the property lines which would be consistent with modern mixed-use and office construction, such 
as at Manhattan West and at Hudson Yards, and other developments in the secondary study area 
where buildings are free-standing or set back behind widened sidewalks and plazas such as at FIT, 
the Penn South cooperative development, the NYCHA Chelsea Houses, and others. 

The proposed public realm improvements, including widened sidewalks adjacent to the 
development parcels, would complement the urban design of the secondary study area, where 
more recently constructed buildings are set behind widened sidewalks or plazas that provide 
pedestrian amenities including landscaping and seating. In addition, the requirements for the 
creation of public space at each development site, based on a percentage of the site area, would 
positively affect the pedestrian experience by providing opportunities to generate additional 
sidewalk widenings and/or pedestrian circulation space in front of transit or building entrances, 
and/or also to provide landscaped areas that may contain seating and passive activities for 
pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood.  

The shared streets contemplated on West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and on 
West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues, as well as the potential shared street on West 
31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, would provide additional pedestrian amenities, 
including seating and plantings. These shared streets would positively affect the pedestrian 
experience by providing additional circulation space and providing an opportunity for passive 
recreation for residents, workers, and visitors to the area (see Figure 9-52). The shared streets 
would be in keeping with the urban design characteristics of the Broadway Boulevard Plazas 
located between West 32nd and West 41st Streets in the secondary study area, which create 
pedestrian zones and contain planters and movable tables and chairs; however, the intent for the 
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shared streets is for a more civic character with higher-quality materials and favoring heavier 
pedestrian traffic. The proposed shared streets would provide pedestrians visual relief from the 
dense urban environment and would create additional opportunities for pedestrians to relax and 
enjoy the outdoors.  

The proposed installation of bicycle lanes along a number of the avenues and on West 31st Street 
within the Project Area would be in keeping with the existing urban design character of the 
secondary study area, where designated bike lanes are separated from vehicular traffic by parking, 
traffic islands, and planted medians.  

Natural Resources and Open Space 
As described above, the potential landscaping that could be created in the public space areas that 
would be required at each development site and potential landscaping on the proposed shared 
streets could provide plantings and publicly accessible spaces for pedestrians to utilize and enjoy. 
In addition, the proposed public plaza space on Site 2 would provide a new open space that would 
serve the new commercial district surrounding Penn Station and the surrounding neighborhoods 
and provide a significant new pedestrian amenity similar to the existing parks in the secondary 
study area, including Herald and Greeley Squares. The proposed open space would be anticipated 
to provide greenery and passive recreation opportunities for the pedestrian, in an area where there 
are limited publicly accessible open spaces, and would have a positive impact on the pedestrian’s 
experience.  

Buildings 
As described above, the secondary study area is developed with a variety of older and smaller 
buildings and more recently constructed much taller towers, with the secondary study area 
continuing to undergo extensive redevelopment with many tall and high-density office, hotel, and 
residential developments. The proposed With Action developments would bring uses that are 
consistent with the existing uses currently developed or proposed within the secondary study area, 
including commercial (office, hotel, retail) and residential uses. The Proposed Actions would 
facilitate the development of new tall buildings on the development sites, which would be taller than 
many of the older existing buildings in the study area, but comparable in height to a number of the 
buildings built within the secondary study area within the past 20 years or planned or under 
construction by the 2044 analysis year (see Figures 9-61a and 9-61b). These new buildings would 
form a cluster of predominantly tall towers that are anticipated to be of steel, glass, and masonry 
curtain wall construction. The Project buildings would be consistent with the development at 
Manhattan West, located across from the Project Area on a superblock west of Ninth Avenue, which 
constitutes a grouping of tall buildings of contemporary designs and curtain wall claddings. In 
addition, the proposed developments would share some similar characteristics as Hudson Yards in 
terms of building scale and materials, though the developments would be set within an existing street 
grid and in context with older existing, lower-scale buildings. However, the new buildings would 
represent next generation designs including response to the latest energy requirements and green 
building practices which would affect form and materials.  

The anticipated building massings that would be allowed per the Design Guidelines, which would 
allow for base and tower configurations and other configurations consistent with modern mixed-
use and office construction such as buildings that rise from the ground without a base, would be 
consistent with the urban design of the study area. As noted above, larger, taller, and more recently 
constructed buildings (i.e., in the second half of the 20th century or buildings recently built or 
under construction within the past 20 years) in the secondary study area include buildings that are 



Illustrative rendering looking west on West 33rd Street from Seventh Avenue, including in 
context with Plaza 33. Also pictured is the proposed new glazed entrance to LIRR’s Penn 

Station concourse to be completed as part of East End Gateway and the proposed glazed 
addition at 2 Penn Plaza planned for completion by the 2033 analysis year, as well as the 

new development on Site 5 to be completed in the 2044 analysis year.

Figure 9-60
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Figure 9-61a
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designed with base and tower configurations or are of alternate massings, with towers that are not 
set on a base, can rise without setbacks, and can be further set back from the property line. The 
buildings would have large footprints, occupying full block frontages on the avenues (see Figures 
9-42 through 9-51). As described above, the secondary study area includes both buildings of 
smaller size and footprint, but also buildings that have large footprints and occupy all portions of 
city blocks, such as Macy’s, occupying a full city block bounded by Broadway, Seventh Avenue, 
and West 34th and West 35th Streets; the Empire State Building, occupying half the city block 
west of Fifth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets; the U.S. Postal Service facilities 
occupying the blocks between Ninth and Tenth Avenues between West 28th and West 30th 
Streets; and Five Manhattan West, which occupies the full east frontage of Tenth Avenue between 
West 31st and West 33rd Streets.  

The buildings would be anticipated to have contemporary designs, with curtain wall façades of 
glass, metal, or masonry, which would be consistent with the urban design character of the taller, 
more recently constructed buildings in the study area. In addition, the curtain wall façades would 
also complement the design of some of the shorter buildings in the secondary study area that also 
have curtain wall designs, including along West 34th Street and re-clad older buildings, including 
Five Manhattan West at the Manhattan West development and the Herald Square commercial 
building at 1311 Broadway. The location of new buildings with illustrative heights ranging 
between 605 feet and 1,270 feet along the avenues would be consistent with the urban design of 
the study area, where recent new construction includes tall buildings of between 500 and 1,000 
feet in height, as well as taller buildings of over 1,000 feet, as described above.  

The proposed developments would generally replace older and shorter buildings, including 
grouping of older, non-descript, and altered tenement buildings; one-story commercial properties 
and other buildings located on lots that are underbuilt under existing zoning; parking lots and 
parking garages; as well as other taller and more substantial sized buildings and institutional uses 
including a church on Site 2. The Proposed Project would transform the Project Area from one 
that is largely defined by older masonry buildings with the exception of MSG, and 1 Penn Plaza 
and 2 Penn Plaza to one that is primarily defined by tall, new contemporary buildings with active 
ground floors. The override of existing zoning use, bulk, and density regulations would be 
necessary to achieve the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, as discussed in Chapter 1, 
“Project Description.” The Proposed Actions would permit densities and bulk that would further 
public policies to support high-density development in areas well-served by public transit and the 
density permitted with the GPP and would be consistent with the densities allowed in surrounding 
areas, such as Hudson Yards and Midtown. As part of the GPP, the Design Guidelines set forth 
building bulk and massing parameters, including establishing tower setbacks and maximum base 
heights, as well as tower coverage controls to encourage varied tower forms that would result in a 
varied skyline. The Design Guidelines also set forth requirements for active ground floor uses and 
transparency to foster an active street experience for the pedestrian. In addition, signage 
requirements for building frontages along the Seventh and Eighth Avenue corridors from West 
34th to West 30th Streets and on certain portions of east-west cross streets in the Project Area 
would stipulate that advertising signage, which could include digital displays, live video and 
billboards, be incorporated into the building architecture to avoid having billboards rising from 
the rooftops of buildings on metal framing structures, with audio prohibited. As described above, 
the primary and secondary study areas contain large-scale advertising signage including on 
Seventh Avenue and in other locations in the secondary study area, and, therefore, signage at the 
development sites would not result in urban design impacts. In addition, as noted above, transit 
signage for the MTA and Penn Station railroads would be prioritized such that advertising and 
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other accessory signage does not infringe upon transit signage, thereby better organizing signage, 
clearly delineating entry points to transit, and reducing way-finding confusion for the pedestrian 

As has been described above, the creation of these new taller and larger buildings would be 
consistent with trends in the secondary study area that have included and continue to include the 
development of other tall, large buildings of varied massings, contemporary designs and curtain 
wall cladding, in particular groupings of such buildings at Manhattan West and Hudson Yards. 
Although most of the new buildings would be among the tallest in the secondary study area, it is 
not anticipated that the height of the new buildings, when viewed in context with other tall towers 
visible to pedestrians within and outside the secondary study area, would result in significant 
adverse impacts to the pedestrian experience at street level or from elevated publicly accessible 
locations including from the Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley Building and the High Line. 

Based on CEQR Technical Manual guidance, the determination of an urban design impact requires 
consideration of the built environment’s arrangement, appearance, functionality, and whether a 
proposed change would negatively affect a pedestrian’s experience of the area. The size and height 
of the Proposed Project would constitute a substantial change, but would not adversely impact the 
street patterns, street hierarchy, streetscapes, street walls, ground-floor orientation of active uses, 
natural resources or open space characteristics of the secondary study area. As described above, 
elements of the Proposed Project, including the public realm improvements that include sidewalk 
widenings and requirements for public space at the development sites, shared streets, as well as 
requirements for active ground floor uses and transparency along the building street frontages 
would positively contribute to the pedestrian’s experience of the area. The Proposed Project would 
revitalize the primary study area by creating a transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around 
Penn Station. The Proposed Project would result in new mixed use commercial and residential 
buildings on eight development sites and introduce much needed public transportation and public 
realm improvements including new public open space. Overall, the Proposed Project would create 
a vibrant, transit-oriented mixed-use district and implement a number of public realm improve-
ments that would enhance the pedestrian experience, activate the area, and create an attractive 
environment in which to shop, work, and do business. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
have a significant adverse impact on urban design. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Buildings on the development sites in the With Action condition would not obstruct view corridors 
on public streets, as the proposed developments would be constructed on existing blocks. The new 
developments would be expected to be visible for long distances along the avenues, adding to the 
existing mix of older and shorter buildings and much taller and large-scale developments with 
more contemporary appearances that have been more recently built, are under construction, or 
planned for completion by the 2033 analysis year in the secondary study area (see Figures 9-46 
and 9-47). The new developments would also be visible along the more narrow cross streets that 
border the development sites and would also be visible above shorter buildings in more oblique 
views, including in views towards the Farley Building where its lower height allows for greater 
visibility of the Proposed Project farther east (see Figures 9-52, 9-53, and 9-57). These new 
developments, in views throughout the secondary study area including from publicly accessible 
open spaces, would contribute to the continuously evolving Manhattan skyline, providing a 
grouping of new visual elements in much the same way as the tall, glazed towers of Manhattan 
West and Hudson Yards (see Figures 9-51, 9-54, and 9-56). These new buildings would also be 
visible from outside the secondary study area, adding to the diversity of the Manhattan skyline, 
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which includes a variety of shorter and taller buildings of different massings, designs and materials 
(see Figures 9-62 and 9-63). 

The Proposed Project would not obstruct existing views west towards the Hudson River and New 
Jersey shoreline either from the east–west cross streets or in views west from the elevated High 
Line. The Proposed Project would also not affect views to parks in the secondary study area that 
constitute visual resources in the secondary study area including Chelsea Park, most notably its 
Ninth Avenue frontage; and Greeley and Herald Squares. Views on the High Line would also 
remain free of obstructions.  

The Proposed Project would also not block any primary, existing, or unobstructed views to the 
following architecturally significant buildings that constitute visual resources in the primary and 
secondary study areas: the Farley Building, occupying the superblock between Eight and Ninth 
Avenues and West 31st and West 33rd Streets in the primary study area; and, in the secondary 
study area, the New Yorker Hotel, occupying the west side of Eighth Avenue between West 34th 
and West 35th Streets; the Church of St. Francis of Assisi at 135 West 31st Street, adjacent to the 
Project Area; the Holy Innocents Roman Catholic Church at 128 West 37th Street; St. Michael’s 
Catholic Church at 424 West 34th Street; the New York City Police Department Traffic Control 
Division at 134 West 30th Street; the Church of the Holy Apostles at the southeast corner of Ninth 
Avenue and West 28th Street; the Marble Collegiate Church at 1 West 29th Street; the Haier 
Building at the northeast corner of Broadway and West 36th Street; Macy’s, including its 
ornamented Broadway façade and approximately four-story red shopping bag sign at its southeast 
corner; and the east blockfronts between West 32nd and West 34th Streets on Broadway and West 
34th and West 35th Streets on Sixth Avenue that constitute a visually prominent grouping of 
highly ornamented early-20th-century masonry buildings. 

The Proposed Project would, however, affect views to Nelson Tower, located at the northwest 
corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, and the Empire State Building, which occupies 
approximately half of the block east of Fifth Avenue between West 33rd and West 34th Streets. 
As described above and shown in Figures 9-44 and 9-47, the No Action building on Site 5 will 
partially obstruct views north on Seventh Avenue of Nelson Tower, a 45-story Art Deco style 
building with a slender tower. These views would be more greatly impacted by the With Action 
development on Site 5 due to its taller base height and massing (see Figures 9-44 and 9-47). As 
Nelson Tower is located on the north side of West 34th Street, views east and west of Nelson 
Tower along this street would not be affected by the proposed developments on Sites 5 and 6 on 
the south side of West 34th Street (see Figure 9-50). Views south on Seventh Avenue would also 
not be affected. Nelson Tower would remain prominently visible in views north and northwest 
from the intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street. 

Views to the Empire State Building from vantage points north and south on Fifth Avenue and 
from vantage points east of the Empire State Building looking west would remain unaffected by 
the Proposed Project, as would views looking east from vantage points east of Sixth Avenue. 
These constitute the most proximate and prominent and unobstructed views of this iconic building 
in the secondary study area (see Figure 9-25 and Figure 9-26, Photo 47). In views looking east 
on West 33rd Street from vantage points west of Sixth Avenue, the Proposed Project compared to 
the No Action condition would partially block views to the Empire State Building (see Figures 
9-52, 9-58, and 9-59). In greater proximity to the Empire State Building, including in views east 
on West 33rd Street at Eighth Avenue and in views east on West 33rd Street between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues at the Moynihan Train Hall entry/exit, the top of the Empire State Building 
including its spire would remain visible, with the With Action development on Site 6 obstructing 
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views of a small portion of the tower (see Figures 9-58 and 9-59). From farther west on West 
33rd Street at Ninth Avenue, the intermediate 30-foot setback of the Site 6 tower (above 500 feet) 
from West 33rd Street would allow for greater visibility of the spire of the Empire State Building 
in views east along West 33rd Street from locations west of Eighth Avenue though views to the 
Empire State Building would be more obstructed than in views east on West 33rd Street at Eighth 
Avenue (see Figure 9-52). In locations on West 34th Street that are west of Sixth Avenue, the 
With Action development on Site 6, when compared to the No Action condition, would partially 
obstruct views of the Empire State Building in views along West 34th Street looking towards the 
east (see Figure 9-50). From the foot of West 34th Street at Hudson River Park outside the 
secondary study area, the With Action developments on Sites 4, 5, and 6 would almost fully 
obstruct views of the Empire State Building looking east on West 34th Street (see Figure 9-55b). 
In addition, partial views northeast to the Empire State Building available from the east portion of 
Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue would be anticipated to be blocked by the proposed building on 
the east (Seventh Avenue) portion of Site 2 (see Figure 9-53). From the west portion of Chelsea 
Park that contains the field and running track, the Proposed Project compared with the No Action 
condition would obstruct the view northeast of the top of the Empire State Building visible above 
the existing buildings (see Figure 9-54). It is also possible that some distant and partial views of 
the Empire State Building available in views northeast from the High Line could also be 
obstructed.  

From outside the secondary study area, it is anticipated that the new buildings would become part 
of the ever-changing and dynamic Manhattan skyline that includes the Empire State Building. For 
example, views from the pedestrian walkway of the Brooklyn Bridge and from Hunter’s Point 
South Park, which offer prominent views to the Manhattan skyline and Empire State Building, 
would not be substantially altered with the Proposed Project. In views from the Brooklyn Bridge 
pedestrian walkway, viewers would see the grouping of new buildings along with other tall 
buildings including those recently built or proposed as part of the Manhattan West, Hudson Yards, 
and Western Rail Yard developments, with the visibility of the Empire State Building remaining 
unaffected and with this visual resource continuing to be viewed in the context of its immediate 
and larger built environment (see Figure 9-62). In views from the east, such as from locations 
along the East River Esplanade in Manhattan, from the Brooklyn waterfront including Brooklyn 
Bridge Park, and from waterfront parks in Queens such as Hunter’s Point South Park, the Empire 
State Building would remain prominently visible, as the proposed development sites are located 
west of the Empire State Building. Depending upon viewer location, it is anticipated that some of 
the new buildings may be visible behind the Empire State Building and the new developments 
would also be visible on either side of it (see Figure 9-63). However, the Empire State Building 
is already viewed in context with other tall buildings, and the Proposed Project would not 
substantially alter the pedestrian’s perspective in this regard. 

Per CEQR Technical Manual guidance, “key considerations in the assessment of the significance 
of a visual resource impact may 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.” The obstruction of pedestrian views to Nelson 
Tower in views looking north on Seventh Avenue south of West 34th Street would not constitute 
a significant adverse impact. Partial views of Nelson Tower would remain (see Figure 9-44), and 
views to this visual resource would remain unobstructed in views east and west on West 34th 
Street (see Figure 9-50), in views south on Seventh Avenue, and with the most proximate and 
complete views of Nelson Tower looking north and northwest at the intersection of Seventh 
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Avenue and West 34th Street remaining unaffected. Furthermore, the planned addition to 2 Penn 
Plaza in the No Action condition will fully or partially block views north from the west sidewalk 
of Seventh Avenue in front of 2 Penn Plaza (see Figure 9-45).  

With respect to the Empire State Building, more distant and partial views of the building would 
be obstructed in locations in the west portion of the study area in views east and northeast. The 
loss of views from the west portion of Chelsea Park, which include the top and spire of the Empire 
State Building above shorter buildings, would not be considered significantly adverse as the view 
is distant, partial, and this portion of the park largely contains active recreation users at the field 
and track who would have more sporadic views while exercising (see Figure 9-54). In addition, 
while views east to the Empire State Building from Hudson River Park at West 34th Street would 
be largely obstructed by the Proposed Project, the anticipated obstruction in view would not be 
considered significantly adverse, since the view to the Empire State Building will be partially 
blocked in the No Action condition and this view is distant, outside of the secondary study area, 
and not the focus of viewers in Hudson River Park (see Figure 9-55b). On the High Line, views 
east towards the Empire State Building are partial, distant, and are not the focus of viewers walking 
along the High Line (see Figure 9-32, Photo 60). However, views east on West 34th Street, a 
wide view corridor that provides prominent and largely unobstructed views to the Empire State 
Building that would remain largely unaffected in the No Action condition (although partially 
obstructed by the No Action development on Site 4 in views farther west outside of the secondary 
study area at Hudson River Park), would be partially obstructed by the proposed building on Site 
6 when compared to the No Action condition (see Figure 9-50). To a lesser degree, views east of 
the Empire State Building on West 33rd Street would be partially obstructed by the proposed With 
Action building on Sites 5 and 6 when compared with the No Action condition in views from 
Ninth Avenue (see Figure 9-52), although most of the tower and all of the spire of the Empire 
State Building would remain visible in views that are in closer proximity (see Figures 9-58 and 
9-59). In addition, a large portion of the Empire State Building is visible in views northeast from 
the south side of the Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street intersection, and along the western portion 
of West 28th Street east of Ninth Avenue, which would become fully obstructed with the proposed 
building on the east portion of Site 2 (see Figure 9-53). It is also anticipated that the view northeast 
of the Empire State Building available from the passive recreation portion of Chelsea Park along 
Ninth Avenue, partially available through foliage in the warm weather months (see Figure 9-30, 
Photo 56) would be fully obstructed by the new development on the east portion of Site 2, with 
the Empire State Building anticipated to have greater visibility from this portion of Chelsea Park 
in leaf-off conditions. More proximate and complete views of the Empire State Building would 
remain unaffected in views north and south on Fifth Avenue, in all views west, and in views east 
from areas east of Sixth Avenue. Although these views would be available, the obstruction of 
prominent views looking east along West 34th Street at Eighth Avenue resulting from new 
development on Site 6 and along West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue resulting from new 
development on Sites 5 and 6, and the obstruction of views northeast from West 28th Street and 
Ninth Avenue and the views northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park resulting from the 
new development on the east portion of Site 2, would constitute a significant adverse impact. 
Taken together, pedestrians in the west portion of study area would lose significant views to the 
Empire State Building. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact to visual 
resources have been evaluated and are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” As discussed in 
Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” these impacts would be unavoidable.  
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Chapter 10:  Hazardous Materials 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter assesses the potential for the presence of hazardous materials on the development 
sites; the potential for exposure to hazardous materials during construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project; and specific measures that would be employed to protect public health, worker 
safety, and the environment. A “hazardous material” is generally defined as any substance that 
poses a threat to human health or the environment. It is often used interchangeably with “contam-
inated material,” but should not be confused with the term “hazardous waste,” which is a regula-
tory term.1 

As described in the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, the goal 
of a hazardous materials assessment is to determine whether a proposed project would potentially 
increase exposure of hazardous materials to people or the environment, and whether the increased 
exposure would lead to significant adverse public health impacts or environmental damage. The 
objective of the hazardous materials assessment is to determine if the development sites may have 
been adversely affected by current or historical uses on or adjacent to the sites, such that the property 
would require remedial or environmental control measures. As described in Chapter 1, “Project De-
scription,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, 
transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around New York’s Penn Station that would also 
introduce much-needed public transportation and public realm improvements to the area, and 
support the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. The Project Area 
is generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth Avenues and West 30th and West 34th Streets, and is 
located in Midtown Manhattan. The Proposed Project would result in the development of up to 18 
million square feet (sf) of new commercial office, retail, residential, and hotel space, in ten buildings 
across eight development sites. For analysis purposes, this Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) assumes an interim analysis year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a final analysis year (Phase 2) of 
2044. 

The eight development sites have a history of residential, educational, institutional, retail, rail, 
light industrial/manufacturing, storage, and commercial uses. Based on the sites’ history, contam-
inants would be expected to include suspect asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based 
paint (LBP), and/or equipment or lighting fixtures containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
in buildings, as well as subsurface contamination (fill, soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater). Migra-
tion of contaminants from off-site sources onto the development sites is also possible. 

 
1 “Hazardous waste” is defined in both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations (40 

CFR Part 261) and New York State regulations (6 NYCRR Part 371) and refers to a subset of solid wastes 
that are either specific wastes listed in the regulations (listed wastes) or solid wastes possessing the 
characteristic of ignitability, reactivity, corrosivity or toxicity (characteristic wastes). 
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The Proposed Project would involve the demolition of the existing structures and excavation, dis-
turbance, and removal for off-site disposal of much of the existing fill and soil. Dewatering is 
anticipated as part of the construction of planned below-grade structures. The presence of 
hazardous materials threatens human health or the environment only when exposure to those ma-
terials can occur. The most likely route of human exposure is through breathing volatile and semi-
volatile compounds or particulate-laden air released during demolition, excavation, and construc-
tion activities. Following completion of the Proposed Project, the principal potential pathway of 
concern would be the intrusion of vapors into buildings from any volatile contamination remaining 
in the subsurface. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. Here, however, the potential impacts related to hazardous 
materials would be the same under either scenario, and therefore this assessment does not specify 
a particular scenario for analysis.  

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous mater-
ials. As described below, a hazardous materials assessment was performed to identify the potential 
for contamination in the buildings and the subsurface, based on past and current use. Potential 
contamination may be present in both the subsurface (related primarily to localized former gas 
stations, historic fill, current and abandoned heating oil underground storage tanks [USTs], and 
historical operations) and inside buildings (primarily related to asbestos, LBP, and PCBs). With 
the implementation of a variety of standard precautionary measures (e.g., identification of hazar-
dous materials as part of Phase I and Phase II investigations,2 and handling/disposal of hazardous 
materials in accordance with applicable regulations and under the direction of material manage-
ment plans and health and safety plans), no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous ma-
terials would be expected to occur as a result of construction of the Proposed Project. Following 
construction of the Proposed Project with the proposed measures, there would be no further po-
tential for significant adverse impacts. 

B. METHODOLOGY 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SCREENING SURVEYS  

Hazardous Materials Screening (HMS) surveys for Sites 1 through 8 were conducted to assess the 
potential for contaminated materials in buildings or the subsurface from past or present uses. The 
HMS surveys included a reconnaissance of each development site from public rights-of-way, as 
well as a review of historic Sanborn fire insurance maps and regulatory records for the eight 
development sites and surrounding area. Databases reviewed included: 

• New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) Spills (including both 
open and closed petroleum Spills cases identified by DEC); 

 
2 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and any subsequent subsurface investigations (Phase II 

Environmental Site Investigations), which may be required based on the conclusions of the Phase I ESA, 
as well as any necessary remedial plans would be required by ESD and prepared prior to site development. 
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• DEC LTANKS (leaking petroleum storage tank incidents for either USTs or aboveground 
storage tanks [ASTs] caused by tank test failures or tank overfills, reported after April 1, 
1986); 

• Records showing current and historical dry cleaners; 
• Records showing current and historical auto service facilities; 
• DEC UST and AST databases; and 
• E-designations and Restrictive Declarations. 

Each development site was assessed to determine whether the potential for contamination exists 
based on current or historical usage, regulatory listings, and/or visual observation. Factors that 
were considered when making these determinations included the likelihood and probable severity 
of the potential hazardous materials conditions, as well as physical, geological, or hydrogeological 
(groundwater) conditions, where known, that may have affected the migration of hazardous ma-
terials. The assessments were also undertaken to determine whether additional investigations are 
necessary and whether any remedial or environmental control measures would be required on a 
development site for the Proposed Project to avoid the potential for impacts pertaining to 
hazardous materials. 

POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 

Based on the HMS surveys, a variety of potential contaminants of concern were identified. Soil 
and groundwater could have become contaminated as a result of past or current activities on the 
eight development sites or on adjacent areas. Many industrial activities use, store, or generate 
contaminated materials that can be spilled, dumped, or buried nearby. Other activities common in 
mixed-use neighborhoods—such as gas stations and dry cleaners—can also result in contamin-
ation due to improper management of raw product and/or waste materials, or inadvertent spills. 

Subsurface soil and groundwater contamination may remain undetected for many years without 
posing a threat to nearby workers, residents, passersby, or other receptors. Excavation, earthmov-
ing, dewatering, and other construction activities can, however, expose the contaminants, provide 
a potential pathway of exposure, and, if such contaminants are not properly managed, introduce 
potential risk to construction workers and others nearby. 

Demolition of existing structures that have ACM, LBP, or PCB-containing equipment or lighting 
fixtures also has the potential to release contaminants, if these materials are not properly managed. 

Related transit improvements occurring within subway and railroad facilities, including tunnels 
and along tracks, may involve disturbing contaminated materials requiring special disposal, such 
as old railroad ties and contaminated ballast. 

Based on the types of contaminants that are typically found in New York City—including those 
associated with rail activities—some of the potential contaminants of concern are described below. 
The list provides a summary of potential categories of contaminants and is not a comprehensive 
list of all contaminants that may be encountered: 

• Volatile organic compounds (VOCs): These include aromatic compounds—such as benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene (BTEX), and methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), which are 
found in petroleum products (especially gasoline)—and chlorinated compounds, such as 
tetrachloroethene (also known as perchloroethylene, PCE, or “perc”) and trichloroethene 
(TCE), which are common ingredients in solvents, degreasers, and cleansers. VOCs represent 
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the greatest potential for contamination since, in addition to soil and groundwater contamina-
tion, they can generate organic vapors. 

• Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs): The most common SVOCs in urban areas are 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), which are constituents of partially combusted coal- 
or petroleum-derived products, such as coal ash and fuel oil. PAHs are commonly found in 
New York City urban fill material, which may underlie portions or all of the project site. In 
addition, petroleum-related SVOCs could be present and would be associated with buried 
tanks currently or formerly located on Sites 1 through 8. 

• Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs): Commonly used as a dielectric fluid in transformers, 
some underground, high-voltage electric pipelines, and hydraulically operated machinery, 
PCBs are of special concern at electrical transformer yards and rail yard/train maintenance 
locations where leakage into soil may have occurred. PCBs and/or PCB-containing materials 
were once widely used in manufacturing and industrial applications (e.g., hydraulic lifts, 
transformers, and plastics manufacturing). PCBs tend to travel only short distances in soil, 
except in unusual circumstances (e.g., large spills of PCB-containing oils over many years). 
Additionally, PCB-containing hydraulic equipment, electrical equipment, and/or fluorescent 
light ballasts may be present in the buildings on Sites 1 through 8. 

• Pesticides, herbicides, and rodenticides: These are commonly used to control rodents and/or 
insects and vegetation in vacant structures or in vegetated lots. They may be used in rail yards, 
particularly along the tracks. 

• Metals (including lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and mercury): Metals are often used 
in smelters, foundries, and metal works and are found as components in paint, ink, petroleum 
products, and coal ash. Arsenic is commonly present in the soil along a railroad right-of-way 
as a result of old railroad ties dipped in an arsenic solution and arsenic-laced slag used as 
railroad bed fill. These metals tend not to migrate far in soil; therefore, they would be of 
greatest concern at the sites where they were generated, used, or disposed. Metals at levels 
above natural background levels are frequently present in fill material throughout the New 
York metropolitan area. 

• Fuel oil and gasoline from storage tanks: Numerous buildings within the eight development 
sites currently have, or once had, known ASTs and/or USTs for fuels, including heating oil and 
gasoline. Additional undocumented tanks may have been present in some buildings. Some of 
these tanks may have been removed, and others, although no longer in use, may remain buried 
in place. Fueling facilities are also frequently associated with rail yards. Some of the tanks are 
known to have leaked, and others may have leaked despite no record of a spill to date. Some of 
the reported spills were cleaned up in accordance with state regulations, but others were not 
because cleanup, which can take several years, is ongoing. If any unreported spills are present, 
those spills may be discovered in the course of site investigation or redevelopment. 

• Fill materials of unknown origin: In the past, waste materials, including coal and incinerator 
ash, demolition debris, and industrial wastes, were commonly used as fill in urban areas. Even 
fill material consisting primarily of soil may exhibit elevated levels of PAHs, metals, PCBs, 
and other contaminants. Such materials are potentially present throughout Sites 1 through 8. 

• Asbestos: Asbestos is a common component of building materials, especially insulation, 
fireproofing, tile flooring, plaster, sheetrock, tile ceiling, mastic, and roofing materials. In 
addition to materials within existing structures, subsurface utility lines may be coated with 
asbestos or encased in “transite,” an ACM. Asbestos was widely used before 1980. Because 
of the age of many of the buildings on Sites 1 through 8, ACM are almost certainly present. 
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• Lead-based paint (LBP): The use of LBP in New York City residential buildings was banned 
in 1960. Its use in other buildings and outdoors was severely restricted by the Consumer 
Products Safety Commission in 1977. LBP that is released as dust (or as a fume if heated) is 
potentially hazardous, especially to children. Older buildings on the eight development sites 
are likely to contain LBP. 

Table 10-1 shows the results of the HMS surveys by block and lot. It also details on-site issues in 
addition to those pertaining to historic fill, asbestos, lead, and PCBs.  

Table 10-1 
Existing Uses and Environmental Conditions by Block and Lot 

Site Block Lots Site History/Uses HMS Survey Findings 

1 754 34-41, 44, 
51, 63 

In 1890, Site 1 was developed with a mix of residential and 
commercial uses. By 1930 more commercial buildings were 
located on-site, as was a heating plant (which was located on 
current Lot 63 and demolished by 1950) for the north-adjacent 
post office. In the 1950s, buildings on Site 1 had been 
converted for new uses including a hotel, automobile parking 
garage, and a restaurant. By 1976 the parking garage had 
expanded, and a school was constructed on this development 
site. Currently, Site 1 has mixed-use commercial and residential 
buildings and includes a hotel, parking lot and restaurants. 

Apparent groundwater monitoring wells located on Lot 44 and in the 
sidewalk on West 30th Street, just south of Lot 36 (located near the fill 
port indicated below). Based on the review of database results, the 
purpose of the monitoring wells is unknown. 
Fill ports noted on West 30th Street sidewalk in front of Lot 36 and on 
West 31st Street sidewalk in front of off-site Lot 68 (located west of Site 
1 on the same block). NYSDEC Spill #1201268 associated with off-site 
Lot 68 for a No. 2 fuel oil spill, reported on May 8, 2012 and closed on 
May 11, 2012; 
Heating plant (Lot 63) in 1930, demolished by 1950; 
EDR Hist Cleaners: P & L Cleaners (334 West 31st Street -- western 
portion of Lot 51) in 1988; 
EDR Hist Auto: SMG Food Market Inc. (305 West 30th Street -- Lot 35) 
in 2014; 
Underground railroad tracks north of Site 1, associated with Penn 
Station, since prior to 1911. 
NYC E-designation for hazardous materials, noise, and air quality: 415 
Eighth Avenue and 320 and 340 West 30th Street (Lots 44, 51, and 63, 
respectively) – E-137. 

2 780 

1, 2, 3, 5, 
6, 7, 9, 10, 
13, 15, 17, 
19, 26, 36, 
45, 60, 70, 
71, 73, 74, 
75, and 76 

In the late 1800s, Site 2 was developed with residential and 
commercial buildings. By 1911, the Penn Station Service 
Building was shown on Lot 60. This building contains utility 
systems and support space for Penn Station, and historically 
included emergency generators and is still present today. By 
1930, larger commercial and manufacturing structures and 
several small factories had been developed on Site 2, with 
some smaller stores and residential buildings still remaining. 
One large building constructed by 1930 on Lot 19 was in use as 
the American Railway Express Company freight shed and was 
converted to a parking garage by 1950. By 1976 the parking 
garage was expanded and included eight gasoline USTs, and 
Site 2 was developed with mixed commercial and residential 
uses. Currently, the buildings are mixed-use commercial and 
residential and include office and apartment buildings with first-
floor retail. A large parking lot is located on Lot 19. 

Fill ports noted on Eighth Avenue sidewalk in front of Lot 2 (registered 
active 2,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST, NYSDEC Petroleum Bulk Storage 
(PBS) #2-242772) and on West 30th Street sidewalk in front of Lots 7 and 
10 (registered active 5,000-gallon No. 4 or No. 6 fuel oil AST, PBS #2-
606032), Lot 17 (registered active 1,500-gallon No. 2 fuel oil AST and 
closed-and-removed 4,000-gallon No. No. 6 fuel oil AST, PBS #2-085189), 
and Lots 36 and 71 (registered active 5,000-gallon No. 2 fuel AST, PBS #2-
309664, and five 4,000-gallon gasoline USTs registered as “converted to 
non-regulated use”, PBS #2-304883). Abandoned fill ports noted on Eighth 
Avenue sidewalk in front of Lot 1, and on West 30th Street sidewalk in front 
of Lots 10, 13, and 15; 
Penn Station Service Building, which historically included emergency 
generators (possibly associated with petroleum storage). This building 
was listed in the TANKS database as the Penn Station Power Plant at 
246 West 31st Street (Lot 60) (PBS #2-605742), with no details 
provided. 
Several factories on Site 2 (1930-2005); 
Freight shed on Lot 19 in 1930, converted to a parking garage by 1950. 
Gasoline USTs shown in parking garage in 1976-2005; 
NY SPILLS database listing for a spill of an unknown quantity of PCE, 
which was reported on December 18, 1995 and closed on October 10, 
1997 due to a lack of information: 259 West 30th Street (Spill No. 
9511762); 
NYC E-designation for hazardous materials: 225 West 30th Street (Lot 
19) and for noise (Lots 15, 17, 19, 26, 45 and 60) – E-137; 
Underground railroad tracks north of the Site, associated with Penn 
Station, since prior to 1911. 
Adjacent site (224 West 30th Street, south of Site 2) listed in EDR Hist 
Cleaners: Cleaning Specialists Inc. (1999); 
Adjacent site (208 West 30th Street, south of Site 2) listed in EDR Hist 
Cleaners: TSAPANDOUS & SKODRAS (1980). 
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Table 10-1 (cont’d) 
Existing Uses and Environmental Conditions by Block and Lot 

Site Block Lots Site History/Uses HMS Survey Findings 

3 806 1, 3, 6, 9, 
69, and 76 

Site 3 was developed for commercial and residential uses in the late 
1800s. In 1930, larger retail stores had been built, three 500-gallon 
fuel oil USTs were located southwest of Site 3 at 204 W 30th Street, 
and three 40,000-gallon fuel tanks were located north of Site 3 at 353 
Seventh Avenue/167 West 31st Street. By 1950, larger buildings had 
been constructed on Site 3, replacing smaller structures. In 1976, 
additional buildings were demolished and replaced with parking 
garages. 

Fuel oil USTs southwest of Site 3, at 204 West 30th Street (1930); 
Fuel oil tanks north of Site 3, at 353 Seventh Avenue/167 West 
31st Street (1930); 
NY SPILLS database listing for on-site spill involving 1,000 
gallons of No. 6 fuel oil: Southgate Tower Hotel, 371 Seventh 
Avenue (Spill #9809289, reported on October 26, 1998 and 
closed on December 8, 1998). Listing closed on 12/8/1998 after 
the spill was cleaned up and the tank passed a tightness test; 
DRYCLEANERS listing (2-6205-01594) at an adjacent site to the 
south (160 West 30th Street); 
EDR Hist Cleaners: Penn Plaza Cleaners Inc. (2014) - adjacent 
site (158 West 30th Street, south of the Site); 
Fuel oil fill port and vent on the sidewalk on the north side of 
West 30th Street on Lot 76 (registered 5,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil 
AST, PBS #2-336955). Two abandoned/filled fuel oil fill ports on 
the sidewalk on the south side of West 31st Street, next to 
parking garage entrance (three registered No. 4 and No. 6 fuel 
oil ASTs, PBS #2-364975). 

4 783 
1, and 

portion of 
70 

By 1890, Site 4 was developed with residential and commercial 
structures. By 1930, there was an auto yard (apparent parking lot) 
located on the southwestern portion of Site 4 on Lot 70 at 259 West 
33rd Street with two 550-gallon gasoline USTs, and several small 
factories were shown on Site 4. Adjoining Site 4 to the east were a 
bus terminal and gasoline station located on the central (off-site) 
portion of Lot 70 at 242-246 West 34th Street with two 550-gallon 
gasoline USTs. By 1950, the auto yard on-site was redeveloped as a 
filling station. By 1976, all of the buildings on Site 4 were demolished, 
the former on- and off-site USTs were no longer shown on Lot 70 on 
historical maps, and both Site 3 and the off-site portion of Lot 70 were 
redeveloped as a bank with one large building covering most of the 
block (One Penn Plaza). 

Two 550-gallon gasoline USTs on-site at 259 West 33rd Street 
on Lot 70 (1930); 
Two 550-gallon gasoline USTs adjoining east of Site 3 at 242-
246 West 34th Street on Lot 70 (1930); 
On-site small factories (1930-1950); 
One Penn Plaza, potentially on-site, listed as EDR Hist Auto: 
Beach 66 LP (2004); 
NY SPILLS: Spill No. 0804517 reported on July 21, 2008 
northern-adjacent to Site 3 on West 34th Street, 100 feet east of 
Eighth Ave, for an unknown petroleum release, and closed on 
August 12, 2008 after contaminated soil was properly disposed 
of; 
Adjacent site (304-328 West 34th Street, northwest of Site 3) NY 
SPILLS listing: Spill No. 9905296 for No. 2 fuel oil, reported on 
August 2, 1999 and closed on April 5, 2000 after contaminated 
soil and tanks were removed. 

5 783 
34, 48, and 
portion of 

70 

By 1890, Site 5 was developed for commercial and residential uses. 
An iron works facility was located in the southeastern portion of the 
site on Lot 70 and was demolished by 1899. In 1911 there was 
machinery storage on Lot 70 and underground railroad tracks were 
located southeast of Site 5. By 1930, the majority of Site 5 was 
developed for commercial use, as well as several small factories, and 
the site immediately west of Site 5 on the off-site portion of Lot 70 was 
a bus terminal with two 550-gallon gasoline USTs. By 1976, USTs 
were no longer shown west of Site 5 on historical maps, the buildings 
on Site 5 had been replaced with the large One Penn Plaza building 
covering most of the block including Site 5 and the off-site portion of 
Lot 70. 

Iron works facility on the on-site portion of Lot 70 (1890); 
Machinery storage on the on-site portion of Lot 70 (1911); 
On-site small factories (1930-1950); 
Underground railroad tracks southeast of Site 5; 
Two 550-gallon gasoline USTs adjacent to the Site on the off-site 
portion of Lot 70 (1930); 
Adjacent site (205 West 34th Street, north of Site) EDR Hist 
Auto: Shell Transportation (2004); 
Adjacent to the northeast of Site 5: multiple closed NY SPILLS 
listings, historic rail use, and petroleum and chemical use due to 
railroad operations associated with Penn Station. 

6 809 

1, 3, 4, 5, 
8, 16, 17, 
69, 73, 70, 
80, and 82 

In the late 1800s, Site 6 was developed with a mix of commercial and 
residential uses. By 1930, many buildings on the site had been 
demolished and replaced with larger commercial buildings, retail 
stores, and small factories. 

Fuel oil fill port and vent on Lot 8 on the north side of West 30th 
Street sidewalk; 
NY SPILLS database listing for unknown amount of spilled No. 6 
fuel oil: 435 Seventh Avenue, Lot 80 (Spill #0111768, reported 
on February 5, 2002 and closed on January 23, 2004); 
Small factories on Site 6 (1930-1996); 
Adjacent to the northwest of Site: multiple closed NY SPILLS 
listings, historical rail use, and petroleum and chemical use due 
to railroad operations associated with Penn Station; 

7 808 7501 

Site 7 was developed for mixed residential and commercial uses by 
1890 with a cabinet factory located at 159 West 32nd Street. By 1911, 
buildings were demolished and underground railroad tracks were 
developed on-site from the Pennsylvania New York & Long Island 
Railroad Station. The remaining buildings were vacant, or occupied by 
dwellings, stores, offices, or small factories. Adjoining Site 7 to the 
east, a large building occupied by the Gimbel Bros Department Store 
was constructed, which contained six large boilers in its southern 
portion. By 1917, the buildings on the entire Site 7 were demolished 
and replaced by the Pennsylvania Hotel. By 1930, the buildings 
located at 399 Seventh Avenue/160 West 32nd Street, south of Site 7, 
were demolished and replaced with a large building containing three 
fuel oil tanks of 28,000 gallons total capacity. 

Small factories on Site 4 (1890-1911); 
On-site underground railroad tracks: railroad activity (1911); 
NYC Restrictive Declaration for hazardous materials and noise: 
401 Seventh Avenue (Lot 10013) – R-194: CEQR #09DCP019M; 
Three fuel oil tanks south of Site 4 (1930). 

 
3 Lot 1001 and Lot 7501 refer to the same lot. 
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Table 10-1 (cont’d) 
Existing Uses and Environmental Conditions by Block and Lot 

Site Block Lots Site History/Uses HMS Survey Findings 

8 808 40 

By 1890, Site 8 was developed with a mix of residential and 
commercial buildings. By 1911 the buildings on Site 8 were 
demolished and replaced with a large building housing the Gimbel 
Bros. Department Store, with six large boilers in its southern portion, 
and a tank house (apparent location of a water tank) on its roof. By 
1930, buildings southwest of Site 8 had been demolished and 
replaced with a large building containing three fuel oil tanks of 28,000 
gallons total capacity, located at 399 Seventh Avenue/160 West 32nd 
Street. In 1950, a subway station was constructed south of Site 8. 

NYC Restrictive Declaration for hazardous materials and noise: 
100 West 33rd Street (Lot 40) – R-194: CEQR #09DCP019M; 
Three fuel oil tanks southwest of Site 8 (1930); 
Subway station south of Site 8: railroad activity (1950). 

 

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND GROUNDWATER 

According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 2014 Central Park, New York Topo-
graphic Quadrangle, the surface topography of the Project Area varies from 26 to 38 feet above 
mean sea level (ft amsl) at West 30th Street and Ninth Avenue and West 34th Street and Ninth 
Avenue, respectively. From West 30th Street and Ninth Avenue to West 30th Street and Sixth 
Avenue, the topography ranges from 26 to 32 ft amsl. The Project Area generally slopes gently 
down to the west towards the Hudson River, approximately 0.5 mile away. According to the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Web Soil Survey, soil at the site is classified as 
urban land with slight (0 to 3 percent) slopes. 

According to USGS geological maps of New York, the Project Area is located over 
Cambrian/Ordovician metamorphic rocks (Iapetus Terrane). According to the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Geotechnical Design Manual, Chapter 3 – Geology of 
New York State, the site is located in the Manhattan Prong section of the Hudson Highlands, 
which covers a portion of Staten Island, all of Manhattan Island, a small portion of western Long 
Island, and most of Westchester County, New York. Based on USGS mapping, bedrock is antici-
pated to be approximately 10 to 30 feet below ground surface (ft bgs). 

According to the USGS National Water Information System, the depth to groundwater in the 
Project Area fluctuates seasonally, generally ranging from 13 to 14 feet below ground surface. 
Based on the surrounding topography and proximity of the Hudson River, groundwater likely 
flows west towards the Hudson River. The actual groundwater depth and flow direction beneath 
the Project Area may be affected by bedrock geology, subway tunnels, other subsurface obstruc-
tions (such as basements), and other factors. Groundwater beneath Manhattan is not used as a 
source of potable water. 

SITE HISTORY AND CURRENT CONDITIONS SUMMARY 

Site history and current usage information pertaining to known and potential environmental 
conditions gathered from the HMS surveys are organized by development site and provided in 
Table 10-1. Such conditions would have resulted from past manufacturing and industrial facilities, 
garages, and automotive-related sites, rail and freight operations, and a history of reported 
petroleum use and releases in the area.  

The discussion below summarizes information gathered during the HMS surveys (which were 
non-intrusive and did not include sample collection) and experience with similar sites in the 
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Project Area and New York City in general, and are separated according to type (i.e., building 
materials, soil, groundwater, and soil gas). The summaries are applicable to all development sites. 

No subsurface testing has been performed as part of the environmental assessment. Subsurface 
conditions beneath the eight development sites may have been locally affected by historic fill, as 
well as by historic manufacturing and industrial activities, and/or releases related to petroleum 
storage tanks or associated utility lines. In addition, contaminant migration from environmental 
conditions in the surrounding area could affect the subsurface condition beneath the eight devel-
opment sites, and/or adjacent streets and sidewalks (tanks are sometimes located beneath 
sidewalks and fill lines for tanks in or under buildings are frequently located in the sidewalk). 

BUILDINGS 

Due to the age of the existing structures, the presence of suspect LBP, ACM, and/or PCB-
containing fluorescent light ballasts and electrical and hydraulic equipment is likely. 

SOIL 

Based on the development history of New York City and the eight development sites, as well as 
local knowledge of similar properties in the vicinity, soil on Sites 1 through 8 is expected to be 
made up of historic fill immediately below buildings or paving surfaces. The depth of the fill layer 
is expected to range from approximately 10 to 30 ft bgs. Historic fill, which occurs throughout 
New York City, often contains levels of metals (which may include arsenic and lead), SVOCs, 
and/or pesticides above the guidance values for surface soils at residential sites.  

GROUNDWATER 

Groundwater in New York City is not used as drinking water and generally does not meet potable 
water standards. Based on the findings of the HMS surveys, groundwater in the area of the eight 
development sites may be contaminated with metals and other historic fill-related compounds, 
such as SVOCs. Based on a history of petroleum storage, railroad operations, dry cleaning opera-
tions, and numerous closed DEC Spills cases, VOCs may be present in groundwater on Sites 1 
through 8. It is also not uncommon to find PCBs, pesticides, and herbicides in urban groundwater. 
In addition, it may be necessary to collect groundwater samples during the site-specific Phase II 
Environmental Site Investigations (ESI).  

SOIL GAS 

Due to the industrial and commercial history of the area, including significant petroleum storage, 
history of spills, long history of rail use, and current and former dry cleaners, there is a likely 
presence of VOCs in soil gas beneath and around the eight development sites, which is not 
uncommon for urban areas.  

The primary concerns for this project related to potential soil gas contaminants are the potential 
for exposure to future occupants of the redeveloped sites. The preventive measures that would be 
employed to address these concerns are discussed later in the chapter. 
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D. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT  

2033 

In the 2033 No Action condition, development will occur on Sites 4 and 7. Development on Sites 
1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 is not anticipated by 2033, and it is assumed that land uses on these sites will 
remain unchanged from existing conditions. Site 4 will be redeveloped with a 1.1-million-gsf 
mixed-use building with hotel, residential, and retail uses. New development on Site 7 will follow 
the completion of demolition of the existing Hotel Pennsylvania and will consist of an 
approximately 1.6-million-gsf building containing office and retail use. As such, any construction 
involving soil disturbance could potentially create or increase pathways for human exposure to 
any subsurface hazardous materials present. 

As Sites 4 and 7 are expected to undergo redevelopment under the No Action condition, there is 
the potential for exposure of construction workers and nearby residents to hazardous material con-
tamination during demolition of the existing structures, excavation, and construction of the new 
buildings. It is expected that any development on Site 4, which would occur in accordance with 
previous approvals through the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project GPP, 
would be subject to the pre-construction surveys and Health and Safety Plans for demolition and 
construction specified in the SEQRA Findings Statement for that project. Although Site 7 is 
subject to a Restrictive Declaration (ACRIS document ID: 2010090101227001 dated September 
3, 2010) for hazardous materials, this Declaration does not apply to an as-of-right development. 
Thus, it is anticipated that as-of-right development of Site 7 would not be subject to oversight by 
the New York City Office of Environmental Remediation (OER), and would not require the 
associated environmental controls such as conducting a Phase II subsurface investigation and 
preparing a remedial action plan prior to development. However, the local, state, and federal 
regulatory requirements pertaining to any identified petroleum tanks and/or spills, requirements 
for disturbance and handling of suspect LBP and ACMs, and requirements for off-site disposal of 
soil/fill would need to be followed.   

2044 

In the No Action condition in 2044, Site 5 will be redeveloped (in addition to Sites 4 and 7, which 
are assumed to have been redeveloped in 2033). Site 5 will be redeveloped with an approximately 
250,000-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space.  

As Site 5 is expected to undergo redevelopment under the No Action condition, there is the 
potential for exposure of construction workers and nearby residents to hazardous material con-
tamination during demolition of the existing structures, excavation, and construction of the new 
buildings. In the No Action condition, Site 5 would not be subject to these requirements. Since no 
institutional controls (e.g., E-designations or Restrictive Declarations that require the owner of a 
property to assess potential hazardous materials impacts prior to construction) currently exist on 
Site 5, such disturbance would not necessarily be conducted in accordance with the procedures 
(e.g., testing before commencing excavation and implementing health and safety plans during 
construction) described in the following section. However, the local, state, and federal regulatory 
requirements pertaining to any identified petroleum tanks and/or spills, requirements for 
disturbance and handling of suspect LBP and ACMs, and requirements for off-site disposal of 
soil/fill would need to be followed. As such, without the Proposed Project, the amount of soil 
disturbance would be less, but potentially the controls on its performance would not be as stringent 
as in the future with the Proposed Project, as described below. 
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E. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

2033 

By 2033, the interim analysis year, it is assumed that the potential expansion of Penn Station on 
Block 780 (Site 2), Block 808 (Site 7), and portions of Blocks 754 (Site 1) and 806 (Site 3) would 
be constructed, and the tracks and train platforms would be in use. In addition, it is assumed that 
Site 4 would be redeveloped with a building containing a mix of hotel, office, residential, and 
retail uses, Site 1A and 1B would be developed with two buildings containing a mix of office, 
retail, and residential uses, and Site 7 would be developed with a mix of office and retail space. 
New subway entrances and portions of the proposed Underground Concourse Network (as 
described in Chapter 1, “Project Description”), including the East-West Connector connecting the 
34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue subway station with the 34th Street–Herald Square 
subway station are expected to be developed. Site 2A would also include a new Penn Station 
service building on the site at the completion of Phase 1 in 2033.  

Excavation for the Proposed Project is anticipated to extend to approximately 53 to 62 ft bgs on 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 and 24 ft bgs on Site 4. Site 7 may require limited excavation into bedrock; no 
major soil excavation is proposed for the site, as the current building has a basement which extends 
to the proposed redevelopment depth. As noted above, Sites 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are subject to E-
designations for hazardous materials. E-designations are institutional mechanisms that require a 
developer to obtain approval from OER for the issuance of building permits, including demolition 
permits, where contamination is known or suspected. Although Site 7 is subject to a Restrictive 
Declaration, its requirements would not apply to development on the site under the GPP. 
Therefore, for Sites 3, 4, and 7 (which are not subject to institutional controls), Empire State 
Development (ESD) would require commitments through project documents with the developer 
to require the performance of a Phase II ESI, and any necessary remediation as part of design, 
construction, and operation of the new development. Construction of the Proposed Project would 
involve both demolition of existing structures (which are suspected to contain LBP, ACM, and 
PCB-containing electrical components) and a variety of earthmoving/excavating activities that 
would potentially encounter contamination within fill and soil.  

Project transit improvements, which include the potential expansion of Penn Station, as well as 
new and expanded subway entrances and below-grade passageways, have a similar potential to 
disturb hazardous substances in existing structures and expose unforeseen contamination in exca-
vated soil and historic fill. Dewatering is anticipated to be required, potentially of contaminated 
groundwater, to facilitate excavation for station expansion, platform improvements, and base-
ments. In addition to the measures proposed below intended to mitigate the potential exposure and 
spread of such contamination, MTA has its own protocols to protect construction workers and the 
surrounding community, including for developing a site-specific Construction Environmental 
Protection Plan (CEPP) with measures for mitigating or avoiding adverse construction effects. 
Such measures would be established as the design process continues and codified in construction 
specifications.  

The presence of hazardous materials threatens human health or the environment only when 
exposure to those materials occurs, and even then, a health risk requires both a complete exposure 
pathway to the contaminants and a sufficient dose to produce adverse health effects. As discussed 
below, in order to prevent such exposure pathways and doses, the Proposed Project would include 
appropriate health and safety and investigative/remedial measures (conducted in compliance with 
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all applicable laws and regulations and conforming to appropriate engineering practice) that would 
precede or govern both demolition and soil disturbance activities.  

2044 

By 2044, it is assumed that all components of the Proposed Project would be completed and fully 
operational, including the mixed-use developments on Sites 1 through 8, the potential expansion 
of Penn Station and other Penn Station improvements, and all public transportation and public 
realm improvements. Sites 2A, 2B and 8 have E-designations or Restrictive Declarations for 
hazardous materials.  

Excavation for the proposed developments is anticipated to extend to approximately 36 ft bgs on 
Sites 5 and 6. Site 8 may require limited excavation into bedrock; no major soil excavation is 
proposed for Site 8, as the current buildings have basements that extend to the proposed 
redevelopment depths. No additional excavation would be required for Sites 2 and 3 in Phase 2, 
as the new buildings on these sites would be constructed above the train station completed in 
Phase 1. 

As described above for the With Action condition in 2033, construction of the Proposed Project 
would involve both demolition of existing structures (which are suspected to contain LBP, ACM, 
and PCB-containing electrical components) and a variety of earthmoving/excavating activities that 
would potentially encounter contamination within fill and soil. Dewatering is anticipated to be 
required to facilitate excavation for station expansion, platform improvements, and basements. 

The presence of hazardous materials threatens human health or the environment only when ex-
posure to those materials occurs, and even then, a health risk requires both a complete exposure 
pathway to the contaminants and a sufficient dose to produce adverse health effects. In order to 
prevent such exposure pathways and doses, the Proposed Project would include appropriate health 
and safety and investigative/remedial measures (conducted in compliance with all applicable laws 
and regulations and conforming to appropriate engineering practice) that would precede or govern 
both demolition and soil disturbance activities. 

F. PROJECT MEASURES TO PRECLUDE IMPACTS 
In order to prevent exposure pathways, the Proposed Project would include appropriate health and 
safety and investigative/remedial measures (conducted in compliance with all applicable laws and 
regulations and conforming to appropriate engineering practice) that would precede or govern 
both demolition and soil disturbance activities. ESD, and with respect to potential Penn Station 
work, MTA, NJT, and/or Amtrak (collectively, the Railroads), would require the developers 
and/or contractors to comply with all applicable laws and regulations through project documents. 
These measures would include the following: 

• Prior to demolition of existing buildings, investigations would be performed to determine 
whether ACM is present. If so, it would be removed, handled and disposed of in accordance 
with applicable federal, New York State, and New York City requirements. Appropriate 
engineering controls (e.g., wetting and other dust control measures) to minimize asbestos 
exposure would be implemented prior to and throughout demolition/reconstruction. 

• Any activities with the potential to disturb lead-based paint would be performed in accordance 
with applicable requirements (including federal OSHA regulation 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead 
Exposure in Construction). 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 10-12  

• Suspected PCB-containing equipment (e.g., transformers, electrical feeder cables, hydraulic 
equipment, and fluorescent light ballasts) would be surveyed and evaluated prior to building 
demolition or utility relocation. PCB-containing equipment that would be disturbed by the 
work would be removed and disposed of in accordance with applicable federal and local 
regulations. Under those regulations, unless suspected PCB-containing equipment is labeled 
to be “non-PCB,” it must be tested or assumed to be PCB-containing and disposed of at 
properly licensed facilities. 

In addition, ESD would include in the project documents with developers provisions requiring 
implementation of the following measures: 

• Performance of a pre-development Phase I ESA and Phase II ESI at each development site to 
characterize subsurface conditions prior to project excavation pursuant to a scope approved 
by the federal, state, or City agency exercising jurisdiction over environmental conditions at 
the site pursuant to applicable law or—if no such agency is exercising such jurisdiction—
pursuant to a scope approved by ESD. The results of such investigations would be submitted 
to such agency or ESD, which may require additional investigation, as appropriate. 

• Performance of Phase II ESIs that include soil gas sampling to determine vapor mitigation 
measures needed (e.g., vapor barrier installation beneath new foundations) during construction 
and as part of redevelopment plans. 

• Development of Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) and Construction Health and Safety Plans 
(CHASPs) for site remediation and excavation, including detailed procedures for managing 
both known contamination (e.g., tank removal and soil and groundwater remediation) and any 
unexpectedly encountered contamination. The site-specific RAPs would address procedures 
for soil stockpiling, testing, loading, transporting (including truck routes), and properly 
disposing of all excavated material. The CHASPs would include procedures for community 
air monitoring for dust and vapors, dust suppression protocols, and environmental monitoring 
to ensure that construction is conducted in a manner protective of workers, the public, and the 
environment. Such monitoring would be in conformance with the Community Air Monitoring 
Plan (CAMP) guidance for PM10 and VOCs published by the New York State Department of 
Health (DOH) and would be implemented during the excavation of site soils (or other 
activities that involve moving existing site soils around or off the site) in connection with the 
construction of the Proposed Project or any related excavation or remediation. The RAPs and 
CHASPs would be submitted for review and approval to the agency exercising jurisdiction 
over environmental conditions at the site pursuant to applicable law, or if no such agency is 
exercising jurisdiction, to ESD. Remediation, if required, and the demolition, excavation and 
construction at a development site would be performed in accordance with the approved RAP 
and CHASP for the site.   

• Proper closure, closure in place or removal of all known petroleum storage tanks, and any 
unexpectedly encountered ASTs or USTs, that would be disturbed by the Proposed Project, in 
accordance with applicable regulations, including DEC tank management, registration, and 
spill reporting requirements. Any contaminated soil surrounding the tanks, separate-phase 
petroleum on the water table, or contaminants dissolved in the groundwater are also subject 
to DEC regulations (6 NYCRR Section 611.6). 

• Design and construction of the Proposed Project so as to prevent VOCs from infiltrating the 
interior of the Proposed Project’s buildings through (i) the construction of the building above 
the platform of a ventilated rail facility and/or (ii) the incorporation of equivalently effective 
engineering controls, such as a vapor barrier and/or sub-slab depressurization system. The 
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engineering plans demonstrating compliance with such measures would be submitted to the 
agency exercising jurisdiction over environmental conditions at the site pursuant to applicable 
law, or if no such submission is to be made to an agency exercising jurisdiction, to ESD.   

• In preparation for anticipated dewatering, collection groundwater samples and analysis of 
such samples for the DEP sewer discharge parameters to determine if treatment is required 
prior to discharge to the City sewer. Any dewatering to the sewer system would be conducted 
in accordance with a DEP sewer discharge permit, if required. 

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Project would include excavation of soil for , stairwells, building foundations and 
basements, subway and station entrances, placement of utilities, and an Underground Concourse 
Network linking Penn Station, the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue Subway Station, and 
the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. The potential expansion of Penn Station would 
involve excavation of soil for construction of the expanded station and new tracks. Off-site 
disposal of any contaminated or hazardous soil would be at a licensed facility, in accordance with 
City, state, and federal regulations. Dewatering would likely be needed during excavation, 
potentially with groundwater treatment (if required based on pre-discharge analytical data) prior 
to discharge to the City sewer under a DEP sewer discharge permit (if required). Any contaminated 
soil left in-situ would be capped by the concrete slabs and foundations of the proposed buildings 
and structures.  

For the improvements to Penn Station and area subway stations that would be completed by the 
Railroads, the Railroads would follow all applicable regulations and/or project specifications, and 
would implement measures to protect workers and the public during construction and operation 
of all rail and transit improvements. Construction in public rights-of-way to implement the 
Proposed Project’s public realm improvements would be performed in connection with site 
development, and would include the measures described above to minimize exposure of hazardous 
materials to workers and the public during the construction and operational phases of the Proposed 
Project.   

Contamination in the subsurface and inside buildings (primarily related to asbestos, LBP, and 
PCBs) may be present. However, with the implementation of a variety of measures set out above, 
no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would occur as a result of 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Although some hazardous materials would 
likely still remain in the subsurface following construction of the Proposed Project, with the 
groundwater and vapor control measures outlined above, there would be no exposure pathways 
and thus no further potential for significant adverse impacts.  
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Chapter 11:  Water and Sewer Infrastructure 

A. INTRODUCTION 
New York City’s water and sewer network is fundamental to the operation, health, safety, and 
quality of life of the City and its surrounding environment, and it must be sized to fit the City’s 
users and surface conditions in order to function adequately. Ensuring these systems have adequate 
capacity to accommodate land use or density changes and new development is critical to avoiding 
environmental and health problems such as sewer back-ups, street flooding, or pressure reductions. 

This chapter evaluates the potential for the Proposed Project to result in significant adverse im-
pacts on the City’s water supply and wastewater and stormwater conveyance, management, and 
treatment infrastructure in accordance with the guidance of the 2020 City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) Technical Manual. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed 
Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized transit-oriented mixed-
use district centered around Penn Station. The Proposed Project would result in approximately 18 
million gross square feet (gsf) of primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space and 
up to 1,798 dwelling units (DUs) on eight development sites within the Project Area. The Proposed 
Project would also support improvements to and the potential expansion of Penn Station and 
provide public transportation and public realm improvements, including new and enhanced 
publicly accessible open spaces.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For this assessment of water and sewer infrastructure, the 
Maximum Residential Scenario is analyzed. Although the Maximum Commercial Scenario would 
generate a greater overall demand for water,1 the Maximum Residential Scenario would result in 
greater sanitary sewage generation, and therefore represents the worst-case scenario for potential 
impacts on wastewater and stormwater conveyance and treatment systems. 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on the City’s water supply, 
wastewater treatment, or stormwater management infrastructure in either analysis year. With re-
spect to stormwater and sanitary sewage, the Proposed Project would result in decreases in the 

 
1 The Maximum Commercial Scenario’s total area is approximately 1 million square feet larger than the 

Maximum Residential Scenario, and the additional demand for water is due to the additional water 
consumption required for air conditioning. In total, the Maximum Commercial Scenario would result in 
water demand of approximately 4.3 million gallons per day (gpd), whereas the Maximum Residential 
Scenario would result in water demand of approximately 4.2 million gpd. The difference in water usage 
between the two scenarios would not result in any significant adverse impacts because of the immense 
capacity of the City’s water supply system. 
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peak stormwater runoff rate in both analysis years and would not contribute to increased combined 
sewer overflow (CSO) events, as described in the following analyses and summarized below.  

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 

In the event of a southward expansion of Penn Station beneath Sites 1, 2, and 3, it is assumed that 
some or all of the existing water and sewer infrastructure where underground expansion is to take 
place would require relocation or re-routing. Other utilities within the right-of-way may require 
relocation as well. 

Water Supply 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in an increase in water demand of 99,159 gallons per day 
(gpd) as compared to the Future without the Proposed Project (the No Action condition). This repre-
sents a 0.01 percent increase in demand on the New York City water supply system. Phase 1 of the 
Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on the City’s water supply system.  

Sanitary Sewage  
The Proposed Project would result in an increase of 73,638 gpd of sewage compared to the No 
Action condition. The increase in volume in sanitary flow to the combined sewer system would 
represent approximately 0.07 percent of the average daily flow to the North River Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP). This minor increase in sanitary flow would not result in an exceedance 
of the North River WWTP’s capacity. Therefore, the 2033 With Action condition would not create 
a significant adverse impact on the City’s sanitary sewage treatment system. 

Stormwater 
The overall volume of stormwater runoff is anticipated to increase due to the replacement of some 
existing paved areas and walkways with roof coverage, which is more impervious than pavement 
and walkways; however, with adherence to the New York City Department of Environmental 
Protection’s (DEP) design standards, the peak stormwater runoff rate from the development sites 
is anticipated to decrease. The development sites are located in an area that is well-served by 
combined sewer infrastructure. Additionally, the incorporation of selected best management 
practices (BMPs) on Sites 1, 4, and 7 would contribute to a reduction in stormwater runoff rates 
compared to existing conditions. Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in a decrease of 
48.80 cubic feet per second (cfs) in peak stormwater runoff rate compared to existing conditions, 
and 13.60 cfs in the peak stormwater runoff rate compared to the No Action condition. Given the 
small increment in flow volumes, and the incorporation of sanitary and stormwater source control 
BMPs, the Proposed Project is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of 
CSO events. Therefore, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not have a significant adverse 
impact on the downstream City combined sewer system.  

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 

Water Supply 
In 2044, Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in an incremental water demand of 
2,445,443 gpd as compared to the No Action condition. This represents a 0.22 percent increase in 
demand on the New York City water supply system. Given the immense capacity of the City’s 
water supply system, the relatively minor incremental increase in water consumption (as compared 
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to citywide demand) and the development sites’ location in an area well-served by water infra-
structure, the Proposed Project’s incremental demand would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on the City’s water supply.  

Sanitary Sewage 
The Proposed Project would result in an increment of 967,809 gpd of sewage. This incremental 
volume in sanitary flow to the combined sewer system would represent approximately 0.9 percent 
of the average daily flow to the North River WWTP. This volume would not result in an exceed-
ance of the North River WWTP’s capacity, and is not anticipated to create a significant adverse 
impact on the City’s sanitary sewage treatment system. 

Stormwater 
The overall volume of stormwater runoff is anticipated to increase due to the replacement of some 
existing paved areas with roof coverage, which is more impervious than pavement and walkways; 
however, with adherence to DEP design standards, the peak stormwater runoff rate from the 
development sites is anticipated to decrease. As stated above, the development sites are located in 
an area that is well-served by combined sewer infrastructure. Additionally, with the incorporation 
of selected BMPs (specifically on-site detention), the peak stormwater runoff rates are expected 
to be reduced as compared to existing conditions. BMPs (such as on-site detention) are part of a 
comprehensive pollution control plan to reduce runoff of storm water from the development site 
into the city sewer system. DEP’s detention performance standard is intended to reduce peak 
discharges to the City’s sewer system during rain events by requiring greater onsite storage of 
stormwater runoff and slower release to the sewer system. The implementation of DEP’s 
stormwater performance standard over time is expected to provide additional capacity to the 
existing sewer system, thereby improving its performance. The Proposed Project would result in 
a decrease of 72.80 cfs in peak stormwater runoff rate compared to existing conditions, and 19.64 
cfs in the peak stormwater runoff rate compared to the No Action condition. Given the small 
increment in flow volumes, and the incorporation of sanitary and stormwater source control 
BMPs, the Proposed Project is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of 
CSO events. Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to water 
supply, wastewater treatment, or stormwater conveyance. 

B. METHODOLOGY 
This analysis follows the CEQR Technical Manual guidelines that recommend a preliminary water 
analysis if a project would result in an exceptionally large demand of water (over 1 million gpd), or 
if it is located in an area that experiences low water pressure (i.e., an area at the end of the water 
supply distribution system, such as the Rockaway Peninsula or Coney Island). The Proposed Project 
is not located in an area that experiences low water pressure; however, it would generate an 
incremental water demand of over 1 million gpd.  

The CEQR Technical Manual indicates that a sewer analysis is warranted if a project would involve 
the development on a site of one acre or larger within certain drainage areas where the amount of 
impervious surface increases. The Proposed Project would develop more than 1 acre of land and 
create more impervious surface (roof area) than currently exists. In addition, the Proposed Project 
would develop more than 250,000 square feet (sf) of commercial space. Therefore, following the 
guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, an analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential impacts 
on the wastewater and stormwater conveyance and treatment systems was performed. 
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Existing and future water demand and sanitary sewage generation are calculated based on use rates 
set by the CEQR Technical Manual.2 For the purposes of analysis, the additional water 
consumption and sewage demand from the potential Penn Station expansion is estimated using 
the CEQR Technical Manual rates for retail space, which is the most similar use to the station. 
The DEP Volume Calculation Matrix is then used to calculate the overall combined sanitary 
sewage and stormwater runoff volume discharged to the combined sewer system for four rainfall 
volume scenarios with varying durations. Relevant planned infrastructure improvements including 
the affected area, project components, and current schedules are also described. The ability of the 
City’s sewer infrastructure to handle the anticipated demand from the Proposed Project is assessed 
by estimating existing sewage generation rates, and then comparing these existing rates with No 
Action and With Action conditions in 2033 and 2044, in accordance with CEQR Technical 
Manual guidance. 

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM 

The New York City water supply system is comprised of a network of reservoirs, lakes, and 
aqueducts extending into the Catskill region and a pipe network that distributes water within the 
City. New York City obtains nearly all of its water from the Delaware, Catskill, and Croton 
watersheds, which are within 125 miles of the City. Water from the watersheds is stored at 19 
reservoirs and three control lakes with a combined capacity of approximately 580 billion gallons. 
The water is then carried into the City by a number of aqueducts. The water enters the City via 
City Tunnel 1 (which runs through the Bronx, Manhattan, and Queens) and City Tunnel 2 (which 
runs through the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn). The partially completed City Tunnel 3 currently 
serves the Bronx, Manhattan, and Queens; when fully complete it will terminate in Brooklyn. 
Staten Island obtains its water via the Richmond Tunnel, which is an extension of City Tunnel 2.  

Once in the City, the three aqueducts distribute water into a network of water mains. Water mains 
up to 96 inches in diameter feed smaller mains that deliver water to their final destination. Nearly 
all the water reaches its consumers by gravity alone, although some four percent (generally at the 
outer limits of the system where in-line pressure is lowest, at high elevations, or at a pressure 
extremity, such as Far Rockaway) is pumped to its final destination. Pressure regulators through-
out the City monitor and control the water pressure. 

Based on a review of available DEP water system mapping, the Project Area is served by water 
mains located on Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Avenues, as well as West 30th, West 31st, 
West 32nd, West 33rd, and West 34th Streets. These water mains serve the development sites that 
comprise part of the Project Area. Many of these water mains were installed during the first half 
of the twentieth century.  

SEWER SYSTEM 

The Project Area (bounded roughly by Sixth Avenue, Ninth Avenue, West 30th Street, and West 
34th Street) is located within a part of Manhattan that is served by a combined sewer system that 
collects both sanitary sewage and stormwater. In periods of dry weather, the combined sewers 
located in the adjacent streets convey only sanitary sewage. The Project Area currently contains a 

 
2 CEQR Technical Manual, 2020, Table 13-2.  
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number of buildings, including buildings on Development Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, of which 
some space is utilized by commercial, transportation, and utility uses, as well as a small amount 
of mixed-use residential and community facility uses. Combined sewers run north and south along 
avenues, and east and west along cross streets through the Project Area. These sewers, similar to 
the water mains, were constructed during the first half of the twentieth century.  

Combined sewer systems that run along West 31st, West 32nd, West 33rd, and West 34th Streets 
serve Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, which consist of an area of approximately 12.84 acres. The 
sanitary flow from the buildings is conveyed to combined sewers that run south along Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues to West 30th Street, and then west to Regulator NR-N45 at the intersection 
of West 30th Street and the West Side Highway (see Figure 11-1).3 From Regulator NR-N45, flow 
is conveyed to an interceptor running along the West Side Highway north to the North River WWTP, 
located beneath Riverbank State Park.  

At the North River 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 Environmental Conservation (DEC), which establishes 
limits for effluent parameters (i.e., suspended solids, fecal coliform bacteria, and other pollutants), 
regulates the quality of the treated wastewater (effluent). Since the volume of flow to a WWTP affects 
the level of treatment a plant can provide, the maximum permitted capacity for the North River 
WWTP is 170 million gallons per day (mgd). The average monthly flow over the latest 12-month 
period for which data are available is 110 mgd,4 which is well below the maximum permitted 
capacity.  

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 (sized to convey an amount of sanitary 
sewage that is based on density levels according to zoning regulations) 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, allowing only approximately two times the amount of 
design dry weather flow into the interceptors (larger sewers that convey wastewater to the 
WWTPs). The interceptors then take the allowable flow to the WWTPs, while the excess flow is 
discharged untreated to the nearest waterbody as CSO. The development sites are located within 
one CSO drainage area. In wet weather, sanitary flow and stormwater runoff is conveyed to CSO 
outfall NR-027, located along the Hudson River (see Figure 11-1).  

SANITARY FLOWS 

For purposes of analysis, the amount of sanitary sewage is estimated as all water demand generated 
on the development sites except water used by air conditioning, which is typically not discharged 
to the sewer system. Table 11-1 summarizes the water demand and sewage generation on the 
development sites under existing conditions. For analysis purposes, the water demand and sewer 
generation estimate for the community facility space is based on retail generation rates as found 
in the CEQR Technical Manual. The sanitary sewage generated by the existing conditions is 
441,494 gpd (0.683 cfs), while the water demand is 938,153 gpd.  

 
3 Regulators are structures that control the flow of sewage to interceptors, i.e., larger sewers that connect 

the combined the sewer system to the City’s sewage treatment system. 
4 Twelve-month period through March 2017. 
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Table 11-1 
Development Sites Water Consumption and Sewage Generation  

Existing Conditions 
Use Size/Population Rate* Consumption (gpd) 

Destination/Local Retail1 

Domestic 557,549 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 133,812 
Air Conditioning 557,549 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 94,783 

Office1 

Domestic 1,631,843 sf 0.10 gpd/sf 163,184 
Air Conditioning 1,631,843 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 277,413 

Hotel2 

Domestic 651 rooms 120 gpd/person/room 78,120 
Air Conditioning 458,898 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 78,013 

Community Facility3 

Domestic 190,710 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 45,770 
Air Conditioning 190,710 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 32,421 

Residential 

Domestic 206 persons 100 gpd/person 20,608 
Air Conditioning 82,518 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 14,028 

Total Water Supply Demand 938,153 
Total Sewage Generation 441,494 

Notes: 
* Rates are from the CEQR Technical Manual Table 13-2. 
1 Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the existing 1 Penn Plaza podium, which 
contains approximately 60,000 gsf of existing retail space and 60,000 gsf of existing office space. 
These uses are not included in the program floor area shown in this table, as the increment in water 
supply demand and sewage generation created by the additional square footage would be miniscule. 
2 Estimates for hotel use do not include the Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7, which is closed and in the 
process of being demolished; therefore, in existing conditions, the hotel site is assumed to not consume 
water or generate wastewater. 
3 Utilizes retail rates for calculation. 
Mechanical space uses are assumed to not consume water or generate wastewater for purposes of 
the analysis.  

 

STORMWATER FLOWS 

The development sites have a combined lot area of approximately 559,170 sf (12.84 acres). The 
development sites are all paved and/or comprised of existing structures. Table 11-2 summarizes 
the surfaces and surface areas, as well as the weighted runoff coefficient (the fraction of precipi-
tation that becomes surface runoff for each surface type). The development sites are located within 
one stormwater flow area: approximately 12.84 acres in CSO NR-027.  

Table 11-2 
Existing Surface Coverage 

Affected 
CSO Outfall Surface Type Roof Pavement and Walkways Other Grass and Soft Scape Total 

NR-027 
Area (percent) 82% 18% 0% 0% 100% 

Surface Area (sf) 458,946 100,224 – – 559,170 
Runoff Coefficient 1.00 0.85 – – 0.97* 

Notes: 
* The Runoff Coefficient is a weighted average. The calculations are based on the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix 
provided in the CEQR Technical Manual, retrieved July 2020. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 

DEP states that the developed site flow, or the rate of runoff from the site, is calculated using the 
rational method for the total site area (A, in acres), rainfall intensity (i), and the site’s surface 
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coverage, per DEP’s criteria. The rational method uses the following formula: Flow (Q) = Runoff 
Coefficient (C) x Rainfall Intensity (i) x Area (A) or Q=CiA. DEP’s standard design practice uses 
a rainfall intensity of 5.95 in/hr for the event with a five-year return period and a six-minute time 
of concentration.5 For the purpose of this calculation, the runoff coefficient generated from Table 
11-2 (0.97) is used. 

The overall developed site flow can be reduced by minimizing impervious surfaces, maximizing 
pervious areas, and implementing green infrastructure source controls as part of the proposed de-
velopments. However, even when surface coverage is not modified in order to reduce the runoff 
coefficient, the site flows may be reduced through the implementation of site detention, which is 
required by DEP for all new buildings and alterations. 

In existing conditions, it is assumed that stormwater detention is not present, therefore the site 
runoff is generated using the rational method with no restrictions. The existing developed site flow 
is 74.09 cfs.  

UNIFIED STORMWATER RULE 

DEP recently amended its on-site stormwater management requirements for new and redevelop-
ment projects in combined sewer areas, updating the previous regulations (2012 Stormwater Rule). 
The new DEP rules reduce peak discharges to the City’s sewer system during rain events by 
requiring greater on-site storage of stormwater runoff and slower release to the sewer system. 
Specifically, DEP adopted amendments to Chapters 31 and 19.1 of Title 15 of the Rules of the 
City of New York (RCNY) as part of a Unified Stormwater Rule. Development of the amended 
stormwater management regulations began in August 2020, when the New York City Council 
passed Intro No. 1851. Draft rules were published in Spring 2021; DEP adopted the Unified 
Stormwater Rule in February 2022.  

The Unified Stormwater Rule is expected to result in substantial improvements to the way that 
individual new and redeveloped properties manage stormwater compared to the 2012 Stormwater 
Rule it replaced. In some cases, stormwater will be entirely prevented from entering the sewer 
system through retention and, in most cases, stormwater that does enter the system will be reduced 
and/or treated and released at a much lower rate, allowing the system to operate more efficiently 
during peak wet weather events. In combined sewersheds, such as the portion of Manhattan that 
contains the Project Area, the Unified Stormwater Rule is expected to lead to a reduction in CSO 
volume as more lots redevelop over time. The analyses of stormwater flows presented in this 
chapter account for the requirements of the Unified Stormwater Rule, and design guidance 
provided by the New York City Stormwater Manual, an appendix to Chapter 19.1 of Title 15 of 
the RCNY. 

D. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 
In the 2033 No Action condition, development would occur on Sites 4 and 7. The new develop-
ment on Site 4 would be an approximately 1.1-million-gsf mixed-use building containing retail, 
hotel, and residential space. New development on Site 7 would consist of an approximately 1.6-
million-gsf building containing office and retail space. Development on Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 

 
5 Time of concentration is a concept used in hydrology to measure the response of a watershed to a rain 

event. It is defined as the time needed for water to flow from the most remote point in a watershed to the 
watershed outlet. 
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is not anticipated by 2033, and it is assumed that existing conditions on these sites would remain 
in the No Action condition.  

It is expected that the sewers in West 31st, West 32nd, West 33rd, and West 34th Streets and along 
Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Avenues will continue to convey the sanitary and stormwater flow 
from the development sites to the North River WWTP. 

WATER SUPPLY AND SANITARY FLOWS 

Table 11-3 summarizes the water demand and sewage generation on the development sites in the 
2033 No Action condition. Sites 4 and 7 are expected to be redeveloped with as-of-right buildings 
in accordance with existing zoning or prior approvals, while a continuation of existing conditions 
is expected on the remaining development sites. As stated above, the water demand and sewer 
generation estimate for the community facility space is based on retail generation rates as found 
in the CEQR Technical Manual. The 2033 No Action condition would generate 789,595 gpd (1.22 
cfs) of sanitary sewage, while the water demand would be 1,719,276 gpd.  

Table 11-3 
Development Sites Water Consumption and Sewage Generation   

No Action Condition—2033 
Use Size/Population Rate* Consumption (gpd) 

Destination/Local Retail1 

Domestic 721,856 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 173,245 
Air Conditioning 721,856 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 122,716 

Office1 

Domestic 2,890,814 sf 0.10 gpd/sf 289,081 
Air Conditioning 2,890,814 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 491,438 

Hotel 
Domestic 961 rooms 120 gpd/person/room 115,320 

Air Conditioning 768,898 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 130,713 
Community Facility2 

Domestic 374,625 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 89,910 
Air Conditioning 374,625 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 63,686 

Residential 
Domestic 1,220 persons 100 gpd/person 122,038 

Air Conditioning 712,518 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 121,128 
Total Water Supply Demand 1,719,276 

Total Sewage Generation 789,595 
Notes: 
* Rates are from the CEQR Technical Manual Table 13-2. 
1 Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the existing 1 Penn Plaza podium, as discussed 

above. These uses would remain on Site 5 in the No Action condition but are not included in the 
program floor area shown in this table.  

2 Utilizes Retail rates for calculation 
Mechanical space uses are assumed to not consume water or generate wastewater for purposes of 
the analysis. 

 

Additionally, in 2011, DEP launched the Water for the Future Program (WFF), a comprehensive 
long-term planning effort to repair leaks in sections of the Delaware Aqueduct by 2024. To support 
this program, a newly created Demand Management Unit within DEP was tasked with the devel-
opment of a citywide strategy that will outline DEP’s plan for the implementation of water demand 
management projects. DEP’s 2013 Water Demand Management Plan identified five key strategies 
for managing water demand in New York City and detailed 21 specific initiatives to be implemen-
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ted by 2024 in order to achieve targeted water demand reductions. It is anticipated that these init-
iatives will offset much of the increased demands citywide that may result from population growth 
and new development. 

STORMWATER FLOWS 

In the 2033 No Action condition, the existing buildings on Sites 4 and 7 would be demolished and 
redeveloped with new buildings in accordance with existing zoning or other prior approvals. The 
amount of impervious surfaces in the 2033 No Action condition will remain the same as in the 
existing condition; however, the types of impervious surfaces would change; specifically, there 
would be an increase in fully impervious rooftop area, and a reduction in semi-impervious 
pavement/walkway area, which has a lower runoff coefficient than rooftop (see Table 11-4). As 
required by the New York City Plumbing Code, sanitary and stormwater source control BMPs 
would be used to reduce sanitary volume and peak stormwater runoff volumes to the combined 
sewer system. The No Action condition buildings on Sites 4 and 7 would incorporate low-flow 
plumbing fixtures to reduce sanitary flow. Currently, stormwater detention is required as part of 
the DEP site connection approval process for new construction that connects to the City’s sewer 
system. This current performance standard, required by DEP, is discussed in more detail below. 
In addition, as discussed above, application of DEP’s recently adopted Unified Stormwater Rule 
will increase the amount of stormwater to be managed on-site as part of new development, and 
further restrict the release rate for sites that require a connection to a city sewer. 

Table 11-4 
Surface Coverage 

No Action Condition—2033 
Affected 

CSO Outfall Surface Type Roof Pavement and Walkways Other Grass and Soft Scape Total 

NR-027 
Area (percent) 90% 10% 0% 0% 100% 

Surface Area (sf) 504,022 55,148 – – 559,170 
Runoff Coefficient 1.00 0.85 – – 0.99* 

Notes: 
* The Runoff Coefficient is a weighted average. The calculations are based on the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix 
provided in the CEQR Technical Manual, retrieved July 2020. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 

In the 2033 No Action condition, Sites 4 and 7 would be redeveloped with site flows restricted in 
accordance with DEP’s regulations. The developed flow generated from the sites would be 
detained and restricted with an outlet control. Through the use of this system, the developed flow 
is restricted to the allowable flow with an additional 10 percent restriction in conformance with 
DEP standards to reduce the flow to the City’s combined sewers. Using DEP’s criteria, the 
combined Site 4 and Site 7 allowable restricted site flow would be 0.26 cfs. This number represents 
the maximum allowable stormwater runoff rate generated from Sites 4 and 7. In addition to the 
restricted allowable site flow from Sites 4 and 7, Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 would generate 
undetained site flow. The undetained site flow from the remaining sites would be 60.23 cfs. In the 
2033 No Action condition, the total site flow of the eight development sites would be 60.49 cfs.  

E. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 
In the 2033 With Action condition, under the Maximum Residential Scenario, Sites 1, 4, and 7 
would be redeveloped, the potential below-grade southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 
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2, and 3 would be completed, and the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be com-
pleted. Site 1 would be redeveloped with two buildings with approximately 1.2 million gsf of 
residential space along with office, retail, and community facility space. Site 4 would be redevel-
oped with an approximately 1.1 million-gsf building containing retail, hotel, and residential space 
similar to the building that would be developed in the No Action condition. Site 7 would be 
redeveloped with an approximately 2.6 million-gsf building with office space, retail, and 
accessory parking spaces. A deck would be constructed over the potential 265,000-sf below-grade 
expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3, and the tracks and train platforms would be in use. 
In addition, a new Penn Station service building is assumed to be completed on Site 2A. Aside 
from the new service building for Penn Station on Site 2A, all other above-grade structures would 
be cleared from Sites 2 and 3 to allow for construction of the potential below-grade expansion of 
Penn Station. Sites 5, 6, and 8 would remain in their existing conditions. With the potential 
expansion of Penn Station, some or all of the existing water and sewer infrastructure beneath the 
affected portions of West 31st Street and Sites 1, 2, and 3 would require relocation or re-routing. 
Other utilities within the right-of-way may require relocation as well. The effects of utility removal 
and relocation in relation to the potential below-grade Penn Station expansion, are discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 20, “Construction.” 

The 2033 With Action condition would result in an increase in water consumption and sewage 
generation as compared to the 2033 No Action condition, including additional demand from 
development on Sites 1, 4, and 7 and additional demand from the potential expansion of Penn 
Station. The results of the analysis on water and sewer infrastructure are described in the sections 
below. In addition, for the 2033 With Action condition it is anticipated that most of the existing 
combined sewers in the streets adjacent to the development sites would be available for connection 
to buildings proposed for development, and would convey the sanitary and stormwater flow to the 
North River WWTP.  

WATER SUPPLY 

As shown in Table 11-5, the 2033 With Action condition on the development sites would result in 
a total water demand of 1,818,435 gpd; this would be an increase in water demand of approximately 
99,159 gpd as compared to the No Action condition. This represents a 0.01 percent increase in 
demand on the water supply system compared to the City’s average daily water use of approximately 
1.1 billion gpd. Therefore, given the capacity of the City’s water supply system and the relatively 
minor incremental increase in water consumption (as compared to citywide demand), there would 
be no significant adverse impact on the City’s water supply.  

SANITARY FLOWS 

As shown in Table 11-5, the 2033 With Action condition on the development sites is expected to 
generate 863,233 gpd (1.34 cfs) of daily sanitary sewage with a total water demand of 1,818,435 
gpd. The sanitary sewage generated by the With Action condition would be an increase of 73,638 
gpd compared to the No Action condition. The increase in sewage generation would be approxi-
mately 0.07 percent of the average daily flow at the North River WWTP and would not result in 
an exceedance of the WWTP’s permitted capacity of 170 mgd. In addition, in accordance with the 
New York City Plumbing Code (Local Law 33 of 2007), Sites 1, 4, and 7 and the potential Penn 
Station expansion would be required to utilize low-flow plumbing fixtures, which would further 
reduce sanitary flows to the WWTP. 



Chapter 11: Water and Sewer Infrastructure 

 11-11  

Table 11-5 
Water Consumption and Sewage Generation 

With Action Condition—2033 
Use Size/Population Rate* Consumption (gpd) 

Destination/Local Retail 
Domestic 776,209 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 186,290 

Air Conditioning 776,209 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 131,956 
Office 

Domestic 3,194,553 sf 0.10 gpd/sf 319,455 
Air Conditioning 3,194,553 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 543,074 

Hotel 
Domestic 472 rooms 120 gpd/person/room 56,640 

Air Conditioning 306,660 0.17 gpd/sf 52,132 
Community Facility1 

Domestic 202,313 0.24 gpd/sf 48,555 
Air Conditioning 202,313 0.17 gpd/sf 34,393 

Residential 

Domestic 1,887 persons 100 gpd/person 188,692 
Air Conditioning 874,102 0.17 gpd/sf 148,597 

Potential Expansion of Penn Station2 

Domestic 265,000 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 63,600 
Air Conditioning 265,000 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 45,050 

Total Water Supply Demand 1,818,435 
Total Sewage Generation 863,233 

No Action to With Action Incremental Water Supply Demand 99,159 
No Action to With Action Incremental Sewage Generation 73,638 

Notes: 
* Rates are from the CEQR Technical Manual Table 13-2. 
1 Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the existing 1 Penn Plaza podium, as 
discussed above. These uses would remain on Site 5 in the With Action condition but are not 
included in the program floor area shown in this table. 
2 Utilizes Retail rates for calculation 
Non-program area (i.e., building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit 
improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-of-house areas (e.g., hallways and 
corridors to the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on 
the ground and sublevels) is assumed to not consume water or generate wastewater for 
purposes of the analysis. 

 

Connecting to the City’s sewer system requires certification from DEP as part of the building permit 
process. An applicant is required to file a Site Connection Proposal (SCP) for approval from DEP to 
tie into the sewer system. In this process, before a building permit can be issued, SCPs must be 
certified for sewer availability by DEP. An applicant would be required to demonstrate that the 
existing sanitary system could handle the site-specific sanitary flows from the Proposed Project. 
Because the City’s sewers are sized and designed based on the designated zoning of an area and 
related population density and surface coverage characteristics, the Proposed Project may result in 
development that is inconsistent with the design of the existing built sewer system. To be issued a 
permit to connect to the City sewer, a site-specific hydraulic analysis may be required to determine 
whether the existing sewer system is capable of supporting higher density development and related 
increases in sanitary flows. Completion of sewer improvements and/or a new drainage plan may also 
be required at the time of the site connection proposal. Sewer improvements may be required of the 
developers selected by ESD at the time of the site connection process to accommodate the projected 
flows from the new development. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact to the City’s 
sanitary sewage conveyance and treatment system in 2033. 
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STORMWATER FLOWS 

The amount of impervious surfaces on the development sites in the 2033 With Action condition 
would be the same as in the No Action condition. However, there would be an increase in fully 
impervious rooftop surface area due to the redevelopment of Site 1 (as Sites 4 and 7 would be 
redeveloped with new buildings in the 2033 No Action condition, there would be no change in the 
surface area of these sites in the 2033 With Action condition). In addition, while Sites 2 and 3 
would be cleared and would not contain any above-grade structures (except for a new Penn Station 
service building assumed to be completed on Site 2), the potential below-grade expansion of Penn 
Station would be constructed underneath the sites. For analysis purposes, it is assumed that the 
covering of the potential expansion of Penn Station would function similar to a rooftop and would 
be fully impervious. Therefore, in the 2033 With Action condition, it is assumed that the surface 
coverage of Sites 2 and 3 would be fully impervious rooftop, and there would also be an increase 
in rooftop area as compared to the 2033 No Action condition on these sites (see Table 11-6). As 
a result of the increase in rooftop area, the weighted runoff coefficient would increase slightly 
from 0.99 to 1.00 between the 2033 No Action and With Action conditions. Therefore, as 
compared to the No Action condition, the stormwater runoff would increase in the 2033 With 
Action condition. 

Table 11-6 
Future with the Proposed Project Surface Coverage 

With Action Condition—2033 
Affected 

CSO Outfall Surface Type Roof Pavement and Walkways Other Grass and Soft Scape Total 

NR-027 
Area (percent) 98% 2% 0% 0% 100% 

Surface Area (sf) 545,790 13,380 – – 559,170 
Runoff Coefficient 1.00 0.85 – – 1.00* 

Notes: * The Runoff Coefficient is a weighted average. The calculations are based on the DEP Volume Calculation 
Matrix provided in the CEQR Technical Manual, retrieved July 2020. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 

In the 2033 With Action condition, Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 are assumed to be redeveloped with site 
flows restricted in accordance with DEP regulations, including the recently adopted Unified 
Stormwater Rule. The developed flow generated from each site would be detained and restricted 
with outlet controls. Through the use of these systems, the developed flow of each site would be 
restricted to the site’s allowable flow with an additional 10 percent restriction in conformance with 
DEP standards to reduce the flow to the City’s combined sewers. Using DEP’s current criteria, 
the total allowable restricted site flow from Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 would be 0.87 cfs. This value 
represents the maximum allowable stormwater runoff rate generated from these sites. 

In addition to the restricted allowable site flow from Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, the remaining sites 
would generate undetained stormwater site flow (Sites 5, 6, and 8). The undetained site flow from 
these sites would be 24.41 cfs. In the 2033 With Action condition, the total site flow from all eight 
development sites would be 25.59 cfs. 

Using these sanitary and stormwater flow calculations, the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix was 
utilized to determine flows for the 2033 With Action condition. The calculations from the Volume 
Calculation Matrix help to determine the change in wastewater volumes to the combined sewer 
system from existing conditions to With Action condition, and include four rainfall runoff volume 
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scenarios with varying durations.6 The summary tables of the Volume Calculation Matrix are 
included in Table 11-7.  

Table 11-7 
DEP Volume Calculation Matrix:  

Existing and With Action Condition Volume Comparison—2033 

Rainfall 
Volume 

(in) 

Rainfall 
Duration 

(hr) 

Runoff 
Volume to 

SS(MG) 

Runoff 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG)* 

Sanitary 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Total 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Runoff 
Volume 
to SS 
(MG) 

Runoff 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG)* 

Sanitary 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Total 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Increased 
Total Volume 
to CSS (MG)* 

NR-027 Existing With Action NR-027 
Increment 12.84 acres 

0.00 3.80 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.07 
0.40 3.80 0.00 0.14 0.07 0.21 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.28 0.07 
1.20 11.30 0.00 0.41 0.21 0.61 0.00 0.42 0.41 0.82 0.21 
2.50 19.50 0.00 0.85 0.36 1.21 0.00 0.87 0.70 1.57 0.36 

Notes: 
*Assumes no on-site detention or Best Management Practices (BMPs) for purposes of calculations. 
SS = Storm Sewer; CSS = Combined Sewer System; MG = Million Gallons 

 

As shown in Table 11-7, the total rainfall and sanitary sewage volume would result in an increase 
for CSO outfall NR-027 in all rainfall scenarios. The increase in volume is primarily attributable to 
the increase in sanitary volume resulting from the higher density development under the With Action 
condition as compared with the existing conditions. 

The volume matrix calculations presented in Tables 11-6 and 11-7 above do not reflect the use of 
any sanitary and stormwater source control BMPs to reduce sanitary volume and stormwater 
runoff volumes to the combined sewer system. As noted above, Sites 1, 4, and 7 and the potential 
Penn Station expansion would incorporate low-flow plumbing fixtures to reduce sanitary flow as 
required by the New York City Plumbing Code. In addition, stormwater detention would be 
required as part of the DEP site connection approval process for new construction that connects 
to the City’s sewer system. The performance standard is intended to reduce peak discharges to the 
City’s sewer system during rain events by requiring greater onsite storage of stormwater runoff 
and slower release to the sewer system. The implementation of DEP’s stormwater performance 
standard over time is expected to provide additional capacity to the existing sewer system, thereby 
improving its performance. The performance standard is a key element of the New York City 
Green Infrastructure Plan to promote green infrastructure and improve water quality in the City’s 
surrounding waterbodies. Specific BMP measures would be determined in the future in 
consultation with DEP when specific designs for the proposed developments are advanced, and 
may include green roofs, stormwater detention tanks, and rainwater reclamation systems. With the 
implementation of stormwater detention at the proposed developments in accordance with DEP 
requirements, the contributing flows from Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 to the sewers would 
decrease from 74.77 cfs in the existing condition and 61.71 cfs in the 2033 No Action condition 
to 26.62 cfs in the 2033 With Action condition. Table 11-8 presents the projected sewer flow rates 
for 2033 No Action and With Action conditions that reflect DEP’s flow restriction requirements. 

Given the small increment in total volumes as shown in Table 11-7, and the incorporation of 
sanitary and stormwater source control BMPs, the Proposed Project is not expected to appreciably 

 
6 Consistent with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual and the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix, With 

Action condition flows are compared to existing conditions rather than No Action conditions. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 11-14  

increase the frequency or volume of CSO events. Overall, the Proposed Project would not result 
in significant adverse impacts on wastewater treatment or stormwater conveyance in 2033. 

Table 11-8 
2033 Total Sewer Flow Rate Comparison 

Category Existing  
2033 No Action 

Condition  
2033 With Action 

Condition 
Sanitary Flow (cfs) 0.68 1.22 1.34 

Stormwater Flow (cfs) 74.09 60.49 25.29 
Total (cfs) 74.77 61.71 26.62 

Notes: 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
cfs = cubic feet per second 
Sanitary flow rate is based on the projected sanitary flow volumes presented in this analysis, 
converted from gpd to cfs. Stormwater flow was generated by using the site area (A), runoff 
coefficient (C), and rainfall intensity (i) of 5.95 in/hr in the rational method (Q=CiA). For sites that 
are redeveloped, the flow is calculated based on the Unified Stormwater Rule published in 2022.  

 

F. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 
In the 2044 No Action condition, Sites 4, 5, and 7 would be redeveloped. As discussed above, 
Sites 4 and 7 would be redeveloped in 2033: Site 4 would be redeveloped with a 1.1 million-gsf 
mixed-use building with hotel, residential, and retail space, and Site 7 would be redeveloped with 
a 1.6 million-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space. In addition, in the 2044 No Action 
condition, Site 5 would be redeveloped with an approximately 250,000-gsf office building with 
ground-floor retail space. As described above, existing conditions are assumed to continue on the 
remaining development sites. As discussed above, the redevelopment of Sites 4, 5, and 7 would 
require sanitary and stormwater source control BMPs to reduce sanitary volume and stormwater 
runoff volumes to the combined sewer system as required by the New York City Plumbing Code 
and the DEP site connection approval process. 

As in the 2033 No Action condition, it is expected that the sewers in West 31st, West 32nd, West 
33rd, and West 34th Streets and along Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Avenues would continue to 
convey sanitary and stormwater flow from the development sites to the North River WWTP. 

WATER SUPPLY AND SANITARY FLOWS 

Table 11-9 summarizes the water demand and sewage generation on the development sites in the 
2044 No Action condition. The No Action condition would generate 799,892 gpd (1.24 cfs) of 
sanitary sewage, while the water demand would be 1,753,976 gpd. 

Additionally, as mentioned previously, in 2011 DEP launched the WFF Program, a comprehensive 
long-term planning effort to repair leaks in sections of the Delaware Aqueduct by 2024. To support 
this program, a newly created Demand Management Unit within DEP was tasked with the devel-
opment of a citywide strategy that will outline DEP’s plan for the implementation of water demand 
management projects. It is anticipated that DEP’s 2013 Water Demand Management Plan, along 
with the other initiatives, will offset much of the increased demands citywide that may result from 
population growth and new development. 
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Table 11-9 
Development Sites Water Consumption and Sewage Generation  

No Action Condition—2044 
Use Size/Population Rate* Consumption (gpd) 

Destination/Local Retail 
Domestic 692,877 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 166,290 

Air Conditioning 692,877 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 117,789 
Office 

Domestic 3,063,339 sf 0.10 gpd/sf 306,334 
Air Conditioning 3,063,339 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 520,768 

Hotel 
Domestic 961 rooms 120 gpd/person/room 115,320 

Air Conditioning 768,898 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 130,713 
Community Facility1 

Domestic 374,625 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 89,910 
Air Conditioning 374,625 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 63,686 

Residential 
Domestic 1,220 persons 100 gpd/person 122,038 

Air Conditioning 712,518 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 121,128 
Total Water Supply Demand 1,753,976 

Total Sewage Generation 799,892 
Notes: 
* Rates are from the CEQR Technical Manual Table 13-2. 
1 Utilizes retail rates for calculation 
Mechanical space uses are assumed to not consume water or generate wastewater for purposes of 
the analysis. 

 

STORMWATER FLOWS 

In the 2044 No Action condition, the amount of roof area on Sites 4, 5, and 7 would increase, with 
a decrease in pavement and walkways. The surface types and areas would not change for Sites 1, 
2, 3, 6, and 8. Therefore, there would only be a slight change in stormwater flows for the 
development sites (see Table 11-10).  

Table 11-10 
Surface Coverage 

No Action Condition—2044 
Affected 

CSO Outfall Surface Type Roof Pavement and Walkways Other Grass and Soft Scape Total 

NR-027 
Area (percent) 92% 8% 0% 0% 100% 

Surface Area (sf) 513,430 45,740 – – 559,170 
Runoff Coefficient 1.00 0.85 – – 0.99* 

Notes: 
* The Runoff Coefficient is a weighted average. The calculations are based on the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix 
provided in the CEQR Technical Manual, retrieved July 2020. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 
In the 2044 No Action condition, Sites 4, 5, and 7 would be redeveloped with site flows restricted 
in accordance with DEP requirements, including the recently adopted Unified Stormwater Rule. 
The developed flow generated from these sites would be detained and restricted with outlet 
controls. Through the use of these systems, the developed flow of each site will be restricted to 
the allowable flow with an additional 10 percent restriction in conformance with DEP standards 
to reduce the flow to the City’s combined sewers. The total allowable restricted site flow from 
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Sites 4, 5, and 7 would be 0.37 cfs. This value represents the maximum allowable stormwater 
runoff rate generated from these sites.  

In addition to the restricted allowable site flow from Sites 4, 5, and 7; the Project Area would 
generate undetained stormwater site flow from Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8. The undetained site flow 
from these sites will be 54.08 cfs. In the 2044 No Action condition, the total site flow from the eight 
development sites would be 54.45 cfs.  

G. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 
All components of the Proposed Project are assumed to be complete and operational by 2044, 
including all development sites, all public transportation and public realm improvements, and the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. As stated previously, with the potential 
expansion of Penn Station, existing water and sewer infrastructure would require relocation or re-
routing, along with other utilities within the right-of-way. The effects of potential utility removal 
and relocation in relation to the potential expansion are discussed in more detail in Chapter 20, 
“Construction.” In addition to the development completed by 2033, development between 2033 
and 2044 would include Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 and their associated public transportation and public 
realm improvements, including a new approximately 30,800-sf public plaza on Site 2. Under the 
Maximum Residential Scenario, the development sites would be redeveloped with high-density, 
mixed-use buildings containing mainly office and ground-floor retail uses; however, the proposed 
developments on Sites 1 and 8 are assumed to include residential space (in addition to commercial 
space), and Site 4 would include residential and hotel space.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, it is anticipated that most of the existing combined sewers in 
the streets adjacent to the development sites would continue be available for connection of build-
ings proposed for development, conveying sanitary and stormwater flow to the North River 
WWTP. 

WATER SUPPLY 

As shown in Table 11-11, the 2044 With Action condition is projected to result in a total water 
demand of 4,199,419 gpd; this represents an incremental water demand of 2,445,443 gpd and a 
0.22 percent increase in demand on the New York City water supply system compared to the 
City’s average daily water use of approximately 1.1 billion gpd. Given the immense capacity of 
the City’s water supply system, the relatively minor incremental increase in water consumption 
(as compared to citywide demand) and the development sites’ location in an area well-served by 
water infrastructure, the Proposed Project’s incremental demand would not cause a significant 
adverse impact on the City’s water supply.  

SANITARY FLOWS 

As shown in Table 11-11, the 2044 With Action condition is expected to generate 1,767,701 gpd 
(2.74 cfs) of daily sanitary sewage with a total water demand of 4,199,419 gpd. The incremental 
sanitary sewage generated by the Proposed Project would be 967,809 gpd. The increase in sewage 
generation is approximately 0.9 percent of the average daily flow at the North River WWTP and 
would not result in an exceedance of the WWTP’s permitted capacity of 170 mgd. As mentioned 
previously, in accordance with the New York City Plumbing Code (Local Law 33 of 2007), the 
buildings constructed in the With Action condition would be required to utilize low-flow plumbing 
fixtures to reduce sewage flows to the combined sewer system. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
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would not result in a significant adverse impact to the City’s sanitary sewage conveyance and 
treatment system. 

Table 11-11 
Water Consumption and Sewage Generation 

With Action Condition—2044 
Use Size/Population Rate* Consumption (gpd) 

Destination/Local Retail 
Domestic 822,834 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 197,480 

Air Conditioning 822,834 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 139,882 
Office 

Domestic 11,560,875 sf 0.10 gpd/sf 1,156,088 
Air Conditioning 11,560,875 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 1,965,349 

Hotel 
Domestic 472 rooms 120 gpd/person/room 56,640 

Air Conditioning 306,660 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 52,132 
Community Facility1 

Domestic 18,398 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 4,416 
Air Conditioning 18,398 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 3,128 

Residential 

Domestic 2,895 persons 100 gpd/person 289,478 
Air Conditioning 1,330,456 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 226,178 

Potential Expansion of Penn Station1 

Domestic 265,000 sf 0.24 gpd/sf 63,600 
Air Conditioning 265,000 sf 0.17 gpd/sf 45,050 

Total Water Supply Demand 4,199,419 
Total Sewage Generation 1,767,701 

No Action to With Action Incremental Water Supply Demand 2,445,443 
No Action to With Action Incremental Sewage Generation 967,809 

Notes: 
* Rates are from the CEQR Technical Manual Table 13-2. 
1 Utilizes Retail rates for calculation 
Non-program area (i.e., building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit 
improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to 
the building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and 
sublevels) is assumed to not consume water or generate wastewater for purposes of the analysis. 

 
Connecting to the City’s sewer system requires certification from DEP as part of the building 
permit process, which is not a discretionary approval. An applicant would be required to file a site 
connection proposal for approval from DEP to tie into the sewer system. An applicant would be 
required to demonstrate that the existing sanitary system could handle the site-specific sanitary 
flows from the Proposed Project. Because the City’s sewers are sized and designed based on the 
designated zoning of an area and related population density and surface coverage characteristics, 
the Proposed Project may result in development that is inconsistent with the design of the existing 
built sewer system. To be issued a permit to connect to the City sewer, a site-specific hydraulic 
analysis may be required to determine whether the existing sewer system is capable of supporting 
higher density development and related increases in sanitary flows. Completion of sewer 
improvements and/or a new drainage plan may also be required at the time of the site connection 
proposal. Sewer improvements may be required of the developers selected by ESD at the time of 
the site connection process to accommodate the projected flows from the new development. 

STORMWATER FLOWS 

The amount of impervious surfaces in the 2044 With Action condition would remain the same as 
in the 2044 No Action condition. However, the types of impervious surfaces—roof and 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 11-18  

pavement/walkways—would change between the No Action and With Action conditions for Sites 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8; therefore, the stormwater flow would change (see Table 11-12). The 
weighted runoff coefficient would increase from 0.99 to 1.00 between the 2044 No Action and 
With Action conditions. Therefore, as compared to the No Action condition, the stormwater runoff 
would increase in the 2044 With Action condition. 

Table 11-12 
Surface Coverage 

With Action Condition—2044 
Affected 

CSO Outfall Surface Type Roof Pavement and Walkways Other Grass and Soft Scape Total 

NR-027 
Area (percent) 98% 2% 0% 0% 100% 

Surface Area (sf) 546,988 12,1821 – – 559,170 
Runoff Coefficient 1.00 0.85 – – 1.00* 

Notes: 
* The Runoff Coefficient is a weighted average. The calculations are based on the DEP Volume Calculation 

Matrix provided in the CEQR Technical Manual, retrieved July 2020. 
1 Because conceptual designs for the proposed plaza on Site 2 have not been advanced, its proposed surface 

coverage is unknown at this time. However, as noted above, in the event of a southward expansion of Penn 
Station, the below-grade expansion of Penn Station would be constructed underneath Site 2. For the purposes 
of analysis, it is assumed that the covering of the potential Penn Station expansion would function similar to 
rooftop and would be fully impervious. Therefore, it is assumed that the surface coverage of the plaza on Site 2 
would be fully impervious rooftop. 

Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
 
In the 2044 With Action condition, all eight development sites would be redeveloped with site 
flows restricted in accordance with DEP requirements, including the proposed Unified Stormwater 
Rule expected to be enacted by DEP. The developed flow generated from the development sites 
would be detained and restricted with outlet controls. Through the use of these systems, the 
developed flow is restricted to the allowable flow with an additional 10 percent restriction in 
conformance with DEP standards to reduce the flow to the City’s combined sewers. The total 
allowable restricted site flow from the eight development sites would be 1.28 cfs. This value 
represents the total maximum allowable stormwater runoff rate generated from the sites.  

Using these sanitary and stormwater flow calculations, the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix was 
completed for the 2044 With Action condition. The summary tables of the Volume Calculation 
Matrix are included in Table 11-13. As shown in the table, the total rainfall and sanitary volume 
would increase for CSO outfall NR-027. The increase in volume is attributable to the increase in 
the roof surface area and the increased sanitary sewage generation resulting from the 
redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 under the With Action condition as compared with 
the existing conditions.7  

 
7 Consistent with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual and the DEP Volume Calculation Matrix, With 

Action condition flows are compared to existing conditions rather than No Action conditions. 
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Table 11-13 
DEP Volume Calculation Matrix:  

Existing and With Action Condition Volume Comparison—2044 

Rainfall 
Volume 

(in) 

Rainfall 
Duration 

(hr) 

Runoff 
Volume to 

SS(MG) 

Runoff 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG)* 

Sanitary 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Total 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Runoff 
Volume 
to SS 
(MG) 

Runoff 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG)* 

Sanitary 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Total 
Volume 
to CSS 
(MG) 

Increased 
Total Volume 
to CSS (MG)* 

NR-027 Existing With Action NR-027 
Increment 12.84 acres 

0.00 3.80 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.21 
0.40 3.80 0.00 0.14 0.07 0.21 0.00 0.14 0.28 0.42 0.21 
1.20 11.30 0.00 0.41 0.21 0.61 0.00 0.42 0.83 1.25 0.63 
2.50 19.50 0.00 0.85 0.36 1.21 0.00 0.87 1.44 2.30 1.10 

Notes: 
*Assumes no on-site detention or Best Management Practices (BMPs) for purposes of calculations. 
SS = Storm Sewer; CSS = Combined Sewer System; MG = Million Gallons 

 

However, the volume matrix calculations presented in Tables 11-12 and 11-13 above do not 
reflect the use of any sanitary and stormwater source control BMPs to reduce sanitary volume and 
stormwater runoff volumes to the combined sewer system. As noted above, the Proposed Project 
would incorporate low-flow plumbing fixtures to reduce sanitary flow as required by the New 
York City Plumbing Code. In addition, stormwater detention would be required as part of the DEP 
SCP application process for new buildings connecting to the sewer system. As part of the SCP 
permit approval processes, developments must be in compliance with the required on-site 
stormwater volume requirements and stormwater release rate as detailed in the Unified 
Stormwater Rule. The performance standard is intended to reduce peak discharges to the City’s 
sewer system during rain events by requiring greater onsite storage of stormwater runoff and 
slower release to the sewer system. The implementation of this stormwater performance standard 
over time is expected to provide additional capacity to the existing sewer system, thereby 
improving its performance. With the implementation of stormwater detention at the development 
sites, the contributing flow rates from Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 to the sewers would decrease 
from 74.77 cfs in the existing condition and 55.69 cfs in the 2044 No Action condition, to 4.02 cfs 
in the 2044 With Action condition. Table 11-14 presents the projected sewer flow rates for 2044 
No Action and With Action conditions that reflect DEP’s flow restriction requirements. 

Table 11-14 
2044 Total Sewer Flow Rate Comparison 

Category Existing  
2044 No Action 

Condition  
2044 With Action 

Condition 
Sanitary Flow (cfs) 0.68 1.24 2.74 

Stormwater Flow (cfs) 74.09 54.45 1.28 
Total (cfs) 74.77 55.69 4.02 

Notes: 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
cfs = cubic feet per second 
Sanitary flow rate is based on the projected sanitary flow volumes presented in this analysis, 
converted from gpd to cfs. Stormwater flow was generated by using the site area (A), runoff 
coefficient (C), and rainfall intensity (i) of 5.95 in/hr in the rational method (Q=CiA). For sites that 
are redeveloped, this flow is calculated based on the Unified Stormwater Rule published in 2022. 

 

Specific BMPs for the proposed developments would be determined in the future in consultation 
with DEP when specific designs are advanced. With the incorporation of selected BMPs and the 
use of low-flow plumbing fixtures, the peak stormwater runoff rates are expected to be reduced as 
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compared to existing conditions. Given the small increment in total volumes as shown in Table 
11-13, and the incorporation of sanitary and stormwater source control BMPs, the Proposed 
Project is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of CSO events. Overall, 
the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on wastewater treatment or 
stormwater conveyance.  
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Chapter 12:  Solid Waste and Sanitation Services 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter considers the Proposed Project’s effects on solid waste and sanitation services. 
According to the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, a solid 
waste and sanitation services assessment determines whether a project has the potential to cause a 
substantial increase in solid waste production. Such an increase may overburden available waste 
management capacity or otherwise be inconsistent with the City’s Solid Waste Management Plan 
(SWMP), or with state policy related to the City’s integrated solid waste management system.  

As detailed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive 
redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, modern transit-oriented commercial district 
centered around Penn Station. The Proposed Project would result in approximately 18 million 
gross square feet (gsf) of primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space and up to 
1,798 dwelling units (DUs) in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. 
The Proposed Project would also support improvements to and expansion of Penn Station and 
provide public transportation and public realm improvements. 

In order to assess the effects of the Proposed Project on solid waste and sanitation services, the 
analysis estimates the amount of existing solid waste generated and provides a comparison of solid 
waste generation estimates under conditions without the Proposed Project (the No Action 
condition) and with the Proposed Project (the With Action condition) for the 2033 Phase 1 analysis 
year and the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For this assessment of solid waste and sanitation services, the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario is analyzed because this scenario would generate the most solid 
waste in the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year.  

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

This analysis finds that the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on 
solid waste and sanitation services. In addition, the Proposed Project would not directly affect a 
solid waste management facility. 

In the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in solid 
waste between No Action and With Action conditions of approximately 6 tons per week, 
comprised of a reduction of approximately 7 tons of waste handled by the New York City 
Department of Sanitation (DSNY), and an increase of approximately 13 tons of waste handled by 
private carters when compared to the No Action condition (0.02 percent of the City’s anticipated 
future commercial waste generation). This correlates to approximately 1 additional truckload per 
week handled by private carters. Although this would be an increase compared with the No Action 
condition, the additional solid waste resulting from the Proposed Project would be a negligible 
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increase relative to the approximately 12,260 tons of solid waste handled by DSNY or the 9,000 
tons handled by private carters per day.1 As such, the Proposed Project would not result in an 
increase in solid waste that would overburden available waste management capacity and there 
would be no significant adverse impact to solid waste by 2033.  

In the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in an incremental increase in 
solid waste compared to the No Action condition of approximately 262 tons per week of solid 
waste, comprised of a reduction of approximately 10 tons of waste handled by DSNY, and an 
increase of approximately 272 tons of waste when compared to the No Action condition (0.35 
percent of the City’s anticipated future commercial waste generation) that would be handled by 
private carters.2 This correlates to approximately 18 additional truckloads per week handled by 
private carters. Although this would be an increase compared with the No Action condition, the 
additional solid waste resulting from the Proposed Project would be a negligible increase relative 
to the approximately 12,260 tons of solid waste handled by DSNY or the 9,000 tons handled by 
private carters per day.3 As such, the Proposed Project would not result in an increase in solid 
waste that would overburden available waste management capacity and there would be no 
significant adverse impact to solid waste. The Proposed Project would not conflict with, or require 
any amendment to, the City’s solid waste management objectives as stated in the SWMP.  

B. METHODOLOGY 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, if a project may lead to substantial new development 
resulting in at least 50 tons (100,000 pounds) of solid waste generated per week, a detailed solid 
waste and sanitation services analysis is warranted in order to assess the impacts of the project on 
the City’s waste management capacity. Because the Proposed Project would result in development 
and activities generating more than 50 tons of solid waste per week, an analysis was conducted.   

An assessment of solid waste and sanitation services is density-based technical analysis. The 
analysis describes existing and future solid waste disposal practices, including the collection 
system and disposal methods; estimates the solid waste generated by activities within the Project 
Area under existing conditions and in the No Action condition for the 2033 and 2044 analysis 
years; forecasts solid waste generation based on rates for typical land uses and activities as 
provided in the CEQR Technical Manual; and assesses the effects of the Proposed Project’s 
incremental solid waste generation on municipal and private sanitation services and on the 
community. 

 
1 About DSNY: https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/about, accessed July 2020. 
2 The assessment of solid waste and sanitation services is conservatively based on the Maximum 

Commercial Scenario because this scenario would generate the most solid waste in the 2044 Phase 2 
analysis year. While the Maximum Residential Scenario would result in more waste handled by DSNY 
than with the Maximum Commercial Scenario when compared to the No Action condition, it would be 
a negligible increase relative to the solid waste handled by DSNY per day. As such, the Proposed Project 
would not result in an increase in solid waste that would overburden available waste management 
capacity and there would be no significant adverse impact to solid waste. 

3 About DSNY: https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/about, accessed July 2020. 
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C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
CURRENT SOLID WASTE SANITATION SERVICES 

DSNY is the agency responsible for the collection and disposal of residential and institutional 
solid waste in the City, while private carters collect solid waste from commercial and 
manufacturing uses. In addition to collecting municipal solid waste (MSW), refuse, and designated 
recyclable materials generated by residential and institutional uses (including schools, some 
nonprofit institutions, and many City and state agencies), DSNY also collects waste from City 
litter baskets, street-sweeping operations, and lot-cleaning activities. In total, the DSNY collection 
fleet is comprised of over 2,000 waste collection trucks, with the typical waste truck carrying 
approximately 12.5 tons of waste material and the typical recycling truck carrying approximately 
11.5 tons of paper or 10.0 tons of metal, glass, and plastic containers. In total, DSNY collects 
approximately 10,500 tons of residential and institutional refuse and 1,760 tons of recyclables per 
day.4 Under its curbside composting program, DSNY collects food scraps and yard waste in 
special compost bins, which are set out at the curb and collected as trash. DSNY temporarily 
suspended its curbside composting program in May 2020 as result of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
However, the program has resumed for residents in the following community boards: Brooklyn 1, 
2, 6, and 7, Manhattan 6 and 7, and Bronx 8. Expansion of curbside composting outside of 
community boards currently receiving service is paused until further notice. 

Commercial establishments (e.g., restaurants, retail facilities, offices, and industries) in New York 
City contract with private carters for collection and processing and/or disposal of various kinds of 
solid waste, including MSW, construction and demolition debris, non-hazardous industrial wastes, 
and recyclables. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, commercial carters typically carry 
between 12 and 15 tons of waste material per truck. The City’s commercial establishments 
generate approximately 9,000 tons of MSW and recyclables daily. Under Local Law 199 of 2019 
(Title 16-B of the New York City Administrative Code), Commercial Waste Zones are being 
established throughout New York City. The program will divide New York City into 20 zones, 
with a limited number of carters authorized to operate in each zone. This approach is expected to 
reduce inefficiencies in waste collection routes and substantially reduce carter truck miles. The 
program will be implemented over multiple years; a transition process started in 2021. 

Under New York City’s mandatory Recycling Law (Title 16 of the New York City Administrative 
Code, Chapter 3), DSNY has established and enforces rules requiring that certain designated 
recyclable materials be separated from household waste for separate collection. New York City 
residents are required to separate aluminum foil, glass, plastic, and metal containers, and 
newspapers and other paper waste from household waste for separate collection. Commercial 
establishments are also subject to mandatory recycling requirements. Businesses must source-
separate certain types of paper waste, cardboard, metal items, and construction wastes. Food and 
beverage establishments must recycle metal (including aluminum foil), glass, and plastic 
containers, in addition to meeting the commercial recycling requirements. 

As required by New York state law (Section § 27-0107 of the Environmental Conservation Law), 
the City has adopted a comprehensive SWMP for the long-term management of solid waste 
generated within its borders. The current SWMP was adopted in 2006 and covers the period 
through 2025. The SWMP estimates public- and private-sector waste quantities that must be 
managed over the planning period and identifies processing, transfer, and disposal capacity that 

 
4 Ibid. 
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will be necessary for such waste. According to the SWMP, the City’s commercial solid waste 
generation is projected to increase to approximately 74,000 tons per week by the year 2025.5 The 
amount of DSNY-managed waste is projected to increase to approximately 115,830 tons per week 
by the year 2026.6 Currently, there is no plan for the next iteration of the SWMP.  

The City’s solid waste management services are undertaken by DSNY in accordance with the 
SWMP. The SWMP takes into account the objectives of New York State’s solid waste 
management policy with respect to the preferred hierarchy of waste management methods: first 
waste reduction, then recycling, composting, resource conservation and energy production, and, 
lastly, landfill disposal. The SWMP includes initiatives and programs for waste minimization, 
reuse, recycling, composting, and siting a new waste conversion facility to derive energy from 
waste, waste transfer, transport, and out-of-city disposal at waste-to-energy facilities and landfills. 
The SWMP mandates that solid waste be transferred to solid waste management facilities located 
in each borough, including special (hazardous materials) waste collection sites, composting 
facilities, and bulk residential waste sites. Local Law 19 of 1989 requires that DSNY and private 
carters collect recyclable materials and deliver them to material recovery facilities. The SWMP 
also provides that commercial establishments are subject to the recycling requirements described 
above.  

DSNY delivers most of the refuse it collects to certain public or private solid waste management 
facilities, known as transfer stations, within the City or adjoining communities, for processing and 
transporting to out-of-city disposal facilities. Solid waste that is not recycled, reused, or converted 
to a useful product locally must be exported from the City for disposal because New York City 
does not have public or private local disposal facilities, such as sanitary landfills, construction and 
demolition debris landfills, traditional incinerators, or waste-to-energy resource recovery 
facilities. Similarly, commercial refuse and other solid waste that is not carted directly to disposal 
facilities is delivered to transfer stations for transport to disposal facilities. Non-putrescible waste, 
such as construction and demolition debris, is typically sorted at transfer stations, which remove 
clean fill materials, metal, and wood for recycling, and send the residue to landfills for disposal. 
With respect to commercial waste, the SWMP provides the capacity for barge export of certain 
amounts of commercial refuse from four converted DSNY marine transfer stations (MTS), 
provides for barge export of construction and demolition waste from the existing DSNY MTS at 
West 59th Street, and requires rail export of commercial refuse from the three private transfer 
stations that also contract to handle DSNY refuse. The SWMP also includes more stringent 
restrictions on the siting and operation of commercial solid waste transfer stations. 

Designated recyclable materials are delivered to privately operated materials recovery facilities 
(MRFs) in the City and surrounding communities. Paper recyclables collected by DSNY in 
Manhattan, Staten Island, and parts of Brooklyn are not taken to an MRF, but are transported 
directly to the Pratt Industries Paper Plant on Staten Island, which processes them for use in the 
production of liner board and similar products.  

SOLID WASTE GENERATION ON THE DEVELOPMENT SITES  

The development sites currently contain a mix of residential, retail, community facility, office, 
storage, and hotel spaces. Based on Citywide average rates for solid waste generation used in 
SWMP (and provided in Table 14-1 of the CEQR Technical Manual), the existing uses located on 

 
5 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, September 2006; Attachment IV, Table IV 2-2. 
6 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, September 2006; Attachment II, Table II 2-6. 
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the development sites generate approximately 124 tons of solid waste per week. As shown in 
Table 12-1, approximately 8 tons (6 percent) per week of the existing solid waste generated at the 
development sites is handled by private carters, and approximately 116 tons (94 percent) per week 
is handled by DSNY.  

Table 12-1 
Existing Solid Waste Generation on Development Sites 

Use Floor Area (sf) Population/DU 
Solid Waste Generation 

Rate (lbs/wk) 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

(lbs/wk) (tons/wk) 
Residential 82,518 128 dwelling units 41 per household 5,248 2.62 
Office 1,631,814 6,500 employees 13 per employee 84,500 42.25 
Retail 587,001 1,300 employees 79 per employee 102,700 51.35 
Hotel* 458,898 651 hotel rooms 75 per employee 41,275 20.64 
Storage 15,974 16 employees 182.5 per employee 2,915 1.46 
Community Facility/Other 374,625 --- .03 per square foot 11,239 5.62 

Total Solid Waste Generation 247,877 123.94 
Solid Waste Handled by DSNY (includes residential and all CF uses) 16,487 8.24 

Solid Waste Handled by Private Carters 231,190 115.70 
Notes: Solid waste generation is based on citywide average waste generation rates presented in Table 14‐1 of the CEQR 
Technical Manual, and estimates of workers by use, as follows: 
Residential use: 41 lbs/week per dwelling unit. 
General retail: 79 lbs/week per employee; including local (1 employee per 333 sf) and destination retail (1 employee per 875 sf) 
Hotel: 75 lbs/week per employee; assume 1 employee per 3 hotel rooms 
Office: 13 lbs/week per employee; assume 1 employee per 250 sf 
Storage: Average industrial rate of 182.5 lbs/week per employee; assume 1 employee per 1,000 sf 
Community facility uses: .03 lbs per sf 
* Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7 is closed and being demolished, and therefore is not included in this solid waste estimate. 
Source: CEQR Technical Manual Table 14-1. 

 

D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 
As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analysis Framework,” in the 2033 No Action condition, Sites 4 and 
7 would be redeveloped with new commercial office, retail, hotel and residential uses. In the 2033 
No Action condition, approximately 177 tons of solid waste are projected to be generated on the 
development sites. Of that total, approximately 21 tons would be handled by DSNY and 
approximately 156 tons would be handled by private carters (see Table 12-2). The New York City 
Commercial Waste Zones program is expected to be in place by the 2033 analysis year 
independent of the Proposed Project. As noted above, this program is expected to improve the 
efficiency of commercial waste collection and carter truck miles. 

Table 12-2 
2033 No Action Solid Waste Generation on Development Sites 

Use Floor Area (gsf) Population/DU 

Solid Waste 
Generation Rate 

(lbs/wk) 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

(lbs/wk) (tons/wk) 
Residential 712,518 128 dwelling units 41 per household 31,078 15.54 
Office 2,890,814 11,600 employees 13 per employee 150,800 75.40 
Retail 721,856 1,700 employees 79 per employee 134,300 67.15 
Hotel 768,898 961 hotel rooms 75 per employee 24,025 12.01 
Storage 15,974 16 employees 182.5 per employee 2,915 1.46 
Community Facility/Other 374,625 --- .03 per square foot 11,239 5.62 

Total Solid Waste Generation 354,357 177.18 
Solid Waste Handled by DSNY (includes residential and all CF uses) 42,317 21.16 

Solid Waste Handled by Private Carters 312,040 156.02 
Source: CEQR Technical Manual Table 14-1. 
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E. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2033 
In the 2033 With Action condition, Sites 1, 4 and 7 would be redeveloped; the potential below 
grade southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be completed; and the 
reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be completed. In addition, a new service 
building for the existing and expanded Penn Station is assumed to be completed on Site 2 by 2033. 
Besides the new service building for Penn Station, above-grade buildings would be cleared from 
Sites 2 and 3 to allow for construction of the below-grade expansion of Penn Station. Sites 6 and 
8 would remain unchanged from their existing conditions. As a result, this analysis projects that 
there would be an increase in solid waste generation on the development sites in the With Action 
condition as compared to the No Action condition, with approximately 184 tons of solid waste 
generated. Of that total, approximately 14 tons of solid waste would be handled by DSNY and 
approximately 170 tons of solid waste would be handled by private carters. 

As shown in Table 12-3, most of the solid waste per week generated in the With Action condition 
would be generated by commercial uses. Solid waste generated by commercial uses would be 
collected by private commercial carters, and commercial buildings developed on the development 
sites would be subject to mandatory recycling requirements for paper, metals, construction waste, 
aluminum foil, glass, and plastic containers.  

Table 12-3 
2033 With Action Solid Waste Generation on Development Sites 

Use 
Floor Area 

(gsf) Population/DU 
Solid Waste Generation 

Rate (lbs/wk) 
Solid Waste Generation 
(lbs/week) (tons/wk) 

Residential 414,762 542 dwelling units 41 per household 22,222 11.11 
Office 3,483,713 14,000 employees 13 per employee 182,000 91.00 
Retail 776,209 1,650 employees 79 per employee 130,350 65.18 
Hotel 476,840 734 75 per employee 18,350 9.18 
Storage 0 0 182.5 per employee 0 0.00 
Community Facility/Other 202,313 --- .03 per square foot 6,069 3.03 
Penn Station Expansion1 265,000 --- .03 per square foot 7,950 3.98 

Total Solid Waste Generation  366,941 183.47 
Solid Waste Handled by DSNY (includes residential and all CF uses) 28,291 14.15 

Solid Waste Handled by Private Carters 338,650 169.33 
Notes: 1) The solid waste generation rate for community facility uses is used for the potential Penn Station 
expansion. It is considered to be the most conservative rate per the CEQR Technical Manual as the uses from the 
expansion are not yet defined. Furthermore, solid waste generation is not projected for the Penn Station 
Reconstruction effort because details on future changes in use are also not known at this time. It is assumed that 
if any, there would be a limited amount of new solid waste generation.  
Source: CEQR Technical Manual Table 14-1 

 

As shown in Table 12-4, compared with the No Action condition, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project 
under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would result in an approximately 6-ton net increase in 
weekly solid waste handled by DSNY and private carters. Of this total, an approximately 7-ton 
decrease would be handled by DSNY and an approximately 13-ton increase would be handled by 
private carters. This would represent approximately 0.02 percent of the City’s anticipated future 
commercial waste generation, as it is estimated that private carters will carry 74,000 tons of solid 
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waste per week by 2025, as projected in the SWMP.7 Based on the typical commercial truck 
capacity of between 12 and 15 tons of waste material per truck, development resulting from the 
Proposed Project would require approximately 1 additional private carter collection truck per 
week. It is expected that private carter collection fleets operating within the Commercial Waste 
Zones regulatory framework would be sufficiently flexible to accommodate this increased demand 
for solid waste collection. Therefore, the incremental commercial solid waste handled by private 
carters would not overburden the City’s waste management system, and Phase 1 of the Proposed 
Project would not overburden the City’s waste management system. 

Table 12-4 
2033 Comparison of Weekly Solid Waste Generation in Tons on Development Sites  

 

No Action 
Condition 

(tons/week) 

With Action 
Condition 

(tons/week) 

With Action 
Increment 

(tons/week) 
Total solid-waste generation  177.2 183.5 6.3 
Solid waste handled by DSNY  21.2 14.1 -7.0 
Solid waste handled by Private Carters  156.0 169.3 13.3 
 

New development on Sites 1, 4, and 7 would incorporate on-site trash storage within the proposed 
buildings to minimize placement of trash on sidewalks. Trash at the development sites would be 
compacted and containerized prior to collection; recyclables would also be containerized. It is 
expected that trash would be picked up two or three times per week depending on the use. By 
containerizing and minimizing the placement of trash on sidewalks, the Proposed Project would 
minimize rodents, odors, and other related nuisances. 

Overall, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the SWMP, or have a direct effect 
on a solid waste management facility. The incremental difference in solid waste generated by 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not overburden the City’s solid waste handling systems, 
and therefore the Proposed Project would not have a significant adverse impact on the City’s solid 
waste and sanitation services.  

F. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 
In the 2044 No Action condition, development would occur on Site 5, in addition to Sites 4 and 7 
(which would be completed by the 2044 analysis year). Under the 2044 No Action condition, there 
would be approximately 133 tons of solid waste generated on the development sites. Of that total, 
approximately 8 tons would be handled by DSNY and approximately 125 tons would be handled 
by private carters (see Table 12-5). 

 
7 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, September 2006; Attachment II, Table IV 2-2, p. 4, 

Accessed July 2020. 
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Table 12-5 
2044 No Action Solid Waste Generation on Development Sites 

Use Floor Area (gsf) Population/DU 

Solid Waste 
Generation Rate 

(lbs/wk) 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

(lbs/wk) (tons/wk) 
Residential 712,518 758 dwelling units 41 per household 31,078 15.54 
Office 3,063,368 12,300 employees 13 per employee 159,900 79.95 
Retail 692,877 1,600 employees 79 per employee 159,900 79.95 
Hotel 768,898 961 hotel rooms 75 per employee 24,025 12.01 
Storage 15,974 16 employees 182.5 per employee 2,915 1.46 
Community Facility/Other 374,625 --- .03 per square foot 11,239 5.62 

Total Solid Waste Generation 355,557 177.78 
Solid Waste Handled by DSNY (includes residential and all CF uses) 42,317 21.16 

Solid Waste Handled by Private Carters 313,240 156.62 
Source: CEQR Technical Manual Table 14-1. 
 

G. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT—2044 
The Proposed Project is expected to be complete by 2044, including all development on Sites 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, public transportation and public realm improvements, and the reconstruction 
and potential expansion of Penn Station. In addition to the development completed by 2033, 
development between 2033 and 2044 would include Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 and their associated 
public transportation and public realm improvements. The development sites would be 
redeveloped with high-density commercial buildings containing mainly office and ground floor 
retail uses, as well as hotel uses on Site 4, and residential use on Site 1. In the 2044 With Action 
condition, solid waste generation on the development sites would increase as compared to the No 
Action condition, with approximately 440 tons of solid waste generated. Of that total, 
approximately 12 tons of solid waste would be handled by DSNY and approximately 429 tons of 
solid waste would be handled by private carters. 

As shown in Table 12-6, most of the solid waste per week generated in the With Action condition 
would be generated primarily by commercial and hotel uses. Solid waste generated by commercial 
and hotel uses would be collected by private commercial carters, and commercial buildings and 
hotels developed on the development sites would be subject to mandatory recycling requirements 
for paper, metals, construction waste, aluminum foil, glass, and plastic containers. In addition, solid 
waste generated by the potential expansion of Penn Station would be handled by private carters. 

Table 12-6 
2044 With Action Solid Waste Generation on Development Sites 

Use 
Floor Area 

(gsf) Population/DU 
Solid Waste Generation 

Rate (lbs/wk) 
Solid Waste Generation 
(lbs/week) (tons/wk) 

Residential 414,762 542 dwelling units 41 per household 22,222 11.11 
Office 13,058,031 52,300 employees 13 per employee 679,900 339.95 
Retail 810,834 1,900 employees 79 per employee 150,100 75.05 
Hotel 476,840 734 hotel rooms 75 per employee 18,350 9.18 
Storage 0 0 182.5 per employee 0 0.00 
Community Facility/Other 18,398 --- .03 per square foot 552 0.28 
Penn Station Expansion 265,000 --- .03 per square foot 7,950 3.98 

Total Solid Waste Generation  879,074 439.54 
Solid Waste Handled by DSNY (includes residential and all CF uses) 22,774 11.39 

Solid Waste Handled by Private Carters 856,300 428.15 
Notes: 1) The solid waste generation rate for community facility uses is used for the potential Penn Station expansion. 
Source: CEQR Technical Manual Table 14-1 
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As shown in Table 12-7, relative to the No Action condition, the Proposed Project’s Maximum 
Commercial Scenario would result in an approximately 10-ton decrease in weekly solid waste 
handled by DSNY. In addition, the Proposed Project would result in an approximately 262-ton 
increase in weekly solid waste handled by private carters. This would represent approximately 
0.35 percent of the City’s anticipated future commercial waste generation, as it is estimated that 
private carters will carry 74,000 tons of solid waste per week by 2025, as projected in the SWMP.8 
Based on the typical commercial truck capacity of between 12 and 15 tons of waste material per 
truck, development resulting from the Proposed Project would require approximately 18 additional 
private carter collection trucks per week. It is expected that private carter collection fleets 
operating within the Commercial Waste Zones regulatory framework would be sufficiently 
flexible to accommodate this increased demand for solid waste collection. Therefore, the 
incremental commercial solid waste handled by private carters would not overburden the City’s 
waste management system. 

Table 12-7 
2044 Comparison of Weekly Solid Waste Generation in Tons on Development Sites 

 

No Action 
Condition 

(tons/week) 

With Action 
Condition 

(tons/week) 

With Action 
Increment 

(tons/week) 
Total solid-waste generation  177.8 439.5 261.8 
Solid waste handled by DSNY  21.2 11.4 -9.8 
Solid waste handled by Private Carters  156.6 428.2 271.5 
 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would incorporate on-site trash storage 
within the proposed buildings to minimize placement of trash on sidewalks. Trash on the 
development sites would be compacted and containerized prior to collection by private carters; 
recyclables would also be containerized. It is expected that trash would be picked up two or three 
times per week depending on the use. By containerizing and minimizing the placement of trash 
on sidewalks, the Proposed Project would minimize rodents, odors, and other related nuisances. 

Overall, Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the SWMP, or have a direct effect 
on a solid waste management facility. The incremental solid waste generated by the Proposed 
Project would not overburden the City’s solid waste handling systems, and therefore the Proposed 
Project would not have a significant adverse impact on the City’s solid waste and sanitation 
services.   

 
 

 
8 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, September 2006; Attachment II, Table IV 2-2, p. 4, 

Accessed July 2020. 
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Chapter 13:  Energy 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter describes the effects of the Proposed Project on energy consumption. New building 
and alteration projects are subject to the New York City Energy Conservation Code (NYCECC), 
which comprises the 2020 Energy Conservation Construction Codes of New York State 
(ECCCNYS), in addition to a series of local laws. Therefore, according to the 2020 City Environ-
mental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, a detailed assessment of energy impacts is 
usually limited to projects that may significantly affect the transmission or generation of energy. 
Most projects resulting in new construction would not create significant energy impacts, and, as 
such, do not require a detailed energy assessment. However, a proposed project’s operational 
energy consumption should be estimated.  

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive 
redevelopment initiative centered around Penn Station, which, in the reasonable worst-case 
development scenario, would result in the development of approximately 18 million square feet 
(sf) of new, primarily office development, as well as retail and hotel space, on eight development 
sites, in addition to the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station. For analysis purposes, this 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) assesses an interim analysis year (Phase 1) of 2033 
and a final analysis year (Phase 2) of 2044. 

As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, in lieu of a detailed assessment, which is generally 
limited to projects that may significantly affect the transmission or generation of energy, the 
amount of energy that would be consumed annually as a result of the day-to-day operation of the 
buildings and uses resulting from the Proposed Project is disclosed in this chapter. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For this assessment of energy, the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario is analyzed because this scenario is estimated to consume more energy in both the 2033 
Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years. 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

This analysis finds that the annual energy consumption for neither Phase 1 nor Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. As presented in 
this analysis, the energy demand for each phase of the Proposed Project represents the total energy 
consumption for the Future with the Proposed Project (the With Action condition) in the applicable 
analysis year. 

In the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, the Proposed Project (new buildings on Sites 1, 4, and 7 and 
existing buildings on sites 5, 6, and 8) is expected to result in an energy demand of approximately 
649,196 million British thermal units (MMBTUs) of energy per year. Similarly, with the 
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completion of the Proposed Project in 2044, the Proposed Project is projected to result in an energy 
demand of approximately 1,215,972 MMBTUs of energy per year by the 2044 analysis year. This 
would represent at most 0.59 percent of the regional electricity generation in New York City. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. 

The existing buildings at the Project Sites are estimated to consume approximately 1,063,070 
MMBTU per year. In the Future without the Proposed Project (the No Action condition), existing 
buildings and planned developments would be subject to New York City’s energy efficiency and 
carbon intensity regulations and are anticipated to result in more energy efficient buildings in the 
No Action condition. However, it is not known how each building will comply with these 
regulations, and projections of energy consumption in the No Action condition would require 
building specific information and estimates would be speculative in nature. Therefore, the analysis 
compares energy consumption in the With Action condition to existing energy consumption on 
the development sites, and presents the change in energy consumption compared to the existing 
conditions. When compared to the existing conditions, the Proposed Project would result in an 
overall decrease of energy consumption in the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year by 413,874 MMBTU 
per year, and an overall increase of 152,902 MMBTU per year over existing conditions on full 
build-out of the Proposed Project. 

The commitment for buildings to use fully-electric heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) and hot water systems would result in estimated energy consumption being reduced 
substantially when compared to the City’s energy consumption factors for buildings that utilize 
fossil fuel-fired systems. In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the 
NYCECC, which imposes performance requirements for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) systems, as well as the exterior building envelope of new buildings. In compliance with 
this code, new development must meet standards for energy conservation, which include 
requirements relating to energy efficiency and combined thermal transmittance.  

B. METHODOLOGY 
To assess the potential impact of the Proposed Project on energy, this chapter calculates the annual 
energy consumption of the development sites under existing and With Action conditions as well 
as the net change in energy consumption for each analysis year, which represents the Proposed 
Project’s anticipated energy use. In accordance with CEQR Technical Manual methodology, this 
chapter uses the energy consumption factors specified in the CEQR Technical Manual’s Table 15-
1 to estimate annual energy consumption in thousand BTU per square foot of building area 
(kBTU/sf) associated with the existing conditions. More particularly, this chapter:  

• Presents data on the existing energy distribution system and estimated energy usage for 
existing conditions using energy consumption rates for typical building uses provided in Table 
15-1 of the CEQR Technical Manual;  

• Determines future thermal demands for the Proposed Project in 2033 and 2044. Thermal 
demand is based on energy consumption rates for typical buildings using fossil fuel fired 
HVAC and hot water systems within the New York City region reported in the latest energy 
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consumption information collected by the US Energy Information Administration (EIA) for 
residential1 and commercial2 buildings;  

• Determine the future electrical consumption with the fully electric Proposed Project for 2033 
and 2044. Electrical consumption is based on the estimated thermal demands and minimum 
performance ratings for a fully electric system; and  

• Assesses the effects of this energy demand on the local distribution system and regional energy 
supplies.  

As discussed in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” ESD would also require developers to 
comply with the applicable requirements of New York City’s Climate Mobilization Act that are 
in effect at the time of construction of the proposed developments. 

Because ESD would require future developers to exclusively use fully electric HVAC and hot 
water systems at the proposed development sites, the energy consumption factors specified in the 
CEQR Technical Manual’s Table 15-1, which are derived from typical New York City building 
data compiled for calendar year 2008 for the 2009 Inventory of New York City Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, would not be representative of Project buildings. Therefore, energy consumption for 
the With Action condition was estimated using federal building energy consumption information 
in place of the CEQR Technical Manual. 

To estimate the annual energy consumption associated with the HVAC and hot water systems in 
the With Action condition, the thermal demand requirements of typical New York City buildings 
by use was estimated based on annual fuel consumption records for existing buildings with HVAC 
and hot water systems primarily using natural gas. The analysis assumed the systems would have 
a 98 percent efficiency factor to estimate conservatively high energy requirements to provide the 
buildings with the estimated thermal demand. Consequently, buildings were estimated to require 
a thermal demand between 25 to 49 kBTU per square foot of development dependent on the use. 

New York State’s Climate Action Council (CAC) has identified several pathways for building 
electrification that would include wide adoption of heat pump technology and has identified the 
use of air-source heat pumps (ASHPs) as the most feasible technology for buildings to use. 
Therefore, the electrical energy consumed to provide heating and hot water services was estimated 
assuming the use of electrical-powered air source heat pumps (ASHPs) that would meet federal 
performance standards for heat pumps with a minimum coefficient of performance (COP) for 
heating of 2.4.3 Estimates of electrical consumption associated with other uses (including air 
conditioning, lighting, appliances, etc.) were also included in the total energy consumption rates. 

 
1 EIA. 2020 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) Data. 

https://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2020/ 
2 EIA. 2018 Commercial Building Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) Data. 

https://www.eia.gov/consumption/commercial/data/2018/ 
3 The COP represents the amount of energy required to transfer heat between the exterior and interior of the 

building. A COP of 2.4 equates to a heat pump’s ability to transfer 2.4 kWh of energy per kWh of 
electricity consumed, and corresponds to the required Heating Seasonal Performance Factor (HSPF) of 
8.2 as specified in 10 CFR part 430.32. 
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C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

ENERGY GENERATION 

Within New York City, electricity is generated and delivered to most users by Con Edison, 
although some of the electricity delivered by Con Edison is generated by independent power 
producers. Most of the electricity that Con Edison delivers to MTA in New York City currently is 
generated by the New York Power Authority (NYPA), a New York State public-benefit 
corporation. Electrical energy in New York City is drawn from a variety of sources that originate 
both within and outside the City. These include non-renewable sources (such as oil and natural 
gas) and renewable sources (such as hydroelectricity and—to a much lesser extent—biomass fuels, 
solar power, and wind power). Electricity consumed in New York City is generated in various 
locations, including sites within New York City, locations across the Northeast, and places as far 
away as Canada. 

Con Edison distributes power throughout New York City and Westchester County, for a total 
service area of approximately 600 square miles, serving a population of over nine million people. 
Transmission substations receive electricity from the regional high voltage transmission system 
and reduce the voltage to a level that can be delivered to area substations. Area substations further 
reduce the voltage to a level that can be delivered to the distribution system, or the street “grid.” 
Within the grid, voltage is further reduced for delivery to customers. Each substation serves one 
or more distinct geographic areas, called networks, which are isolated from the rest of the local 
distribution system. If service is lost at a specific substation or substations, the network functions 
to isolate any problems from other parts of the city. Substations are also designed to have sufficient 
capacity for the network to grow. 

Con Edison currently has 62 area distribution substations and various distribution facilities located 
throughout New York City and Westchester County. As of the end of 2019, Con Edison’s 
distribution system had a transformer capacity of 32,812 mega volt ampere (MVA), with 37,059 
miles of overhead distribution lines and 97,844 miles of underground distribution lines.4 The 
underground distribution lines represent the longest underground electric delivery system in the 
country. In 2019, the total capacity of energy generating resources in Zone J of Con Edison’s 
service area (which includes New York City) was 9,591.6 megawatts (MW), and annual electricity 
usage in the area totaled approximately 52,003 GigaWatt hours (GWh), or 177 trillion BTUs. 5  

RECENT ENERGY CONSERVATION DIRECTIVES 

In 2019, the New York City Council enacted the Climate Mobilization Act—a legislative package 
targeting increased energy efficiency, utilization of roof space for installation of solar energy 
sources/green roofing, and reductions in GHG emissions associated with building energy use in 
order to meet the City’s climate change goals. The legislation aims to reduce buildings’ 
greenhouse gas emissions, which currently account for approximately 70 percent of the citywide 
total, by 40 percent in 2030 and 80 percent by 2050 by compelling building owners to retrofit 
existing buildings and developers to design new buildings that are more energy efficient or be 

 
4 Con Edison 2019 Annual Report. 
5 New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) Load and Capacity Data Gold Book, 2020. Table I-2: 

Baseline Annual Energy, Historical & Forecast and Table III-3a: Existing Summer Capability by Zone 
and Type. 
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subject to prescribed financial penalties. The Climate Mobilization Act also established the Office 
of Building Energy and Emissions Performance at the New York City Department of Buildings 
(DOB), which will oversee implementation of the law, the creation of a method to assess building 
energy use, and development of a set of rules for establishing emissions limits. 

Furthermore, in 2020, the City brought the NYCECC up to date by adopting the 2020 ECCCNYS, 
which substantially increased the stringency of the building energy efficiency requirements and 
adopted the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE) 90.1-2016 standard as a benchmark, and aligns with NYStretch Energy Code 2020 
developed by New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). The 
NYCECC governs performance requirements for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) systems, as well as the exterior building envelope of new buildings. 

EXISTING ENERGY CONSUMPTION ON THE DEVELOPMENT SITES 

The development sites are currently developed with approximately 4,432,254 gross square feet 
(gsf) of commercial space, 374,625 gsf of community facility space, and 82,518 gsf of residential 
space. For analysis purposes, the retail uses are assumed to consume energy at the commercial 
building type rate (216,300 BTUs/sf/year); the community facility uses are assumed to consume 
energy at the institutional building type rate (250,700 BTUs/sf/year); and the residential uses are 
assumed to consume energy at the large residential (>4 family) building type rate (126,700 
BTUs/sf/year), as defined in Table 15-1 of the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, as detailed in 
Table 13-1, the existing energy consumption on the development sites is approximately 1,063,070 
MMBTUs per year. 

Table 13-1 
Existing Annual Energy Consumption for the Development Sites 

Use Size (gsf) 
Average Annual Energy 

Rate (kBTUs/sf) 
Energy Consumption  

(MMBTUs/Year) 
Commercial 4,432,254 216.3 958,697 

Community Facility/Other 374,625 250.7 93,918 
Large Residential (>4 family) 82,518 126.7 10,455 

Total Energy Consumption 1,063,070 
Notes:  
sf = square feet. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
kBTU = Thousand BTU 
MMBTU = Million BTU 
Source: =2020 CEQR Technical Manual, Table 15-1, “Average Annual Whole-Building Energy Use in New York City.”  
 

D. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT 2033 
In the With Action condition in 2033, Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped, the potential below-
grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be completed, and the reconstruction 
of the existing Penn Station would be completed. Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be redeveloped with 
approximately 1.2 million-gsf, 1.1 million-gsf, and 2.6 million-gsf buildings with office space, 
retail, hotel, residential, and accessory parking spaces. A deck would be constructed over the 
proposed 265,000-sf below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3, and the tracks 
and train platforms would be in use. In addition, a new Penn Station service building is assumed 
to be completed on Site 2. Besides the new service building for Penn Station, above-grade 
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structures would be cleared from Sites 2, and 3 to allow for construction of the below-grade 
expansion of Penn Station. Sites 5, 6, and 8 would remain in their existing conditions.  

Electrical service to the Proposed Project’s new buildings on Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be delivered 
by Con Edison. To receive electrical service, the future developers would need to submit an 
electrical load letter to Con Edison, and Con Edison would determine if the electric distribution 
system in the adjacent streets can serve the proposed demands. If necessary, Con Edison would 
upgrade the local distribution grid to meet the increased electrical demands.  

Table 13-2 presents the land uses anticipated in the 2033 With Action condition and their associated 
annual energy demands. As shown, it is estimated that energy demand from the development sites 
would be 649,196 MMBTUs per year. The total incremental energy use between the Existing con-
dition and the With Action condition would be a reduction of 413,874 MMBTUs per year. Therefore, 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. 

In addition to the energy demand presented in Table 13-2, the potential expansion of Penn Station 
would also generate energy demand for increased train service and related energy use for the 
catenary power supply, train hotel power, lighting, and other activities. At this time, the detailed 
designs and operational plans necessary to estimate energy demand for the potential Penn Station 
expansion (other than the expanded below-grade station structure) have not been developed.  
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Table 13-2 
With Action Annual Energy Consumption for the Development Sites 2033 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Use Size (gsf) 
Average Annual Energy 

Rate (kBTUs/sf) 
Energy Consumption  

(MMBTUs/Year) 
Redeveloped Buildings (Sites 1, 4, and 7) 

Residential 414,762 27.1 11,261 
Office 3,483,713 77.8 214,281 

Local Retail 402,757 54.5 11,744 
Destination Retail 373,452 54.5 5,504 

Hotel 476,840 61.1 29,121 
Community Facility 202,313 70.9 1,304 
Non-Program Area 890,859 15.9 14,165 

Parking 50,000 15.9 795 
Existing Buildings (Sites 5, 6, and 8) 

Commercial 1,190,914 216.3 257,595 
Community Facility 183,915 250.7 46,107 

Large Residential (>4 family) 0 126.7 0 
Penn Station Expansion 265,000 216.3 57,320 

Total Energy Consumption 649,196 
2033 Incremental Energy Consumption Over Existing -413,874 

Notes:  
sf = square feet. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
kBTU = Thousand BTU 
MMBTU = Million BTU 
Sources:  
2020 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) Data. EIA 
2018 Commercial Building Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) Data. EIA 
2020 CEQR Technical Manual, Table 15-1, “Average Annual Whole-Building Energy Use in New York City.” 
 

According to the NYISO 2020 Load and Capacity Data report, annual electrical energy 
requirements for the 2033 analysis year are forecast to be approximately 153,565 GWh (or 524 
trillion BTU). Of this forecast annual energy demand, 51,291 GWh (or 175 trillion BTU) is 
expected to come from Zone J, which includes New York City.6 The anticipated 649,196 MMBTU 
use in annual electrical energy consumption due to anticipated development on the projected 
development sites under the With Action condition represents approximately 0.37 percent of New 
York City’s forecast future total annual energy demand. Therefore, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project 
would not result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. 

E. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT 2044 
In the With Action condition in 2044, all components of the Proposed Project are assumed to be 
complete and operational, including all development sites, all public transportation and public 
realm improvements, and the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station. In addition to the 
developments completed by 2033, development between 2033 and 2044 would include Sites 2, 3, 
5, 6, and 8 and their associated public transportation and public realm improvements, including a 
new, approximately 30,800-sf public plaza on Site 2. Table 13-3 presents the land uses anticipated 

 
6 These forecasts reflect NYISO’s perspective on future energy demand as of April 10, 2020, at the outset 

of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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in the 2044 With Action condition, and their associated annual energy demands. As shown, it is 
estimated that energy demand from the development sites would total 1,215,972 MMBTUs per 
year. This would be equivalent to an average energy intensity of 63.2 kBTU/sf—representing a 
significant decrease from the average annual energy intensities for existing buildings between 
126.7 or 216.3 kBTU/sf. The total incremental energy use between the existing condition and the 
With Action condition would be an increase of 152,902 MMBTUs per year. The increase 
compared to existing conditions would be small due to the improved energy efficiencies of the 
fully-electric buildings. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse 
impact related to energy.  

Table 13-3 
With Action Annual Energy Consumption for the Development Sites 2044 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Use Size (gsf) Average Annual Energy Rate (kBTUs/sf) 
Energy Consumption  

(MMBTUs/Year) 
Redeveloped Buildings 

Residential 414,762 27.1 11,261 
Office 13,058,031 77.8 1,016,557 

Local Retail 503,834 54.5 27,458 
Destination Retail 307,000 54.5 16,731 

Hotel 476,840 61.1 29,121 
Community Facility 18,398 70.9 1,304 
Non-Program Area 3,435,887 15.9 54,631 

Parking 100,000 15.9 1,590 
Penn Station Expansion 265,000 216.3 57,320 

Total Energy Consumption 1,215,972 
2044 Incremental Energy Consumption Over Existing 152,902 

Notes:  
sf = square feet. 
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
kBTU = Thousand BTU 
MMBTU = Million BTU 
Sources:  
2020 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) Data. EIA 
2018 Commercial Building Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) Data. EIA  
As noted above, electrical service to the Proposed Project’s new buildings would be delivered by 
Con Edison. To receive electrical service, the future developer of each building would need to 
submit an electrical load letter to Con Edison, and Con Edison would determine if the electric 
distribution system in the adjacent streets can serve the proposed demand. If necessary, Con 
Edison would upgrade the local distribution grid to meet the increased electrical demand. 

As noted above, in 2019, the New York City Council enacted the Climate Mobilization Act—a 
legislative package targeting increased energy efficiency, utilization of roof space for installation 
of solar energy sources/green roofing, and reductions in GHG emissions associated with building 
energy use in order to meet the City’s climate change goals. As discussed in Chapter 16, 
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” ESD would also require developers to comply with the applicable 
requirements of the Climate Mobilization Act that are in effect at the time of construction of the 
proposed developments.  

According to the NYISO 2020 Load and Capacity Data report, annual energy requirements for the 
2044 analysis year are forecast to be approximately 176,508 GWh (or 602 trillion BTU). Of this 
forecast annual energy demand, 60,217 GWh (or 205 trillion BTU) is expected to come from Zone J, 
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which includes New York City.7 The anticipated 1,215,972 MMBTU use in annual electrical energy 
consumption due to anticipated development on the projected development sites under the With 
Action condition represents approximately 0.59 percent of New York City’s forecast future total 
annual electrical energy demand. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the NYCECC, which governs 
performance requirements of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems, as well as the 
exterior building envelope of new buildings. The requirements of the NYCECC regulate energy 
consumption to align with the City’s reduction goals for GHG emissions, and the development 
sites would be subject to the City’s stringent building energy codes adopted in 2020, which sub-
stantially increased the energy efficiency required (which may be further reduced due to future 
updates to the City or State’s energy codes). In compliance with this code, new development must 
meet standards for energy conservation, which include requirements relating to energy efficiency 
and combined thermal transmittance. In addition, should there be a voluntary utilization of higher 
performance standard designs on the development sites, there would then be a reduction in the 
forecast energy demand shown in Table 13-5. 

Therefore, based on the above information, completion of the Proposed Project would not result 
in a significant adverse impact related to energy.  

 

 
7 These forecasts reflect NYISO’s perspective on future energy demand as of April 10, 2020, at the outset 

of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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Chapter 14:  Transportation 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter examines the potential effects of the Proposed Project on the study area’s 
transportation systems, and compares the Future with the Proposed Project (With Action 
condition) with the Future without the Proposed Project (No Action condition). As discussed in 
the Foreword to this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), since the publication of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), specific programming assumptions, project 
phasing, and anticipated completion years have changed. Additionally, notable updates have been 
made to the transit-related improvements that would be undertaken as part of the Proposed Project. 
These include modification of easement connections within certain development sites, 
incorporation of underground concourses and additional station access facilities, and integration 
of several mitigation measures identified in the DEIS in to the Proposed Project. In particular, the 
Proposed Project’s program of public transportation improvements now includes the creation of a 
new underground concourse east of Seventh Avenue providing a below-grade connection from 
Penn Station to the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue Subway Station and the 34th 
Street–Herald Square Subway Station. This concourse system is an important component of the 
Proposed Project’s program of public transportation improvements because an estimated 70 
percent of Penn Station users are expected to have destinations east and north of the station. The 
purpose of this concourse system is two-fold: to alleviate pedestrian sidewalk crowding on the 
Seventh Avenue side of Penn Station as well as to divert some Penn Station-subway intermodal 
trips to the generally less congested 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. This proposed 
Underground Concourse Network would have three primary components: 1) one or two crossings 
beneath Seventh Avenue, 2) a north-south underground corridor east of Seventh Avenue (the 
North-South Corridor); and 3) an east–west underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–
Herald Square and the 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue Subway Stations (the East-West 
Connector). There are two options under consideration for the East-West Connector, subject to 
additional analysis for engineering and financial feasibility. One of the options would be located 
along West 33rd Street and would consist of constructing a new corridor in the area of the closed 
Gimbels Passageway (the 33rd Street Option) and the other would be located along West 32nd 
Street and would consist of a new passageway south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8 (the 32nd Street 
Option). The related analysis updates have been made for this FEIS and are presented below. 

The travel demand projections, trip assignments, and capacity analysis contained in this chapter 
were conducted pursuant to the methodologies outlined in the 2020 City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) Technical Manual. The analyses consider the 2033 and 2044 analysis years to 
identify potential impacts and, if warranted, determine feasible mitigation measures that would be 
appropriate to address those impacts (Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” presents details on the proposed 
mitigation measures). Because of the Proposed Project’s long build-out and the extent and severity 
of the transportation-related impacts identified, as detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the New 
York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State Development (ESD) in 
coordination with the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT), would require 
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developers for the Proposed Project to undertake studies under a future transportation monitoring 
plan (TMP). The TMP studies, which would be undertaken at several development milestones, are 
expected to evaluate actual project-generated demand and background conditions during various 
stages of project development and occupancy and would consider adjusting the identified 
mitigation strategies as appropriate and practicable to address traffic and pedestrian issues at those 
points in time.  

The Proposed Project is a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to revitalize the Project Area 
(as defined below and subject of a General Project Plan [GPP]) by creating a modernized, transit-
oriented mixed-use district centered around a much-improved Penn Station. It would address 
substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area by introducing much-needed public 
transportation and public realm improvements to the area and facilitating high-density 
redevelopment of nearby parcels to create a cohesive, transit-oriented district, , and supporting the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. For analysis purposes, it is assumed that 
the Proposed Project would be completed in two phases, with 2033 as the analysis year for Phase 1 
completion, and 2044 as the year for Phase 2 full build-out. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The area of the Proposed Project is generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth Avenues to the east and 
west and West 30th and West 34th Streets to the south and north in Midtown Manhattan, 
Community Districts 4 and 5 (Project Area). The Project Area is shown in Figure 14-1 and 
includes all or portions of nine Manhattan Tax Blocks (Blocks 754, 755, 780, 781, 783, 806, 807, 
808, and 809), which encompass Penn Station, Madison Square Garden (MSG), Moynihan Train 
Hall, and surrounding blocks. New mixed-use buildings would be constructed on the blocks in the 
vicinity of Penn Station (but not at Penn Station, MSG, or Moynihan Train Hall) while public 
realm and transit improvements would be made to Penn Station and adjacent transportation 
facilities. With the Proposed Project, new development is assumed to occur on eight development 
sites within the Project Area, as shown in Figure 14-1, and the railroad tracks and platform area 
of Penn Station may be expanded into Block 780 (and portions of Blocks 754 and 806) to the south 
of the existing station, in the event these sites are selected as the preferred alternative for a potential 
southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process. 

Under the No Action condition, existing uses on some of the development sites would remain 
unchanged, while there would be new development on other development sites including Site 7 
(15 Penn), Site 4 (1 Penn West), and Site 5 (1 Penn East). Absent the Proposed Project, Site 7 
would be redeveloped with approximately 1.3 million gross square feet (gsf) of office and 29,000 
gsf of local retail. Site 4 would be redeveloped with approximately 630 residential dwelling units 
(DU), 120,000 gsf of local retail, and 310 hotel rooms. Site 5 would be redeveloped with 
approximately 173,000 gsf of office and 11,000 gsf of local retail. In total, the Project Area’s 
development sites under the No Action condition (including existing uses that would remain on 
some sites) would include approximately 760 DUs, 3.1 million gsf of office, 420,000 gsf of local 
retail, 272,000 gsf of destination retail, 116,000 gsf of college space, 960 hotel rooms, 22,000 gsf 
of community center space, 53,000 gsf of church space, and 1,800 parking spaces. Chapter 1, 
“Project Description,” details how each of the Project Area’s development sites could be 
redeveloped. Several development sites would have multiple potential development scenarios 
under the Proposed Actions. Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” discusses how these various 
program scenarios are analyzed in the FEIS. As discussed in more detail in that chapter, two 
reasonable worst-case development scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the Proposed Project: 
one that maximizes commercial uses (Maximum Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes 
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residential uses (Maximum Residential Scenario). The scenario that would result in the more 
conservative analysis is analyzed for each technical area. For the transportation analysis, the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario is analyzed because this scenario would generate higher peak hour 
trip increments than the Maximum Residential Scenario and is therefore the more conservative 
scenario for analysis. The RWCDS assumes that the Proposed Project would be developed in two 
phases—an interim analysis year (Phase 1, 2033) and a final analysis year (Phase 2, 2044). Using 
the Maximum Commercial Scenario, as summarized in Table 14-1, the Proposed Project’s Phase 
1 development program would include the development of Sites 1, 4, and 7. While the expanded 
Penn Station is assumed to be completed by 2033, the development uses above on Sites 2 and 3 
would not materialize by this time. 

Table 14-1 
Summary of Existing and Phase 1 (2033) No Action and With Action Scenarios 

Components Existing No Action With Action With Action Increment 
Residential (DU) 62 692 542 -150 

Office (gsf) 6,375 1,265,375 2,752,508 1,487,133 
Local Retail (gsf) 25,990 160,845 215,500 54,655 

Destination Retail (gsf) 0 0 101,000 101,000 
College (gsf) 116,000 116,000 0 -116,000 
Hotel (room) 33 343 734 391 

Community Center (gsf) 0 0 18,398 18,398 
Church (gsf) 0 0 0 0 

Parking (spaces) 249 249 200 -49 
Notes:   Phase 1 of the Proposed Project also entails the creation of the new tracks south of Penn Station under 

Block 780 and portions of adjacent blocks 754 and 806. 
Sources: ESD; Vornado; AKRF (2022) 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 
When fully completed in 2044, the Project Area’s development sites are projected to be 
redeveloped with approximately 540 DUs, 13.0 million gsf of office, 504,000 gsf of local retail, 
307,000 gsf of destination retail, 730 hotel rooms, 18,000 gsf of community facility space, and 
400 parking spaces under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. These development details are 
presented in Table 14-2. Also shown in this table are square footage assumptions for the existing 
and 2044 No Action conditions, along with the incremental changes that would result under the 
2044 With Action condition. 

Table 14-2 
Summary of Existing and Phase 2 (2044) No Action and With Action Conditions 

Components Existing No Action With Action With Action Increment 
Residential (DU) 128 758 542 -216 

Office (gsf) 1,631,814 3,063,339 13,058,031 9,994,692 
Local Retail (gsf) 314,549 420,425 503,834 83,409 

Destination Retail (gsf) 272,452 272,452 307,000 34,548 
College (gsf) 116,000 116,000 0 -116,000 
Hotel (room) 2,351 961 734 -227 

Community Center (gsf) 21,600 21,600 18,398 -3,202 
Church (gsf) 53,100 53,100 0 -53,100 

Parking (spaces) 1,843 1,843 400 -1,443 
Notes: The “With Action Condition” column assumes the reasonable worst-case development scenario. 
Sources: ESD; Vornado; AKRF (2022) 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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The Project Area is one of the most transit-rich areas in the City, but the public realm, both above- 
and below-grade, is substandard. The subway stations that serve Penn Station along Sixth, 
Seventh, and Eighth Avenues are collectively the busiest subway stations in the City but existing 
station entrances are often difficult to locate with small, inconspicuous entryways. Below-grade, 
subway infrastructure is also outmoded with narrow stairs and corridors, crowded platforms, and 
poor accessibility. Above-grade, public realm spaces—including sidewalks and pedestrian 
circulation spaces—are overcrowded, and sidewalk widths are too narrow to accommodate the 
high volume of pedestrians in the area. The Proposed Project would introduce transit and public 
realm improvements to address many of these substandard public realm facilities, revitalize the 
Project Area, and create a modern transit-oriented mixed-use district to better serve and 
accommodate the expected growth in area residents, workers, and visitors. 

The Proposed Project would take advantage of the unparalleled public transportation resources in 
the Project Area, which has direct access to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation d/b/a 
Amtrak (Amtrak), New Jersey Transit (NJT), and Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) trains at Penn 
Station, the Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) trains running from Hoboken to West 33rd 
Street, 14 New York City Transit (NYCT) Subway Lines (A, B, C, D, E, F, M, N, Q, R, W, 1, 2, 
and 3 trains), and numerous bus routes. Various transit and public realm improvements have been 
discussed and in planning for this area by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), 
Amtrak, NJT, the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP), DOT, NYCT, Vornado 
Realty Trust (the private property owner of several of the development sites in the Project Area), 
and other stakeholders. The potential improvements that have been preliminarily identified are 
shown in Figures 14-2 through 14-4. Table 14-3 provides a summary of the Proposed Project’s 
transit improvements. The corresponding details are illustrated in Figure 1-8. 

The potential expansion of Penn Station southward via the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
extend access to Penn Station a block south with multiple entrances. Travelers from south of these 
locations would be able to shorten their travel above ground and make use of this project’s new 
and enhanced underground circulation facilities to access Penn Station and its adjacent Seventh 
and Eighth Avenue subway stations. 

Penn Station’s connection to the north is currently available via the West 34th Street entrance near 
Seventh Avenue and in-building connections within 1 Penn Plaza. The development of Site 4 
would add another connection option on the north side of West 33rd Street, along with new in-
building subway entrances to the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. As 
part of the Site 5 development, the existing West 34th Street Penn Station entrance and two street 
stairs to the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would be reconstructed 
and located within the building footprint. Site 6 would also incorporate new entrances to the 
Seventh Avenue station within both the West 33rd and West 34th Street sides of that building. 
Currently, the Seventh and Eighth Avenue stations are connected by the Penn Station underground 
concourse with connections to area buildings that would be enhanced by the development of the 
above sites. 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 14-2
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Potential Public Transportation Improvements - Below-Grade Components

Potential Expansion of Penn Station
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Potential Public Transportation Improvements — Above-Grade Components
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Table 14-3 
Summary of Transportation Improvements 

Development 
Site Location* Potential Transportation Improvements 

Site 1 
Block 754 (west side 
of Eighth Ave bet W 

30th St and W 31st St) 

New Penn Station tracks and platforms and public entrances; below-grade connections 
beneath W 31st St to Penn Station Site 2 

Block 780 (entire block 
bounded by Seventh 
Ave, Eighth Ave, W 

30th St and W 31st St) 

Site 3 
Block 806 (east side of 

Seventh Ave bet W 
30th St and W 31st St) 

Site 4 
Block 783 (east side of 
Eighth Ave bet W 33rd 

St and W 34th St) 

New Penn Station/subway entrance and underground passageway to IND mezzanine 
within W 33rd St side of building; new subway entrance within W 34th St side of building, 

accompanied by an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-complaint elevator; one new and 
two widened express platform stairs; two new uptown local platform stairs; one 

reconfigured fare control area; and widening of uptown local C/E platform bet W 33rd St 
and W 34th St 

Site 5 

Block 783 (west side 
of Seventh Ave bet W 
33rd St and W 34th 

St) 

New Penn Station/subway entrance within Seventh Av and W 34th St corner of building, 
accompanied by escalators and an elevator, as well as new connections between Penn 

Station and the subway underpass and the fare control area at 34th St; new subway 
entrance within W 33rd St side of building; and relocating/widening downtown local No. 1 

platform stairs, accompanied by an elevator, bet W 33rd St and W 34th St 

Site 6 

Block 809 (east side of 
Seventh Ave bet W 
33rd St and W 34th 

St) 

New north–south underground concourse, new subway/concourse entrances within W 33rd 
and W 34th St sides of building; widening stairs from 33rd St underpass; widening 33rd St 
paid-zone stairs together with relocating an elevator; and widening of uptown local No. 1 

platform bet W 33rd St and W 34th St 

Site 7 

Block 808 (east side of 
Seventh Ave between 
W 32nd St and W 33rd 

St) 

New north–south underground concourse; new east–west underground passageway (either 
constructing a new corridor in the area of the closed Gimbels Passageway or a new 

passageway beneath Sites 7 and 8) connecting the Herald Square and Seventh Avenue 
Subway Stations with access to Site 7; widening paid-zone stairs at west end of 32nd St 

underpass; new subway/concourse entrances within W 32nd and W 33rd St sides of 
building; adding a new elevator adjacent to the new W 33rd St entrance; new express No. 
2/3 platform stairs at the north and south ends of the station, along with a new fare control 
area at the 33rd St underpass; and widening of uptown local No. 1 platform bet W 32nd St 
and W 33rd St; additionally, as part of Penn Station improvements undertaken by the MTA, 
widening the downtown local No. 1 stairs to Penn Station Level A with enlarged fare control 

area and adding new connection/fare control area to downtown local platform 

Site 8 

Block 808 (west side 
of Sixth Ave between 

W 32nd St and W 33rd 
St) 

Enhancing/connecting to Site 7’s east–west underground passageway; new street-level 
stairs/escalator, accompanied by an elevator, on W 33rd St side of building; reconstructing 
street-level stairs/escalators on W 32nd St side of building; replacing PATH elevator in the 
new Site 8 building; two reconstructed mezzanine stairs connecting N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M 
trains (one of these paired with Site 7’s east-west passageway if constructed in the 33rd 

Street Option); and reconfigured fare control area at B/D/F/M mezzanine level 
Note: * The location column indicates the location of the development site; certain transit improvements are located off-site within 
adjoining streetbeds or subway stations. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

A block east, current access to the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station can only be made 
via street-level entrances. The development of Site 7 would introduce a new east–west under-
ground passageway, by either constructing a new corridor in the area of the closed Gimbels 
passageway or creating a new passageway south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8, to connect the Herald 
Square Station to Site 7, a new north–south underground concourse under the western portions of 
Sites 6 and 7, and the Seventh Avenue station. Accompanying this major addition to the area’s 
underground pedestrian network would be new entrances to the Seventh Avenue station on both 
the West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street sides of the Site 7 building, as well as an ADA-
compliant elevator adjacent to the new West 33rd Street entrance. The development of Site 8 
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would enhance the eastern portion of the Site 7 underground passageway together with adding 
new or reconstructed street-level stairs on both the West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street sides 
of the building. The improvements at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station would also 
include two reconstructed mezzanine stairways and a reconfigured fare control area. In addition, 
several subway station platform widenings would be made possible by the above, including the 
uptown local platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets at the Eighth Avenue station, as 
part of developing Site 4. At the Seventh Avenue station, the width on the northern portion of the 
downtown local platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets would be enhanced by the 
relocation of two existing platform stairs as part of developing Site 5, and the uptown local 
platform between West 32nd and West 34th Streets would be widened as part of developing Sites 
6 and 7. 

Through the acquisition of Site 2 (Block 780), Site 1 (a portion of Block 754), and Site 3 (a portion 
of Block 806), all south of the existing Penn Station, up to 12 new tracks (depending on final 
configuration) would be created, along with new platforms, passageways, and vertical circulation 
elements as well as expanded concourse areas. Penn Station is the most heavily used and most 
crowded rail passenger station in the United States, handling over 440,000 weekday rail passenger 
trips in addition to approximately 155,000 daily pedestrian trips by subway users at the Seventh 
and Eighth Avenue stations, office building workers, MSG patrons, and other non-railroad riders. 
The station operates 24 hours a day, 365 days per year and serves as both New York's intercity 
rail terminal for Amtrak and the sole Manhattan rail terminal for NJT and the LIRR. Prior to the 
Phase 1 analysis year of 2033, the pending completion of the Moynihan Train Hall, East Side 
Access, and Penn Access projects would facilitate access of LIRR trains to Grand Central 
Terminal and Metro-North Railroad (MNR) trains to Penn Station, respectively. The bulk of the 
riders on the NJT, LIRR, and MNR carriers are commuters traveling to and from workplaces in 
the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD), although ridership in other markets, such as 
reverse-commuting, off-peak travel, and trips to and from area airports, has steadily increased. 
Usage of Penn Station is heavily peaked in the early morning and late afternoon hours. The “train 
shed” at track level covers four full city blocks, from West 31st to West 33rd Streets and Seventh 
to Ninth Avenues. The Proposed Project would generate revenue for improvements at Penn Station 
and its potential future expansion, which together with other regional infrastructure improvements, 
are expected to better accommodate the latent demand that currently exists and the commuter 
growth that is anticipated for this region. Because the Proposed Project would support and 
accommodate the implementation of the potential Penn Station expansion, the Penn Station 
expansion is analyzed under the With Action condition instead of the No Action condition in the 
later sections of this chapter. 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

The transportation-related impact assessments prepared for this FEIS accounted for the anticipated 
changes in trip-making attributed to both the Proposed Project and the projected ridership 
increases from the potential expansion of Penn Station. The findings presented below were 
reviewed and concurred by DOT, MTA, and NYCT. 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic conditions were evaluated at 108 intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours. In the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 80 
intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, 79 intersections during the weekday midday peak 
hour, and 76 intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. In the 2044 With Action condition, 
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significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 102 intersections during the weekday AM 
peak hour, 89 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 94 intersections during the 
weekday PM peak hour. Table 14-4 summarizes the projected significant adverse traffic impacts 
for both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions. Potential improvement measures that may be 
implemented to mitigate these impacts are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Table 14-4 
Summary of Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Analysis Peak Hour 
Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 
Weekday AM 80/123 102/188 

Weekday Midday 79/121 89/147 
Weekday PM 76/120 94/175 

Totals During Any Peak Hour 92/170 104/231 
Notes: In total, 108 intersections, comprising nearly 400 lane groups, were included in the traffic study area for analysis. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

TRANSIT 

Based on a detailed assignment of project-generated bus trips and in consultation with NYCT, it 
was determined that none of the express or local bus routes serving the study area would incur 50 
or more peak hour riders in a single direction. Therefore, a detailed bus line-haul analysis is not 
warranted and the Proposed Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse bus line-
haul impacts. For subway operations, detailed analyses of station circulation elements and control 
areas were prepared for the 34th Street–Herald Square, 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn 
Station, and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations for the weekday AM and 
PM peak hours. A subway line-haul analysis was also prepared for the subway lines serving the 
three stations for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. Tables 14-5 and 14-6 summarize the 
projected significant adverse subway station and line-haul impacts, respectively, for the 2033 and 
2044 With Action conditions. 

Potential improvement measures that may be implemented to mitigate these impacts are discussed 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” Between Draft and Final EIS, a substantial number of additional 
station improvements were incorporated into the Proposed Project, and NYCT provided additional 
guidance on the anticipated distribution of future subway ridership along the various subway lines 
serving the study area. Accordingly, refinements to the future conditions subway station and line 
haul analyses were made, where appropriate, and presented in the FEIS. 
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Table 14-5 
Summary of Significant Adverse Subway Station Impacts 

Analysis 
Peak Hour 

Station 
Element 

Total No. of Impacted Station Elements 
2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

Weekday AM 

Stairways 3 2 0 8 3 0 
Escalators 1 0 0 2 0 0 

Passageways 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Control Areas 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Weekday PM 

Stairways 4 3 0 7 4 3 
Escalators 2 0 0 3 0 0 

Passageways 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Control Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: In total, 101 existing or reconstructed station elements and 10 new station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square, 34th 
Street–Seventh Avenue, and 34th Street–Eighth Avenue Subway Stations were included in the subway station analysis. 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Table 14-6 
Summary of Significant Adverse Subway Line-Haul Impacts 

Analysis 
Peak Hour 

Direction of 
Travel 

Impacted Subway Lines 
2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

34th-Herald 
Square 

34th-Seventh 
Avenue 

34th-Eighth 
Avenue 

Weekday AM Southbound -- -- -- -- 2/3 E 
Weekday PM Northbound -- -- -- D 1, 2/3 A, E 

Notes: The 34th Street-Herald Square Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W subway lines; the 34th Street-Seventh Avenue 
Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 subway lines; and the 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Station serves the A, C, and E subway lines. 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

PEDESTRIANS 

Weekday peak-period pedestrian conditions were evaluated at key area sidewalk, corner reservoir, 
and crosswalk locations. Pedestrian conditions were evaluated at 102 sidewalks, 88 corners, and 
82 crosswalks for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action 
condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for three sidewalks and six crosswalks 
during the weekday AM peak hour; two sidewalks and 15 crosswalks during the weekday midday 
peak hour; and nine sidewalks, four corners, and 18 crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. 
In the 2044 With Action condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 18 sidewalks, 
10 corners, and 40 crosswalks during the weekday AM peak hour; six sidewalks and 36 crosswalks 
during the weekday midday peak hour; and 19 sidewalks, 15 corners, and 43 crosswalks during 
the weekday PM peak hour. Table 14-7 summarizes the projected significant adverse pedestrian 
impacts for both the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions. Potential improvement measures that 
may be implemented to mitigate these impacts are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 
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Table 14-7 
Summary of Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Analysis Peak Hour 

Total No. of Impacted Pedestrian Elements 
2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

Sidewalks Corners Crosswalks Sidewalks Corners Crosswalks 
Weekday AM 3 0 6 18 10 40 

Weekday Midday 2 0 15 6 0 36 
Weekday PM 9 4 18 19 15 43 

Totals During Any Peak Hour 11 4 26 23 17 53 
Notes: In total, 272 pedestrian elements were included in the pedestrian study area for analysis. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 

Crash data for the study area intersections were obtained from DOT for the period between January 
1, 2015 and December 31, 2017. During this period, a total of 1,663 reportable and non-reportable 
crashes, eight fatalities, 1,250 injuries, and 542 pedestrian/bicyclist-related crashes occurred at the 
study area intersections. A rolling yearly total of crash data identifies 22 study area intersections 
as high crash locations. A summary of the identified high crash locations, based on CEQR 
Technical Manual criteria, prevailing trends, project-specific effects, and recommended safety 
measures is provided in Table 14-8. 

In consultation with DOT, other study area analysis locations that are not considered high crash 
locations per CEQR Technical Manual criteria were reviewed to determine whether they are 
Vision Zero high priority intersections or part of high priority corridors. This review identified 57 
other study area analysis intersections that are Vision Zero high priority intersections or part of 
high priority corridors. Additional safety measures were recommended, where applicable, at these 
locations to improve pedestrian safety. These include restriping faded crosswalks at the 
intersections of Second Avenue and East 34th Street and at Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street.  

PARKING 

Under the 2033 With Action condition, public parking utilization is projected to be at 97, 118, 
117, and 84 percent of the off-street parking capacity within ¼-mile of the Project Area during the 
weekday AM, midday, PM, and overnight time periods, respectively. The corresponding parking 
shortfall for the 2033 With Action weekday midday and PM time periods would be 1,219 and 
1,125 parking spaces, respectively. These levels are expected to increase under the 2044 With 
Action condition to 105, 131, 120, and 84 percent during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and 
overnight time periods, respectively. The corresponding parking shortfall for the 2044 With 
Action weekday AM, midday, and PM time periods would be 355, 2,047, and 1,306 parking 
spaces, respectively. As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from 
a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a significant adverse impact, due to the 
magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation. If the projected level of parking 
demand materializes in the 2044 With Action condition, some motorists may alter their modes of 
transportation or would have to seek parking availability further beyond the Project Area. 
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Table 14-8 
Summary of High Crash Locations and Recommended Safety Measures 

High Crash Intersection Prevailing Trends 
Anticipated Background 

and Project Changes Recommended Safety Measures 

First Ave & E 30th St 
North and east 

crosswalks affected 
by failing to yield 

Incremental trips: 77 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

First Ave & E 34th St Lighting Incremental trips: 130 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Second Ave & E 30th St 
Northeast corner 

pedestrians not using 
crosswalk 

Incremental trips: 83 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians 

Widening north crosswalk to median and 
improving median 

Second Ave & E 36th St Queues from QMT Incremental trips: 232 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Improve Signage 

Third Ave & E 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 91 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Install countdown timers 

Third Ave & E 30th St 
North and east 

crosswalks affected 
by failing to yield 

Incremental trips: 100 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Fifth Ave/B’way & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 62 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Vision Zero improvements implemented 

Fifth Ave & W 31st St No prevailing trends Incremental trips: 208 vehicles 
and 208 pedestrians Vision Zero improvements to be implemented 

Sixth Ave & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 89 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Sixth Ave & W 30th St 
North and east 

crosswalks affected 
by failing to yield 

Incremental trips: 243 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Seventh Ave & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 110 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Seventh Ave & W 34th St No prevailing trends Incremental trips: 416 vehicles 
and 870 pedestrians None 

Seventh Ave & W 42nd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: less than 50 
vehicles and less than 200 

pedestrians 
Intersection recently reconfigured due to SBS 

Eighth Ave & W 23rd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 125 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eighth Ave & W 26th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 152 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eighth Ave & W 29th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 144 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eighth Ave & W 34th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 243 vehicles 
and 334 pedestrians Improve Signage 

Eighth Ave & W 39th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: less than 50 
vehicles and less than 200 

pedestrians 
Vision Zero improvements implemented 

Eighth Ave & W 42nd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: less than 50 
vehicles and less than 200 

pedestrians 
None 

Ninth Ave & W 31st St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 173 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Adjacent properties under construction 

Ninth Ave & W 42nd St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 73 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians None 

Eleventh Ave & W 34th St Conflicting vehicles 
with pedestrians 

Incremental trips: 93 vehicles 
and less than 200 pedestrians Adjacent properties under construction 

Notes: Anticipated background and project changes – only general traffic increases and those relevant to specified crash trends are identified; 
LPI = Leading Pedestrian Interval. 

Sources: DOT January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2017 crash data. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-11  

B. PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY AND SCREENING 
ASSESSMENT 

The CEQR Technical Manual identifies procedures for evaluating a proposed project’s potential 
impacts on traffic, transit, pedestrian, and parking conditions. This methodology begins with the 
preparation of a trip generation analysis to determine the volume of person and vehicle trips 
associated with the proposed project. The results are then compared with the CEQR Technical 
Manual-specified thresholds (Level 1 screening analysis) to determine whether a Level 2 screen-
ing analysis is warranted. If the proposed project would result in 50 or more peak hour vehicle 
trips, 200 or more peak hour transit trips (200 or more peak hour transit riders at any given subway 
station or 50 or more peak hour bus trips on a particular route in one direction), and/or 200 or more 
peak hour pedestrian trips, a Level 2 screening analysis is undertaken. For the Level 2 screening 
analysis, project-generated trips would be assigned to specific intersections, transit routes, and 
pedestrian elements, accounting for assumptions made for site access and egress, future traffic and 
pedestrian circulation patterns, and infrastructure improvements that are anticipated to materialize 
by the Proposed Project’s anticipated completion year(s). If the results of this analysis show that 
the proposed project would generate 50 or more peak hour vehicle trips through an intersection, 
50 or more peak hour bus riders on a bus route in a single direction, 200 or more peak hour subway 
passengers at any given station, or 200 or more peak hour pedestrian trips per pedestrian element, 
further quantified analyses may be warranted to evaluate the potential for significant adverse 
traffic, transit, pedestrian, and parking impacts. DOT and NYCT have reviewed and provided 
guidance on the transportation planning assumptions and screening assessments presented below. 
In consultation with these New York City expert transportation agencies, study area locations were 
identified for detailed analyses of potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

Trip generation factors for the No Action and With Action scenario uses are based on information 
from the CEQR Technical Manual, U.S. Census Data, travel demand surveys conducted by DOT, 
ITE Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition), and other approved Environmental Assessment 
Statements (EAS) and EISs, as summarized in Table 14-9. 

It is important to note that even though the Project Area is already transit-rich with established 
commuter travel to the surrounding commercial uses, funds generated by the proposed 
developments would facilitate additional transit and public realm improvements. These 
development and infrastructure investments are expected to further transform the Project Area into 
a premier transit-oriented district. 

As noted above, the Proposed Project is assumed to be constructed above the Penn Station expansion 
beneath Sites 1, 2, and 3, allowing for the creation of up to 12 new tracks (depending on final 
configuration) south of Penn Station. The new Penn Station tracks, along with background rail capital 
initiatives such as the proposed Hudson Tunnel and Gateway Program, would result in increased 
commuter rail ridership into Penn Station. The increased commuter rail ridership into Penn Station 
are further discussed and analyzed in the No Action and With Action conditions of this chapter. 
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Table 14-9 
Travel Demand Assumptions 

Use Residential Office Local Retail Destination Retail 
Total (14) (1) (1)(12) (1) 
Daily Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 

Person 8.18 18.0 205.00 78.2 
 Trip Trips / DU Trips / KSF Trips / KSF Trips / KSF 
Trip 

Linkage 0% 0% 75% 0% 

Net Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 
Daily 8.18 18.0 51.25 78.2 

Person 
Trip Trips / DU Trips / KSF Trips / KSF Trips / KSF 

  AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 
Temporal (14) (14) (1) (1) 
  9.0% 6.0% 8.0% 12.0% 11.0% 11.0% 3.0% 19.0% 10.0% 3.0% 9.0% 9.0% 
Direction (2) (4) (2) (6) 

In 15% 50% 70% 96% 48% 5% 50% 50% 50% 61% 55% 47% 
Out 85% 50% 30% 4% 52% 95% 50% 50% 50% 39% 45% 53% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Modal Split (3)(17) (4)(5)(16)(17) (14) (6)(17) 
  AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 

Auto 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 1.5% 4.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 
Taxi 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 

Subway 42.0% 42.0% 42.0% 52.0% 6.0% 52.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 25.5% 19.0% 25.5% 
Railroad 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 20.0% 1.5% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 2.0% 

PATH 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 3.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Bus 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 13.0% 5.0% 13.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 

Walk 42.0% 42.0% 42.0% 5.0% 83.0% 5.0% 91.0% 91.0% 91.0% 50.5% 59.0% 50.5% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Vehicle (2)(3) (4)(5) (2) (6) 
Occupancy Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 

Auto 1.11 1.14 1.65 1.40 
Taxi 1.40 1.40 1.40 1.65 

Daily (1) (1) (1) (6) 
Delivery 
Trip Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 
  0.06 0.32 0.35 0.35 
  Delivery Trips / DU Delivery Trips / KSF Delivery Trips / KSF Delivery Trips / KSF 
Delivery AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 
Temporal (1) (1) (1) (6) 
  12.0% 9.0% 2.0% 10.0% 11.0% 2.0% 8.0% 11.0% 2.0% 8.0% 11.0% 2.0% 
Delivery 
Direction (1) (1) (1) (6) 

In 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 
Out 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 14-9 (cont’d) 
Travel Demand Assumptions 

Use College Hotel Community Center Church 
Total (1) (1) (1) (9) 
Daily Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 

Person 26.6 9.4 44.7 10.24 
 Trip Trips / KSF Trips / Room Trips / KSF Trips / KSF 
Trip 

Linkage 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Net Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 
Daily 26.6 9.4 44.7 10.24 

Person 
Trip Trips / KSF Trips / Room Trips / KSF Trips / KSF 

  AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 
Temporal (13) (1) (1) (9)(10) 
  16.0% 8.0% 7.0% 8.0% 14.0% 13.0% 4.0% 9.0% 5.0% 9.4% 14.1% 11.5% 
Direction (13) (2) (8) (9)(10) 

In 94% 45% 13% 39% 54% 65% 94% 45% 42% 54% 54% 62% 
Out 6% 55% 87% 61% 46% 35% 6% 55% 58% 46% 46% 38% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Modal Split (5)(17) (15)(17) (11) (10) 
  AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 

Auto 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 
Taxi 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 32.0% 32.0% 32.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 

Subway 52.0% 52.0% 52.0% 17.0% 17.0% 17.0% 12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 
Railroad 17.0% 17.0% 17.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

PATH 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Bus 13.0% 13.0% 13.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 

Walk 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 40.0% 40.0% 40.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Vehicle (5)(13) (15) (11) (10) 
Occupancy Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 

Auto 1.14 1.80 1.40 1.40 
Taxi 1.40 2.00 1.40 1.40 

Daily (13) (2) (8) (10) 
Delivery 
Trip Weekday Weekday Weekday Weekday 
  0.06 0.06 0.19 0.15 
  Delivery Trips / KSF Delivery Trips / Room Delivery Trips / KSF Delivery Trips / KSF 
Delivery AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 
Temporal (13) (2) (8) (10) 
  10.0% 9.0% 5.0% 12.0% 9.0% 1.0% 6.0% 11.0% 1.0% 9.6% 11.0% 1.0% 
Delivery 
Direction (13) (2) (8) (10) 

In 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 
Out 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Sources: (1) 2020 CEQR Technical Manual 

  
(2) M1 Hotels Text Amendment FEIS (2018) – Appendix A.6, “Transportation” – Transportation Planning Factors for Area 1: Manhattan below 59th 
Street. Hotel Use – Other mode added to Walk 

  
(3) U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) 2014-2018 Journey-to-Work Data for New York Census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 
111, 113, and 115 

  (4) 15 Penn Plaza FEIS (2010) 

  
(5) U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) 2012-2016 Reverse Journey-to-Work Data for New York Census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 
103, 109, 111, 113, and 115 

  (6) Vanderbilt Corridor and One Vanderbilt FEIS (2015) 
  (7) Based on DOT’s mode choice survey for medical office in Manhattan (Within transit zone) 
  (8) Lenox Terrace FEIS (2020) 

  
(9) ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition: Church (560) Land Use. Daily trip generation rates calculated based on auto occupancy of 1.4 and 
dividing by 0.95. Weekday daily person trip rate = (6.95 x 1.4)/0.95 = 10.24 daily person trips per 1,000 sf. 

  (10) No. 7 Subway Extension-Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS (2004) 
  (11) Based on the church modal split and vehicle occupancies 

  
(12) Local retail trip linkage based on the 2006 Farley Post Office/Moynihan Station Redevelopment Project FEIS transit retail trip linkage of 87.5 
percent and adjusted to 75 percent.  

  
(13) Phased Development of Governors Island North Island Re-tenanting and Park and Public Space Master Plan FSGEIS (2013); University use 
for Manhattan 

  (14) Based on DOT’s mode choice surveys.  
  
 
 
Notes: 

(15) Based on DOT’s mode choice survey for hotel in Manhattan. 
(16) Weekday AM and PM peak hour auto, taxi, and railroad modes shares adjusted in consultation with DOT. 
(17) Overall subway mode share separated into subway and PATH modes in consultation with MTA/NYCT. 
While travel via bike has increased in recent years, it is still a small share of the overall travel to and from this area of Manhattan. 
Census data show that only 3 percent of area residents commute by bike and just 1 percent of work trips made to this area are by bike. 
These bike travel percentages were added to the walk mode for a conservative pedestrian analysis. 

 

RESIDENTIAL 

The weekday daily person trip rate and temporal distribution for the residential component are 
based on travel demand surveys conducted by DOT. The directional distribution is from the 2018 
M1 Hotels Text Amendment FEIS. 
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Journey-to-Work (JTW) data for the 2014–2018 U.S. Census Bureau American Community 
Survey (ACS) for Manhattan (New York County) census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 
113, and 115 have been used to estimate the weekday peak hour modal splits. The composition of 
the subway mode share was further refined, in consultation with MTA and NYCT, to account for 
the proximity of PATH service in the area and relative ridership levels between the two rapid 
transit services. The vehicle occupancies are from the 2014–2018 U.S. Census Bureau ACS for 
autos and from the M1 Hotels Text Amendment FEIS for taxis. The daily delivery trip rate and 
temporal and directional distributions are from the CEQR Technical Manual. 

OFFICE 

The weekday daily person trip rate for the office component is from the CEQR Technical Manual. 
The temporal distribution is based on travel demand surveys conducted by DOT. The directional 
distribution is from the 2010 15 Penn Plaza FEIS. The weekday AM and PM peak hour modal 
splits are based on Reverse Journey-to-Work (RJTW) data for the 2012–2016 U.S. Census Bureau 
ACS for Manhattan (New York County) census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 
115 and further refined in consultation with DOT. These refinements accounted for the more 
recent trends identified by DOT-led surveys for CBD office uses. The composition of the subway 
mode share was also refined in the same manner as described above for the residential use. The 
weekday midday peak hour modal split is from the 15 Penn Plaza FEIS. The vehicle occupancies 
are from the 2012–2016 U.S. Census Bureau ACS for autos and from the 15 Penn Plaza FEIS for 
taxis. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal and directional distributions are from the CEQR 
Technical Manual.  

LOCAL RETAIL 

The weekday daily person trip rate and temporal distribution for the local neighborhood retail 
component are from the CEQR Technical Manual. The neighborhood retail would primarily 
support the Proposed Project’s office and other uses. This area already has a concentration of 
commercial office space that generates substantial activities to/from the existing neighborhood 
retail uses. With increased commercial development, this linkage of trip-making is expected to 
further increase, with virtually all neighborhood retail trips attributed to those made by users of 
the surrounding commercial office space. A 75 percent linked trip credit has been applied to the 
local retail trip generation estimates, with 25 percent of the projected neighborhood retail trips 
assumed to be discretely made and distributed to the surrounding network. The directional 
distribution is from the M1 Hotels Text Amendment FEIS. The modal split and vehicle occupancies 
are based on travel demand surveys conducted by DOT. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal 
and directional distributions are from the CEQR Technical Manual. 

DESTINATION RETAIL 

The weekday daily person trip rate and temporal distribution for the destination retail component 
are from the CEQR Technical Manual. The directional distribution, modal split, and vehicle 
occupancies are from the 2015 Vanderbilt Corridor and One Vanderbilt FEIS. The overall subway 
mode share was further refined into subway and PATH mode shares in consultation with MTA 
and NYCT. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal and directional distributions are also from 
the Vanderbilt Corridor and One Vanderbilt FEIS.  
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COLLEGE 

On Site 1, the Touro College Graduate School of Education would be displaced by the Proposed 
Project. The weekday daily person trip rate for this college component is from the CEQR Techni-
cal Manual. The temporal and directional distributions are from the 2013 Phased Development of 
Governors Island North Island Re-tenanting and Park and Public Space Master Plan FGEIS. The 
modal split has been estimated based on the RJTW data for the 2012-2016 U.S. Census Bureau 
ACS for Manhattan (New York County) census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 
115. The overall subway mode share was further refined into subway and PATH mode shares in 
consultation with MTA and NYCT. The vehicle occupancies are from the 2012–2016 U.S. Census 
ACS for autos and from the Phased Development of Governors Island North Island Re-tenanting 
and Park and Public Space Master Plan FGEIS for taxis. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal 
and directional distributions are from the Phased Development of Governors Island North Island 
Re-tenanting and Park and Public Space Master Plan FGEIS.  

HOTEL 

The weekday daily person trip rate and temporal distribution for the hotel component are from the 
CEQR Technical Manual. The directional distribution is from the M1 Hotels Text Amendment 
FEIS. The modal split and vehicle occupancies are based on DOT travel demand surveys for hotels 
in Manhattan. The overall subway mode share was further refined into subway and PATH mode 
shares in consultation with MTA and NYCT. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal and 
directional distributions are also from the M1 Hotels Text Amendment FEIS. 

COMMUNITY CENTER 

Currently, there is a New York State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) License Express 
office on Site 3. This site would be displaced by the Proposed Project. The weekday daily person 
trip rate and temporal direction for this community center component are from the CEQR 
Technical Manual. The directional distribution, delivery trip rate, and temporal and directional 
distributions are from the 2020 Lenox Terrace FEIS. In consultation with DOT, the modal split 
and vehicle occupancies are based on those of the church use from the 2004 No. 7 Subway 
Extension-Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS. Although the above travel 
demand factors are not specific to the DMV office, they are representative assumptions for 
purposes of estimating trip-making associated with this use. 

CHURCH 

The St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church is located on Site 2 and would be displaced by 
the Proposed Project. The weekday daily person trip rate for this site is based on the ITE Trip 
Generation (10th Edition) for Land Use 560—Church. The weekday AM and PM peak hour 
temporal and directional distributions are based on the ITE Trip Generation (10th Edition). The 
weekday midday peak hour temporal and directional distributions are from the No. 7 Subway 
Extension-Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS. The modal split and 
vehicle occupancies are from the No. 7 Subway Extension-Hudson Yards Rezoning and 
Development Program FGEIS. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal and directional 
distributions are also from the No. 7 Subway Extension-Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development 
Program FGEIS. 
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LEVEL 1 SCREENING ASSESSMENT 

As described above and further discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the FEIS 
considers two potential development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum 
Commercial Scenario and a Maximum Residential Scenario. Applying the travel demand 
assumptions detailed above to the two potential development scenarios detailed in Chapter 2, 
Tables 14-10 and 14-11 present the Phase 2 full build-out incremental trips generated by the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario and the Maximum Residential Scenario, respectively.  

Table 14-10 
Maximum Commercial Scenario—Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 Net Increments 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 

Total 

  In 793 598 10,527 4,063 608 2,637 1,038 20,264 693 415 162 1,270 
AM Out 25 -11 363 158 22 104 2 663 20 415 162 597 

  Total 818 587 10,890 4,221 630 2,741 1,040 20,927 713 830 324 1,867 
  In 154 239 489 116 -3 473 8,208 9,676 130 244 176 550 

Midday Out 169 270 523 128 -5 508 8,862 10,455 140 244 176 560 
  Total 323 509 1,012 244 -8 981 17,070 20,131 270 488 352 1,110 
  In 40 -27 455 190 27 127 159 971 33 376 31 440 

PM Out 752 533 9,679 3,729 559 2,426 1,115 18,793 658 376 31 1,065 
  Total 792 506 10,134 3,919 586 2,553 1,274 19,764 691 752 62 1,505 

This table is new to the FEIS. 
 

Table 14-11 
Maximum Residential Scenario—Project Area Total 
Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 Net Increments 

  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 
Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 

Total 

  In 670 483 8,962 3,447 515 2,238 919 17,234 587 344 141 1,072 
AM Out 46 -30 610 162 33 109 285 1,215 41 344 141 526 

  Total 716 453 9,572 3,609 548 2,347 1,204 18,449 628 688 282 1,598 
  In 138 149 510 104 1 413 7,110 8,425 118 184 153 455 

Midday Out 151 185 540 114 0 440 7,671 9,101 126 184 153 463 
  Total 289 334 1,050 218 1 853 14,781 17,526 244 368 306 918 
  In 49 -79 593 178 32 124 330 1,227 45 303 26 374 

PM Out 646 424 8,310 3,175 478 2,070 1,057 16,160 568 303 26 897 
  Total 695 345 8,903 3,353 510 2,194 1,387 17,387 613 606 52 1,271 

This table is new to the FEIS. 
 
 

As shown, the Maximum Commercial Scenario would generate higher incremental peak hour 
vehicle, transit, and person trips than the Maximum Residential Scenario and would be the more 
conservative scenario for the transportation analysis. Therefore, the subsequent sections of this 
chapter focus on the Maximum Commercial Scenario unless otherwise indicated.    

TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

As summarized in Table 14-12, the Phase 1 No Action scenario has been estimated to generate 
4,239, 5,098, and 4,417 person trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. Approximately 425, 374, and 384 vehicle trips would be generated during the same 
respective peak hours. As summarized in Table 14-13, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project has been 
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estimated to generate 7,503, 9,566, and 8,563 person trips during the weekday AM, midday, and 
PM peak hours, respectively. Approximately 747, 740, and 771 vehicle trips would be generated 
during the same respective peak hours. 

As summarized in Table 14-14, the Phase 2 No Action scenario has been estimated to generate 
9,765, 14,109, and 12,134 person trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. Approximately 995, 1,103, and 1,097 vehicle trips would be generated during the 
same respective peak hours. As summarized in Table 14-15, Phase 2 full build-out of the Proposed 
Project has been estimated to generate 30,692, 34,240, and 31,898 person trips during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Approximately 2,862, 2,213, and 2,602 vehicle 
trips would be generated during the same respective peak hours. 

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 net incremental trips are shown in Tables 14-16 and 14-17, respectively. 
In comparison, the Phase 2 development-generated trip increments would generally be three times 
or more than those under Phase 1 for vehicle, transit, and pedestrian trips. 

TRAFFIC 

As shown in Table 14-16, the net incremental trips generated by Phase 1 of the Proposed Project 
would be 322, 366, and 387 vehicle trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. As shown in Table 14-17, the net incremental trips generated by Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project would be 1,867, 1,110, and 1,505 vehicle trips during the weekday AM, midday, 
and PM peak hours, respectively. Since the incremental vehicle trips would be greater than 50 
during one or more peak hours, Level 2 screening assessments (presented in the section below) 
were conducted for the maximum project trip increments, which would materialize during Phase 
2 of the Proposed Project, to identify the traffic study area warranting a quantified analysis. 

TRANSIT 

The study area’s public transit options are shown in Figure 14-5. The Project Area is served by 
the NYCT 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station (B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines), 
34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station (No. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines), and 
34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station (A, C, and E Subway Lines). The 
project site is also served by the M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M7, M11, M20, M34/34A SBS, M55, and 
Q32 local bus routes, and numerous inter-borough express bus routes. In addition to the subway 
stations and New York City bus routes, the project site is served by the 33rd Street PATH Station, 
Penn Station (Long Island Rail Road [LIRR], NJT, and Amtrak), and the Port Authority Bus 
Terminal (PABT). 
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Table 14-12 
Project Area Total  

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 1 No Action 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 3 2 32 3 1 2 32 75 3 8 2 13 
  AM Out 18 13 182 18 9 13 182 435 16 8 2 26 
    Total 21 15 214 21 10 15 214 510 19 16 4 39 
    In 7 5 71 7 3 5 71 169 6 5 2 13 

Residential Midday Out 7 5 71 7 3 5 71 169 6 5 2 13 
    Total 14 10 142 14 6 10 142 338 12 10 4 26 

692   In 13 10 133 13 7 10 133 319 12 7 0 19 
DU PM Out 5 4 57 5 2 4 57 134 5 7 0 12 

    Total 18 14 190 18 9 14 190 453 17 14 0 31 
    In 105 78 1,365 525 78 341 132 2,624 92 56 20 168 
  AM Out 4 3 57 22 3 14 5 108 4 56 20 80 
    Total 109 81 1,422 547 81 355 137 2,732 96 112 40 248 
    In 18 36 72 18 0 60 998 1,202 16 35 22 73 

Office Midday Out 19 39 78 19 0 65 1,081 1,301 17 35 22 74 
    Total 37 75 150 37 0 125 2,079 2,503 33 70 44 147 

1,265,375   In 5 4 65 25 4 16 6 125 4 51 4 59 
GSF PM Out 95 71 1,237 476 71 310 119 2,379 83 51 4 138 

    Total 100 75 1,302 501 75 326 125 2,504 87 102 8 197 
    In 8 1 1 0 0 1 112 123 6 2 2 10 
  AM Out 8 1 1 0 0 1 112 123 6 2 2 10 
    Total 16 2 2 0 0 2 224 246 12 4 4 20 
    In 46 8 8 0 0 8 712 782 28 7 3 38 

Local Retail Midday Out 46 8 8 0 0 8 712 782 28 7 3 38 
    Total 92 16 16 0 0 16 1,424 1,564 56 14 6 76 

160,845   In 24 4 4 0 0 4 376 412 14 5 0 19 
GSF PM Out 24 4 4 0 0 4 376 412 14 5 0 19 

    Total 48 8 8 0 0 8 752 824 28 10 0 38 
    In 42 5 241 79 14 60 23 464 37 2 0 39 
  AM Out 3 0 15 5 1 4 1 29 3 2 0 5 
    Total 45 5 256 84 15 64 24 493 40 4 0 44 
    In 10 1 58 19 3 14 6 111 9 1 0 10 

College Midday Out 12 1 71 23 4 18 7 136 11 1 0 12 
    Total 22 2 129 42 7 32 13 247 20 2 0 22 

116,000   In 3 0 15 5 1 4 1 29 3 1 0 4 
GSF PM Out 17 2 98 32 6 24 9 188 15 1 0 16 

    Total 20 2 113 37 7 28 10 217 18 2 0 20 
    In 6 32 17 2 1 2 40 100 4 31 1 36 
  AM Out 10 51 27 3 1 3 63 158 6 31 1 38 
    Total 16 83 44 5 2 5 103 258 10 62 2 74 
    In 14 78 41 4 2 4 97 240 8 43 1 52 

Hotel Midday Out 12 66 35 4 2 4 83 206 7 43 1 51 
    Total 26 144 76 8 4 8 180 446 15 86 2 103 

343   In 17 87 46 6 2 6 108 272 9 42 0 51 
Rooms PM Out 9 47 25 3 1 3 59 147 5 42 0 47 

    Total 26 134 71 9 3 9 167 419 14 84 0 98 

Total 

  In 164 118 1,656 609 94 406 339 3,386 142 99 25 266 
AM Out 43 68 282 48 14 35 363 853 35 99 25 159 

  Total 207 186 1,938 657 108 441 702 4,239 177 198 50 425 
  In 95 128 250 48 8 91 1,884 2,504 67 91 28 186 

Midday Out 96 119 263 53 9 100 1,954 2,594 69 91 28 188 
  Total 191 247 513 101 17 191 3,838 5,098 136 182 56 374 
  In 62 105 263 49 14 40 624 1,157 42 106 4 152 

PM Out 150 128 1,421 516 80 345 620 3,260 122 106 4 232 
  Total 212 233 1,684 565 94 385 1,244 4,417 164 212 8 384 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 14-13 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 1 With Action  
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 2 2 25 2 1 2 25 59 2 7 2 11 
  AM Out 14 10 142 14 7 10 142 339 13 7 2 22 
    Total 16 12 167 16 8 12 167 398 15 14 4 33 
    In 5 4 56 5 3 4 56 133 5 4 1 10 

Residential Midday Out 5 4 56 5 3 4 56 133 5 4 1 10 
    Total 10 8 112 10 6 8 112 266 10 8 2 20 

542   In 10 7 104 10 5 7 104 247 9 6 0 15 
DU PM Out 4 3 45 4 2 3 45 106 4 6 0 10 

    Total 14 10 149 14 7 10 149 353 13 12 0 25 
    In 228 171 2,968 1,141 171 743 286 5,708 200 111 44 355 
  AM Out 9 8 123 47 8 31 12 238 8 111 44 163 
    Total 237 179 3,091 1,188 179 774 298 5,946 208 222 88 518 
    In 39 79 156 39 0 131 2,171 2,615 35 73 48 156 

Office Midday Out 42 85 170 42 0 142 2,352 2,833 37 73 48 158 
    Total 81 164 326 81 0 273 4,523 5,448 72 146 96 314 

2,752,508   In 10 9 142 55 9 36 13 274 9 99 9 117 
GSF PM Out 207 155 2,693 1,036 155 673 259 5,178 182 99 9 290 

    Total 217 164 2,835 1,091 164 709 272 5,452 191 198 18 407 
    In 11 2 2 0 0 2 151 168 7 3 2 12 
  AM Out 11 2 2 0 0 2 151 168 7 3 2 12 
    Total 22 4 4 0 0 4 302 336 14 6 4 24 
    In 63 11 11 0 0 11 954 1,050 38 11 4 53 

Local Retail Midday Out 63 11 11 0 0 11 954 1,050 38 11 4 53 
    Total 126 22 22 0 0 22 1,908 2,100 76 22 8 106 

215,500   In 33 6 6 0 0 6 503 554 20 6 0 26 
GSF PM Out 33 6 6 0 0 6 503 554 20 6 0 26 

    Total 66 12 12 0 0 12 1,006 1,108 40 12 0 52 
    In 13 6 37 3 1 12 73 145 9 6 1 16 
  AM Out 8 4 24 2 1 7 47 93 6 6 1 13 
    Total 21 10 61 5 2 19 120 238 15 12 2 29 
    In 35 16 74 0 4 31 231 391 25 11 2 38 

Destination Retail Midday Out 29 13 61 0 3 26 189 321 21 11 2 34 
    Total 64 29 135 0 7 57 420 712 46 22 4 72 

101,000   In 30 13 85 7 3 27 169 334 21 15 0 36 
GSF PM Out 34 15 96 8 4 30 190 377 24 15 0 39 

    Total 64 28 181 15 7 57 359 711 45 30 0 75 
    In 13 69 37 4 2 4 86 215 7 58 3 68 
  AM Out 20 108 57 7 3 7 135 337 11 58 3 72 
    Total 33 177 94 11 5 11 221 552 18 116 6 140 
    In 31 167 89 10 5 10 209 521 17 92 2 111 

Hotel Midday Out 27 142 76 9 4 9 178 445 15 92 2 109 
    Total 58 309 165 19 9 19 387 966 32 184 4 220 

734   In 35 187 99 12 6 12 233 584 19 88 0 107 
Rooms PM Out 19 100 53 6 3 6 126 313 11 88 0 99 

    Total 54 287 152 18 9 18 359 897 30 176 0 206 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 22 32 1 1 0 2 
  AM Out 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
    Total 1 3 4 0 0 2 23 33 1 2 0 3 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 23 33 1 3 0 4 

Community Center Midday Out 2 4 5 0 0 2 28 41 1 3 0 4 
    Total 3 7 9 0 0 4 51 74 2 6 0 8 

18,398   In 1 2 2 0 0 1 12 18 1 2 0 3 
GSF PM Out 1 2 3 0 0 1 17 24 1 2 0 3 

    Total 2 4 5 0 0 2 29 42 2 4 0 6 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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Table 14-13 (cont’d) 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 1 With Action  
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 

Total 

  In 268 253 3,073 1,150 175 765 643 6,327 226 186 52 464 
AM Out 62 132 348 70 19 57 488 1,176 45 186 52 283 

  Total 330 385 3,421 1,220 194 822 1,131 7,503 271 372 104 747 
  In 174 280 390 54 12 189 3,644 4,743 121 194 57 372 

Midday Out 168 259 379 56 10 194 3,757 4,823 117 194 57 368 
  Total 342 539 769 110 22 383 7,401 9,566 238 388 114 740 
  In 119 224 438 84 23 89 1,034 2,011 79 216 9 304 

PM Out 298 281 2,896 1,054 164 719 1,140 6,552 242 216 9 467 
  Total 417 505 3,334 1,138 187 808 2,174 8,563 321 432 18 771 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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Table 14-14 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 No Action 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 3 2 35 3 1 2 35 81 3 9 2 14 
  AM Out 20 14 200 20 10 14 200 478 18 9 2 29 
    Total 23 16 235 23 11 16 235 559 21 18 4 43 
    In 8 5 78 8 3 5 78 185 7 5 2 14 

Residential Midday Out 8 5 78 8 3 5 78 185 7 5 2 14 
    Total 16 10 156 16 6 10 156 370 14 10 4 28 

758   In 14 11 146 14 8 11 146 350 13 8 0 21 
DU PM Out 5 4 62 5 2 4 62 144 5 8 0 13 

    Total 19 15 208 19 10 15 208 494 18 16 0 34 
    In 253 190 3,303 1,272 190 826 319 6,353 221 125 50 396 
  AM Out 10 8 138 54 8 34 13 265 10 125 50 185 
    Total 263 198 3,441 1,326 198 860 332 6,618 231 250 100 581 
    In 44 87 175 44 0 145 2,416 2,911 40 82 54 176 

Office Midday Out 46 95 190 46 0 157 2,617 3,151 42 82 54 178 
    Total 90 182 365 90 0 302 5,033 6,062 82 164 108 354 

3,063,339   In 13 10 157 59 10 40 14 303 12 112 10 134 
GSF PM Out 230 173 2,995 1,152 173 750 288 5,761 201 112 10 323 

    Total 243 183 3,152 1,211 183 790 302 6,064 213 224 20 457 
    In 20 3 3 0 0 3 294 323 14 6 5 25 
  AM Out 20 3 3 0 0 3 294 323 14 6 5 25 
    Total 40 6 6 0 0 6 588 646 28 12 10 50 
    In 122 20 20 0 0 20 1,862 2,044 74 18 8 100 

Local Retail Midday Out 122 20 20 0 0 20 1,862 2,044 74 18 8 100 
    Total 244 40 40 0 0 40 3,724 4,088 148 36 16 200 

420,425   In 65 11 11 0 0 11 981 1,079 39 13 1 53 
GSF PM Out 65 11 11 0 0 11 981 1,079 39 13 1 53 

    Total 130 22 22 0 0 22 1,962 2,158 78 26 2 106 
    In 35 16 99 8 4 31 197 390 25 14 4 43 
  AM Out 22 10 64 5 2 20 126 249 16 14 4 34 
    Total 57 26 163 13 6 51 323 639 41 28 8 77 
    In 95 42 200 0 11 84 622 1,054 68 28 5 101 

Destination Retail Midday Out 78 35 164 0 9 69 509 864 56 28 5 89 
    Total 173 77 364 0 20 153 1,131 1,918 124 56 10 190 

272,452   In 81 36 230 18 9 72 455 901 58 36 1 95 
GSF PM Out 91 41 259 20 10 81 513 1,015 65 36 1 102 

    Total 172 77 489 38 19 153 968 1,916 123 72 2 197 
    In 42 5 241 79 14 60 23 464 37 2 0 39 
  AM Out 3 0 15 5 1 4 1 29 3 2 0 5 
    Total 45 5 256 84 15 64 24 493 40 4 0 44 
    In 10 1 58 19 3 14 6 111 9 1 0 10 

College Midday Out 12 1 71 23 4 18 7 136 11 1 0 12 
    Total 22 2 129 42 7 32 13 247 20 2 0 22 

116,000   In 3 0 15 5 1 4 1 29 3 1 0 4 
GSF PM Out 17 2 98 32 6 24 9 188 15 1 0 16 

    Total 20 2 113 37 7 28 10 217 18 2 0 20 
    In 17 90 48 6 3 6 112 282 10 80 3 93 
  AM Out 27 142 75 9 4 9 176 442 15 80 3 98 
    Total 44 232 123 15 7 15 288 724 25 160 6 191 
    In 40 219 116 13 6 13 273 680 22 122 3 147 

Hotel Midday Out 34 186 99 11 6 11 233 580 19 122 3 144 
    Total 74 405 215 24 12 24 506 1,260 41 244 6 291 

961   In 46 244 129 16 7 16 304 762 25 115 0 140 
Rooms PM Out 25 132 70 8 4 8 165 412 14 115 0 129 

    Total 71 376 199 24 11 24 469 1,174 39 230 0 269 
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Table 14-14 (cont’d) 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 No Action 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 25 35 1 1 0 2 
  AM Out 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 0 1 
    Total 1 3 4 0 0 2 27 37 1 2 0 3 
    In 2 4 5 0 0 2 27 40 1 4 0 5 

Community Center Midday Out 2 4 6 0 0 2 33 47 1 4 0 5 
    Total 4 8 11 0 0 4 60 87 2 8 0 10 

21,600   In 1 2 2 0 0 1 14 20 1 2 0 3 
GSF PM Out 1 3 3 0 0 1 20 28 1 2 0 3 

    Total 2 5 5 0 0 2 34 48 2 4 0 6 
    In 1 2 3 0 0 1 19 26 1 2 0 3 
  AM Out 1 2 3 0 0 1 16 23 1 2 0 3 
    Total 2 4 6 0 0 2 35 49 2 4 0 6 
    In 2 4 5 0 0 2 29 42 1 3 0 4 

Church Midday Out 1 3 4 0 0 2 25 35 1 3 0 4 
    Total 3 7 9 0 0 4 54 77 2 6 0 8 

53,110   In 2 3 5 0 0 2 27 39 1 3 0 4 
GSF PM Out 1 2 3 0 0 1 17 24 1 3 0 4 

    Total 3 5 8 0 0 3 44 63 2 6 0 8 

Total 

  In 372 311 3,736 1,368 212 931 1,024 7,954 312 239 64 615 
AM Out 103 179 498 93 25 85 828 1,811 77 239 64 380 

  Total 475 490 4,234 1,461 237 1,016 1,852 9,765 389 478 128 995 
  In 323 382 657 84 23 285 5,313 7,067 222 263 72 557 

Midday Out 303 349 632 88 22 284 5,364 7,042 211 263 72 546 
  Total 626 731 1,289 172 45 569 10,677 14,109 433 526 144 1,103 
  In 225 317 695 112 35 157 1,942 3,483 152 290 12 454 

PM Out 435 368 3,501 1,217 195 880 2,055 8,651 341 290 12 643 
  Total 660 685 4,196 1,329 230 1,037 3,997 12,134 493 580 24 1,097 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

Table 14-15 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 With Action 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 2 2 25 2 1 2 25 59 2 7 2 11 
  AM Out 14 10 142 14 7 10 142 339 13 7 2 22 
    Total 16 12 167 16 8 12 167 398 15 14 4 33 
    In 5 4 56 5 3 4 56 133 5 4 1 10 

Residential Midday Out 5 4 56 5 3 4 56 133 5 4 1 10 
    Total 10 8 112 10 6 8 112 266 10 8 2 20 

542   In 10 7 104 10 5 7 104 247 9 6 0 15 
DU PM Out 4 3 45 4 2 3 45 106 4 6 0 10 

    Total 14 10 149 14 7 10 149 353 13 12 0 25 
    In 1,083 813 14,081 5,416 813 3,520 1,355 27,081 950 564 210 1,724 
  AM Out 43 34 586 224 34 146 58 1,125 38 564 210 812 
    Total 1,126 847 14,667 5,640 847 3,666 1,413 28,206 988 1,128 420 2,536 
    In 185 373 745 185 0 621 10,300 12,409 164 352 230 746 

Office Midday Out 202 404 807 202 0 673 11,158 13,446 178 352 230 760 
    Total 387 777 1,552 387 0 1,294 21,458 25,855 342 704 460 1,506 

13,058,031   In 50 41 673 259 41 169 63 1,296 43 509 42 594 
GSF PM Out 982 737 12,774 4,913 737 3,192 1,228 24,563 862 509 42 1,413 

    Total 1,032 778 13,447 5,172 778 3,361 1,291 25,859 905 1,018 84 2,007 
 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-23  

Table 14-15 (cont’d) 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 With Action 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 26 4 4 0 0 4 352 390 17 7 7 31 
  AM Out 26 4 4 0 0 4 352 390 17 7 7 31 
    Total 52 8 8 0 0 8 704 780 34 14 14 62 
    In 148 26 26 0 0 26 2,232 2,458 89 23 9 121 

Local Retail Midday Out 148 26 26 0 0 26 2,232 2,458 89 23 9 121 
    Total 296 52 52 0 0 52 4,464 4,916 178 46 18 242 

503,834   In 78 13 13 0 0 13 1,176 1,293 48 16 0 64 
GSF PM Out 78 13 13 0 0 13 1,176 1,293 48 16 0 64 

    Total 156 26 26 0 0 26 2,352 2,586 96 32 0 128 
    In 40 18 112 9 4 36 222 441 28 17 4 49 
  AM Out 25 12 72 6 3 22 142 282 18 17 4 39 
    Total 65 30 184 15 7 58 364 723 46 34 8 88 
    In 107 48 226 0 12 95 701 1,189 76 33 6 115 

Destination Retail Midday Out 88 39 185 0 10 78 574 974 63 33 6 102 
    Total 195 87 411 0 22 173 1,275 2,163 139 66 12 217 

307,000   In 91 40 259 21 10 82 513 1,016 65 45 1 111 
GSF PM Out 103 46 292 23 12 91 578 1,145 73 45 1 119 

    Total 194 86 551 44 22 173 1,091 2,161 138 90 2 230 
    In 13 69 37 4 2 4 86 215 7 58 3 68 
  AM Out 20 108 57 7 3 7 135 337 11 58 3 72 
    Total 33 177 94 11 5 11 221 552 18 116 6 140 
    In 31 167 89 10 5 10 209 521 17 92 2 111 

Hotel Midday Out 27 142 76 9 4 9 178 445 15 92 2 109 
    Total 58 309 165 19 9 19 387 966 32 184 4 220 

734   In 35 187 99 12 6 12 233 584 19 88 0 107 
Rooms PM Out 19 100 53 6 3 6 126 313 11 88 0 99 

    Total 54 287 152 18 9 18 359 897 30 176 0 206 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 22 32 1 1 0 2 
  AM Out 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
    Total 1 3 4 0 0 2 23 33 1 2 0 3 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 23 33 1 3 0 4 

Community Center Midday Out 2 4 5 0 0 2 28 41 1 3 0 4 
    Total 3 7 9 0 0 4 51 74 2 6 0 8 

18,398   In 1 2 2 0 0 1 12 18 1 2 0 3 
GSF PM Out 1 2 3 0 0 1 17 24 1 2 0 3 

    Total 2 4 5 0 0 2 29 42 2 4 0 6 

Total 

  In 1,165 909 14,263 5,431 820 3,568 2,062 28,218 1,005 654 226 1,885 
AM Out 128 168 861 251 47 189 830 2,474 97 654 226 977 

  Total 1,293 1,077 15,124 5,682 867 3,757 2,892 30,692 1,102 1,308 452 2,862 
  In 477 621 1,146 200 20 758 13,521 16,743 352 507 248 1,107 

Midday Out 472 619 1,155 216 17 792 14,226 17,497 351 507 248 1,106 
  Total 949 1,240 2,301 416 37 1,550 27,747 34,240 703 1,014 496 2,213 
  In 265 290 1,150 302 62 284 2,101 4,454 185 666 43 894 

PM Out 1,187 901 13,180 4,946 754 3,306 3,170 27,444 999 666 43 1,708 
  Total 1,452 1,191 14,330 5,248 816 3,590 5,271 31,898 1,184 1,332 86 2,602 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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Table 14-16 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 1 Net Increments 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In -1 0 -7 -1 0 0 -7 -16 -1 -1 0 -2 
  AM Out -4 -3 -40 -4 -2 -3 -40 -96 -3 -1 0 -4 
    Total -5 -3 -47 -5 -2 -3 -47 -112 -4 -2 0 -6 
    In -2 -1 -15 -2 0 -1 -15 -36 -1 -1 -1 -3 

Residential Midday Out -2 -1 -15 -2 0 -1 -15 -36 -1 -1 -1 -3 
    Total -4 -2 -30 -4 0 -2 -30 -72 -2 -2 -2 -6 

-150   In -3 -3 -29 -3 -2 -3 -29 -72 -3 -1 0 -4 
DU PM Out -1 -1 -12 -1 0 -1 -12 -28 -1 -1 0 -2 

    Total -4 -4 -41 -4 -2 -4 -41 -100 -4 -2 0 -6 
    In 123 93 1,603 616 93 402 154 3,084 108 55 24 187 
  AM Out 5 5 66 25 5 17 7 130 4 55 24 83 
    Total 128 98 1,669 641 98 419 161 3,214 112 110 48 270 
    In 21 43 84 21 0 71 1,173 1,413 19 38 26 83 

Office Midday Out 23 46 92 23 0 77 1,271 1,532 20 38 26 84 
    Total 44 89 176 44 0 148 2,444 2,945 39 76 52 167 

1,487,133   In 5 5 77 30 5 20 7 149 5 48 5 58 
GSF PM Out 112 84 1,456 560 84 363 140 2,799 99 48 5 152 

    Total 117 89 1,533 590 89 383 147 2,948 104 96 10 210 
    In 3 1 1 0 0 1 39 45 1 1 0 2 
  AM Out 3 1 1 0 0 1 39 45 1 1 0 2 
    Total 6 2 2 0 0 2 78 90 2 2 0 4 
    In 17 3 3 0 0 3 242 268 10 4 1 15 

Local Retail Midday Out 17 3 3 0 0 3 242 268 10 4 1 15 
    Total 34 6 6 0 0 6 484 536 20 8 2 30 

54,655   In 9 2 2 0 0 2 127 142 6 1 0 7 
GSF PM Out 9 2 2 0 0 2 127 142 6 1 0 7 

    Total 18 4 4 0 0 4 254 284 12 2 0 14 
    In 13 6 37 3 1 12 73 145 9 6 1 16 
  AM Out 8 4 24 2 1 7 47 93 6 6 1 13 
    Total 21 10 61 5 2 19 120 238 15 12 2 29 
    In 35 16 74 0 4 31 231 391 25 11 2 38 

Destination Retail Midday Out 29 13 61 0 3 26 189 321 21 11 2 34 
    Total 64 29 135 0 7 57 420 712 46 22 4 72 

101,000   In 30 13 85 7 3 27 169 334 21 15 0 36 
GSF PM Out 34 15 96 8 4 30 190 377 24 15 0 39 

    Total 64 28 181 15 7 57 359 711 45 30 0 75 
    In -42 -5 -241 -79 -14 -60 -23 -464 -37 -2 0 -39 
  AM Out -3 0 -15 -5 -1 -4 -1 -29 -3 -2 0 -5 
    Total -45 -5 -256 -84 -15 -64 -24 -493 -40 -4 0 -44 
    In -10 -1 -58 -19 -3 -14 -6 -111 -9 -1 0 -10 

College Midday Out -12 -1 -71 -23 -4 -18 -7 -136 -11 -1 0 -12 
    Total -22 -2 -129 -42 -7 -32 -13 -247 -20 -2 0 -22 

-116,000   In -3 0 -15 -5 -1 -4 -1 -29 -3 -1 0 -4 
GSF PM Out -17 -2 -98 -32 -6 -24 -9 -188 -15 -1 0 -16 

    Total -20 -2 -113 -37 -7 -28 -10 -217 -18 -2 0 -20 
    In 7 37 20 2 1 2 46 115 3 27 2 32 
  AM Out 10 57 30 4 2 4 72 179 5 27 2 34 
    Total 17 94 50 6 3 6 118 294 8 54 4 66 
    In 17 89 48 6 3 6 112 281 9 49 1 59 

Hotel Midday Out 15 76 41 5 2 5 95 239 8 49 1 58 
    Total 32 165 89 11 5 11 207 520 17 98 2 117 

391   In 18 100 53 6 4 6 125 312 10 46 0 56 
Rooms PM Out 10 53 28 3 2 3 67 166 6 46 0 52 

    Total 28 153 81 9 6 9 192 478 16 92 0 108 
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Table 14-16 (cont’d) 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 1 Net Increments 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 22 32 1 1 0 2 
  AM Out 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
    Total 1 3 4 0 0 2 23 33 1 2 0 3 
    In 1 3 4 0 0 2 23 33 1 3 0 4 

Community Center Midday Out 2 4 5 0 0 2 28 41 1 3 0 4 
    Total 3 7 9 0 0 4 51 74 2 6 0 8 

18,398   In 1 2 2 0 0 1 12 18 1 2 0 3 
GSF PM Out 1 2 3 0 0 1 17 24 1 2 0 3 

    Total 2 4 5 0 0 2 29 42 2 4 0 6 

Total 

  In 104 135 1,417 541 81 359 304 2,941 84 87 27 198 
AM Out 19 64 66 22 5 22 125 323 10 87 27 124 

  Total 123 199 1,483 563 86 381 429 3,264 94 174 54 322 
  In 79 152 140 6 4 98 1,760 2,239 54 103 29 186 

Midday Out 72 140 116 3 1 94 1,803 2,229 48 103 29 180 
  Total 151 292 256 9 5 192 3,563 4,468 102 206 58 366 
  In 57 119 175 35 9 49 410 854 37 110 5 152 

PM Out 148 153 1,475 538 84 374 520 3,292 120 110 5 235 
  Total 205 272 1,650 573 93 423 930 4,146 157 220 10 387 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

Table 14-17 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 Net Increments 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In -1 0 -10 -1 0 0 -10 -22 -1 -2 0 -3 
  AM Out -6 -4 -58 -6 -3 -4 -58 -139 -5 -2 0 -7 
    Total -7 -4 -68 -7 -3 -4 -68 -161 -6 -4 0 -10 
    In -3 -1 -22 -3 0 -1 -22 -52 -2 -1 -1 -4 

Residential Midday Out -3 -1 -22 -3 0 -1 -22 -52 -2 -1 -1 -4 
    Total -6 -2 -44 -6 0 -2 -44 -104 -4 -2 -2 -8 

-216   In -4 -4 -42 -4 -3 -4 -42 -103 -4 -2 0 -6 
DU PM Out -1 -1 -17 -1 0 -1 -17 -38 -1 -2 0 -3 

    Total -5 -5 -59 -5 -3 -5 -59 -141 -5 -4 0 -9 
    In 830 623 10,778 4,144 623 2,694 1,036 20,728 729 439 160 1,328 
  AM Out 33 26 448 170 26 112 45 860 28 439 160 627 
    Total 863 649 11,226 4,314 649 2,806 1,081 21,588 757 878 320 1,955 
    In 141 286 570 141 0 476 7,884 9,498 124 270 176 570 

Office Midday Out 156 309 617 156 0 516 8,541 10,295 136 270 176 582 
    Total 297 595 1,187 297 0 992 16,425 19,793 260 540 352 1,152 

9,994,692   In 37 31 516 200 31 129 49 993 31 397 32 460 
GSF PM Out 752 564 9,779 3,761 564 2,442 940 18,802 661 397 32 1,090 

    Total 789 595 10,295 3,961 595 2,571 989 19,795 692 794 64 1,550 
    In 6 1 1 0 0 1 58 67 3 1 2 6 
  AM Out 6 1 1 0 0 1 58 67 3 1 2 6 
    Total 12 2 2 0 0 2 116 134 6 2 4 12 
    In 26 6 6 0 0 6 370 414 15 5 1 21 

Local Retail Midday Out 26 6 6 0 0 6 370 414 15 5 1 21 
    Total 52 12 12 0 0 12 740 828 30 10 2 42 

83,409   In 13 2 2 0 0 2 195 214 9 3 -1 11 
GSF PM Out 13 2 2 0 0 2 195 214 9 3 -1 11 

    Total 26 4 4 0 0 4 390 428 18 6 -2 22 
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Table 14-17 (cont’d) 
Project Area Total 

Trip Generation Summary: Phase 2 Net Increments 
  Peak   Person Trip Vehicle Trip 

Program Hour In/Out Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 
    In 5 2 13 1 0 5 25 51 3 3 0 6 
  AM Out 3 2 8 1 1 2 16 33 2 3 0 5 
    Total 8 4 21 2 1 7 41 84 5 6 0 11 
    In 12 6 26 0 1 11 79 135 8 5 1 14 

Destination Retail Midday Out 10 4 21 0 1 9 65 110 7 5 1 13 
    Total 22 10 47 0 2 20 144 245 15 10 2 27 

34,548   In 10 4 29 3 1 10 58 115 7 9 0 16 
GSF PM Out 12 5 33 3 2 10 65 130 8 9 0 17 

    Total 22 9 62 6 3 20 123 245 15 18 0 33 
    In -42 -5 -241 -79 -14 -60 -23 -464 -37 -2 0 -39 
  AM Out -3 0 -15 -5 -1 -4 -1 -29 -3 -2 0 -5 
    Total -45 -5 -256 -84 -15 -64 -24 -493 -40 -4 0 -44 
    In -10 -1 -58 -19 -3 -14 -6 -111 -9 -1 0 -10 

College Midday Out -12 -1 -71 -23 -4 -18 -7 -136 -11 -1 0 -12 
    Total -22 -2 -129 -42 -7 -32 -13 -247 -20 -2 0 -22 

-116,000   In -3 0 -15 -5 -1 -4 -1 -29 -3 -1 0 -4 
GSF PM Out -17 -2 -98 -32 -6 -24 -9 -188 -15 -1 0 -16 

    Total -20 -2 -113 -37 -7 -28 -10 -217 -18 -2 0 -20 
    In -4 -21 -11 -2 -1 -2 -26 -67 -3 -22 0 -25 
  AM Out -7 -34 -18 -2 -1 -2 -41 -105 -4 -22 0 -26 
    Total -11 -55 -29 -4 -2 -4 -67 -172 -7 -44 0 -51 
    In -9 -52 -27 -3 -1 -3 -64 -159 -5 -30 -1 -36 

Hotel Midday Out -7 -44 -23 -2 -2 -2 -55 -135 -4 -30 -1 -35 
    Total -16 -96 -50 -5 -3 -5 -119 -294 -9 -60 -2 -71 

-227   In -11 -57 -30 -4 -1 -4 -71 -178 -6 -27 0 -33 
Rooms PM Out -6 -32 -17 -2 -1 -2 -39 -99 -3 -27 0 -30 

    Total -17 -89 -47 -6 -2 -6 -110 -277 -9 -54 0 -63 
    In 0 0 0 0 0 0 -3 -3 0 0 0 0 
  AM Out 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 0 
    Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 -4 0 0 0 0 
    In -1 -1 -1 0 0 0 -4 -7 0 -1 0 -1 

Community Center Midday Out 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -5 -6 0 -1 0 -1 
    Total -1 -1 -2 0 0 0 -9 -13 0 -2 0 -2 

-3,202   In 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 -2 0 0 0 0 
GSF PM Out 0 -1 0 0 0 0 -3 -4 0 0 0 0 

    Total 0 -1 0 0 0 0 -5 -6 0 0 0 0 
    In -1 -2 -3 0 0 -1 -19 -26 -1 -2 0 -3 
  AM Out -1 -2 -3 0 0 -1 -16 -23 -1 -2 0 -3 
    Total -2 -4 -6 0 0 -2 -35 -49 -2 -4 0 -6 
    In -2 -4 -5 0 0 -2 -29 -42 -1 -3 0 -4 

Church Midday Out -1 -3 -4 0 0 -2 -25 -35 -1 -3 0 -4 
    Total -3 -7 -9 0 0 -4 -54 -77 -2 -6 0 -8 

-53,110   In -2 -3 -5 0 0 -2 -27 -39 -1 -3 0 -4 
GSF PM Out -1 -2 -3 0 0 -1 -17 -24 -1 -3 0 -4 

    Total -3 -5 -8 0 0 -3 -44 -63 -2 -6 0 -8 

Total 

  In 793 598 10,527 4,063 608 2,637 1,038 20,264 693 415 162 1,270 
AM Out 25 -11 363 158 22 104 2 663 20 415 162 597 

  Total 818 587 10,890 4,221 630 2,741 1,040 20,927 713 830 324 1,867 
  In 154 239 489 116 -3 473 8,208 9,676 130 244 176 550 

Midday Out 169 270 523 128 -5 508 8,862 10,455 140 244 176 560 
  Total 323 509 1,012 244 -8 981 17,070 20,131 270 488 352 1,110 
  In 40 -27 455 190 27 127 159 971 33 376 31 440 

PM Out 752 533 9,679 3,729 559 2,426 1,115 18,793 658 376 31 1,065 
  Total 792 506 10,134 3,919 586 2,553 1,274 19,764 691 752 62 1,505 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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As detailed in Table 14-16, the net incremental transit trips generated by Phase 1 of the Proposed 
Project would be 1,569, 261, and 1,743 person trips by subway/PATH; 563, 9, and 573 person 
trips by rail; and 381, 192, and 423 person trips by bus during the weekday AM, midday, and PM 
peak hours, respectively. As shown in Table 14-17, the net incremental transit trips generated by 
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would be 11,520, 1,004, and 10,720 person trips by 
subway/PATH; 4,221, 244, and 3,919 person trips by rail; and 2,741, 981, and 2,553 person trips 
by bus during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

Since the net incremental subway trips would be greater than 200 during the weekday AM and 
PM peak hours, Level 2 screening assessments (presented in the section below) were conducted 
for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Proposed Project to identify the subway station elements and 
subway lines warranting a quantified analysis. As for project-generated bus trips, because the net 
increments would be greater than 50 during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, Level 2 
screening assessments (presented in the section below) were conducted for Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project to determine if a quantified bus line-haul analysis is warranted. 

Regarding the Proposed Project’s Phase 1 and Phase 2 incremental railroad trips, they would be 
distributed to commuter railroad options including Metro-North Railroad (MNR), LIRR, NJT, and 
Amtrak. As part of the Penn Station Master Plan study (undertaken separately by MTA, Amtrak, 
and NJT [collectively, the Railroads]), existing and projected future ridership at Penn Station has 
been developed and potential circulation improvements within the station to accommodate the 
projected future ridership have been identified. A discussion of these ridership volumes (including 
the Proposed Project’s incremental rail demand) and their anticipated effects on the surrounding 
transportation network is included in subsequent No Action and With Action sections of this 
chapter. As for Penn Station, if no improvements are made, pedestrian circulation conditions 
within the existing station would be expected to worsen with the development of the Proposed 
Project, as a result of trips to the new buildings on the Proposed Project development sites 
including trips to the Project Area buildings combined with projected ridership increases into Penn 
Station. However, if the demand for office is fulfilled elsewhere in New York City, it would not 
necessarily reduce future travel to/from Penn Station. Instead, people would continue to travel to 
Penn Station and more commuters may transfer to subways, buses, and taxis at Penn Station to 
get to their final destinations. The potential changes to pedestrian circulation at Penn Station would 
be more fully studied as part of the federal reviews for the Penn Station reconstruction and 
potential expansion. 

PEDESTRIANS 

Although several of the development sites would have on-site parking and direct connections to 
the underground mass transit network, many of the incremental person trips generated by the 
Proposed Project would still traverse on-street pedestrian elements (i.e., sidewalks, corners, and 
crosswalks) in the area surrounding the development sites. Detailed pedestrian trip assignments 
(presented in the section below) were prepared for Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. Based on the 
Level 2 screening assessment results and consultation with DOT, a pedestrian study area 
warranting quantified analyses was determined. 

LEVEL 2 SCREENING ASSESSMENT 

As part of the Level 2 screening assessment, project-generated trips were assigned to specific 
intersections, transit stations/elements/routes, and pedestrian elements near the Project Area. As 
previously stated, locations expected to incur incremental trips exceeding the CEQR Technical 
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Manual thresholds (i.e., 50 peak hour vehicle-trips at an intersection, 50 peak hour bus riders on 
a bus route in a single direction, 200 incremental peak hour subway passengers at any given 
station, or 200 pedestrian-trips at a sidewalk, corner, or crosswalk) may warrant quantified 
analyses of potential impacts. 

Trips projected for the full Phase 2 development program were used as the basis for identifying 
the selected study areas presented below. The Phase 1 study areas would be same as those of Phase 
2. The traffic and pedestrian study areas are generally comprised of a dense grouping of 
intersections focused within and around the project core and additional selected intersections 
further from the project core that are representative of locations along anticipated travel routes 
with higher trip increments. The transit analysis encompasses control area and vertical circulation 
elements at the three 34th Street subway stations and the subway lines that serve these stations. 

SITE ACCESS AND EGRESS 

Entrances to the various land uses are assumed to be on each development site’s corresponding 
street frontages as well as underground transit access points to some of the development sites. 
Four of the development sites under the With Action scenario would also provide approximately 
100 on-site accessory parking spaces each. Specifically, the on-site garage entrance/exit locations 
have been assumed to be on the south side of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
for Site 7 and Site 8 (Manhattan Mall); on the north side of West 33rd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues for Site 6 (Block 809); and on the north side of West 33rd Street between 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues for Site 4 (at approximately the same location as one of the two 
driveways that serve the existing 665-car garage under One Penn Plaza). 

Changes to Traffic Circulation 
The following changes to traffic circulation are projected to be implemented by DOT independent 
of the Proposed Project before the Phase 1 analysis year 2033 and are considered for the Level 2 
screening assessment: 

Broadway Plaza/Shared Street 

Broadway, between West 35th and West 42nd Streets, will be modified to provide additional 
pedestrian space while maintaining local vehicular access and deliveries. Between West 35th 
and West 36th Streets and West 39th and West 40th Streets, Broadway will operate as a 
pedestrian-only plaza; vehicle access will be restricted. On the remaining blocks, Broadway 
will operate as a shared street; vehicle access will be available to local traffic. 

42nd Street Bus Lane 

A bus-only lane was recently implemented on both directions of 42nd Street, between First 
and Eleventh Avenues. The associated operational changes are considered as changes to the 
future roadway network because the data to be used for the existing conditions analysis are 
representative of traffic patterns prior to those changes having been made. The following 
geometric and signal timing changes have been considered for the 2033 and 2044 analyses of 
future conditions: 

• Crosstown 42nd Street has been converted from six lanes (one bus lane and two travel 
lanes in each direction) to five lanes (one bus lane in each direction, two general travel 
lanes, and one parking lane on alternating curbs) with standardized lane widths (10- to 11-
foot travel lanes and 10-foot turn-bays). The offset bus lane (i.e., not against the curb) is 
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in effect at all times. The curbside bus lanes are in effect from 7 AM to 7 PM and 
accommodate metered commercial parking from 7 PM to 7 AM.  

• Left-turn bays were added on westbound 42nd Street at First Avenue, Fifth Avenue, 
Broadway, Ninth Avenue, Dyer Avenue, and Eleventh Avenue, and on eastbound 42nd 
Street at Third, Madison, Eighth, and Tenth Avenues. 

• Right-turn bays were added on westbound 42nd Street at Third and Sixth Avenues, and 
on eastbound 42nd Street at Second, Lexington, Ninth, and Eleventh Avenues. 

• New turn restrictions were implemented for all vehicles at all times for the eastbound 
right-turn and westbound left-turn movements at Lexington Avenue, the eastbound right-
turn and westbound left-turn movements at Sixth Avenue, and the eastbound right-turn 
and westbound left-turn movements at Seventh Avenue. 

• Signal timings were modified to increase crosstown capacity. 

Fifth Avenue Complete Streets 

DOT has presented a preliminary design proposal for the Fifth Avenue Complete 
Streets/Busway Pilot Program, with plans to implement a pilot program in the near future. 
This project is intended to enable DOT to implement bicycle lanes, provide additional 
sidewalk space, and improve transit operations. Portions of this project, like converting Fifth 
Avenue to a busway, with mandatory turn-offs for non-buses, are still in the planning stages 
and are not accounted for in the analysis. However, plans to increase pedestrian space, add a 
southbound bike lane, and to reduce the non-bus travel lanes on Fifth Avenue down to one 
moving lane have been considered as changes to the future roadway network. The following 
geometric changes have been considered for the 2033 and 2044 analyses of future conditions: 

• Fifth Avenue is planned to will be converted from five travel lanes (two bus lanes and 
three other travel lanes) to three travel lanes (two bus lanes and one other travel lane) with 
standardized lane widths (10- to 11-foot travel lanes). 

• A left-turn bay is planned to will be added on southbound Fifth Avenue at East 36th Street. 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

Pedestrian and bicycle lane improvements and modifications are planned by DOT for Sixth, 
Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Avenues, and on West 38th and West 39th Streets independent of 
the Proposed Project. Geometric and signal timing/signal phasing modifications will be 
implemented as part of these DOT projects: 
• A parking-protected bicycle lane on the east curb of Ninth Avenue will be installed 

between West 31st and West 33rd Streets. A mid-block crossing will also be installed on 
Ninth Avenue between West 31st and West 33rd Streets. Three travel lanes will be 
maintained. 

• The west sidewalk on Eighth Avenue, between West 33rd and West 39th Streets, will be 
widened and the roadway will be narrowed to two travel lanes with left-turn bays and on-
street parking. The existing parking-protected bicycle lane will be maintained. Signal 
timing/signal phasing modifications will be implemented. 

• A parking-protected bicycle lane will be installed on the west side of Sixth Avenue 
between West 35th Street and Central Park South. Three travel lanes and a bus lane will 
be maintained, and pedestrian islands will be added at intersections. Left-turn lanes with 
split phase signals and LPIs will be added at various intersections. 
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• The existing bicycle lane on Seventh Avenue, which currently terminates at West 30th 
Street, will be extended north through the study area. The taxi stand at Penn Station will 
also be modified. DOT is currently working on the design plans for these changes, but 
changes have been incorporated into the future conditions analyses based on feedback 
from DOT.  

• Parking/delineator-protected bicycle lanes will be installed on 38th and 39th Streets 
between First and Eleventh Avenues. Blocks within the commercial core (Madison 
Avenue to Eighth Avenue) will maintain operation of two travel lanes with one 
parking/loading lane during peak periods and will operate with one travel lane with two 
parking/loading lanes during off-peak periods. 

Proposed Project Traffic Improvements 
The following traffic improvements are proposed to be implemented as part of Phase 2 (2044 
analysis year) of the Proposed Project and are considered for the Level 2 screening assessment 
and analysis of the 2044 With Action condition: 

West 32nd and West 33rd Shared Streets 
The Proposed Project envisions the future provision of shared streets on West 32nd and West 
33rd Streets, between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and on West 33rd Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues. Key design features of shared streets, as provided by DOT, include: 

• Traffic calming elements such as raised intersections, chicanes, and neckdowns; 
• A raised roadbed to match the curb height, no wider than 16 feet; 
• Crosswalks often replaced with different pavement treatments to highlight crossing areas; 
• Lack of stop bars and other road surface markings; 
• Signage to indicate pedestrian priority (“Share the Road)” and speed limits of five miles 

per hour; 
• Tactile warning surfaces between the pedestrian-only areas and the shared road to guide 

people who are visually impaired; 
• Pedestrian areas often programmed with seating, planters, and bike infrastructure; 
• Valley gutters or drainage inlets installed between the pedestrian-only zone and the shared 

road to define the spaces and manage stormwater runoff; and 
• Treatments such as bike arrows on the pavement to create safe environments for cyclists. 

Although detailed designs for these shared streets have not advanced, they are envisioned by 
the Proposed Project to provide additional public spaces for various road users while 
continuing to accommodate local vehicular access and delivery needs. Shared streets could be 
developed through a variety of means, either temporary (e.g., roadway painting, moveable 
planters and street furniture) or permanent (e.g., a rebuilt street with the roadway flush from 
building line to building line, rather than with a typical curb line grade separation). 
Development of shared streets within City-owned mapped streets would require approval by 
DOT. It should be noted that the temporary DOT sidewalk extension on the north side of West 
32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues would be a part of this street’s future build-
out into a shared street. Since local vehicular traffic and delivery access during peak hours is 
expected to be maintained with the implementation of the shared streets, the 2044 With Action 
condition traffic analysis would account for a 16-foot travel lane on each of the shared street 
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approaches. Even though the shared streets are expected to yield additional pedestrian space, 
the extent cannot be ascertained without design specifications having been established on the 
addition of tactile warning surfaces and seating and/or planters. Therefore, for a conservative 
analysis, no additional sidewalk effective widths as a result of the shared streets is assumed. 

West 31st Shared Street 
Subsequent the publication of the DEIS, at the request of the CACWG, ESD has agreed to 
recommend that DOT study the implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues. A qualitative assessment of the potential effects has been added 
to this FEIS for DOT’s future consideration, studies, determination, and potential design for 
converting this street segment to a shared street. 
Bicycle Improvements 

Bicycle lane improvements are proposed on West 31st Street between Sixth and Eighth 
Avenues as part of the Proposed Project. A new one-way parking-protected bicycle lane would 
be provided on the south curb of West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, and a new two-way parking-protected bicycle lane would 
be provided on the south curb of West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The 
two-way bicycle lane would provide improved circulation at Penn Station and a connection 
between the bicycling lanes on Seventh and Eighth Avenues. DOT may consider extending 
the West 31st Street bicycle lane beyond the Project Area. The typical cross-section on West 
31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and between Eighth and Ninth Avenues would 
include a four-foot bicycle lane, a three-foot buffer, two eight-foot parking lanes, and one 11-
foot travel lane. The cross-section on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
would include two five-foot bike lanes, a three-foot buffer, two eight-foot parking lanes, and 
one 11-foot travel lane. 

There are several other initiatives and potential changes to the transportation network, as outlined 
below, that may be implemented prior to the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year. However, because they 
are currently under study or in early stages of design and planning, their potential effects were not 
accounted for in the quantitative transportation analyses presented in this FEIS. 

• The CBD Tolling Program, which is planned for implementation in 2023, may result in 
changes in New York City’s travel patterns. The potential effects of this initiative are currently 
being analyzed as part of a separate federal environmental review. The subsequent sections of 
this chapter will qualitatively address these effects with respect to the analysis results and 
impact conclusions made for the Proposed Project. 

• DOT has also presented a preliminary design proposal for a two-way median bikeway on 
Eleventh Avenue between West 34th and West 40th Streets. As the design details of the 
project are still being finalized, it was not accounted for in the analyses. 

• In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, DOT has implemented several Open Streets 
initiatives to allow for greater social distancing. These include Open Streets, Outdoor 
Learning Streets, Open Restaurants, and Open Streets for Restaurants. For streets included in 
these programs, vehicle traffic is generally limited for certain hours of the day and certain 
days of the week to local deliveries, pick-ups/drop-offs, necessary city service vehicles, utility 
vehicles, and emergency vehicles. These limitations have the potential to affect vehicular 
circulation of through traffic on adjacent streets. Mayor de Blasio announced on September 
25, 2020 that the Open Streets initiatives would become permanent, year-round programs. 
However, implementation depends on community feedback and City policy decisions. 
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Therefore, details will continue to evolve and remain uncertain for the near future. As there 
are limited roadways that would be affected within the study area, with hours of Open Street 
initiatives on those streets generally limited to off-peak hours, and future programming details 
still to be determined, the Open Streets have not be accounted for in the analyses.  

TRAFFIC 

Vehicle trips were assigned to area intersections based on the most likely travel routes to and from 
the Project Area, prevailing travel patterns, commuter origin-destination (O-D) summaries from 
the census data,1 the configuration of the roadway network, the anticipated locations of site access 
and egress, locations of on-site and nearby off-street parking resources, and nearby land use and 
population characteristics.  

All auto trips were conservatively assigned to on-site parking and/or off-street parking facilities 
identified in the approximately ¼-mile radius of the Project Area.  

• The on-site parking facilities considered in this assignment consist of four individual parking 
garages located in Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8. It is assumed that these on-site parking garages would 
have a capacity of 100 parking spaces each and would be developed as part of the Proposed 
Project.  

• There are currently 44 off-street parking facilities in the ¼-mile radius, three of which would 
be displaced and one would be reduced in capacity by the Proposed Project. These off-street 
parking resources are not expected to have enough capacity to accommodate parking demand 
estimated for the Proposed Project; a parking shortfall of approximately 2,050 parking spaces 
in the weekday midday peak hour is projected for the 2044 With Action condition within the 
¼-mile radius parking study area. However, the Level 2 screening assessment conservatively 
assigned all vehicle trips within the ¼-mile radius, rather than further dispersing these trips to 
a broader area. The parking facilities were grouped into 18 clusters, which were formed based 
on their proximity to one another and their access points. The 44 parking facilities and 18 
clusters are summarized in Table 14-18 and shown on Figure 14-6. Auto trips were assigned 
to the off-street parking facility clusters based on their proximity to buildings generating the 
respective auto trips. 

• As with most commercial areas in Manhattan, there is typically a limited resource of on-street 
parking that is reserved for loading/unloading or high turnover parking needs. It was assumed 
that this limited on-street parking resource would not be available in the study area to 
accommodate the parking demand generated by the Proposed Project. 

Taxi trips were distributed to the frontages of each development site and truck trips were assigned 
to the proposed loading docks of each development site via DOT-designated truck routes. Traffic 
assignments for autos, taxis, and trucks are discussed in detail below. 

 
1 Available JTW and RJTW census data was compiled for New York County census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 

101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 115. 
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Table 14-18 
Existing Weekday Off-Street Parking Supply and Utilization 

1/4-Mile Study Area 
Parking 

Cluster # 
Parking 

Garage # Name/Address License 
Number 

Licensed 
Capacity 

Utilization Rate Utilized Spaces Available Spaces 
AM MD PM ON AM MD PM ON AM MD PM ON 

1 11 SP Plus Corp. / 515 7th Avenue 2081384 450 60% 70% 75% 55% 270 315 338 248 180 135 112 202 

1 12 Champion Parking 39 LLC / 102 W. 
39th Street 12227121 75 80% 80% 90% 60% 60 60 68 45 15 15 7 30 

1 13 1010 6th Avenue Garage Corporation / 
1010 6th Avenue 1180712 86 90% 90% 90% 90% 77 77 77 77 9 9 9 9 

2 14 Pace Parking LLC / 990-996 Avenue of 
the Americas 1179983 120 60% 80% 60% 60% 72 96 72 72 48 24 48 48 

2 15 59-61 W. 36th Street Parking Corp. 59 
W. 36th Street 2070019 47 90% 90% 60% 60% 42 42 28 28 5 5 19 19 

2 16 9 W. 35th Street LLC / 9-19 W. 35th 
Street 1180979 225 55% 75% 70% 50% 124 169 158 113 101 56 67 112 

2 17 Atrium Parking LLC / 155-167 W. 36th 
Street 2054403 149 70% 85% 90% 65% 104 127 134 97 45 22 15 52 

3 37 SP Plus Corporation / 9 West 31st 
Street 2021340 101 90% 90% 90% 70% 91 91 91 71 10 10 10 30 

3 38 SP + Corporation / 1250 Broadway 2019800 150 60% 80% 80% 30% 90 120 120 45 60 30 30 105 
3 39 AZ Parking Corp. / 35 W. 33rd Street 2043391 34 100% 100% 100% 100% 34 34 34 34 0 0 0 0 
4 40 Garden Lots LLC / 125 W. 31st Street 1266254 120 40% 70% 90% 20% 48 84 108 24 72 36 12 96 
5 42 PPS 100 LLC / 124-126 W. 31st Street 2063303 34 90% 100% 100% 40% 31 34 34 14 3 0 0 20 

5 43 SP Plus Corporation / 109-111 W. 31st 
Street 2019998 201 80% 80% 80% 80% 161 161 161 161 40 40 40 40 

6 35 Herald Square Parking LLC / 839 6th 
Avenue 2068554 529 50% 75% 65% 40% 265 397 344 212 264 132 185 317 

7 1 SP + Corporation / 7-11 W. 28th Street 2022937 112 35% 50% 65% 40% 39 56 73 45 73 56 39 67 

7 36 Propark America NY LLC / 10 E. 30th 
Street 2066081 200 80% 80% 65% 50% 160 160 130 100 40 40 70 100 

8 31 Tori Operating Corp. / 241 W. 26th 
Street 1168355 225 20% 50% 60% 50% 45 113 135 113 180 112 90 112 

8 32 200 W. Garage Corp. / 220 W. 26th 
Street 1220798 120 65% 70% 75% 75% 78 84 90 90 42 36 30 30 

9 28 Garden Garage LLC / 384-386 8th 
Avenue 1140965 35 50% 80% 80% 80% 18 28 28 28 17 7 7 7 

9 29 Garden Garage LLC / 253 W. 29th 
Street 1140970 25 80% 70% 70% 60% 20 18 18 15 5 7 7 10 

9 33 LM 29 Park LLC / 221 W. 29th Street 2068346 45 80% 90% 80% 40% 36 41 36 18 9 4 9 27 

10 30 Impact Car Park LLC / 333 W. 26th 
Street 1079092 839 80% 80% 80% 80% 671 671 671 671 168 168 168 168 

11 25 Vancity Parking Inc. / 359 9th Avenue 2078894 40 25% 80% 70% 30% 10 32 28 12 30 8 12 28 

11 26 W. 30th Street Garage LLC / 363 W. 
30th Street 2089161 18 100% 100% 100% 100% 18 18 18 18 0 0 0 0 

11 27 30 Operating LLC / 320 W. 30th Street 1415239 45 75% 75% 70% 60% 34 34 32 27 11 11 13 18 
12 2 SP Plus Corp. / 800 6th Avenue 2019756 70 70% 70% 70% 70% 49 49 49 49 21 21 21 21 

12 3 776 Sixth Avenue Parking Corp. / 776 
6th Avenue 2018861 92 75% 75% 80% 50% 69 69 74 46 23 23 18 46 

12 4 MP 16 LLC / 100 W. 26th Street 1376347 49 90% 90% 60% 60% 44 44 29 29 5 5 20 20 

13 23 507 W. 28th Street Parking Corp / 507 
W. 28th Street 2082941 41 60% 100% 90% 25% 25 41 37 10 16 0 4 31 

13 24 MP W. 30 LLC / 500 W. 30th Street 2013235 79 80% 90% 90% 60% 63 71 71 47 16 8 8 32 

14 21 Imperial Parking US LLC / 462-464 
10th Avenue 1429823 21 50% 80% 65% 40% 11 17 14 8 10 4 7 13 

14 22 Imperial Parking US LLC / 452-460 
10th Avenue 1429820 100 75% 90% 80% CLD 75 90 80 CLD 25 10 20 CLD 

15 6 323 W. 34th Street LLC / 323 W. 34th 
Street 1182737 450 60% 70% 70% 50% 270 315 315 225 180 135 135 225 

15 9 SP Plus Corporation / 436-438 Ninth 
Avenue 2036885 140 70% 80% 70% CLD 98 112 98 CLD 42 28 42 CLD 

16 10 West 38th Street LLC / 320 W. 38th 
Street 1374135 410 60% 70% 75% 55% 246 287 308 226 164 123 102 184 

16 18 Ajax Operating Corp. / 350 W. 37th 
Street 1378886 83 90% 90% 80% 70% 75 75 66 58 8 8 17 25 

16 19 Access 37 Parking LLC / 404 W. 37th 
Street 1450060 166 75% 75% 60% 60% 125 125 100 100 41 41 66 66 

17 7 39th and Eighth Parking LLC / 310-312 
W. 39th Street 1232459 171 55% 85% 85% 50% 94 145 145 86 77 26 26 85 

17 8 W. 39th St. LLC / 330 W. 39th Street 1464152 52 80% 100% 90% 50% 42 52 47 26 10 0 5 26 
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Table 14-18 (cont’d) 
Existing Weekday Off-Street Parking Supply and Utilization 

1/4-Mile Study Area 
Parking 

Cluster # 
Parking 

Garage # Name/Address License 
Number 

Licensed 
Capacity 

Utilization Rate Utilized Spaces Available Spaces 
AM MD PM ON AM MD PM ON AM MD PM ON 

18 20 Edison NY Parking LLC / 
451 9th Avenue 9769555 276 55% 75% 70% 50% 152 207 193 138 124 69 83 138 

n/a 5 Penn Parking LLC / 1 Penn 
Plaza 1460988 665 55% 65% 65% 50% 366 432 432 333 299 233 233 332 

n/a 34 New Garden Garage LLC / 
227 W. 30th Street 1180977 1500 50% 60% 60% 40% 750 900 900 600 750 600 600 900 

n/a 41 SP Plus Corporation / 371 
7th Avenue 2019934 94 80% 90% 90% 80% 75 85 85 75 19 9 9 19 

n/a 44 Post Office Garage LLC / 
340 W. 31st Street 1181008 249 75% 90% 90% 75% 187 224 224 187 62 25 25 62 

                                  
1/4-Mile Area Totals 8,733 62% 73% 72% 54% 5,414 6,402 6,293 4,621 3,319 2,331 2,440 3,872 

1/4-Mile Area Totals Without the Project Area Parking Garages 
(parking garages #5, #34, #41, and #44) 6,225 65% 76% 75% 55% 4,036 4,761 4,652 3,426 2,189 1,464 1,573 2,559 

Sources: Survey conducted by AKRF Inc. January 2020. 
Notes:  
1. MD = Midday, ON = Overnight, CLD = Closed 
2. Parking garages #5, #34, #41, and #44 would be closed as part of the proposed project (#5 will also be closed as part of the No Action); therefore, they were 
not included in the parking clusters and vehicular trips were not assigned to them. 

 

Residential 
The auto trip assignment for the residential use considers the primary portals defined based on the 
analysis of JTW census data by mode (residents commuting by auto) for New York County census 
tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 115. Inbound and outbound residential auto 
trips were routed between the portals and parking clusters in the vicinity of each development site 
(shown on Figure 14-6). Specific auto routes consider the geographic location of each develop-
ment site relative to major arterials and preferred travel routes based on mapping/routing 
algorithms. The primary portals and their associated percentages for residential auto trips as well 
as the distribution assumptions to the different parking clusters are summarized in Appendix H. 

Taxi trip assignment for the residential use considers the primary portals defined based on the 
analysis of JTW census data by mode (residents commuting by taxi) for New York County census 
tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 115, as summarized in Appendix H. Based on 
census data, all residential taxi trips are assumed to have New York City origins and destinations. 
Inbound and outbound residential taxi trips were routed between the portals and each frontage of 
each development site. Specific taxi routes consider the geographic location of each development 
site and preferred travel routes based on mapping/routing algorithms.  

Office/College 
The auto trip assignment for the office and college uses considers the primary portals defined 
based on the analysis of RJTW census data by mode (workers commuting by auto) for New York 
County census tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 115. For all development sites 
except Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8, all inbound and outbound worker auto trips were routed between the 
portals and parking clusters in the vicinity of each development site (shown on Figure 14-6). For 
Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8, a maximum of 100 of peak hour auto trips generated by the office space in 
these buildings were assigned to their respective on-site parking facilities. The remainder of the 
office trips were assigned to the parking clusters. 

Specific auto routes consider the geographic location of each development site relative to major 
arterials and preferred travel routes based on mapping/routing algorithms. 
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The primary portals and their associated percentages for office and college auto trips are 
summarized in Appendix H. The distribution assumptions to the parking clusters is the same as 
what was assumed for the residential use, as summarized in Appendix H. 

Taxi trip assignment for the office/college uses considers the primary portals defined based on the 
analysis of RJTW census data by mode (workers commuting by taxi) for New York County census 
tracts 76, 84, 95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 115, as summarized in Appendix H. Inbound 
and outbound office/college taxi trips were routed between the portals and each frontage of each 
development site. Specific taxi routes consider the geographic location of each development site 
and preferred travel routes based on mapping/routing algorithms. 

All Other Uses 
The trip assignment assumptions for the hotel, local retail, destination retail, church, and 
community facility land uses consider an average of JTW and RJTW census data by mode 
(average of residents and workers commuting by taxi) for New York County census tracts 76, 84, 
95, 97, 101, 103, 109, 111, 113, and 115 based on the assumption that those trips (associated with 
commercial, recreational, and personal visitations) would be much more local than residential or 
office/college auto trips. Inbound and outbound auto and taxi trips were routed between the portals 
and parking clusters and building frontages, respectively. Specific auto and taxi routes consider 
the geographic location of each development site relative to major arterials and preferred travel 
routes based on mapping/routing algorithms.  

The primary portals and their associated percentages for other uses auto and taxi trips are 
summarized in Appendix H. The distribution assumptions to the parking clusters is the same as 
what was assumed for the residential use, as summarized in Appendix H. 

Deliveries 
Truck trips generated by the development sites are expected to travel on designated DOT truck 
routes for as much of their route as possible. It is assumed that truck origins and destinations would 
be distributed equally around the Project Area, with 25 percent of truck trips assigned to/from the 
east, west, north, and south. All truck trips were assigned between the portals and loading docks 
of each development site according to the shortest and most logical route. 

Due to daily truck restrictions on 34th Street between the Queens Midtown Tunnel and Dyer 
Avenue from 11:00 AM to 6:00 PM, no trucks were assigned to use 34th Street during the weekday 
midday and PM peak periods except for local deliveries. 

Summary 
Level 2 vehicle-trip assignments were developed for the traffic network spanning from 23rd Street 
to the south, 56th Street to the north, the Franklin Delano Roosevelt East River (FDR) Drive to 
the east, and West Street (Route 9A) to the west. Volume maps by peak hour (weekday AM, 
midday, and PM) and analysis year (2033 and 2044) depicting the No Action site-generated, With 
Action project-generated, and With Action incremental vehicle trips are shown in Appendix H.  

The results of the Level 2 Screening Assessment for vehicle traffic show that Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project would result in 50 or more vehicle trips at 167 intersections during at least one 
of the study peak hours, as shown in Table 14-19. 
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Table 14-19 
Maximum Proposed Project Increment Vehicle Trips 
At Each Intersection—Weekday Analysis Peak Hours 
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56th Street 299 4       11   24 31 26 0 22 6 18 0 35 19   9   14   
54th Street 299 4       11   24 31 26 0 22 6 18 0 35 19   9   14   
44th Street 299 4       11   24 31 26   22 6 18 0 35 19   9   14   
43rd Street 295 5       12   24 31 26 0 26 6 18 0 35 19   9       
42nd Street 295 67       60 49 73 37 30 18 33 19 18 0 35 19   9   14   
41st Street 232 18 0     12 0 73 36 26 0 29 6 0 0 17 4 0 9   13   
40th Street 232 18 6     17 10 82 90 82 0 29 6 0 24 17 4 0 9 0 13   
39th Street 232 18       12   26 36 95 13 33 18 12 32 28 17 12 12 3 16   
38th Street 232 18       17   32 54 113 28 52 25 17 37 20 14 10 10 4 16 111 
37th Street   13       12   53 79 197 116 137 155 149 173 173 157 165 71 64 77 108 
36th Street 232 13   13 13 28 99 137 132 250 91 173 152 170 234 215 217   232 56 14 46 
35th Street   1   0 0 15 41 56 58 245 85 167 205 96 160 234 217 229 75 109 66 114 
34th Street 243 93     93 104 112 152 243 416   274 309 180 219 254 151 144 161 137 130 120 
33rd Street 188 51     46 63 56 108 180 260   308 217 122 95 104 18   30   52   
32nd Street                   252 106 190 134 171 114 124 42   46       
31st Street           21 204 173 325 355 198 379 208 211 212 189 93   46       
30th Street 147 114       117 149 334 370 405 133 243 122 115 104 68 100   83   77 48 
29th Street 77 63       86   82 144 137 26 73 44 19 33 21 54   16   44   
28th Street 36 5       16   67 97 101 14 65 25 7 32 2 49   14       
27th Street 36 16       26     93 96 14 60 26 2 31 2 49   14       
26th Street 36 23       44   92 152 164 47 72 54 39 37 6 49   14   44   
25th Street   6       26   34 121 134 20 81 32 1 0 2 48   14   44   
24th Street 13 6       22   20 106 110   61 11 1 0 2 48   14   44   
23rd Street   25       46   32 125 110 62 89 53 62 61 62 91   72   47 18 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
 

In consultation with DOT, the potential traffic impacts can be captured in the analysis of the 108 
intersections shown in Table 14-20 for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. Figure 
14-7 presents the traffic study area for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. 

TRANSIT 

The Project Area is served by the NYCT 34th Street-Herald Square (B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W 
Subway Lines), 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station (No. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines), and 
34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station (A, C, and E Subway lines) Subway Stations. Subway 
services at these stations provide convenient connections to other subway lines. Schematics for 
the stations listed above are shown Figures 14-8 through 14-10. 
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Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Herald Square
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Sixth Avenue Line Upper Mezzanine Level
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Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Herald Square
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Sixth Avenue Line Lower and Intermediate Mezzanine Level
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Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Herald Square
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Sixth Avenue Line Platform Level
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Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Herald Square
PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Broadway Line Mezzanine and Platform Levels
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PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Penn Station (Seventh Avenue)

Figure 14-9
Seventh Avenue Line Mezzanine and Platform Levels



EIGHTH AVENUE

12
.1
.2
1

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Eighth Avenue Line Mezzanine Level
Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Penn Station (Eighth Avenue)

Figure 14-10a



12
.1
.2
1

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Eighth Avenue Line Platform Level
Subway Station Schematic — 34th Street-Penn Station (Eighth Avenue)

Figure 14-10b
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Table 14-20 
Intersections with Proposed Project Increment Vehicle Trips 

Greater Than 50 Vehicles—Weekday Analysis Peak Hours 
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56th Street X                                           
54th Street X                                           
44th Street X                                           
43rd Street X                                           
42nd Street X X       X   X                             
41st Street X             X                             
40th Street X             X X X                         
39th Street X                 X                         
38th Street X               X X   X                   X 
37th Street               X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
36th Street X           X X X X X X X X X X X   X X     
35th Street               X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
34th Street X X     X X X X X X   X X X X X X X X X X X 
33rd Street X X       X X X X X   X X X X X         X   
32nd Street                   X X X X X X X             
31st Street             X X X X X X X X X X X           
30th Street X X       X X X X X X X X X X X X   X   X   
29th Street X X       X   X X X   X         X           
28th Street               X X X   X                     
27th Street                 X X   X                     
26th Street               X X X   X X                   
25th Street                 X X   X                     
24th Street                 X X   X                     
23rd Street                 X X X X X X X X X   X       

Legend   
X Intersection with Proposed Project Increment Vehicle Volumes Greater than 50 vehicles in Any Peak Hour 

  Proposed Study Location 
  Not an Intersection 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
 

Transit Improvements 
The Proposed Project would also introduce transit improvements that would improve the existing 
substandard conditions and enhance pedestrian circulation and the area’s subway and rail mass 
transit networks. The potential transit improvements under consideration include: 
1. Establish an east–west underground corridor, by either constructing a new corridor in the area 

of the closed Gimbels passageway (together with a new mezzanine stair on the north side of 
West 33rd Street connecting to the B/D/F/M mezzanine) (the 33rd Street Option) or creating 
a new passageway south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8 along West 32nd Street (the 32nd Street 
Option), connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–
Penn Station Subway Stations and providing access to Sites 7 and 8. 
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2. Create a north–south underground concourse on the east side of Seventh Avenue under Sites 
6 and 7. If the above east–west underground corridor is constructed on the south side of Sites 
7 and 8, this north–south underground concourse would extend southward across West 32nd 
Street and continue underneath Seventh Avenue to connect with Penn Station Level A. This 
additional connection under Seventh Avenue would not be constructed if the east-west 
underground corridor is created along the West 33rd Street Gimbels passageway alignment. 

3. Site 7 – Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets; 
new West 32nd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue; new West 33rd Street 
subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue and add a new ADA-compliant elevator adjacent 
to this entrance; widen the paid-zone stairs at west end of 32nd Street underpass connecting 
to Penn Station Level A; and add new express No. 2/3 platform stairs at the north and south 
ends of the station, along with a new fare control area at the 33rd Street underpass. 
Additionally, as part of Penn Station improvements undertaken by the MTA, widen the 
downtown local No. 1 stairs to Penn Station Level A with enlarged fare control area and add 
new connection/fare control area to downtown local platform. These improvements would be 
made to the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. 

4. Site 8 – Construct new street level stairs at West 32nd and West 33rd Streets and Sixth 
Avenue, plus additional escalators, accompanied by an elevator; reconstruct one mezzanine 
stair connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M Subway Lines; reconfigure the fare control area 
at the B/D/F/M mezzanine level; and replace the PATH elevator in the new Site 8 building. 
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station. 

5. Site 5 – New Penn Station/subway entrance within Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
corner of building, accompanied by connecting passageway, fare control area, and elevators; 
new West 33rd Street subway entrance; and relocate/widen downtown local No. 1 platform 
stairs, accompanied by an elevator, between West 33rd and West 34th Streets. These 
improvements would be made to the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station. 

6. Site 4 – New Penn Station/subway entrance and underground passageway to IND mezzanine 
within West 33rd Street side of building; new West 34th Street subway entrance, accompanied 
by an elevator; one reconfigured fare control area; one new and two widened express platform 
stairs; and widen the uptown local C/E platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets. 
These improvements would be made to the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway 
Station. 

7. Site 6 – Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets; 
new West 33rd Street and West 34th Street subway entrances; widen stairs from 33rd Street 
underpass; and widen 33rd Street paid-zone stairs together with relocating an elevator. These 
improvements would be made to the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway 
Station. 

8. Site 2 and portions of Site 1 and Site 3 – New Penn Station connections with publicly 
accessible in-building connections on Seventh and Eighth Avenues.  

For Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, items 1, Site 7 segment of item 2, item 3, item 6, and Site 1 
connections of item 8 above would accompany the development of Sites 1, 4, and 7. While some 
connecting elements to the new train shed below Sites 2 and 3 (part of item 8) would also be 
completed by the Phase 1 analysis year, it is assumed for analysis purposes that most would not 
be functional until those blocks’ build-out are completed at the end of Phase 2. 
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Subway trips were assigned to the three study area subway stations in consultation with NYCT, 
based on weekday subway ridership at each station, the proximity of each station to the develop-
ment sites within the Project Area, and the potential off-site transit improvements introduced by 
the Proposed Project. All PATH trips are assumed to use the 33rd Street PATH Station. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” it is anticipated that the larger building in terms 
of height and floor area on Site 2 would be located on the eastern portion of the site along Seventh 
Avenue. Projected trips for the two Site 2 buildings were separately assigned to the block’s various 
frontages and access locations.  

For Site 8, approximately 65 percent of subway trips are assumed to use the 34th Street–Herald 
Square Subway Station, while approximately 30 percent are assumed to use the 34th Street 
(Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station, and five percent are assumed to use the 34th 
Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. 

For Sites 3, 6, and 7, approximately 50 percent of subway trips are assumed to use the 34th Street–
Herald Square Subway Station, while approximately 40 percent are assumed to use the 34th Street 
(Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station, and 10 percent are assumed to use the 34th Street 
(Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station.  

For Site 5 and the eastern portion of Site 2, approximately 35 percent of subway trips are assumed 
to use the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station, while approximately 35 percent are assumed 
to use the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station, and 30 percent are assumed 
to use the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. 

For Site 4 and the western portion of Site 2, approximately 25 percent of subway trips are assumed 
to use the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station, while approximately 35 percent are assumed 
to use the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station, and 40 percent are assumed 
to use the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. 

For Site 1, approximately 15 percent of subway trips are assumed to use the 34th Street–Herald 
Square Subway Station, while approximately 35 percent are assumed to use the 34th Street 
(Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station, and 50 percent are assumed to use the 34th Street 
(Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. 

The following are additional assumptions that have been made in analyzing the impacts of the 
Proposed Project on subway facilities and operations. Subway trips using the 34th Street–Herald 
Square Subway Station would use the A25 control area near Broadway and West 32nd Street, the 
N506 control area near Broadway and West 34th Street, and the N507 control area near Sixth 
Avenue and West 32nd Street. Trips using the N506 control area would use the street-level 
stairway at the southwest corner of Broadway and West 34th Street. Trips using the N507 control 
area would use stairs and escalators along the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets, or use the east–west underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–Herald 
Square Subway Station and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. Trips 
using the A25 control area would use stairs along the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 
32nd and West 33rd Streets, the east–west underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–
Herald Square Subway Station and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway 
Station, or stairs on the north side of West 32nd Street between Sixth Avenue and Broadway.  

Subway trips using the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would use all 
of the fare control areas within the station. Trips would either use street-level stairways at the 
southeast and southwest corners of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, at the northeast, 
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northwest, and southeast corners of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street, and at the northeast 
corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street, or use the Penn Station underground concourse. 
Subway trips would use additional mezzanine level stairways within the paid fare zone to access 
the corresponding subway platforms. 

Subway trips using the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would use the 
N67 fare control area underneath Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street, the N70 fare control area 
on the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street, the N72 fare control area on the east side 
of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street, the N73 fare control area on the west side of Eighth 
Avenue and West 33rd Street, and the new control area at the new passageway on the east side of 
Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street. Trips using the N70 fare control area would use the street-
level stairway on the southeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street. Trips would use 
the street-level stairways on the northeast, southwest, and southeast corners of Eighth Avenue and 
West 33rd Street, the southwest and southeast corners of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street, or 
use the Penn Station underground concourse. Subway trips would use additional mezzanine level 
stairways within the paid fare zone to access the corresponding subway platforms. 

Subway trips using the 33rd Street PATH Station would use the PATH fare control areas near 
Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street and Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street. PATH trips would 
use the street-level stairways and escalators in the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station on 
the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets, the street-level stairway 
on the southwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street, and the street-level stairway on 
the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets. 

In consultation with NYCT and consideration of the potential transit improvements and trip 
assignment results, the station elements listed below have been selected for analysis: 

34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station 

• A25 Control Area near Broadway and West 32nd Street (7 turnstiles, 3 HEET, 1 gate); 
• N506 Control Area near Broadway and West 34th Street (14 turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• N507 Control Area on the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd 

Streets (11 turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• Street-level stairways on the northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street (HM307, 

HM308); 
• Street-level stairway on the northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street (HM300); 
• Street-level stairway on the northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and Broadway (M1/S2); 
• New street-level stairway and escalator on the west side of Sixth Avenue at West 33rd Street 

(New V9) leading to the East-West Connector between the 34th Street-Herald Square Station 
and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station; 

• New mezzanine-level stairway connecting the East-West Connector and the N507 control area 
mezzanine level (New V11); 

• Street-level stairway on the southwest corner of Broadway and West 34th Street (BMT 
S5/M5); 

• Street-level escalators (E221/E222) and escalators connecting to the lower mezzanine level 
(E223/E224) on the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets; 

• Stairs to B/D/F/M platform level (ML3/ML4, P1A/P1B, P2A/P2B, P3A/P3B, P4A/P4B, 
P5A/P5B, P6A/P6B, P7A/P7B, P8A/P8B, P10A/P10B, P11A/P11B, P12A/P12B); 

• Escalators to B/D/F/M platform level (ES229, ES230, ES231, ES232, ES233, ES234, ES235, 
ES236); 
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• Stairs to platform level N/Q/R/W platform level (P1A/P1B, P2A/P2B, P3A/P3B, P4A/P4B, 
P5A/P5B, P6A/P6B, P7A/P7B, P8A/P8B); 

• Stairs to N/Q/R/W mezzanine level (ML2A/ML2B, ML6A/ML6B); and 
• Stairs to N507 control area mezzanine level (ML1A/ML1B/New V10, ML7A/ML7B). 

34th Street–Penn Station (Seventh Avenue Subway Line) 

• R135 Control Area underneath Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (6 turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• New Control Area on the west side of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (5 turnstiles); 
• R137 Control Area on the east side of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (3 turnstiles, 1 

high-exit turnstile, 1 gate); 
• R138 Control Area underneath Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (12 turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• New R138-South Control Area underneath Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (3 exit-only 

turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• R139 Control Area on the east side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (4 turnstiles, 1 

high entry-exit turnstile, 1 gate); 
• R140 Control Area on the west side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (1 high-entry 

exit turnstile, 1 gate); 
• R141 Control Area on the east side of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (7 turnstiles, 1 

gate); 
• R142 Control Area on the west side of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (4 turnstiles, 2 

high entry-exit turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• New Control Area on the west side of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street from Penn Station 

Level A (5 turnstiles); 
• Street level stairway at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (O14/O15); 
• Street level stairway at southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (O17/P3); 
• Street level stairways at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (S2/P4 and 

O18/O19); 
• Street level stairway at southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (P6A/P6B); 
• Street level stairway at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street 

(S1/P1A/P1B/P2); 
• New street level stairway on south side of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh 

Avenues (NewV7); 
• Street level stairway at southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 

(S3/P5A/P5B); 
• New street level stairway at southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street from 

Penn Station Level A (New Penn to Street); 
• Street level stairway at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (P8/S6); 
• Street level stairway at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (S7/P5); 
• East-West Connector segment between the 34th Street-Penn Station (Seventh Avenue line) 

and new street level stairway on south side of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues (New PSG33); 

• North-South Corridor segment on the east side of Seventh Avenue between West 33rd Street 
and West 34th Street (New PSG-SITE6); 

• Mezzanine level stairways at east side of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (O8, O9, 
O10); 

• Mezzanine level stairway at west side of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street (O5/O6); 
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• Mezzanine level stairway at West 32nd Street underpass (U10/U14); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at east side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (ML2/ML4); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at east side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (ML6/ML8); 
• Mezzanine level stairways at west side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (ML7/ML5, 

ML9/ML11); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at east side of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (U9A/U9B); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at west side of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (U7A/U7B); 
• New mezzanine level stairway at west side of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street from 

Penn Station Level A to R142 control area free zone (New Penn to R142); 
• Platform level stairways to express level platforms (U3A/U3B, U4A/U4B/U4C, 

ML12A/ML12B, ML14A/ML14B); and 
• New platform level stairways to express level platforms (New V2A, New V2B). 

34th Street–Penn Station (Eighth Avenue Subway Line) 

• N67 Control Area on the lower mezzanine level (13 turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• N70 Control Area on the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street (5 turnstiles, 1 gate); 
• N71 Control Area on the west side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (5 turnstiles, 1 

HEET, 1 gate); 
• N72 Control Area on the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street; 

 East section (7 turnstiles) 
 South section (4 turnstiles) 

• N73 Control Area on the west side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (9 turnstiles, 1 
gate); 

• New Control Area in the new passageway on the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd 
Street (8 turnstiles); 

• Street level stairway at the southeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 
(S7A/S7B/P6A/P6B); 

• Street level stairway at the northeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (P4/S5); 
• Street level stairway at the southeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (P1/S1); 
• Street level stairway at the northwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (P3/S4); 
• Street level stairway at the southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (O1/O2); 
• Street level stairway at the southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street (P5/S6); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (G1); 
• Mezzanine level stairways at the west side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street (M4/M5); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

(M11A/M11B); 
• Mezzanine level stairway at the west side of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street (M9A/M9B) 
• Platform level stairways on the express track platform (M21/M22, M23A/M23B, M27/M28, 

M29/M30); 
• New platform stairways on the uptown local platform (New Penn to Uptown Local, New N67 

to Uptown Local); 
• New platform stairway on the express track platform (New N67 to Express); and 
• New North-South Corridor segment connecting the Penn Station concourse with the A/C/E 

lower mezzanine level (New PSG-SITE 4). 
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In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines will be assessed for line-haul conditions: 

• The No. 1 subway line (Seventh Avenue Local) operating between Van Cortlandt-242nd 
Street, Bronx and South Ferry, Manhattan; 

• The No. 2 subway line (Seventh Avenue Express) operating between Wakefield-241st Street, 
Bronx and Flatbush Avenue-Brooklyn College, Brooklyn; 

• The No. 3 subway line (Seventh Avenue Express) operating between Harlem-148th Street, 
Manhattan and New Lots Avenue, Brooklyn; 

• The A subway line (Eighth Avenue Express) operating between 207th Street, Manhattan and 
Far Rockaway-Mott Avenue, Queens, or Lefferts Boulevard, Queens; 

• The B subway line (Sixth Avenue Express) operating between Bedford Park Boulevard, Bronx 
and Brighton Beach, Brooklyn during weekdays only; 

• The C subway line (Eighth Avenue Local) operating between 168th Street, Manhattan and 
Euclid Avenue, Brooklyn; 

• The D subway line (Sixth Avenue Express) operating between Norwood-205th Street, Bronx 
and Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn; 

• The E subway line (Eighth Avenue Local) operating between World Trade Center, Manhattan 
and Jamaica Center-Parsons Boulevard/Archer Avenue, Queens; 

• The F subway line (Sixth Avenue Local) operating between Jamaica-179th Street, Queens and 
Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn; 

• The M subway line (Sixth Avenue Local) generally operating between Forest Hills-71st 
Avenue, Queens and Middle Village-Metropolitan Avenue, Queens during weekdays. It 
generally operates between Delancey Street-Essex Street, Manhattan and Middle Village-
Metropolitan Avenue, Queens during weekends; 

• The N subway line (Broadway Express) operating between Astoria-Ditmars Boulevard, 
Queens and Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn; 

• The Q subway line (Broadway Express) operating between 96th Street-Second Avenue, 
Manhattan and Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn; 

• The R subway line (Broadway Local) operating between Forest Hills-71st Avenue, Queens 
and Bay Ridge-95th Street, Brooklyn; and 

• The W subway line (Broadway Local) operating on weekdays only between Astoria-Ditmars 
Boulevard, Queens and Whitehall Street, Manhattan. 

There are numerous bus routes with stops adjacent to or near the Project Area, including the M1, 
M2, M3, M4, M5, M7, M20, M34/34A SBS, M55, and Q32 local bus routes, express bus routes 
from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island, and PABT buses. Currently, a bus network 
redesign is being undertaken by NYCT; while no plans for the redesign of the bus network in 
Manhattan has been decided at this time, this bus network redesign could potentially lead to 
changes in bus routes adjacent to or near the Project Area. 

As summarized in Table 14-16, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would generate 381, 192, and 
423 incremental bus trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. As 
summarized in Table 14-17, Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would generate 2,741, 981, and 2,553 
incremental bus trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

The following assumptions have been made in analyzing the impacts of the Proposed Project on 
bus operations. For the office and the No Action college use, approximately 58 percent of bus trips 
would utilize the PABT, and would consist primarily of bus trips from New Jersey (51 percent of 
total trips), Upstate New York (4 percent), Pennsylvania (2 percent), and Connecticut (1 percent). 
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Approximately 33 percent of bus trips would utilize express bus routes from the outer boroughs. 
Express bus routes travel primarily on Seventh, Sixth, Fifth Avenues, and Madison Avenues; one 
express bus route from Staten Island travels on West 34th Street. Of the 33 percent of bus trips 
traveling by express bus, 6 percent originate from the Bronx, which has nine bus routes serving 
the study area. Seven (7) percent of bus trips would use express buses from Brooklyn, which has 
eight bus routes serving the study area. Eleven (11) percent of bus trips would use express buses 
and the Q32 local bus route from Queens, which has a total of 24 bus routes serving the study 
area. Nine (9) percent of bus trips would use express buses from Staten Island, which has 17 bus 
routes serving the study area. Nine (9) percent of bus trips would originate from Manhattan and 
would use the nine local bus routes serving the study area. 

For the No Action and With Action residential use, approximately 76 percent of bus trips would 
use the local bus routes serving Manhattan, approximately 12 percent would use the express bus 
routes serving Queens, and approximately 12 percent would use bus routes terminating at the 
PABT. 

For all other uses, bus trips would use local bus routes in Manhattan. Approximately 30 percent 
would use the M34 Select Bus Service, while 70 percent would use the northbound and 
southbound bus routes, such as the M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M7, M20, and M55. 

Based on the above bus distributions and guidance from NYCT, and accounting for transfers, the 
Phase 2 bus line-haul screening summaries are shown in Table 14-21 below. It was determined 
that none of the express or local bus routes serving the study area would incur 50 or more peak 
hour riders in a single direction. Therefore, a quantified bus line-haul analysis is not warranted 
and the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse bus line-haul impacts. 

Table 14-21 
Phase 2—Bus Line Haul Level 2 Screening Summary 

 

Origin/Destination 

Port 
Authority  

Bus Terminal 

Brooklyn  
(8 express 
bus routes) 

Queens  
(23 express bus 

routes, 1 local bus 
route) 

Bronx  
(9 express 
bus routes) 

Staten Island  
(17 express 
bus routes) 

Manhattan  
(9 local bus 

routes) 
Total for All 

Routes Estimated Net Incremental Trips per Route 
AM Inbound Net 

Incremental Bus Trips 1,329 20 11 15 12 20 

AM Outbound Net 
Incremental Bus Trips 55 1 1 1 1 0 

PM Inbound Net 
Incremental Bus Trips 63 1 0 1 1 -2 

PM Outbound Net 
Incremental Bus Trip 1,206 18 10 14 11 17 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

PEDESTRIANS 

The projected peak hour pedestrian trips were distributed to the study area elements as described 
below.  
• Auto Trips – Motorists would park at off-street parking facilities within ¼-mile of the Project 

Area and walk to/from to each development site in the Project Area. Under the With Action, 
a portion of office related auto trips from Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8, would park on-site.  
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• Taxi Trips – Taxi patrons would get dropped off and picked up along the various frontages of 
each development site. 

• City Bus Trips – City bus riders would use local or express buses stopping on Seventh Avenue, 
Sixth Avenue, Fifth Avenue, Madison Avenue, and West 34th Street, and would get off at bus 
stops nearest to the various development sites. Bus riders traveling from outside New York 
City would get on/off at the PABT and would either walk to the Project Area or transfer to the 
one of the many subway lines serving the Project Area. 

• Subway/PATH Trips – Subway riders were assigned to the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway 
Station (B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines), 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn 
Station Subway Station (Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines), and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–
Penn Station Subway Station (A, C, and E Subway Lines), as well as the 33rd Street PATH 
Station. Some subway and PATH riders for the Sites 6, 7, and 8 office uses were assigned 
directly into the site under the With Action Condition to account for the East-West Connector 
and North-South Corridor connections with the building lobby. Similarly, some subway riders 
for the office uses on Sites 4 and 5 were assigned directly into those respective sites under 
both the No Action Condition and With Action Condition, accessing each site from the 
existing underground concourse connected to Penn Station. Some subway riders were also 
assigned directly into Sites 1, 2, and 3 via direct connections from the underground concourse 
connected to Penn Station in the With Action condition. 

• Rail Trips – Rail riders would travel to Penn Station. Rail riders to/from Penn Station would 
walk to/from the nearest access points relative to each development site. Since all sites would 
have below-grade connections to/from the Penn Station concourse, rail riders were assigned 
directly into each site under the With Action condition. 

• Walk-Only Trips – Pedestrian walk-only trips were developed by distributing project-
generated person trips to surrounding pedestrian facilities (i.e., sidewalks, corner reservoirs, 
and crosswalks) based on population data as well as the land use characteristics of the 
surrounding neighborhood. During the midday peak hour in both the No Action and With 
Action conditions, approximately 75 percent of office walk-only trips were assigned to project 
area retail frontages, reflecting a more localized pattern of travel due to the available 
supporting retail uses in the various development sites.  

Level 2 pedestrian-trip assignments by peak hour (weekday AM, midday, and PM) and analysis 
year (2033 and 2044) for the No Action site-generated, With Action project-generated, and With 
Action incremental pedestrian trips are shown in Appendix H. Based on the Level 2 Screening 
Assessment results for Phase 2 pedestrian trips, in consultation with DOT, a pedestrian study area 
consisting of 102 sidewalks, 88 corners, and 82 crosswalks, including those along Ninth Avenue 
that were added subsequent to the publication of the DEIS, was selected for detailed analysis for 
the weekday peak hours, as shown in Table 14-22. Figure 14-11 presents the pedestrian study 
area for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. 

C. TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS METHODOLOGIES 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The operations of all of the signalized and unsignalized intersections in the study area were 
assessed using methodologies presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) using the 
Synchro Software (Synchro 10). The HCM procedure evaluates the level of service (LOS) for 
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signalized and unsignalized intersections using average stop control delay, in seconds per vehicle, 
as described below. 

Table 14-22 
Phase 2—Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Results 

Intersection 

Selected 
Analysis Elements  

by Intersection 
Sidewalk Crosswalk Corner 

Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street 1 2 2 
Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 5 4 4 
Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 2 3 3 
Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street 5 3 2 
Sixth Avenue/Broadway and West 34th Street 4 4 2 
Sixth Avenue and West 35th Street 1 1 2 
Broadway and West 33rd Street 0 1 0 
Seventh Avenue and West 29th Street 2 2 2 
Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street 5 4 4 
Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 7 4 4 
Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 3 3 2 
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street 5 3 2 
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 7 4 4 
Seventh Avenue and West 35th Street 2 2 4 
Seventh Avenue and West 36th Street 2 2 4 
Seventh Avenue and West 37th Street 0 2 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 29th Street 1 2 2 
Eighth Avenue and West 30th Street 5 3 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 8 4 2 
Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street 6 4 2 
Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 5 4 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 35th Street 3 2 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 36th Street 2 2 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 37th Street 2 2 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 38th Street 2 2 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 39th Street 2 2 4 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street 1 3 4 
Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street 7 4 3 
Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street 7 4 2 
TOTAL 102 82 88 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The average control delay per vehicle is the basis for LOS determination for individual lane groups 
(grouping of movements in one or more travel lanes), the approaches, and the overall intersection. 
The LOS criteria are defined in Table 14-23. 
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Table 14-23 
Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

LOS Average Control Delay 
A ≤ 10.0 seconds 
B >10.0 and ≤ 20.0 seconds 
C >20.0 and ≤ 35.0 seconds 
D >35.0 and ≤ 55.0 seconds 
E >55.0 and ≤ 80.0 seconds 
F >80.0 seconds 

Source: Transportation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 
 
 

Although the HCM methodology calculates a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio, there is no strict 
relationship between v/c ratios and LOS as defined in the HCM. A high v/c ratio indicates substantial 
traffic passing through an intersection, but a high v/c ratio combined with low average delay actually 
represents the most efficient condition in terms of traffic engineering standards, where an approach 
or the whole intersection processes traffic close to its theoretical maximum capacity with minimal 
delay. However, very high v/c ratios—especially those approaching or greater than 1.0—are often 
correlated with a deteriorated LOS. Other important variables affecting delay include cycle length, 
progression, and green time. LOS A and B indicate good operating conditions with minimal delay. 
At LOS C, the number of vehicles stopping is higher, but congestion is still fairly light. LOS D 
describes a condition where congestion levels are more noticeable and individual cycle failures (a 
condition where motorists may have to wait for more than one green phase to clear the intersection) 
can occur. Conditions at LOS E and F reflect poor service levels, and cycle breakdowns are frequent. 
The HCM methodology also provides for a summary of the total intersection operating conditions. 
The analysis chooses the two critical movements (the worst case from each roadway) and calculates 
a summary critical v/c ratio. The overall intersection delay, which determines the intersection’s LOS, 
is based on a weighted average of control delays of the individual lane groups. Within New York 
City, the midpoint of LOS D (45 seconds of delay) is generally considered as the threshold between 
acceptable and unacceptable operations. 

Significant Impact Criteria 
According to the criteria presented in the CEQR Technical Manual, impacts are considered 
significant and require examination of mitigation if they result in an increase in the With Action 
Condition of five or more seconds of delay in a lane group over No Action levels beyond mid-
LOS D. For No Action LOS E, a four-second increase in delay is considered significant. For No 
Action LOS F, a three-second increase in delay is considered significant. In addition, impacts are 
considered significant if LOS deteriorate from acceptable A, B, or C in the No Action Condition 
to marginally unacceptable LOS D (a delay in excess of 45 seconds, the midpoint of LOS D), or 
unacceptable LOS E or F in the With Action Condition. 

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

For unsignalized intersections, the average control delay is defined as the total elapsed time from 
which a vehicle stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. This 
includes the time required for the vehicle to travel from the last-in-queue to the first-in-queue 
position. The average control delay for any particular minor movement is a function of the service 
rate or capacity of the approach and the degree of saturation. The LOS criteria for unsignalized 
intersections are summarized in Table 14-24. 
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Table 14-24 
Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 
LOS Average Control Delay 

A ≤ 10.0 seconds 
B > 10.0 and ≤ 15.0 seconds 
C > 15.0 and ≤ 25.0 seconds 
D > 25.0 and ≤ 35.0 seconds 
E > 35.0 and ≤ 50.0 seconds 
F > 50.0 seconds 

Source: Transportation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 
 
 

The LOS thresholds for unsignalized intersections are different from those for signalized intersec-
tions. The primary reason is that drivers expect different levels of performance from different 
types of transportation facilities. The expectation is that a signalized intersection is designed to 
carry higher traffic volumes than an unsignalized intersection; hence, the corresponding control 
delays are higher at a signalized intersection than at an unsignalized intersection for the same LOS. 
In addition, certain driver behavioral considerations combine to make delays at signalized inter-
sections less onerous than at unsignalized intersections. For example, drivers at signalized inter-
sections are able to relax during the red interval, whereas drivers on minor approaches to un-
signalized intersections must remain attentive to the task of identifying acceptable gaps and 
vehicle conflicts. Also, there is often much more variability in the amount of delay experienced 
by individual drivers at unsignalized intersections. For these reasons, the corresponding delay 
thresholds for unsignalized intersections are lower than those of signalized intersections. As with 
signalized intersections, within New York City, the midpoint of LOS D (30 seconds of delay) is 
generally perceived as the threshold between acceptable and unacceptable operations. 

Significant Impact Criteria 
The same sliding scale of significant delays described for signalized intersections applies for 
unsignalized intersections. For the minor street to trigger significant impacts, at least 90 passenger 
car equivalents (PCE) must be identified in the With Action Condition in any peak hour. 

TRANSIT OPERATIONS 

SUBWAY STATION ELEMENTS 

The methodology for assessing station circulation (stairs, escalators, and passageways) and fare 
control (regular turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles, and high exit turnstiles) elements compares 
the user volume with the analyzed element’s design capacity, resulting in a v/c ratio. For stairs, 
the design capacity considers the effective width of a tread, which accounts for railings or other 
obstructions, the friction or counter-flow between upward and downward pedestrians (up to 10 
percent capacity reduction is applied to account for counter-flow friction), surging of entering and 
exiting pedestrians (up to 25 percent capacity reduction is applied to account for surged flows off 
of platforms and onto platforms), and the average area required for circulation. For passageways, 
similar considerations are made. For escalators and turnstiles, capacities are measured by the 
number and width of an element and the NYCT optimum capacity per element, and also account 
for the potential for surging of entering and exiting pedestrians. In the analysis for each of these 
elements, volumes and capacities are presented for 15-minute intervals. The estimated v/c ratio is 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-49  

compared with NYCT criteria to determine a LOS for the operation of an element, as summarized 
in Table 14-25. 

Table 14-25 
Level of Service Criteria for Subway Station Elements 

LOS V/C Ratio 
A 0.00 to 0.45 
B 0.45 to 0.70 
C 0.70 to 1.00 
D 1.00 to 1.33 
E 1.33 to 1.67 
F Above 1.67 

Sources: New York City Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual 
 

At LOS A (“free flow”) and B (“fluid flow”), there is sufficient area to allow pedestrians to freely 
select their walking speed and bypass slower pedestrians. When cross and reverse flow movement 
exists, only minor conflicts may occur. At LOS C (“fluid, somewhat restricted”), movement is 
fluid although somewhat restricted. While there is sufficient room for standing without personal 
contact, circulation through queuing areas may require adjustments to walking speed. At LOS D 
(“crowded, walking speed restricted”), walking speed is restricted and reduced. Reverse and cross 
flow movement is severely restricted because of congestion and the difficult passage of slower 
moving pedestrians. At LOS E (“congested, some shuffling and queuing”) and F (“severely 
congested, queued”), walking speed is restricted. There is also insufficient area to bypass others, 
and opposing movement is difficult. Often, forward progress is achievable only through shuffling, 
with queues forming. 

Significant Impact Criteria 
The determination of significant impacts for station elements varies based on their type and use. 
For stairs and passageways, significant impacts are defined in terms of width increment threshold 
(WIT) based on the minimum amount of additional capacity that would be required either to 
mitigate the location to its service conditions (LOS) under the No Action levels, or to bring it to a 
v/c ratio of 1.00 (LOS C/D), whichever is greater. Significant impacts are typically considered to 
occur once the WITs in Table 14-26 are reached or exceeded. 

Table 14-26 
Significant Impact Guidance for Stairs and Passageways 

With Action V/C Ratio 
WIT for Significant Impact (inches) 

Stairway Passageway 
1.00 to 1.09 8.0 13.0 
1.10 to 1.19 7.0 11.5 
1.20 to 1.29 6.0 10.0 
1.30 to 1.39 5.0 8.5 
1.40 to 1.49 4.0 6.0 
1.50 to 1.59 3.0 4.5 
1.60 and up 2.0 3.0 

Note: WIT = Width Increment Threshold 
Sources: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual 
 

For escalators and control area elements, impacts are significant if the proposed project causes a 
v/c ratio to increase from below 1.00 to 1.00 or greater. Where a facility is already at or above its 
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capacity (a v/c of 1.00 or greater) in the No Action Condition, a 0.01 increase in v/c ratio is also 
significant. 

SUBWAY LINE-HAUL CAPACITIES 

As per the CEQR Technical Manual, line-haul capacities are evaluated when a proposed project 
is anticipated to generate a perceptible number of passengers on particular subway and bus routes. 
For subways, if a subway line is expected to incur 200 or more passengers in one direction of 
travel during a commuter peak hour, a detailed review of ridership level at its maximum load point 
and/or other project-specific load points is advised to determine if the route’s guideline (or 
practical) capacity would be exceeded. NYCT operates six different types of subway cars with 
different seating and guideline capacities. The peak period guideline capacity of a subway car, 
which ranges from 110 to 175 passengers, is compared with ridership levels to determine the 
acceptability of conditions.  

Significant Impact Criteria 
For subways, projected increases from the No Action condition within guideline capacity to a 
With Action condition that exceeds guideline capacity may be considered a significant adverse 
impact, if a subway car for a particular route is expected to incur five or more riders from a 
proposed project. Since there are constraints on what service improvements are available to 
NYCT, significant line-haul capacity impacts on subway routes are generally disclosed but would 
usually remain unmitigated. 

PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

The adequacy of the study area’s sidewalk, crosswalk, and corner reservoir capacities in relation 
to the demand imposed on them is evaluated based on the methodologies presented in the 2010 
HCM, pursuant to procedures detailed in the CEQR Technical Manual. The primary performance 
measure for sidewalks and walkways is pedestrian space, expressed as square feet per pedestrian 
(SFP), which is an indicator of the quality of pedestrian movement and comfort. The calculation 
of the sidewalk SFP is based on the pedestrian volumes by direction, the effective sidewalk or 
walkway width, and average walking speed. The SFP forms the basis for a sidewalk LOS analysis. 
The determination of sidewalk LOS is also dependent on whether the pedestrian flow being 
analyzed is best described as “non-platoon” or “platoon.” Non-platoon flow occurs when 
pedestrian volume within the peak 15-minute period is relatively uniform, whereas, platoon flow 
occurs when pedestrian volumes vary significantly with the peak 15-minute period. Such variation 
typically occurs near bus stops, subway stations, and/or where adjacent crosswalks account for 
much of the walkway’s pedestrian volume. 

Street corners and crosswalks are not easily measured in terms of free pedestrian flow, as they are 
influenced by the effects of traffic signals. Street corners must be able to provide sufficient space 
for a mix of standing pedestrians (queued to cross a street) and circulating pedestrians (crossing 
the street or moving around the corner). The HCM methodologies apply a measure of time and 
space availability based on the area of the corner, the timing of the intersection signal, and the 
estimated space used by circulating pedestrians. The total “time-space” available for these 
activities, expressed in square feet-second, is calculated by multiplying the net area of the corner 
(in square feet) by the signal’s cycle length. The analysis then determines the total circulation time 
for all pedestrian movements at the corner per signal cycle (expressed as pedestrians per second). 
The ratio of net time-space divided by the total pedestrian circulation volume per signal cycle 
provides the LOS measurement of available SFP. 
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Crosswalk LOS is also a function of time and space. Similar to the street corner analysis, crosswalk 
conditions are first expressed as a measurement of the available area (the crosswalk width 
multiplied by the width of the street) and the permitted crossing time. This measure is expressed 
in square feet-second. The average time required for a pedestrian to cross the street is calculated 
based on the width of the street and an assumed walking speed. The ratio of time-space available 
in the crosswalk to the total crosswalk pedestrian occupancy time is the LOS measurement of 
available square feet per pedestrian. The LOS analysis also accounts for vehicular turning 
movements that traverse the crosswalk. The LOS standards for sidewalks, corner reservoirs, and 
crosswalks are summarized in Table 14-27. The CEQR Technical Manual specifies acceptable 
mid-LOS D or better (minimum of 31.5 SFP platoon flows for sidewalks; minimum of 19.5 SFP 
for corners and crosswalks) in CBD settings, which include the project study area. 

Table 14-27 
Level of Service Criteria for Pedestrian Elements 

LOS 
Sidewalks Corner Reservoirs and 

Crosswalks Non-Platoon Flow Platoon Flow 
A > 60 SFP > 530 SFP > 60 SFP 
B > 40 and ≤ 60 SFP > 90 and ≤ 530 SFP > 40 and ≤ 60 SFP 
C > 24 and ≤ 40 SFP > 40 and ≤ 90 SFP > 24 and ≤ 40 SFP 
D > 15 and ≤ 24 SFP > 23 and ≤ 40 SFP > 15 and ≤ 24 SFP 
E > 8 and ≤ 15 SFP > 11 and ≤ 23 SFP > 8 and ≤ 15 SFP 
F ≤ 8 SFP ≤ 11 SFP ≤ 8 SFP 

Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian. 
Sources: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual 
 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT CRITERIA 

The determination of significant pedestrian impacts considers the level of predicted decrease in 
pedestrian space between the No Action and With Action Conditions. For different pedestrian 
elements, flow conditions, and area types, the CEQR Technical Manual procedure for impact 
determination corresponds with various sliding-scale formulas, as further detailed below. 

Sidewalks 
The CBD sliding-scale formula for determining significant sidewalk impacts for platoon flow is 
Y ≥ X/(9.5–0.321). Since a decrease in pedestrian space within acceptable levels would not 
constitute a significant impact, these formulas would apply only if the With Action pedestrian 
space falls short of mid-LOS D. Table 14-28 summarizes the sliding scale guidance provided by 
the CEQR Technical Manual for determining potential significant sidewalk impacts. 

Corner Reservoirs and Crosswalks 
The determination of significant corner and crosswalk impacts in the CBD is also based on a 
sliding scale using the following formula: Y ≥ X/9.0–0.31, where Y is the decrease in pedestrian 
space in SFP and X is the No Action pedestrian space in SFP. Since a decrease in pedestrian space 
within acceptable levels would not constitute a significant impact, this formula would apply only 
if the With Action pedestrian space falls short of mid-LOS D. Table 14-29 summarizes the sliding 
scale guidance provided by the CEQR Technical Manual for determining potential significant 
corner and crosswalk impacts. 
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VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY EVALUATION 

An evaluation of vehicular and pedestrian safety is necessary for locations within the traffic and 
pedestrian study areas that have been identified as high crash locations, where 48 or more total 
reportable and non-reportable crashes or five or more pedestrian/bicyclist injury crashes occurred 
in any consecutive 12 months of the most recent three-year period for which data are available. 
For these locations, crash trends are identified to determine whether projected vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic would further impact safety at these locations. The determination of potential 
significant safety impacts depends on the type of area where the Project Area is located, traffic 
volumes, crash types and severity, and other contributing factors. Where appropriate, measures to 
improve traffic and pedestrian safety are identified and coordinated with DOT for its approval. 

Table 14-28 
Significant Impact Guidance for Sidewalks 

CBD Platoon Flow Sliding Scale Formula: Y ≥ X/(9.5—0.321) 
No Action Pedestrian Space (X, SFP) With Action Pedestrian Space Reduction (Y, SFP) 

No Action Pedestrian Space > 34.8 With Action Pedestrian Space < 31.5 
34.0 to 34.8 ≥ 3.3 
33.0 to 33.9 ≥ 3.2 
32.1 to 32.9 ≥ 3.1 
31.1 to 32.0 ≥ 3.0 
30.2 to 31.0 ≥ 2.9 
29.2 to 30.1 ≥ 2.8 
28.3 to 29.1 ≥ 2.7 
27.3 to 28.2 ≥ 2.6 
26.4 to 27.2 ≥ 2.5 
25.4 to 26.3 ≥ 2.4 
24.5 to 25.3 ≥ 2.3 
23.5 to 24.4 ≥ 2.2 
22.6 to 23.4 ≥ 2.1 
21.6 to 22.5 ≥ 2.0 
20.7 to 21.5 ≥ 1.9 
19.7 to 20.6 ≥ 1.8 
18.8 to 19.6 ≥ 1.7 
17.8 to 18.7 ≥ 1.6 
16.9 to 17.7 ≥ 1.5 
15.9 to 16.8 ≥ 1.4 
15.0 to 15.8 ≥ 1.3 
14.0 to 14.9 ≥ 1.2 
13.1 to 13.9 ≥ 1.1 
12.1 to 13.0 ≥ 1.0 
11.2 to 12.0 ≥ 0.9 
10.2 to 11.1 ≥ 0.8 
9.3 to 10.1 ≥ 0.7 
8.3 to 9.2 ≥ 0.6 
7.4 to 8.2 ≥ 0.5 
6.4 to 7.3 ≥ 0.4 

< 6.4 ≥ 0.3 
Notes: SFP = square feet per pedestrian; Y = decrease in pedestrian space in SFP; X = No Action pedestrian space in SFP. 
Sources: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual 
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Table 14-29 
Significant Impact Guidance for Corners and Crosswalks 

CBD Sliding Scale Formula: Y ≥  X/9.0–0.31 
No Action Pedestrian Space (X, SFP) With Action Pedestrian Space Reduction (Y, SFP) 

No Action Pedestrian Space > 21.5 With Action Pedestrian Space < 19.5 
21.3 to 21.5 ≥ 2.1 
20.4 to 21.2 ≥ 2.0 
19.5 to 20.3 ≥ 1.9 
18.6 to 19.4 ≥ 1.8 
17.7 to 18.5 ≥ 1.7 
16.8 to 17.6 ≥ 1.6 
15.9 to 16.7 ≥ 1.5 
15.0 to 15.8 ≥ 1.4 
14.1 to 14.9 ≥ 1.3 
13.2 to 14.0 ≥ 1.2 
12.3 to 13.1 ≥ 1.1 
11.4 to 12.2 ≥ 1.0 
10.5 to 11.3 ≥ 0.9 
9.6 to 10.4 ≥ 0.8 
8.7 to 9.5 ≥ 0.7 
7.8 to 8.6 ≥ 0.6 
6.9 to 7.7 ≥ 0.5 
6.0 to 6.8 ≥ 0.4 
5.1 to 5.9 ≥ 0.3 

< 5.1 ≥ 0.2 
Notes: SFP = square feet per pedestrian; Y = decrease in pedestrian space in SFP; X = No Action pedestrian space in SFP. 
Sources: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual 
 

PARKING CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT 

The parking analysis identifies the extent to which off-street parking is available and utilized under 
existing and future conditions. It takes into consideration anticipated changes in area parking 
supply and provides a comparison of parking needs versus availability to determine if a parking 
shortfall is likely to result from parking displacement attributable to or additional demand 
generated by a proposed project. Typically, this analysis encompasses a study area within a ¼-mile 
of the Project Area. If the analysis concludes a shortfall in parking within the ¼-mile study area, 
the study area could sometimes be extended to a ½-mile to identify additional parking supply. 

Under the CEQR Technical Manual’s guidance, for proposed projects located in Manhattan or 
other areas near CBDs, the inability of the proposed project or the surrounding area to 
accommodate the project’s future parking demand is considered a parking shortfall, but is 
generally not considered significant due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of 
transportation, and New York City’s public policy of discouraging automotive use in Manhattan’s 
CBD. For other areas in New York City, a parking shortfall that exceeds more than half the 
available on-street and off-street parking spaces within a ¼-mile of the Project Area may be 
considered significant. Additional factors, such as the availability and extent of transit in the area, 
proximity of the project to such transit, and patterns of automobile usage by area residents, could 
be considered to determine the significance of the identified parking shortfall. In some cases, if 
there is adequate parking supply within ½-mile of the Project Area, the projected parking shortfall 
may also not necessarily be considered significant. 
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D. DETAILED TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
As described above in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening Assess-
ment,” a total of 108 traffic analysis locations have been selected for detailed analysis during the 
weekday AM, midday, and PM peak periods. All analysis intersections are signalized except for 
the West 33rd Street intersection with Route 9A. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

ROADWAY NETWORK AND TRAFFIC STUDY AREA 

To assess the potential vehicular impacts associated with the Proposed Project, the study area was 
defined based on principal access routes to and from the Project Area, traffic conditions in the 
surrounding area, and key intersections likely to be affected by trips generated by the Proposed 
Project. In total, 107 signalized intersections and one unsignalized intersection were identified for 
detailed vehicular analyses, as shown in Figure 14-7. 

In the Manhattan grid street network, avenues extend in the north-south direction and the cross-
streets extend in the east-west direction. The north–south avenues are generally high-capacity 
arterials that serve substantial volumes of through and local traffic and are benefited by traffic 
signal timing patterns that allow traffic to proceed with good progression when traffic conditions 
are uncongested. Avenues are typically 60 to 70 feet wide curb-to-curb.  

Streets generally run east–west (crosstown), most carrying one-way traffic with curb-to-curb 
widths varying from 30 to 34 feet. Even-numbered streets generally serve eastbound traffic, while 
odd-numbered streets serve westbound traffic. The only exceptions within the study area are 23rd 
Street, 34th Street, and 42nd Streets, which carry two-way traffic and have curb-to-curb widths of 
approximately 54 feet. Additionally, these three two-way crosstown streets operate with exclusive 
bus lanes, discussed in further detail below. Many cross-streets provide access to and from 
regional roadways including Route 9A, the Lincoln Tunnel, the Queens Midtown Tunnel, and/or 
the FDR Drive.  

Within the immediate study area, exceptions to the general grid are Broadway, West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets, and Dyer Avenue. Broadway is a southbound street that is situated diagonal to 
the Manhattan grid system. West 32nd Street extends east–west but is interrupted by the 
“superblocks” located between each avenue from Seventh Avenue to Tenth Avenue, from West 
31st Street to West 33rd Street. These superblocks include MSG, the Farley Complex, and other 
uses. West 33rd Street extends east–west but is interrupted between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
by Plaza 33. Dyer Avenue is a bi-directional north–south roadway located between Ninth and 
Tenth Avenues. The roadway provides access to and from the Lincoln Tunnel from West 30th, 
West 31st, West 33rd, West 34th, West 35th, West 36th, and West 37th Streets.  

Avenues/North–South Roadways 
Fifth Avenue is a southbound arterial roadway that operates with three to five moving lanes. From 
Central Park to 34th Street, the two right lanes along the west curb of Fifth Avenue are designated 
as bus-only lanes for the M1, M2, M3, and M4 bus routes. From 34th Street to 25th Street, there 
are three to five moving lanes depending on curb lane operations, which vary by time of day and 
by block. At 24th Street, Fifth Avenue intersects Broadway, a parking-protected bike lane is 
introduced (south of 23rd Street), and Fifth Avenue transitions to three travel lanes. Fifth Avenue 
is the dividing line for the designation of east and west streets within Manhattan. 
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Broadway is a southbound arterial roadway with generally one moving lane, turn lanes/mixing 
zones at key intersections, and parking on both sides of the street. A parking-protected bike lane 
is provided along the east curb. Broadway is discontinuous for vehicle traffic at Times Square 
between West 47th Street and West 42nd Street, at Herald Square between West 35th Street and 
West 32nd Street, and at Madison Square Park between West 25th Street and West 23rd Street. 
Between West 24th Street and West 25th Street, Broadway operates as a one-way northbound 
shared street. 

Sixth Avenue is a northbound arterial roadway and generally operates with four lanes of moving 
traffic. From West 23rd Street to West 32nd Street, parking is provided on both sides of the street 
and a parking-protected bike lane is provided along the west curb. Between West 32nd Street and 
West 35th Street, DOT made improvements in 2019 to facilitate cycling through Herald and 
Greeley Squares, including the addition of a two-way bike lane along the west curb between West 
32nd and West 34th Streets. Between West 35th and West 39th Streets, Sixth Avenue has four 
travel lanes and a bus-only lane along the east curb, with curbside parking along the west curb 
with a conventional bike lane. North of West 39th Street, the east curb lane operates as a bus-only 
lane, No Standing zone, or commercial loading area, depending on time of day.  

Seventh Avenue is a southbound arterial roadway that generally operates with three to four moving 
lanes of traffic. From West 46th Street to West 42nd Street, Seventh Avenue operates with four 
moving lanes and a bike lane along the east curb. From West 42nd Street to West 34th Street, a 
temporary sidewalk extension was installed by DOT on the west curb. From West 42nd Street to 
West 23rd Street, a bus lane is provided in the westernmost lane, and is in effect during morning 
and evening peak periods, Monday through Saturday. Between West 33rd and West 31st Streets, 
Seventh Avenue has a wider cross section and operates with four travel lanes and taxi stands along 
the west curb at Penn Station and along the east curb at the Hotel Pennsylvania. South of West 
30th Street, Seventh Avenue generally operates with three travel lanes with a bus-only/parking 
lane (depending on time of day) along the west curb and a parking-protected bike lane along the 
east curb. 

Eighth Avenue is a northbound arterial roadway that generally operates with four to five moving 
lanes. A parking-protected bike lane is provided along the west curb throughout the study area. 
Between West 31st and West 33rd Streets, a taxi stand is located on the east side of Eighth Avenue, 
adjacent to Penn Station. Between West 38th Street and West 42nd Street, DOT implemented 
improvements for bicycle and pedestrian circulation in 2019, including a sidewalk extension on 
the west curb.  

Other North–South Roadways 
Other avenues east of the Project Area include First Avenue, Third Avenue, and Madison Avenue 
(which operate in the northbound direction) and Second Avenue and Lexington Avenue, which 
operate in the southbound direction. Park Avenue is a two-way, north–south roadway with a center 
median. 

West of the Project Area, other avenues in the study area include Ninth Avenue—which operates 
in the southbound direction—and Tenth Avenue, which operates in the northbound direction. Dyer 
Avenue is a two-way north–south roadway that operates between Ninth and Tenth Avenues and 
provides access to and from the Lincoln Tunnel from various side streets. Eleventh Avenue 
operates in the southbound direction north of West 40th Street and south of West 34th Street, and 
as a two-way north–south roadway between West 34th and West 40th Streets.  
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First, Second, and Ninth Avenues have parking-protected bike lanes that extend through the study 
area, and Eleventh Avenue has a parking-protected bike lane between West 57th and West 42nd 
Streets. First, Second, Lexington, and Madison Avenues have dedicated bus lanes during peak 
hours. 

Crosstown/East–West Streets 
A westbound roadway between Second and Tenth Avenues, 31st Street generally operates with 
one travel lane and curbside loading/parking lanes. Between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, West 31st 
Street provides access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Dyer Avenue.  

An eastbound roadway between Seventh Avenue and Second Avenue, 32nd Street generally 
operates with one travel lane and curbside loading/parking lanes. Between Seventh and Sixth 
Avenues, there is a sidewalk extension on the north curb, providing additional space for pedestrian 
circulation between Penn Station to Herald Square.  

A westbound roadway, 33rd Street generally operates with one travel lane and curbside 
loading/parking lanes. West 33rd Street is discontinuous between Seventh and Eighth Avenues at 
Plaza 33. Between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, West 33rd Street provides access to the Lincoln 
Tunnel via Dyer Avenue.  

A major two-way east–west arterial, 34th Street spans the width of Manhattan. The curbside lanes 
operate as bus-only lanes at all times, serving the M34/34A SBS bus, although parking lay-bys 
are often provided between avenues. This crosstown arterial also operates as a through truck route 
during all hours except between 11:00 AM and 6:00 PM. Between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, 
West 34th Street connects to Dyer Avenue, which provides access to the Lincoln Tunnel.  

Crosstown 35th and 37th streets are westbound roadways that generally operate with one and two 
travel lanes, respectively, with curbside parking. Both streets provide access to/from the Lincoln 
Tunnel via Dyer Avenue and access from the Queens Midtown Tunnel via Tunnel Exit Street.  

Crosstown 36th Street is an eastbound roadway that generally operates with two travel lanes and 
curbside parking. It provides access to and from the Lincoln Tunnel via Dyer Avenue and access 
to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. 

Other Crosstown/East–West Streets 
Other major two-way crosstown streets in the study area include 23rd and 42nd Streets, both of 
which serve two-way traffic. These east–west roadways generally operate with two lanes of traffic 
in each direction and are both designated local truck routes. The M23-SBS and M42 buses operate 
on 23rd and 42nd streets, respectively.  

Other one-way crosstown streets in the study area include 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets. Even-
numbered streets operate eastbound and odd-numbered streets operate westbound, with the 
exception of the segment of West 30th Street between Ninth Avenue and Dyer Avenue, which 
operates as two-way. Each crosstown street generally operates with one moving lane and curbside 
parking. A parking-protected bike lane is provided on 29th Street and a conventional bike 
lane/shared bike lane is provided on 30th Street.  

Regional Roadways 
Route 9A is a major north–south arterial on the west side of Manhattan with connections to 
Brooklyn via the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel to the south, and to New Jersey via the George 
Washington Bridge to the north. It operates with four to five moving lanes (including turning 
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lanes) in each direction. Restrictive parking regulations prevail along certain segments of the 
arterial. Route 9A is a through truck route between the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and West 34th 
Street, and a local truck route between West 34th Street and West 57th Street. It operates with a 
center median and exclusive turn lanes at major intersections. Traffic flow on the arterial is 
controlled by signals that operate at long 120- to 150-second cycles. 

The FDR Drive is a limited-access parkway on the east side of Manhattan. It provides connections 
to various East River crossings including the Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, Williamsburg 
Bridge, Queens-Midtown Tunnel, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge. Within the study area, the 
FDR Drive is generally elevated and operates with three lanes in each direction with a median 
divider. A service road provides connections between the elevated parkway and limited local 
cross-streets, including East 30th, East 34th, East 35th, East 36th, East 37th, and East 38th Streets. 
Trucks are not permitted on the FDR Drive. 

TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

This study’s early planning efforts got underway in the spring of 2020. Due to changes in travel 
patterns associated with the COVID-19 pandemic conditions and the New York State PAUSE 
plan that went into effect on March 22, 2020, ESD, as lead agency and in consultation with DOT 
determined that traffic and pedestrian counts should not be undertaken because they would not 
yield representative data. In lieu of collecting new representative data, which was not possible 
under atypical conditions due to COVID-19, available count data from other transportation studies 
conducted in the study area and historic count data in the DOT Traffic Information Management 
System (TIMS) database were reviewed to develop representative baseline weekday peak hour 
traffic volumes. To assemble available data for the greatest number of study locations, ESD 
determined, in consultation with DOT, to utilize data that in some cases extended beyond the 
three-year limit typically considered for usability, per the CEQR Technical Manual. Most count 
data are from 2019, the existing conditions baseline year; however, the baseline conditions at some 
study locations were derived from counts earlier than 2019, going back to 2008. Subsequent to the 
assembling of the above baseline traffic data, DOT issued, in October 2020, a set of guidance 
allowing data collection efforts to resume in New York City. However, developing a data set that 
is representative of normal conditions from current counts would require significant adjustments 
based upon professional judgement to appropriately account for established patterns. In particular, 
given the highly commercial nature of the study area, any newly collected data would need to be 
calibrated against historical data to arrive at the established patterns that would be appropriate for 
analysis. This process has essentially been undertaken through the evaluation of the various 
datasets described above. ESD, therefore, determined that undertaking supplemental data collec-
tion is not warranted for purposes of this EIS. 

The count data used to establish the existing traffic conditions were adjusted to account for 
changes in volumes and street operations between the various years that the data were collected 
and 2019. Standard peak hours in Manhattan, south of 110th Street, generally occur from 8:00 
AM to 9:00 AM, 12:00 PM to 1:00 PM, and 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM on weekdays. These were used 
as the analysis peak hours for the data adjustment and street network traffic volume balancing 
process. Traffic data adjustments and balancing were reviewed by and refined in coordination with 
DOT. The following steps were taken to adjust and balance the traffic volumes: 

• Study locations with count data from 2019 were generally used as a baseline reference to 
adjust and balance the study locations with count data from prior to 2019.  
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• Study locations along avenues were adjusted and balanced based on the most common year 
of count data (if within the last three years). If the most common year of count data along an 
avenue was from prior to 2017, volumes were instead adjusted and balanced based on study 
locations with count data from within the last three years.  

For study locations with no available count data, available count data at surrounding intersections 
was used to develop traffic volumes as follows: 

• If there were adjacent intersections with available count data, the volumes from those 
locations were used to generate the avenue or cross-street approach volumes.  

• If there were no adjacent locations with available intersection count data, turning movements 
were developed by reviewing similar intersections on the same avenue or cross street (i.e., 
intersections with the same cross-street directionality).  

Count data were also reviewed to determine if they captured recent street operational changes. 
West 33rd Street was reopened at Broadway in June 2019, which resulted in new traffic patterns 
on West 32nd and West 33rd Streets between Sixth Avenue and Seventh Avenue. The count data 
used for the study area intersections affected by these roadway changes were collected in October 
2019, after the reopening project was implemented, so no adjustments were needed to capture the 
new traffic patterns. A bus lane was implemented on 42nd Street in summer 2019, which resulted 
in reduced capacity and new turn restrictions along 42nd Street. Since the count data used for the 
study area intersections on 42nd Street were collected in June 2019, prior to the implementation 
of the bus lane, the bus lane implementation will be captured in the No Action analyses and 
existing count data were not adjusted. 

The existing traffic volumes for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours are shown in 
Appendix H. Inventories of roadway geometry, traffic controls, bus stops, and parking 
regulations/activities were recorded to provide appropriate inputs for the operational analyses. 
Official signal timings were also obtained from DOT for use in the analysis of the study area 
signalized intersections.  

LEVELS OF SERVICE 

A summary of the existing conditions traffic analysis results by lane group is presented in Table 14-30. 
Under existing conditions for the signalized intersections, 245 of the 400 total analyzed lane 
groups during the weekday AM peak hour, 257 of the 395 total analyzed lane groups during the 
weekday midday peak hour, and 263 of the 398 total analyzed lane groups during the weekday 
PM peak hour, would operate at LOS C or better. As noted in Section C, “Transportation Analysis 
Methodologies,” the mid-point of marginal LOS D is considered the threshold of acceptable and 
unacceptable operations and LOS E and LOS F are considered congested conditions. 

Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) occur at 155 lane groups during the 
weekday AM peak hour, 138 lane groups during the weekday midday peak hour, and 135 lane 
groups during the weekday PM peak hour. For the one unsignalized intersection, the analyzed lane 
group would operate at LOS C or better during all three weekday analysis peak hours. Details on 
LOS, v/c ratios, and average delays for the analyzed intersections are presented in Appendix H. 
Figures 14-12a, 14-12b, and 14-12c provide illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study 
area intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 
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Table 14-30 
Existing Conditions Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 245 257 263 
Lane Groups at LOS D 87 78 67 
Lane Groups at LOS E 35 33 35 
Lane Groups at LOS F 33 27 33 

Total 400 395 398 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 85 77 82 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 1 1 1 
Lane Groups at LOS D 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 0 0 0 

Total 1 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

The 2033 No Action condition was developed by increasing existing traffic levels by the expected 
growth in overall travel through and within the study area and accounting for the incremental trips 
generated by the Sites 4 and 7 redevelopments pursuant to existing zoning under the No Action 
condition. As per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, an annual background growth rate of 0.25 
percent was assumed for the first five years (year 2020 to year 2024) and then 0.125 percent for 
the remaining years (year 2025 to year 2033). A total of 90 future development projects expected 
to occur in the No Action condition were identified as being planned for the ½-mile study area 
(see Figure 14-13 and Table 14-31). 

Table 14-31 
Development Projects in the Future without the Proposed Project 

Map 
ID Name/Address 

Residential 
(dwelling 

units) 
Retail 
(gsf) 

Office 
(gsf) 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

Community 
Facility 

(gsf) 
Parking 
Spaces 

1 517 West 29th Street 60 - - - - 10 
2 415 Tenth Avenue - - 2,581,748 - - - 
3 509 West 34th Street - - 2,549,052 - - - 
4 451 Tenth Avenue 526 33,379 - - 130,150 - 
5 432 West 31st Street - - - 220 - - 
6 401 West 31st Street 790 - 4,053,312 - - - 
7 442 West 33rd Street - - - 164 - - 
8 431 West 33rd Street 24 6,280 - - - - 
9 Hudson Yards Projected Site 26 304 14,580 - - - - 

10 Hudson Yards Projected Site 24 448 - - - 8,579 170 
11 300 West 30th Street 80 5,750 - - - - 
12 Farley/Moynihan Train Hall** - 123,000 672,524 - 228,242 - 
13 319 West 35th Street 166 3,909 - - - - 
14 223 West 38th Street - - - 579 - - 
15 351 West 38th Street - - - 490 - - 
16 321 West 38th Street - - - 182 - - 
17 241 West 28th Street 266 12,061 - - -  
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Table 14-31 (cont’d) 
Development Projects in the Future without the Proposed Project 

Map 
ID Name/Address 

Residential 
(dwelling 

units) 
Retail 
(gsf) 

Office 
(gsf) 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

Community 
Facility 

(gsf) 
Parking 
Spaces 

18 215-225 West 28th Street 199 15,594 - - - 25 
19 322 Seventh Avenue - - 83,600 - - - 
20 2 Penn Plaza**** - - 166,750 - - - 
21 1 Penn Plaza* - - - - - - 
22 263 West 34th Street - 31,453 - - - - 
23 255 West 34th Street - - - 300 - - 
24 245 West 34th Street 180 9,496  - - - 
25 515 7th Avenue - 22,713 204,183 - - - 
26 116 West 28th Street - - - 67 - - 
27 132 West 28th Street - - - 236 - - 
28 140 West 28th Street - - - 531 - - 
29 100 West 37th Street - - - 122 - - 
30 349-355 West 37th Street 136 11,355 - - - - 
31 1162 Broadway - - - 52 - - 
32 35 West 28th Street - - - 266 - - 
33 250 Fifth Avenue - - - 188 - - 
34 262 Fifth Avenue 41 38,091 - - - 13 
35 842 Sixth Avenue 168 - - - - - 
36 7 West 29th Street - - 430,089 - - - 
37 1227 Broadway - - - 401 - - 
38 1241 Broadway - - 161,959 - - - 
39 292 Fifth Avenue - - - 182 - - 
40 990 Sixth Avenue 60 - -  - - 
41 4 West 37th Street - - - 143 - - 
42 36 West 38th Street - - - 200 - - 
43 335 Fifth Avenue 82 12,680 - - - - 
44 Morgan North Post Office/341 

Ninth Avenue 
- 5,000 630,000 - - - 

45 High Line Moynihan Connector 
Civic Project/354 Tenth Avenue 

- - - - - - 

46 Macy’s/151 West 34th Street***** - - 1,200,000 - - - 
47 601 West 29th Street 931 10,920 - - - 186 
48 610 West 30th Street 252 25,028 - - - 54 
49 Western Rail Yard Site 4,624 220,500 2,185,000 - 120,000 1600 
50 495 Eleventh Avenue 275 16,879 25,168 755 49,748 55 
51 500 West 22nd Street 10 4,278 - - 25,307 - 
52 220 Eleventh Avenue - - 170,331 - - - 
53 260 Eleventh Avenue - 23,236 314,606 - - - 
54 400 Eleventh Avenue - - 520,740 - - - 
55 99 Hudson Boulevard - - 1,495,000 - - - 
56 450 Eleventh Avenue - - - 379 - - 
57 545 West 37th Street 131 - - 258 - 82 
58 555 West 38th Street 591 1,886 - - - - 
59 338 West 39th Street - - - 177 - - 
60 306 West 40th Street - - - 120 - - 
61 695 Sixth Avenue - - 222,459 - - - 
62 131 West 23rd Street 32 - 204,616 - - - 
63 140 West 24th Street - - - 510 - - 
64 157 West 24th Street - - - 77 - - 
65 113 West 24th Street - - - 375 - - 
66 30 West 39th Street 299 - -  - - 
67 58 West 39th Street - - - 173 - - 
68 30 East 29th Street 123 - - - - - 
69 16 East 30th Street - - - 80 - - 
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Table 14-31 (cont’d) 
Development Projects in the Future without the Proposed Project 

Map 
ID Name/Address 

Residential 
(dwelling 

units) 
Retail 
(gsf) 

Office 
(gsf) 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

Community 
Facility 

(gsf) 
Parking 
Spaces 

70 15 East 30th Street 199 5,426 -  - - 
71 16 East 39th Street - - - 162 - - 
72 23 East 39th Street - - - 98 - - 
73 266 Madison Avenue - 33,470 725,630 - - - 
74 125 East 29th Street - - - 40 - - 
75 122 East 32nd Street - - - - 31,302 - 
76 136 West 44th Street - 9,965 - - - - 
77 207 West 40th Street - - - 167 - - 
78 460 West 41st Street 60 - - - 62,607 - 
79 550 West 41st Street 499 72,552 - - - - 
80 7 East 40th Street 82 36,170 620,098 - - - 
81 Port Authority Bus Terminal/641 

Eighth Avenue*** 
- - - - - - 

82 Fifth Avenue Busway - - - - - - 
83 Starrett Lehigh Terminal 

Warehouse/224 12th Avenue 
- 480,331 2,045,166 - 297,555 - 

84 Project Commodore/175 Park 
Avenue 

- 10,000 2,100,000 500 - - 

85 PABT Site 1 - - 3,000,000 - - - 
86 PABT Site 2 - - 2,000,000 - - - 
87 PABT Site 3 680 - 190,000 - - - 
88 PABT Site 4 - - 2,400,000 - - - 
89 740 Eighth Avenue - - - 1,350 - - 
90 343 Madison Avenue - 5,357 832,613 - - - 

Notes: All future development projects are expected to be completed by the 2033 analysis year with the exception of those 
shown in bold above, which are expected to be completed by the 2044 analysis year. 
* 1 Penn Plaza’s privately owned public space is expected to be redesigned and reduced in size in the No Action condition. 
**      This program has been completed with the opening of Moynihan Train Hall on January 1, 2021 and recent completion of 

the Farley Office Building subsequent to the DEIS. 
*** The replacement of the Port Authority Bus Terminal is assumed to be completed by the 2033 analysis year. Any ancillary 

private development associated with the Port Authority Bus Terminal project is assumed to be completed by 2040 and is 
included here as a separate entry as “PABT Sites”. 

****   This project represents both the building renovation and the Amtrak renovation of the Penn Station 7th Avenue entrance. 
*****  Macy’s is included for disclosure purposes and is qualitatively assessed in the No Action condition in this FEIS. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
Sources: New York City Department of Buildings (DOB), the Greater East Midtown Rezoning FEIS, Western Rail Yard FEIS, 
Garment District EAS, and Block 675 East FEIS, Port Authority of New York & New Jersey Final Scoping Report. 

 

There is a potential for the delay or abandonment of certain of these projects; however, this 
analysis conservatively assumes all of these projects are completed as expected. By 2033 (Phase 
1), 84 development projects are expected to be completed in the area within an approximate ½-
mile of the Project Area. The remaining six development projects are expected to be completed 
by 2044 (Phase 2) and are accounted for in the 2044 No Action condition analysis in the later 
sections of this chapter. 

To address the increases in traffic levels for the small- to moderate-sized projects expected to be 
completed by 2033 in the ½-mile study area, No Action project growth factors were developed, in 
consultation with DOT, based on a comparison of the total trips generated by these projects during 
each of the three analysis peak hours to a cordon line of existing traffic volumes in the study area 
during the same analysis peak hours. For the 2033 No Action condition, the resulting No Action 
project growth factors for traffic are estimated to be 10.4, 13.9, and 13.5 percent for the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For the Farley Post Office/Moynihan Station 
Redevelopment Project, the previously approved 2006 FEIS and the June 2010 Technical 
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Memorandum were reviewed to develop that project’s trip layers. For the Western Rail Yard 
Project (CEQR No.: 09DCP007M), the 2009 FEIS was reviewed to develop that project’s trip 
layers. For the Starrett Lehigh Terminal Warehouse project (CEQR No. 21DCP103M), the 
previously approved 2021 FEIS was reviewed to develop that project’s trip layers. For Project 
Commodore (CEQR No. 21DCP057M), the 2021 FEIS was reviewed to develop that project’s trip 
layers. For the 343 Madison Avenue project (CEQR No. 21DCP020M), the 2021 FEIS was 
reviewed to develop that project’s trip layers. Additionally, Sites 4 and 7 would be redeveloped 
with as-of-right programs consisting of residential, office, hotel, and retail uses under the No 
Action condition. The resulting incremental trips were also accounted for in the 2033 No Action 
traffic volumes. The current plans for the PABT, which is undergoing a separate environmental 
review, indicate that a new terminal will be completed prior to this project’s Phase 1 analysis year. 
The new terminal is expected to enhance bus flows in and out of the facility and reduce the level 
of on-street circulation and staging currently experienced in the area surrounding the existing 
terminal. The extent of improvement is not yet known and is conservatively not assumed in the 
analyses presented below. However, bus terminal ridership demand is expected to increase 
steadily from 2019 until the completion of the new terminal and new overbuild development built 
in 2040. Increases in bus ridership demand projected to 2033 were incorporated into the 2033 No 
Action condition. 

Regarding Macy’s potential commercial office development project, planning efforts and 
discussions with the City and the MTA are at early planning phases. At this time, it is unclear 
whether the project will move forward and, if does, what specific program of subway and 
pedestrian improvements would be agreed to by the City, the MTA, and Macy’s; therefore it is 
discussed qualitatively for disclosure purposes. As shown in Table 14-31, the Macy’s project 
(#46) is expected to add approximately 1.2 million square feet of commercial office space, which 
amounts to less than 3 percent and 2 percent of the future development projects identified for 2033 
(31 million square feet) and 2044 (41 million square feet), respectively, absent the GPP. Applying 
the trip generation assumptions presented in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and 
Screening Assessment,” the Macy’s project would be expected to generate approximately 200 
vehicle-trips, less than 2,000 subway/rail trips, and overall approximately 2,500 person-trips 
during the commuter peak hours. As described above, a robust account of future volume increases 
that incorporates background growth and from the projected travel demand of approximately 90 
projects was made to develop the future No Action condition against which to evaluate potential 
impacts of the Proposed Project. The above trip generation contribution from the Macy’s project 
would amount to less than half a percent difference in traffic volumes for the nearby roadway 
network. Much of this small difference would be dispersed to surrounding parking facilities and 
not concentrated at the immediate Penn Station/Herald Square area. This small difference could 
also be offset by other assumed future development projects not materializing or being delayed, 
such that the overall effects from the Macy’s project to the future No Action traffic conditions 
analyzed in this FEIS are expected to be imperceptible. For transit and pedestrians, the respective 
differences would be greater due to the more localized effects of trips made by transit and on foot. 
Correspondingly, the above estimated subway/rail and overall person-trips would yield 
differences of approximately three percent and one to two percent, respectively, for the area’s 
subway stations and pedestrian facilities. However, because a substantial public realm and transit 
improvement package would be required as part of the Macy’s project, the added demand 
anticipated from this development project is expected to be substantially offset by the associated 
improvements. These improvements are conservatively not assumed in the future 2033 and 2044 
No Action conditions. Since it is unclear at this time if this project’s discretionary land use actions, 
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which are subject to land use review and approvals, would move forward, neither its trips nor 
potential improvements were assumed in the 2033 No Action condition. 

In addition, regional rail infrastructure and ridership changes are expected to result in travel pattern 
changes in and surrounding Penn Station. As part of the Penn Station Master Plan study, the MTA 
compiled estimates of future railroad ridership for this EIS’s two horizon years (2033 and 2044). 
These estimates were derived for Amtrak, NJT, LIRR, and MNR based on scaling and interpola-
ting previous projections, rather than through travel demand modeling or the preparation of new 
forecasts of rail travel. The previous analyses that were utilized as sources of future year data 
include the East End Gateway design project, the Moynihan Station design project, Gateway Pro-
gram projections for the integration of Penn Station and the potential southern expansion, and the 
Metro-North Penn Station Access Project environmental assessment. All of these projections were 
based on continuing growth in population and employment in Manhattan and within the 
metropolitan region as a whole, resulting in increasing demand for travel by rail through Penn 
Station. The most significant baseline project that is assumed to open in the 2033 timeframe is the 
proposed new Hudson River Tunnel. Its completion would allow the rehabilitation efforts for the 
existing North River Tunnel to commence. However, expanded Penn Station capacity and 
increased railroad capacity in New Jersey are both required for the new Tunnel to be fully utilized. 
Because the New Jersey capacity projects are not expected to be complete and in operation by 
2033, the full capacity of the second set of rail tubes will not materialize by this time. Other than 
modest improvements enabled by train lengthening, schedule optimization, and replacement of 
single-level rail cars with multi-level rail cars, growth in NJT ridership by 2033 is expected to be 
limited. The East Side Access project will provide a second Manhattan terminal for the LIRR and 
enable substantial ridership growth to/from Long Island. But with an appreciable portion of this 
ridership split off to Grand Central Terminal, LIRR ridership at Penn Station is expected to decline 
in comparison to existing levels. This ridership loss to Penn Station will be offset, with the 
completion of Penn Station Access, by MNR riders from the New Haven Line. Also in the near 
term, the completion of the Moynihan Train Hall on the west side of Eighth Avenue will sub-
stantially enhance Amtrak operations by allowing boarding and alighting passengers to utilize 
separate concourse areas. Together with expanded service and trainset capacity of the new Amtrak 
Acela fleet, this intercity rail service is expected to realize the largest anticipated gain in ridership, 
among the various rail services in Penn Station. 

Other than the intercity Amtrak trips, most of the other commuter rail trips are correlated with 
employment activities within and surrounding the CBD. To avoid double-counting and to ensure 
a reasonably conservative overlay is developed for the future conditions analyses, the projected 
ridership increases for NJT, LIRR, and MNR were compared to the cumulative commuter rail 
growth estimated for the various No Action and as-of-right projects described above. Due to 
regional rail capacity constraints, this comparison showed the latter estimates, which are already 
part of the 2033 No Action condition, are substantially greater than those summarized by the Penn 
Station Master Plan study. Hence, the projected NJT, LIRR, and MNR ridership increases were 
assumed to be “captured” and no additional trips from these commuter rail services were added. 
The projected Amtrak ridership increases, however, were considered additional trips in the 2033 
No Action condition. Based on Penn Station Master Plan travel demand projections, 
approximately 35 percent of the Amtrak trips would use taxis as a connecting mode to access or 
depart from Penn Station. For the 2033 No Action traffic analysis, these taxi trips were assigned 
to the various street frontages and logical routes surrounding Penn Station. Overall, the 2033 No 
Action traffic volumes in the study area are projected to increase over existing conditions by 
approximately 20 to 23 percent during the analysis peak hours. 
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CHANGES TO THE STUDY AREA STREET NETWORK 

In addition to the development projects noted above, DOT would implement the following traffic 
circulation changes independent of the Proposed Project before the Phase 1 analysis year of 2033. 
Traffic diversions as a result of the following traffic circulation changes, which are documented 
in greater detail under Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening Assess-
ment,” were accounted for in the 2033 No Action condition traffic volumes.  

Broadway Plaza/Shared Street 
Broadway, between West 35th and West 42nd Streets, will be modified to provide additional 
pedestrian space while maintaining local vehicular access and deliveries. Between West 35th and 
West 36th Streets and West 39th and West 40th Streets, Broadway will operate as a pedestrian-
only plaza; vehicle access will be restricted. On the remaining blocks, Broadway will operate as a 
shared street; vehicle access will be available to local traffic.  

42nd Street Bus Lane 
A bus-only lane was recently implemented on both directions of 42nd Street, between First and 
Eleventh Avenues. Geometric and signal timing changes implemented as part of this project 
include the addition of left- and right-turn bays at key intersections, new turn restrictions, and 
updated signal timings.  

Fifth Avenue Complete Streets 
Modifications to Fifth Avenue are planned by DOT to increase pedestrian sidewalk space, add a 
southbound bike lane, and reduce southbound vehicle travel lanes. Fifth Avenue in the study area 
will be reduced from five travel lanes (two bus lanes and three other travel lanes) to three travel 
lanes (two bus lanes and one other travel lane).  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 
Pedestrian and bicycle lane improvements and modifications are planned by DOT for Sixth, 
Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Avenues, and on 38th and 39th Streets independent of the Proposed 
Project. Geometric and signal timing/signal phasing modifications that will be implemented as 
part of these DOT projects include a new mid-block crossing on Ninth Avenue between West 31st 
and West 33rd Streets; widened sidewalks and reduced travel lanes on Eighth Avenue between 
West 33rd and West 39th Streets; extension of the existing bicycle lane on Seventh Avenue north 
of West 30th Street; a parking-protected bicycle lane on Sixth Avenue between West 35th Street 
and Central Park South; and new bicycle lanes on 38th and 39th Streets between First and Eleventh 
Avenues. 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The 2033 No Action traffic volumes for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours are shown 
in Appendix H. Based on the analysis results presented in the appendix, and as summarized by 
lane group in Table 14-32, the majority of the approaches/lane-groups under the 2033 No Action 
condition are projected to operate at the same LOS compared to existing conditions.  

Under the 2033 No Action condition for the signalized intersections, 166 of the 405 total analyzed 
lane groups during the weekday AM peak hour, 187 of the 400 total during the weekday midday 
peak hour, and 178 of the 403 total during the weekday PM peak hour will operate at LOS C or 
better. Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) will occur at 239 lane groups 
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during the weekday AM peak hour, 213 lane groups during the weekday midday peak hour, and 
225 lane groups during the weekday PM peak hour. The analyzed lane group at the unsignalized 
intersection will operate at LOS E during the weekday AM analysis peak hour but will operate at 
LOS F during the weekday midday and PM peak hours. 

Table 14-32 
2033 No Action Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 166 187 178 
Lane Groups at LOS D 69 56 61 
Lane Groups at LOS E 41 22 26 
Lane Groups at LOS F 129 135 138 

Total 405 400 403 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 199 191 205 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS D 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 1 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 0 1 1 

Total 1 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 0 1 1 

Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Under the 2033 No Action condition, 103 lane groups at 66 intersections during the weekday AM 
peak hour, 91 lane groups at 60 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 91 lane 
groups at 60 intersections during the weekday PM peak hour will degrade from better than to 
worse than mid-LOS D compared to existing conditions, as shown in Table 14-33. The 
degradation of operations will occur at intersections throughout the study area and are not confined 
to one particular avenue or crosstown street. The 2033 No Action condition results illustrate the 
effects of additional trips generated by approved development projects and changes to the roadway 
network on overall traffic operations in the study area and the increased congestion that would be 
expected prior to the addition of project-generated incremental vehicle trips. 

Table 14-33 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2033 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St     NB-L 
FDR Dr Srv Rd E 35th St     NB-T 

    SB-TR SB-TR SB-TR 
First Ave E 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

      EB-T   
    NB-R     

First Ave E 34th St     EB-L 
      EB-T EB-T 
        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR   

 

 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 14-66  

Table 14-33 (cont’d) 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2033 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
Second Ave E 23rd St     WB-L 

    WB-T     
Second Ave E 30th St   EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 34th St     EB-T 

    EB-R     
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR   

    WB-L     
    SB-L     

QMT Exit St E 35th St SB-L   SB-L 
    SB-LT     
      SB-R   

Third Ave E 23rd St WB-T     
    NB-LTR   NB-LTR 

Third Ave E 30th St   EB-LT   
Third Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T WB-T 
Lexington Ave E 31st St   WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T     
    SB-R     

Lexington Ave E 32nd St     EB-TR 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 33rd St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 34th St   EB-T   

    SB-LT     
Lexington Ave E 35th St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 36th St   EB-T   

      EB-R   
Park Ave E 30th St   EB-R   

    SB-LT     
Park Ave E 31st St SB-TR     
Park Ave E 34th St   EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T     
Park Ave E 36th St   EB-TR EB-TR 

    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 
    SB-LT SB-LT   

Park Ave E 37th St     NB-LT 
Madison Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      NB-TR   
Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR     

      NB-LT NB-LT 
Madison Ave E 32nd St EB-T     
Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
        WB-T 
    NB-LT NB-LT   
      NB-R   

Madison Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Madison Ave E 36th St EB-LT EB-LT   
Madison Ave E 37th St   WB-TR WB-TR 

      NB-LT   
Fifth Ave E 30th St   EB-TR   
Fifth Ave E 31st St     SB-T 
Fifth Ave E 33rd St WB-LT     

   SB-R SB-R 
Fifth Ave E 34th St   WB-T WB-T 

    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
Fifth Ave E 35th St   WB-T WB-T 

    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
    SB-R     

Fifth Ave E 36th St EB-TR   EB-TR 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 37th St WB-LT   WB-LT 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Broadway W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 
Sixth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T EB-T 
Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St     WB-T 
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Table 14-33 (cont’d) 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2033 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T   WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 35th St     WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 36th St EB-L     

    NB-T NB-T   
Sixth Ave W 37th St WB-T   WB-T 

    NB-LT     
Seventh Ave W 23rd St WB-T     

    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
      SB-TR   
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 26th St EB-R     
      SB-T   

Seventh Ave W 29th St   WB-T   
Seventh Ave W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 

    SB-T     
Seventh Ave W 31st St   WB-T WB-T 

      SB-R SB-R 
Seventh Ave W 34th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 36th St   EB-TR   
Seventh Ave W 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Seventh Ave W 42nd St   EB-T   

      WB-LT   
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Eighth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T   WB-T 
    WB-R   WB-R 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 26th St EB-LT   EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 29th St WB-TR     
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St WB-R WB-R   

        NB-L 
    NB-T     

Eighth Ave W 33rd St   NB-TR NB-TR 
Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T   
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 37th St   WB-R WB-R 
    NB-T NB-T   

Eighth Ave W 42nd St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
        NB-R 

Ninth Ave W 26th St EB-R EB-R   
    SB-L     

Ninth Ave W 29th St SB-TR SB-TR   
Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T     
Ninth Ave W 31st St WB-LT     

    SB-TR SB-TR   
Ninth Ave W 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St   EB-R   

      WB-T WB-T 
        SB-L 

Ninth Ave W 36th St     EB-TR 
Ninth Ave W 42nd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    EB-R   EB-R 
    SB-R   SB-R 

Tenth Ave W 30th St EB-T     
Tenth Ave W 33rd St WB-TR WB-TR   

      NB-LT   
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Table 14-33 (cont’d) 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2033 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
Tenth Ave W 34th St   NB-LT   

        NB-LTR 
      NB-R   

Eleventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L     

      EB-R   
    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    SB-LTR     

Route 9A W 30th St     NB-TR 
    SB-TR SB-TR SB-TR 

Route 9A W 34th St NB-T     
    NB-R     
        SB-T 

 Route 9A W 40th St  SB-T    
    SB-R  SB-R SB-R 

Route 9A W 42nd St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Route 9A W 56th St NB-T   NB-T 
    SB-L     

Route 9A W 33rd St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

Total No. of Intersections/Lane Groups degrading 
from above to below mid-LOS D 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
66/103 60/91 60/91 

Totals During Any Analysis Peak Hour 84/163 
Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Figures 14-14a, 14-14b, and 14-14c provide illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study 
area intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

The CBD Tolling project is expected to result in an overall reduction in travel via auto to and 
within the Manhattan CBD. Travel pattern changes will likely be the most notable near river 
crossings with most roadways within the CBD likely experiencing slightly lessened traffic levels, 
the extent of which, however, is not known at this time and was conservatively not considered in 
the above analyses of study area intersections. 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

Phase 1 project-generated incremental vehicle trips were added onto the 2033 No Action traffic 
volumes to obtain the 2033 With Action traffic volumes. 

Under the 2033 With Action condition, portions of the Penn Station expansion would be 
completed. However, because the full program of railroad capacity improvements in New Jersey 
will not yet be complete by 2033, the number of NJT trains that can be operated to and from Penn 
Station will continue to be constrained. Therefore, the completed new tracks and platforms in Penn 
Station are not expected to result in a material difference in the number of peak hour trains crossing 
the Hudson River. Correspondingly, no additional trips from these commuter rail services were 
added. 

As a result, the Phase 1 project-generated incremental vehicle trips represent at most an additional 
105 trips at any study intersection, and on average, approximately an aggregate 1.5-percent 
increase for the study area over the 2033 No Action condition during any of the three analysis 
peak hours. The 2033 With Action traffic volumes for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours are shown in Appendix H. While not affecting future traffic volumes, the Proposed 
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Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-69  

Project’s proposed underground connections would alter on-street pedestrian flow, including those 
crossing at several study area intersections. As described in Section A, “Introduction,” and 
illustrated in Table 14-3, the development of Site 7 would introduce the East-West Connector, by 
either constructing a new corridor in the area of the closed Gimbels passageway (the 33rd Street 
Option) or creating a new passageway south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8 (the 32nd Street Option), 
connecting to the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. The analyses presented herein 
assume that the 33rd Street Option for the East-West Connector would be implemented. The 
anticipated differences in analysis findings associated with the 32nd Street Option, are presented 
at the end of this chapter in Section I, “32nd Street Option East-West Connector.” Based on the 
analysis results presented in the appendix, and as summarized by lane group in Table 14-34, under 
the 2033 With Action condition for signalized intersections, 163 of the 405 total analyzed lane 
groups during the weekday AM peak hour, 180 of the 400 total during the weekday midday peak 
hour, and 169 of the 403 total during the weekday PM peak hour would operate at LOS C or better. 

Table 14-34 
2033 With Action Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 163 180 169 
Lane Groups at LOS D 64 59 68 
Lane Groups at LOS E 40 24 24 
Lane Groups at LOS F 138 137 142 

Total 405 400 403 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 210 196 210 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS D 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 1 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 0 1 1 

Total 1 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 0 1 1 

Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) would occur at 242 lane groups 
during the weekday AM peak hour, 220 lane groups during the weekday midday peak hour, and 
234 lane groups during the weekday PM peak hour. The analyzed lane group at the unsignalized 
intersection would operate at LOS E during the weekday AM peak hour but would operate at LOS 
F during the weekday midday and PM peak hours. Figures 14-15a, 14-15b, and 14-15c provide 
illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study area intersections for the weekday AM, midday, 
and PM peak hours, respectively. 

Under the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 123 lane 
groups at 80 intersections in the weekday AM peak hour, 121 lane groups at 79 intersections in 
the weekday midday peak hour, and 120 lane groups at 76 intersections in the weekday PM peak 
hour, as shown in Table 14-35. 
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Table 14-35 
2033 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    EB-LTR EB-LTR EB-LTR 
    EB-R     
        NB-L 
      SB-LTR   

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 35th St     NB-T 
      SB-TR SB-TR 

First Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
First Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T WB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      WB-R   

Second Ave E 23rd St EB-T     
      WB-L   
      WB-T   

Second Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 34th St   EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR   
QMT Exit St E 35th St   SB-LT SB-LT 

    SB-R SB-R SB-R 
Third Ave E 23rd St WB-L WB-L   

    NB-LTR NB-LTR   
Third Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Third Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

Lexington Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T     
    SB-R     

Lexington Ave E 32nd St SB-LT     
Lexington Ave E 33rd St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L     
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 

Lexington Ave E 36th St   EB-T   
Lexington Ave E 37th St WB-T     

Park Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR WB-LTR 

    SB-TR     
Park Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Park Ave E 35th St WB-TR   WB-TR 

      WB-T   
Park Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Park Ave E 37th St   WB-TR WB-TR 

Madison Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 
Madison Ave E 32nd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L   EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
        NB-LT 

Madison Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Madison Ave E 36th St   EB-LT   
Madison Ave E 37th St WB-TR WB-TR   

Broadway E 23rd St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Fifth Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-R   SB-R 
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Table 14-35 (cont’d) 
2033 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Fifth Ave E 33rd St     WB-LT 
      SB-R SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
      WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 35th St WB-L     
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
      SB-R   

Fifth Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR   
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 37th St WB-LT   WB-LT 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Broadway W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 
Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 23rd St EB-T EB-T   

        NB-L 
    NB-R     

Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L NB-L 
Sixth Ave W 32nd St EB-LT     
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 35th St   WB-TR   

    WB-T   WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 36th St NB-T NB-T   

    NB-R NB-R   
Sixth Ave W 37th St WB-T   WB-T 

Seventh Ave W 23rd St   WB-T WB-T 
      SB-TR   
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 26th St SB-L SB-L   
    SB-T SB-T   

Seventh Ave W 29th St WB-T   WB-T 
    SB-TR     
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 
    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T     

Seventh Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T   SB-T 
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 32nd St   SB-L   
      SB-T   

Seventh Ave W 33rd St WB-L WB-L WB-L 
Seventh Ave W 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 36th St   EB-TR   
Seventh Ave W 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Seventh Ave W 42nd St   EB-T   
Eighth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T   

      WB-TR   
    WB-T   WB-T 
        WB-R 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 26th St EB-LT   EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 29th St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

    NB-L   NB-L 
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 
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Table 14-35 (cont’d) 
2033 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St NB-L NB-L NB-L 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T   
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 37th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
Eighth Ave W 42nd St   WB-T   

    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R   

Ninth Ave W 29th St     WB-T 
Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T     
Ninth Ave W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

        EB-R 
      WB-T WB-T 
      SB-L   

Ninth Ave W 42nd St EB-R   EB-R 
Dyer Ave W 34th St     EB-T 

    SB-R     
Tenth Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Tenth Ave W 33rd St   WB-TR WB-TR 
Tenth Ave W 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      NB-R   

Eleventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L     

      EB-T EB-T 
    WB-L WB-L   
    WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

Route 9A W 29th St WB-R WB-R WB-R 
Route 9A W 30th St SB-L SB-L SB-L 
Route 9A W 34th St WB-LR WB-LR WB-LR 

      SB-L SB-L 
        SB-T 

Route 9A W 42nd St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
        SB-L 
      SB-T SB-T 

Route 9A W 56th St NB-T   NB-T 
Route 9A W 33rd St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 
Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

80/123 79/121 76/120 
Totals During Any Analysis Peak Hour 92/170 

Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Overall, 170 lane groups at 92 intersections would be significantly impacted during one or more 
analysis peak hours. The number of impacted lane groups is largely associated with the baseline 
volumes and reduced roadway capacity on several corridors established in the No Action 
condition. These significant adverse traffic impacts are expected to occur at intersections 
throughout the study area. They would mostly occur on the eastbound/westbound cross-streets or 
at turns from avenues.  

On FDR Drive Service Road, the eastbound cross-street at East 34th Street would experience 
significant adverse impacts during all analysis peak hours, with operations degrading within LOS 
F on the impacted approaches. The northbound and/or southbound approaches at East 34th Street 
and East 35th Street would experience significant adverse impacts during one or more analysis 
peak hours, with operations degrading within LOS E or LOS F. 
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On First Avenue, the eastbound or westbound cross-streets would experience significant adverse 
impacts during two or more analysis peak hours at both study area intersections, with operations 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. The northbound right-turn lane at East 34th 
Street would experience significant adverse impacts during all analysis peak hours, with 
operations degrading within LOS F. 

On QMT Exit Street, the southbound shared approach at East 35th Street would experience 
significant adverse impacts during all analysis peak hours, with operations degrading within LOS 
F. The intersection of QMT Approach Street and East 34th Street would experience significant 
adverse impacts at the eastbound and westbound approaches during all analysis peak hours, with 
operations degrading from LOS E to LOS F, or within LOS D or LOS F. 

On Second Avenue, the eastbound or westbound cross-streets at all study area intersections would 
experience a significant adverse impact during one or more analysis peak hours, with operations 
typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches.   

On Third Avenue, the eastbound and/or westbound cross-streets at all study area intersections, 
except for its intersections with East 36th Street and East 37th Street, would experience at least 
one significant adverse impact during one or more analysis peak hours, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. The northbound approach at East 23rd Street 
would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday AM and midday peak hours, 
with operations degrading within LOS F.  

On Lexington Avenue, the southbound approach at East 31st Street, East 32nd Street, East 33rd 
Street, and East 34th Street, would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday 
AM peak hour, with operations degrading from LOS E to F, or within LOS F on the impacted 
approach. At all study area intersections on Lexington Avenue, except for its intersections with 
East 32nd Street and East 33rd Street, significant adverse impacts would occur on the eastbound 
and/or westbound approaches on the cross-streets, with operations typically degrading within LOS 
F on the impacted approaches. 

On Park Avenue, the southbound approach at East 31st Street would experience a significant 
adverse impact during the weekday AM peak hour, with operations degrading within LOS F on 
the impacted approach. At all study area intersections on Park Avenue, significant adverse impacts 
would occur at the eastbound and/or westbound approaches on the cross-streets during at least one 
peak hour, with operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

On Madison Avenue, the northbound shared through/turn lane at East 34th Street would 
experience significant adverse impacts during the weekday PM peak hour, with operations 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approach. At all study area intersections along Madison 
Avenue, significant adverse impacts would occur at the eastbound and westbound approaches on 
the cross-streets, with operations typically degrading within the same LOS on the impacted 
approaches.  

On Fifth Avenue, the southbound through or right-turn lanes at all intersections, except for its 
intersections with East 23rd Street, East 30th Street, and East 33rd Street would experience 
significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. The eastbound and westbound approaches 
at all study area intersections along Fifth Avenue, except for its intersection with East 23rd Street, 
would experience significant adverse impact during at least one analysis peak hour, with 
operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 14-74  

On Broadway, the eastbound and westbound cross-streets at its intersections with East 23rd Street, 
West 30th Street, and West 31st Street would experience significant adverse impacts during one 
or more analysis peak hour, with operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted 
approaches.  

On Sixth Avenue, the northbound approach would experience significant adverse impacts during 
at least one analysis peak hour at West 23rd, West 31st, and West 36th Streets, with operations 
typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. At all Sixth Avenue intersections, 
except for its intersections with West 33rd Street and West 36th Street, the eastbound and/or 
westbound cross-streets would experience significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis 
peak hour, with operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

On Seventh Avenue, all study area intersections, except for its intersection with East 35th Street, 
would experience one or more significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, 
with operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches.  

On Eighth Avenue, all study area intersections experience one or more significant adverse impacts 
during at least two analysis peak hours, with operations typically degrading within LOS F on the 
impacted approaches.  

On Ninth Avenue, the southbound left-turn lane at West 34th Street would experience significant 
adverse impact during the weekday midday peak hour with operations degrading within LOS F. 
At all Ninth Avenue intersections, except for West 26th Street and West 36th Street, the eastbound 
and/or westbound cross-streets would experience significant adverse impacts during at least one 
analysis peak hour, with operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

On Dyer Avenue at West 34th Street, the eastbound through lane would experience significant 
adverse impact during the weekday PM peak hour with operations degrading from LOS D to LOS 
E, and the southbound right-turn lane would experience significant adverse impact during the 
weekday AM peak hour with operations degrading within LOS F. 

On Tenth Avenue, the eastbound and/or westbound cross-streets at all study area intersections 
would experience significant adverse impacts during one or more analysis peak hour, with 
operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. At Tenth Avenue and 
West 34th Street, the northbound right-turn bay would experience a significant adverse impact 
during the weekday midday peak hour. 

On Eleventh Avenue, the eastbound and/or westbound cross-streets at both study area 
intersections would experience at least one significant adverse impact during all analysis peak 
hours, with operations degrading within LOS E or LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

On Route 9A, all study area intersections, except for its intersections with West 54th Street, 
experience one or more significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with 
operations typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches.  

As described above, the completed new tracks and platforms in Penn Station are not expected to 
result in a material difference in the number of peak hour trains crossing the Hudson River in the 
2033 analysis year. Correspondingly, no additional trips from these commuter rail services were 
added. Therefore, the 2033 With Action traffic impacts identified above are attributed entirely to 
the already congested levels under the 2033 No Action condition and the incremental trips 
generated by the development of Sites 1, 4, and 7.  
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POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 No Action condition, the CBD Tolling project is expected to result in 
some changes in travel patterns and an overall reduction in travel via auto to and within the 
Manhattan CBD. By conservatively not accounting for the slightly lessened traffic levels at the 
study area intersections, the severity of the impacts identified above may be slightly overstated. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

For the 2044 No Action condition, as per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, an annual 
background growth rate of 0.125 percent was assumed for the remaining years (year 2029 through 
2044) to address general growth in the traffic in the study area. The No Action project growth 
factors for traffic were updated to account for the trips from two additional small- to moderate-
sized projects in the study area that would be completed by 2044. For the 2044 No Action 
condition, the resulting No Action project growth factors for traffic are estimated to be 11.0, 14.6, 
and 14.1 percent for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Within the 
Project Area, in addition to Sites 4 and 7, Site 5 would also be redeveloped with an as-of-right 
program. The resulting incremental trips were accounted for in the 2044 No Action traffic 
volumes. Regarding the PABT, after the completion of the new terminal, the development 
component of the project will continue and is scheduled to be completed by 2040. Its projected 
additional trip-making and the increase in bus terminal ridership were incorporated into the 2044 
No Action condition. 

By 2044, there will be newly completed regional rail infrastructure improvements that would 
affect commuter rail travel to and from Penn Station. The full Gateway Program of major rail 
capital improvements (including Portal Bridge North & South, Secaucus Loops, Sawtooth 
Bridges, and Secaucus Station Expansion) is expected to be complete. Together with a new rail 
yard in northern New Jersey and the completed (under 2033 No Action) new Hudson River 
Tunnel, as well as the North River Tunnel being rehabilitated, these regional improvements will 
allow for the full utilization of the cross-Hudson tunnel capacity for rail travel feeding Penn Station 
from west of the Hudson River. Similar to what was described above for the 2033 No Action 
condition, the regionally projected ridership increases for NJT, LIRR, and MNR were compared 
to the cumulative commuter rail growth estimated for the various No Action and as-of-right 
projects. This comparison showed that while all NJT ridership increases in the peak direction 
could be captured (i.e., accounted for by the increase in development-generated trips), the 
remaining ridership increases for NJT in the off-peak direction, LIRR in both directions, and MNR 
in both directions, as well as all Amtrak ridership growth were conservatively added for the 
purposes of establishing the 2044 future baseline, despite reflecting a level of travel demand that 
is likely greater than what can be attributed to commuter travel to the CBD. For traffic, these 
ridership increases correspond with a modest amount for additional taxi trips, assigned to the 
various street frontages and logic routes surrounding Penn Station. Overall, the 2044 No Action 
traffic volumes in the study area are projected to increase over existing conditions by 24 to 27 
percent during the analysis peak hours. 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The 2044 No Action traffic volumes for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours are shown 
in the Appendix H. As with the analyses presented for the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, 
the east–west underground passageway connecting with the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway 
Station was assumed to be constructed under the south side of West 33rd Street. Based on the 
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analysis results presented in the appendix, and as summarized by lane group in Table 14-36, the 
majority of the approaches/lane-groups under the 2044 No Action condition are projected to 
operate at worse LOS compared to existing conditions.  

Table 14-36 
2044 No Action Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 148 175 162 
Lane Groups at LOS D 60 56 60 
Lane Groups at LOS E 44 18 32 
Lane Groups at LOS F 153 151 149 

Total 405 400 403 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 222 214 222 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS D 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 1 1 1 

Total 1 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 1 1 1 

Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Under the 2044 No Action condition for the signalized intersections, 148 of the 405 total analyzed 
lane groups during the weekday AM peak hour, 175 of the 400 total during the weekday midday 
peak hour, and 162 of the 403 total during the weekday PM peak hour will operate at LOS C or 
better. Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) will occur at 257 lane groups 
during the weekday AM peak hour, 225 lane groups during the weekday midday peak hour, and 
241 lane groups during the weekday PM peak hour. The analyzed lane group at the unsignalized 
intersection will operate at LOS F during all three analysis peak hours. 

Under the 2044 No Action condition, 128 lane groups at 78 intersections during the weekday AM 
peak hour, 103 lane groups at 68 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 111 
lane groups at 71 intersections during the weekday PM peak hour will degrade from better than to 
worse than mid-LOS D compared to existing conditions, as shown in Table 14-37. 

The degradation of operations will occur at intersections throughout the study area and are not 
confined to one particular avenue or crosstown street. The 2044 No Action condition results 
illustrate the effects of additional trips generated by approved development projects and changes 
to the roadway network on overall traffic operations in the study area and the increased congestion 
that would be expected prior to the addition of project-generated incremental vehicle trips. Figures 
14-16a, 14-16b, and 14-16c provide illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study area 
intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 No Action condition, the CBD Tolling project is expected to result some 
changes in travel patterns and an overall reduction in travel via auto to and within the Manhattan 
CBD. Most roadways within the CBD will likely experience slightly lessened traffic levels, a more 
favorable condition that was conservatively not considered in the above analyses. 
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Table 14-37 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2044 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St EB-R     
        NB-L 
      NB-LTR NB-LTR 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 35th St     NB-T 
    SB-TR SB-TR SB-TR 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 37th St     SB-TR 
First Ave E 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

      EB-T   
    NB-R     

First Ave E 34th St   EB-L EB-L 
      EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T     
        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Second Ave E 23rd St   EB-R   

        WB-L 
    WB-T     

Second Ave E 30th St   EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 34th St     EB-T 

    EB-R     
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR   

    WB-L     
    SB-L     

QMT Exit St E 35th St SB-L   SB-L 
    SB-LT     
      SB-R   

Third Ave E 23rd St WB-T     
    NB-LTR   NB-LTR 

Third Ave E 30th St   EB-LT   
Third Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 36th St EB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 31st St   WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-T     
    SB-R     

Lexington Ave E 32nd St   EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 33rd St     SB-TR 
    SB-T     

Lexington Ave E 34th St   EB-T EB-T 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 35th St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 36th St EB-T EB-T   

      EB-R   
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 37th St SB-T     
Park Ave E 30th St   EB-R   

    SB-LT     
Park Ave E 31st St SB-TR     
Park Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T     
Park Ave E 35th St   WB-R   

    SB-TR     
Park Ave E 36th St   EB-TR EB-TR 

    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 
    SB-LT SB-LT SB-LT 

Park Ave E 37th St NB-LT   NB-LT 
Madison Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      NB-TR   
    NB-T     

Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR     
      NB-LT NB-LT 

Madison Ave E 32nd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
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Table 14-37 (cont’d) 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2044 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
        WB-T 
    NB-LT NB-LT   
      NB-R   

Madison Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Madison Ave E 36th St EB-LT EB-LT   
Madison Ave E 37th St   WB-TR WB-TR 

      NB-LT   
Fifth Ave E 30th St   EB-TR   
Fifth Ave E 31st St SB-T   SB-T 
Fifth Ave E 33rd St WB-LT     

   SB-R SB-R 
Fifth Ave E 34th St   WB-T WB-T 

    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
Fifth Ave E 35th St   WB-T WB-T 

    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
    SB-R     

Fifth Ave E 36th St EB-TR   EB-TR 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 37th St WB-LT   WB-LT 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Broadway W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Sixth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T EB-T 
Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T   WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 35th St     WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 36th St EB-L     

    NB-T NB-T   
Sixth Ave W 37th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

    NB-LT     
Seventh Ave W 23rd St WB-T     

    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T SB-TR   
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 26th St EB-R     
      SB-T SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 29th St   WB-T   
    SB-TR     

Seventh Ave W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 
    SB-T   SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T   SB-T 
      SB-R SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 34th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 

    SB-T   SB-T 
Seventh Ave W 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Seventh Ave W 42nd St EB-T EB-T   

      WB-LT   
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Eighth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T   WB-T 
    WB-R   WB-R 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 26th St EB-LT   EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 29th St WB-TR     
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St WB-R WB-R   

        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St   NB-TR NB-TR 
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Table 14-37 (cont’d) 
Degradation in Lane Group Operations – 2044 No Action vs. Existing Conditions 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T   
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T   
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 37th St WB-R WB-R WB-R 
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 42nd St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
        NB-R 

Ninth Ave W 26th St EB-R EB-R   
    SB-L     

Ninth Ave W 29th St SB-TR SB-TR   
Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 

        SB-L 
Ninth Ave W 31st St WB-LT     

    SB-TR SB-TR   
Ninth Ave W 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St   EB-R   

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
        SB-L 

Ninth Ave W 36th St     EB-TR 
Ninth Ave W 42nd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    EB-R EB-R EB-R 
    SB-T     
    SB-R   SB-R 

Dyer Ave W 34th St     EB-T 
Tenth Ave W 30th St EB-T     
Tenth Ave W 33rd St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

      NB-LT   
Tenth Ave W 34th St   NB-LT   

        NB-LTR 
      NB-R   

Eleventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L     

    EB-T     
      EB-R   
    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    SB-LTR     

Route 9A W 30th St NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 
    SB-TR SB-TR SB-TR 

Route 9A W 34th St NB-T     
        SB-T 

Route 9A W 40th St    NB-TR 
    SB-T    
    SB-R SB-R  SB-R 

Route 9A W 42nd St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Route 9A W 54th St     NB-TR 
Route 9A W 56th St NB-T   NB-T 

    SB-L     
Route 9A W 33rd St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

Total No. of Intersections/Lane Groups degrading 
from above to below mid-LOS D 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
78/128 68/103 71/111 

Totals During Any Analysis Peak Hour 90/184 
Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

Vehicle trips generated by Phase 2 of the Proposed Project were assigned to the roadway network 
and added to the 2044 No Action condition traffic volumes to develop the 2044 With Action 
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condition traffic volumes. In addition to Phase 2 project-generated incremental vehicle trips, 
regionally projected commuter rail ridership increases would, similar to what was described above 
for the 2044 No Action condition, result in some increases in travel to the traffic study area. While 
the various regional capacity improvements described above will allow for the full utilization of 
the cross-Hudson tunnel capacity, the ability to operate NJT service at that capacity would not 
materialize until the Penn Station expansion is complete under the With Action condition, with 
the operation of up to 12 additional tracks. The resulting growth in commuter rail ridership to/from 
Penn Station, however, for purposes of a conservative impact assessment, is not expected to affect 
the concurrent growth in anticipated commuter bus ridership to/from the PABT2. 

The Phase 2 incremental vehicle trips represent a substantial increase over 2044 No Action levels, 
particularly at intersections surrounding the Project Area, where some intersection volumes are 
projected to increase by 20 to 25 percent, with a maximum of 680 additional vehicle trips at a 
single intersection. On average, the 2044 With Action intersection volumes at study area 
intersections, as shown in Appendix H, would be aggregates of approximately 9, 4, and 7 percent 
higher than the corresponding 2044 No Action volumes during the weekday AM, midday, and PM 
peak hours, respectively. As with the 2033 Phase 1 assessments, the 2044 With Action condition 
analyses were prepared assuming that the east–west underground passageway would be 
constructed under the south side of West 33rd Street. The anticipated differences in analysis 
findings associated with this passageway being constructed on the north side of West 32nd Street, 
south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8, are presented at the end of this chapter in Section I, “32nd Street 
Option East-West Connector.” 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The shared street and bicycle facility improvements described in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis 
Methodology and Screening Assessment,” were also incorporated into the traffic analyses. Based 
on the analysis results presented in Appendix H, and as summarized by lane group in Table 14-38, 
under the 2044 With Action condition for signalized intersections, 134 of the 406 total analyzed 
lane groups during the weekday AM peak hour, 162 of the 401 total during the weekday midday 
peak hour, and 147 of the 404 total during the weekday PM peak hour would operate at LOS C or 
better. 

Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) would occur at 272 lane groups 
during the weekday AM peak hour, 239 lane groups during the weekday midday peak hour, and 
257 lane groups during the weekday PM peak hour. The analyzed lane group at the unsignalized 
intersection would operate at LOS F during all three analysis peak hours. 

 

 
2 Since the publication of the DEIS, new information from the on-going PABT replacement and 

redevelopment project was made public and/or made available via inter-agency coordination. 
Accordingly, the DEIS assumption of future PABT trips potentially shifting to commuter rail travel to 
Penn Station has been eliminated and replaced with an overlay of commuter bus ridership growth, 
projected by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, in the future No Action condition. 
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Table 14-38 
2044 With Action Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 134 162 147 
Lane Groups at LOS D 49 56 50 
Lane Groups at LOS E 33 17 33 
Lane Groups at LOS F 190 166 174 

Total 406 401 404 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 255 223 246 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS D 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 0 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 1 1 1 

Total 1 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 1 1 1 

Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Figures 14-17a, 14-17b, and 14-17c depict the overall LOS results at the study area intersections 
for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Under the 2044 With Action 
condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 188 lane groups at 102 intersections 
during the weekday AM peak hour, 147 lane groups at 89 intersections during the weekday midday 
peak hour, and 175 lane groups at 94 intersections during the weekday PM peak hour, as shown 
in Table 14-39. 

Overall, 231 lane groups at 104 intersections would be significantly impacted during one or more 
analysis peak hours. The large number of impacted lane groups is attributed to high baseline 
volumes and reduced roadway capacity on several corridors established in the No Action 
condition, as well as the high project increments described above. 

Per the above, the CEQR criteria for significant adverse traffic impacts would be exceeded at the 
majority of intersections throughout the study area. Many study area intersections would 
experience significant adverse impacts at multiple approaches and/or lane groups during the same 
peak hour.  

• All study area intersections on the FDR Drive Service Road are expected to experience one 
or more significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations 
typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

• Both study area intersections on First Avenue are expected to experience significant adverse 
impacts during all analysis peak hours, with operations typically degrading within LOS F on 
the impacted approaches. 

• All study area intersections on the QMT Approach and QMT Exit streets, except for the 
intersection of QMT Exit Street and East 34th Street are expected to experience one or more 
significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 
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Table 14-39 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    EB-LTR EB-LTR EB-LTR 
    EB-R     
        NB-L 
        NB-LTR 
    SB-LTR     

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 35th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    SB-TR SB-TR   

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 37th St SB-TR   SB-TR 
First Ave E 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
First Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T WB-T 
      NB-L NB-L 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      WB-R WB-R 

Second Ave E 23rd St EB-T EB-T   
    EB-R EB-R EB-R 
    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 

Second Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
QMT Exit St E 35th St SB-R SB-R SB-R 
QMT Exit St E 37th St WB-TR     
Third Ave E 23rd St     EB-T 

    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    WB-T     
    WB-R WB-R WB-R 
    NB-LTR NB-LTR NB-LTR 

Third Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Third Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 36th St EB-LT     

        NB-R 
Third Ave E 37th St WB-T     

Lexington Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T     
    SB-R     

Lexington Ave E 32nd St   EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 33rd St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L WB-L   
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T     

Lexington Ave E 36th St EB-T EB-T   
Lexington Ave E 37th St WB-T   WB-T 

Park Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR WB-LTR 

    SB-TR   SB-TR 
Park Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Park Ave E 35th St WB-TR   WB-TR 

      WB-T   
    SB-TR     

Park Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
      NB-TR NB-TR 
    SB-LT SB-LT SB-LT 
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Table 14-39 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Park Ave E 37th St   WB-TR WB-TR 
        NB-LT 
    SB-TR     

Madison Ave E 30th St   EB-L EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 

Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 
      NB-LT NB-LT 

Madison Ave E 32nd St EB-L   EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
        NB-T 

Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L   EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      NB-LT NB-LT 
        NB-R 

Madison Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Madison Ave E 36th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Madison Ave E 37th St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

Broadway E 23rd St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Fifth Ave E 23rd St EB-T     
Fifth Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T   SB-T 
    SB-R   SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-T     
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 35th St WB-L WB-L   
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-T SB-T   

Fifth Ave E 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Broadway W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 23rd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    NB-L   NB-L 
    NB-R     

Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L NB-L 
Sixth Ave W 32nd St EB-LT   EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 33rd St WB-TR     
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 35th St   WB-TR   

    WB-T   WB-T 
    WB-R   WB-R 

Sixth Ave W 36th St NB-T NB-T   
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Sixth Ave W 37th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    NB-LT     

Seventh Ave W 23rd St   EB-T   
    WB-T     
    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T SB-TR SB-T 
    SB-R   SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 26th St EB-T   EB-T 
        EB-R 
    SB-L     
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
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Table 14-39 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Seventh Ave W 29th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-TR     
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    EB-R   EB-R 
    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T   SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 31st St     WB-L 
    WB-T     
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 32nd St   SB-L   
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 33rd St   WB-L WB-L 
    SB-T     

Seventh Ave W 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T     

Seventh Ave W 35th St WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    SB-TR   SB-TR 

Seventh Ave W 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-TR     

Seventh Ave W 42nd St   EB-T   
    SB-T     

Eighth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T EB-T 
      WB-TR   
    WB-T   WB-T 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 26th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 29th St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

    NB-L NB-L NB-L 
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St NB-L NB-L NB-L 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T   
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St EB-T EB-T   
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 37th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
Eighth Ave W 42nd St     WB-T 

    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Ninth Ave W 26th St EB-T EB-T   
    SB-L     
    SB-T SB-T   

Ninth Ave W 29th St     WB-T 
    SB-TR SB-TR   

Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
      SB-L SB-L 

Ninth Ave W 31st St SB-TR SB-TR   
Ninth Ave W 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St EB-T   EB-T 

    EB-R   EB-R 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-L     
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Table 14-39 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Ninth Ave W 36th St EB-TR     
    SB-T     

Ninth Ave W 42nd St EB-R EB-R EB-R 
    SB-T     

Dyer Ave W 31st St     WB-LT 
        WB-R 

Dyer Ave W 34th St     EB-T 
    SB-LR     
    SB-R     

Tenth Ave W 30th St     EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 

Tenth Ave W 33rd St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 
Tenth Ave W 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      NB-LT   
        NB-LTR 

Eleventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L     

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

Route 9A W 29th St WB-R WB-R WB-R 
Route 9A W 30th St     NB-TR 

    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-TR     

Route 9A W 34th St WB-LR WB-LR WB-LR 
    NB-T   NB-T 
        SB-L 
        SB-T 

Route 9A W 40th St     NB-TR 
    SB-T   SB-T 

Route 9A W 42nd St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
        SB-L 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Route 9A W 54th St     NB-TR 
Route 9A W 56th St NB-T   NB-T 
Route 9A W 33rd St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 
Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

102/188 89/147 94/175 
Totals During Any Analysis Peak Hour 104/231 

Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

• All study area intersections on Second Avenue are expected to experience at least one 
significant adverse impact during all analysis peak hours, with operations typically degrading 
within LOS F on the impacted approaches.  

• All study area intersections on Third and Lexington Avenues are expected to experience one 
or more significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations 
typically degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

• All study area intersections on Park Avenue are expected to experience at least one significant 
adverse impact during all analysis peak hours, with operations typically degrading within LOS 
F on the impacted approaches. 

• All study area intersections on Madison Avenue are expected to experience one or more 
significant adverse impacts during all analysis peak hours, with operations typically degrading 
within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 
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• All study area intersections on Fifth Avenue are expected to experience one or more 
significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

• All study area intersections on Sixth Avenue are expected to experience at least one significant 
adverse impact during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations typically degrading to 
LOS F or within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

• On Broadway, the intersections with East 23rd Street, West 30th Street, and West 31st Street 
are expected to experience significant adverse impacts during all analysis peak hours, with 
operations degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches.  

• All study area intersections on Seventh and Eighth Avenues are expected to experience at least 
one significant adverse impact during each analysis peak hour, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches.  

• All study area intersections on Ninth Avenue are expected to experience one or more 
significant adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches.  

• On Dyer Avenue, the intersections with West 31st Street and West 34th Street are expected 
to experience at least one significant adverse impact during at least on analysis peak hour, 
with operations typically degrading within LOS F or from LOS D to LOS F on the impacted 
approaches. 

• All study area intersections on Tenth and Eleventh Avenues are expected to experience at least 
one significant adverse impact during all analysis peak hours, with operations typically 
degrading within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

• All study area intersections on Route 9A are expected to experience one or more significant 
adverse impacts during at least one analysis peak hour, with operations typically degrading 
from LOS E to LOS F or within LOS F on the impacted approaches. 

As described above, the 2044 With Action traffic analysis accounts for both the incremental 
vehicle trips generated by the programmed uses of the Phase 2 development and those attributed 
to the projected commuter rail ridership increases. Based on a comparison of the incremental 
vehicle trip contributions at the analyzed traffic intersections, the Phase 2 development would 
account for approximately 69 to 65 percent of the 2044 With Action incremental vehicle trips, 
compared to approximately 31 to 35 percent from the projected commuter rail ridership increases 
(entirely taxis or for-hired vehicles), during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. 
During the weekday midday peak hour, incremental vehicle trips generated by the Phase 2 
development would account for all the incremental vehicle trip increases. Therefore, the 2044 
With Action traffic impacts identified above are mostly attributed to the already congested levels 
under the 2044 No Action condition and the incremental vehicle trips generated by the Phase 2 
development. 

POTENTIAL WEST 31ST SHARED STREET 

At DOT’s discretion, West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues could be converted 
to a shared street configurations. Under the future With Action condition analyzed above, this 
westbound roadway segment was assumed to generally operate with one moving lane until its 
approach to Eighth Avenue where an additional lane is striped for right turns onto Eighth Avenue. 
West 31st Street between Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue is projected to carry 762, 747, and 
928 vehicles per hour in the 2044 With Action condition in the weekday AM, midday, and PM 
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peak hours, respectively. It is expected that most of the traffic on West 31st Street would be 
comprised of traffic destined for the Lincoln Tunnel and taxis departing the Penn Station taxi stand 
on Seventh Avenue that use West 31st Street to travel west or to points north. While West 31st 
Street would remain open to vehicular traffic under a shared street condition, it is expected that 
some of the demand on West 31st Street would divert to other westbound cross-streets such as 
West 29th Street, West 34th Street, and West 35th Street. West 29th Street provides access to the 
Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street/Dyer Avenue, and West 34th Street and 
West 35th Street provide access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Dyer Avenue. It is not anticipated that 
many of the Penn Station taxis destined for points north would divert away from this block of 
West 31st Street given that the most logical alternate route via West 29th Street would take them 
through four additional signalized intersections (Seventh Avenue/West 30th Street, Seventh 
Avenue/West 29th Street, Eighth Avenue/West 29th Street, and Eighth Avenue/West 30th Street), 
which would be expected to be too large of an increase in travel time to be an attractive alternative 
when compared to using the reduced-speed shared street.  

Based on the results of the 2044 With Action traffic analysis, the westbound approaches along 
West 31st Street at the study area intersections would generally operate with marginal or congested 
operating conditions (LOS D or worse) during the analysis peak hours. If West 31st Street 
becomes a shared street, some vehicles are expected to divert away from West 31st Street. 
Therefore, West 31st Street would likely operate somewhat better than in the 2044 With Action 
condition, while the westbound approaches along West 29th Street, West 34th Street, and West 
35th Street are expected to operate worse. Since the westbound approaches for West 29th Street, 
West 34th Street, and West 35th Street would generally operate at LOS F in the 2044 With Action 
condition with significant adverse impacts in at least one analysis peak hour at the study area 
intersections, under the shared street condition, operations along those streets are expected to 
further degrade and also have significant adverse impacts in at least one analysis peak hour. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 With Action condition, the CBD Tolling project is expected to result in 
some changes in travel patterns and an overall reduction in travel via auto to and within the 
Manhattan CBD. By conservatively not accounting for the slightly lessened traffic levels at the 
study area intersections, the severity of the impacts identified above may be slightly overstated. 

E. DETAILED TRANSIT ANALYSIS 
As discussed above in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening Assessment,” 
an analysis of subway station elements at the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station, 34th 
Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station, and the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn 
Station Subway Station, as well as subway line-haul conditions on the 14 subway lines (1, 2, 3, A, 
B, C, D, E, F, M, N, Q, R, and W) serving these stations, would be warranted for the weekday AM 
and PM peak hours. During other time periods, background transit ridership and station utilization, 
as well as project trip generation, are comparatively lower. Hence, potential transit impacts were 
only evaluated for the weekday AM and PM peak periods. 

SUBWAY SERVICE 

Table 14-40 below is a summary of the subway lines that serve the Project Area from the three 
nearby subway stations. 
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Table 14-40 
Subway Lines Serving the Study Area 

Station Line Northern Terminus Southern Terminus 

34th Street-Herald 
Square Station 

 

B Bedford Park Boulevard, Bronx Brighton Beach, Brooklyn 
D Norwood-205th Street, Bronx Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn 
F Jamaica-179th Street, Queens Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn 
M Forest Hills-71st Avenue, Queens Middle Village-Metropolitan Avenue, Queens 
N Astoria-Ditmars Boulevard, Queens Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn 
Q 96th Street-Second Avenue, Manhattan Coney Island-Stillwell Avenue, Brooklyn 
R Forest Hills-71st Avenue, Queens Bay Ridge-95th Street, Brooklyn 
W Astoria-Ditmars Boulevard, Queens Whitehall Street, Manhattan 

34th Street 
(Seventh Avenue)-

Penn Station 

1 Van Cortlandt Park, Bronx South Ferry, Manhattan 
2 Wakefield-241st Street, Bronx Flatbush Avenue-Brooklyn College, Brooklyn 
3 148th Street-Harlem, Manhattan New Lots Avenue, Brooklyn 

34th Street (Eighth 
Avenue)-Penn 

Station 

A 207th Street, Manhattan Lefferts Boulevard or Mott Avenue-Far 
Rockaway, Queens 

C 168th Street, Manhattan Euclid Avenue, Brooklyn 
E Jamaica Center/Parsons-Archer, Queens World Trade Center, Manhattan 

 

BUS SERVICE 

For area bus routes, as summarized above in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and 
Screening Assessment,” it was determined that none of the bus routes would incur 50 or more 
peak hour riders in a single direction. Therefore, a quantified bus line-haul analysis is not 
warranted, and the Proposed Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse bus line-
haul impacts. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

SUBWAY STATION ANALYSIS 

The Project Area is located near three NYCT subway stations: 34th Street-Herald Square Subway 
Station (B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines), 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station 
Subway Station (Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines), and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station 
Subway Station (A, C, and E Subway Lines). These subway facilities are illustrated in Figure 
14-5.  

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 
The 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station complex is served by the B, D, F, and M Subway 
Lines operating along Sixth Avenue; the N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines operating along Broadway; 
and PATH trains to New Jersey via connections to the 33rd Street PATH Station. 

As shown in Figures 14-8a to 14-8d, the Sixth Avenue Line platforms are accessed primarily via 
fare control areas one level and two levels below street level, while the Broadway Line platforms 
are accessed via fare control areas one level below street level. The configuration of this station is 
described below: 

• The PATH fare control within the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station is located one 
level below street level at the PATH concourse, with connections to the west side of Sixth 
Avenue between West 32nd Street and West 33rd Street via the HM307 street-level stair and 
the E223/E224 street escalators. The HM308 stair connects the PATH concourse to the 
HM307 street-level stair. The M4 and HM306 stairs connect the PATH concourse to the 
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E221/E222 escalator, which leads to the lower mezzanine level and the N507 fare control area, 
and the E223/E224 escalator that leads to the street. The ML1 and ML7 stairs connect the 
PATH concourse to a lower mezzanine level and the N507 fare control area. The HM300 
street-level stair connects the PATH concourse with the northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and 
West 32nd Street. A second PATH fare control connected to the 33rd Street PATH station 
with access to the PATH platforms is located one level below Sixth Avenue between West 
30th and West 31st Streets, but is not connected to the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway 
Station. The PATH concourse also has a direct connection to the Manhattan Mall underground 
entrance, across from the HM308 stair. 

• The A25 fare control area has a total of seven turnstiles and three high entry-exit turnstiles 
(HEETs), and connects to the PATH concourse via the HM302 stair, to the northwest corner 
of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street via the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corporation 
(BMT)-M1/BMT-S2 street-level stair, and to the northeast corner of Broadway and West 32nd 
Street via the BMT-S1 street-level stair. 

• The N506 fare control area has a total of 14 turnstiles, and is connected to the southwest corner 
of Broadway and West 34th Street via the M5/S5 street-level stair, and to the northwest corner 
of Broadway and West 34th Street via the BMT-S7 street-level stair. 

• The N507 fare control area has a total of 11 turnstiles and is located one level below the PATH 
concourse and two levels below street level. It is connected to the PATH concourse via the 
ML1 and ML7 stairs. The E221/E222 escalator connects the N507 fare control area with both 
PATH concourse, and street level on the west side of Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and 
West 33rd Streets via the E223/E224 escalator. The ML6 stair connects the N507 fare control 
area also has a direct connection to the Manhattan Mall underground entrance. The ML6 stair 
connects the N507 fare control area with the Broadway Line mezzanine. 

• The platforms for the Sixth Avenue Line are connected to the N507 fare control area via 
platform stairs P1, P2, P3, P4, P11, and ML12/P12, and to the N506 fare control area via 
escalators E229, E230, E231, E232, E233, E234, E235, and E236, and platform stairs ML4, 
P5, P6, P7, P8, and P10. 

• The platforms for the Broadway Line are connected to the N506 fare control area via platform 
stairs BMT-P3, BMT-P4, BMT-P5, BMT-P6, BMT-P7, and BMT-P8. 

• The platforms for the Broadway Line are connected to the A25 fare control area via platform 
stairs BMT-P1 and BMT-P2. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 
The 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station complex is served by the No. 1 local subway line 
and the No. 2 and No. 3 express subway lines operating along Seventh Avenue. 

As shown in Figure 14-9, the Seventh Avenue Line platforms are accessed primarily via fare 
control areas one level and two levels below street level. The configuration of station is described 
below: 

• The R135 fare control area is located at a lower mezzanine level of the station, and has a total 
of six turnstiles. It connects directly to the underground Penn Station concourse, and also 
connects to street level at the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street via 
the U10/U14, O8, and O10 mezzanine level stairs and the O14/O15 street-level stair. 
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• The R137 fare control area has a total of three turnstiles and one high-exit only turnstile 
(HXT), and connects to the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street via the 
O14/O15 street-level stair. 

• The R138 fare control area is located at a lower mezzanine level of the station, and has a total 
of 12 turnstiles. It connects directly to the Penn Station underground concourse and is also 
served by stair M4 that leads to street exits on the east side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd 
Street. 

• The R139 fare control area has a total of four turnstiles and one HEET, and connects to the 
underground Penn Station concourse via stair M4. It also connects to the northeast corner of 
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street via the S2/P4 and O18/O19 street-level stairs, and the 
southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street via the P3/O17 street-level stair. 

• The R140 fare control area has a total of one HEET and connects to the northwest corner of 
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street via the P1/P2/S1 street-level stair. 

• The R141 fare control area has a total of seven turnstiles and connects to the northeast corner 
of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street via the P8 street-level stair and to the southeast corner 
of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street via the P6 street-level stair. 

• The R142 fare control area has a total of four turnstiles and two HEETs and connects to the 
northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street via the P7/S5 street-level stair and 
to the southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street via the P5/S3 street-level 
stair. 

• The southbound local platform connects to the lower mezzanine level via platform stairs 
O5/O6, ML7/ML5, ML11, and U7. The northbound local platform connects to the lower 
mezzanine level via platform stairs O9, O10, ML6/ML8, and U9. One island platform serves 
both the southbound and northbound express tracks and connects to the lower mezzanine level 
via platform stairs U3, ML12, ML14, U4/U5. 

34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 
The 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station complex is served by the A express Subway Line 
and the C and E local Subway Lines operating along Eighth Avenue. 

As shown in Figure 14-10a and 14-10b, the Eighth Avenue Line platforms are accessed primarily 
via fare control areas one level and two levels below street level. The configuration of station is 
described below: 

• The N67 fare control area is located at a lower mezzanine level of the station, and has a total 
of 13 turnstiles. It connects directly to the underground Penn Station concourse. It is also 
served by stair G1 that leads to street exits on the east side of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd 
Street, and stairs M4/M5/M6 that lead to street exits on the west side of Eighth Avenue and 
West 33rd Street. 

• The N70 fare control area has a total of five turnstiles, and connects to the southeast corner of 
Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street stair via the S7/P6 street-level stair, northeast corner of 
Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street via the S9/P8 street-level stair. 

• The N71 fare control area has a total of five turnstiles, and connects to the southwest corner 
of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street via the S6/P5 street-level stair, and to the northwest 
corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street via the S8/P7 street-level stair. 
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• The N72 fare control area has a total of 11 turnstiles, with seven turnstiles facing east and four 
facing south. The seven turnstiles facing east connect to the Penn Station underground 
concourse via the G1 stair, and to the northeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street 
via the S5/P4 stair. The four turnstiles facing south connect to southeast corner of Eighth 
Avenue and West 33rd Street via the S1/P1 stair. 

• The N73 fare control area has a total of nine turnstiles, with connections to the Penn Station 
underground concourse via the M4/M5/M6 stairs, and to the southwest corner of Eighth 
Avenue and West 33rd Street via the O1/O2 stair. 

• The southbound local platform connects to the lower mezzanine level via platform stairs M9 
and M13. The northbound local platform connects to the lower mezzanine level via platform 
stair M11. One island platform serves both the southbound and northbound express tracks and 
connects to the lower mezzanine level via platform stairs M21/M22, M23/M24, M27/M28, 
M29/M30, and M33/M34. 

Volume Development 
Various sources were reviewed as a means for developing current weekday AM and PM peak hour 
station facility volumes as a surrogate to collecting new data, since that is not possible under 
current atypical conditions due to COVID-19. Volumes for most vertical circulation elements in 
the three subway stations were provided by NYCT. NYCT compiled baseline volumes from 2019 
at the various station elements to establish the 2019 baseline. Fare control area volumes were also 
developed in consultation with NYCT. Volumes for fare control areas that are exclusively served 
by several adjacent connecting stairs were approximated using the connecting stairway volumes 
provided by NYCT. For fare control areas where volumes could not be readily developed using 
adjacent connecting stairway volumes, 2017 turnstile swipe data provided by NYCT at each fare 
control area for the AM and PM peak hours were used to estimate the volumes. For fare control 
volumes with both turnstiles and either HEETs or HXTs, volumes were distributed to each fare 
control element based on the proportion of volumes at each turnstile location presented in the 2010 
15 Penn Plaza FEIS (CEQR No.: 09DCP019M). In addition, the following vertical circulation 
element volumes for which 2019 baseline volumes were not available were developed in 
consultation with NYCT, as follows: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 
• HM302 stair: Based on NYCT estimates of pedestrian trips from the Broadway Line 

mezzanine level to the PATH concourse and to street level. 
• HM307 stair and E221/E222 escalator: Used stairway/escalator volume from the 15 Penn 

Plaza FEIS to prorate up to 2019 existing conditions, based on comparison of N507 fare 
control volumes provided by NYCT and N507 fare control volumes presented in 15 Penn 
Plaza FEIS. 

Station Element Analysis 
As shown in Table 14-41, all analyzed vertical circulation elements and control areas currently 
operate at acceptable levels during the weekday AM and PM peak periods, with the following 
exceptions: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 
• Stairways: Of the 29 elements analyzed, six in the AM peak hour and nine in the PM peak 

hour operate at LOS D or worse. 
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Table 14-41 
Existing Conditions Subway Station Analysis Results 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 23 18 14 20 19 14 
LOS D 3 3 1 5 2 1 
LOS E 3 3 0 3 3 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 8 0 0 8 0 0 
LOS D 1 0 0 4 0 0 
LOS E 2 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Fare control 
Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 10 7 4 10 7 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 
• Escalators: Of the 12 elements analyzed, four in each of the AM and PM peak hours 

operate at LOS D or worse. 
34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 
• Stairways: Of the 24 stairway elements analyzed, six in the AM peak hour and five in 

the PM peak hour operate at LOS D or worse. 
34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 
• Stairways: Of the 15 stairway elements analyzed, one in each of the AM and PM peak 

hours operate at LOS D or worse. 

SUBWAY LINE HAUL ANALYSIS 

Existing line-haul data provided by NYCT (which was collected prior to the onset of the COVID-
19 pandemic in 2019) are summarized in Appendix H. As shown in Table 14-42, the following 
subway lines are currently operating above guideline capacity (v/c ratio greater than 1.00): 

Table 14-42 
Existing Conditions Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction 
Maximum Load 

Point 
Passengers per 

Hour (1) 
Peak Hour 

Capacity (2) V/C Ratio 
Weekday AM 2/3 SB 72nd St 23,965 23,760 1.01 

 E SB Jackson Hts 21,778 19,285 1.13 
 F NB Second Av 18,630 18,225 1.02 
 M NB Marcy Av 8,668 8,510 1.02 

Weekday PM 1 NB Columbus Cir 17,846 17,710 1.01 
Notes: The 34th Street-Herald Square Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W subway lines; the 34th Street-Seventh Avenue 

Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 subway lines; and the 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Station serves the A, C, and E subway 
lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and PM 
Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
Sources: (1) 2017-18 ridership and train throughput data from NYCT, except where noted 
 (2) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based on 

frequency and type of service 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-93  

• During the AM peak hour, the southbound Nos. 2/3, southbound E, northbound F, and 
northbound M Subway Lines currently operate at v/c ratios of 1.01, 1.13, 1.02, and 1.02, 
respectively. 

• During the PM peak hour, the northbound No. 1 subway line currently operates at a v/c ratio 
of 1.01. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

The 2033 No Action transit volumes for subway station elements were developed following a 
similar methodology as described above for traffic volumes. The CEQR background growth rates 
of 0.25 percent from 2020 to 2024 and 0.125 percent from 2025 to 2033 were applied to the 
existing volumes. Additional growth rates of 15 and 14 percent were applied to the existing 
weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes, respectively, to account for growth related to a subset 
of discrete No Action projects within ¼-mile of the Project Area boundaries. Contrary to vehicular 
travel, transit trips associated with a particular project are more concentrated within a smaller 
radius; hence, the smaller ¼-mile distance (vs. ½-mile for traffic) was used to assess the transit 
contribution from nearby No Action projects. This assessment entailed a comparison of the 
subway and rail trips generated by those discrete projects with existing fare control volumes in the 
three 34th Street subway stations included for analysis. 

In addition to these growth rates, relevant transit trips associated with the Farley Post Of-
fice/Moynihan Station Redevelopment Project and the Western Rail Yard Project were added. 
Trips projected for the as-of-right programs at Sites 4 (1 Penn West) and 7 (15 Penn) were also 
assigned to the analysis station elements based on NYCT-developed assignment patterns for trips 
to those sites. For the projected increase in Amtrak ridership, as described above for Traffic, it 
was estimated that approximately 25 percent of these trips would connect to area subways. Based 
on NYCT-developed assignment patterns for intermodal trips connecting from Penn Station, 40 
percent of these connecting subway trips were assigned to the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn 
Station Subway Station, 50 percent to the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway 
Station, and 10 percent to the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station. Overall, for the analyzed 
station elements within the three study area subway stations, the 2033 No Action volume increases 
were estimated at approximately 24 percent during the AM peak hour and 23 percent during the 
PM peak hour over existing conditions. 

Several existing stairway elements in the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station and the 34th 
Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations will be reconstructed with the Site 7 and 
Site 4 as-of-right development, respectively. The configurations and dimensions of these stairways 
were assumed, for purposes of this analysis, to be the same as those detailed for the proposed Site 
4 and Site 7 developments under the 2033 With Action condition. In addition, as part of the Penn 
Station LIRR Train Hall renovation project, the S1/P1/P2 street stair will be reconstructed as an 
approximately 6.8-foot-wide stair, and the R140 fare control area will be reconfigured with three 
turnstiles.  

As shown in Table 14-43 below, all analyzed vertical circulation elements and control areas will 
operate at acceptable levels during the weekday AM and PM peak periods, with the following 
exceptions: 

34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station 
• Stairways: Of the 29 stairway elements analyzed, nine in the AM peak hour and 11 in the 

PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 
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• Escalators: Of the 12 escalator elements analyzed, five in the AM peak hour and four in 
the PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station 
• Stairways: Of the 24 stairway elements analyzed, eight in the AM peak hour and six in 

the PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 
34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station 
• Stairways: Of the 15 stairway elements analyzed, two in the AM peak hour and one in the 

PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 
Table 14-43 

2033 No Action Condition Subway Station Analysis Results 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 20 16 13 18 18 14 
LOS D 4 4 2 4 3 1 
LOS E 3 1 0 3 1 0 
LOS F 2 3 0 4 2 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 7 0 0 8 0 0 
LOS D 2 0 0 3 0 0 
LOS E 1 0 0 1 0 0 
LOS F 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 10 7 4 10 7 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

SUBWAY LINE HAUL ANALYSIS 

The 2033 No Action transit volumes for the line haul analysis were developed using the same 
methodologies described above for subway station elements, but with additional trips from the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal Replacement Project. According to NYCT, the E and F trains are 
expected to operate with two and one additional trains, respectively, southbound at the Jackson 
Heights Station during the AM peak hour and northbound at the Lexington Avenue–53rd Street 
Station during the PM peak hour. In addition, based on NYCT guidance, the peak load point for 
the southbound Nos. 2/3 was adjusted to 34th Street-Penn Station after comparing the No Action 
volumes with those at the peak load point analyzed for Existing Conditions. As shown in Table 
14-44, the following subway lines will operate above guideline capacity (v/c ratio greater than 
1.00): 

• During the AM peak hour, the southbound Nos. 2/3, southbound E, southbound F, southbound 
N/W, southbound Q, northbound F, and northbound M Subway Lines will operate at v/c ratios 
of 1.20, 1.16, 1.18, 1.16, 1.02, 1.20, and 1.20, respectively. 

• During the PM peak hour, the northbound Nos.1, 2/3, and northbound E Subway Lines will 
operate at v/c ratios of 1.20, 1.03, and 1.05, respectively.  
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Table 14-44 
2033 No Action Condition Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction Maximum Load Point 
Passengers per 

Hour 
Peak Hour 

Capacity (1) V/C Ratio 
Weekday AM 2/3 SB 34th St – Penn Station 28,531 23,760 1.20 

 E SB Jackson Hts 25,810 22,185 1.16 
 F SB Jackson Hts 23,581 20,010 1.18 
 N/W SB Queensboro Plz 25,159 21,750 1.16 
 Q SB 72nd St 16,288 15,950 1.02 
 F NB Second Av 21,952 18,225 1.20 
 M NB Marcy Av 10,219 8,510 1.20 

Weekday PM 1 NB Columbus Cir 21,170 17,710 1.20 
 2/3 NB Times Sq 24,237 23,430 1.03 
 E NB Lexington Av – 53rd St 22,232 21,170 1.05 

Notes: The 34th Street-Herald Square Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W subway lines; the 34th Street-Seventh Avenue 
Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 subway lines; and the 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Station serves the A, C, and E subway 
lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and PM 
Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
 This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
Sources: (1) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based on 

frequency and type of service 
 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

The CBD Tolling project is expected to result in some reductions in vehicular travel in the 
Manhattan core. Some vehicle trips previously made by car or taxi could potentially shift to public 
transportation. But since the area is already characterized by high public transit usage, these 
potential reductions in vehicular travel are not expected to result in measurable increases in transit 
usage or less favorable conditions than what was presented above. 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

As detailed in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening Assessment,” the 
2033 With Action condition would incorporate several transit improvements that would address 
some of the existing substandard public realm facilities and enhance the area’s subway and rail 
mass transit networks. These include new/improved underground concourse and passageway 
connections, certain in-station improvements, and connections made possible by development 
easements at several of the project sites. A prominent feature of the Proposed Project is the 
establishment of a concourse system that would keep more Penn Station passengers, whose desire 
lines are mainly to the east and northeast of Penn Station, underground and redirect them away 
from the highly congested 34th Street–Seventh Avenue Subway Station and at-grade crossings 
along Seventh Avenue. This system was described and qualitatively assessed in the DEIS’s 
Mitigation chapter but has been incorporated into the Proposed Project for this FEIS. The specific 
improvements that have been assumed for the 2033 With Action analyses are as follows: 

• Establish an east–west underground corridor, by either constructing a new corridor in the area 
of the closed Gimbels passageway or creating a new passageway south of or beneath Sites 7 
and 8, connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station with the 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station and the Penn Station concourse, as well as access to 
Site 7; 

• Create a north–south underground concourse on the east side of Seventh Avenue under Site 
7. If the above east–west underground corridor is constructed on the south side of Sites 7 and 
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8, this north–south underground concourse would extend southward across West 32nd Street 
and continue underneath Seventh Avenue to connect with Penn Station Level A. 

• Widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets; 
• New West 32nd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue; 
• New West 33rd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue and add a new ADA-

compliant elevator adjacent to this entrance; 
• Widen the paid-zone stairs at west end of 32nd Street underpass connecting to Penn Station 

Level Al 
• Widen the downtown local No. 1 stairs to Penn Station Level A with enlarged fare control 

area; 
• Add new connection/fare control area to downtown local No. 1 platform; 
• Construct new express No. 2/3 platform stairs at the north and south ends of the station; 

• Widen the uptown local C/E platform between West 33rd and West 34th Streets; 

• New Penn Station/subway entrance and underground passageway to IND mezzanine within 
West 33rd Street side of Site 4 building; and 

• New subway entrance, accompanied by an elevator or West 34th Street side of Site 4 building; 

• One new and two widened express A platform stairs; 

• Two new uptown local C/E platform stairs and one reconfigured fare control area; and 

• As part of developing Site 1, construction new Penn Station connections with publicly 
accessible in-building connections on the west side of Eighth Avenue. 

A summary of reconstructed vertical circulation and fare control area elements with changes in 
dimensions and/or configurations in the 2033 With Action Condition due to the development of 
Sites 4 and 7 is described below: 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the U10/U14 mezzanine level stair would be 
reconstructed from a 12.8-foot wide stair to a 22.3-foot wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the O8 mezzanine level stair would be 
reconstructed from a nine-foot-wide stair to a 20-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the O9 mezzanine level stair would be 
reconstructed from a 5.7-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the O10 mezzanine level stair would be 
reconstructed from a 5.7-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the O14/O15 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a 10.5-foot-wide stair to a 15-foot-wide stair.  

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the O17/P3 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a 10.8-foot-wide stair to a 15-foot-wide stair.  

• In addition, the MTA would reconstruct the O5/O6 platform stair from its current width of 4.7 
feet to a new width of 10 feet, and reconfigure the R135 fare control area by increasing the 
number of turnstiles from 6 to 10. 
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• In connection with the development of Site 7, the R137 fare control area would be 
reconfigured from 3 turnstiles and 1 high exit-only turnstile to 9 turnstiles. 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the R138 fare control area would be 
reconfigured with the development of Site 7; it would continue to have 12 turnstiles. 

• In connection with the development of Site 7, the R139 fare control area would be 
reconfigured from 4 turnstiles and 1 HEET to 11 turnstiles and 1 HEET. 

34TH STREET (EIGHTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• In connection with the development of Site 4, the S5/P4 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a 4.4-foot-wide stair to a 6-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 4, the S7/P6 street stair would be reconstructed; it 
would remain a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 4, the M23 platform stair would be reconstructed 
from a 8.7-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 4, the M27/M28 platform stair would be 
reconstructed from a 5.7-foot-wide stair to a 7.5-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 4, the N72 fare control area would be reconfigured 
from two separate fare control areas with seven and four turnstiles, respectively, to one single 
fare control area with eight turnstiles. 

To develop the 2033 With Action transit and pedestrian volumes, existing pedestrian circulation 
patterns were adjusted in consultation with New York City Transit (NYCT), to account for the 
above underground corridor, which for purposes of this analysis is assumed to be constructing a 
new corridor in the area of the closed “Gimbels passageway” under the south side of West 33rd 
Street. Based on assignment patterns developed in consultation with NYCT, travel patterns for 
Penn Station commuter rail users and subway users were diverted to account for the underground 
corridor and other related transit improvements that would affect pedestrian flow in the three 
analyzed stations. The anticipated differences in analysis findings associated with this passageway 
being constructed on the north side of West 32nd Street, south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8, are 
presented at the end of this chapter in Section I, “32nd Street East–West Passageway.” 

Project-generated trips were then added to yield the 2033 With Action volumes for the analysis of 
study area subway station elements. The assigned trips took into account new pathways facilitated 
by the new corridor in the area of the closed Gimbels passageway, which include a new street-
level stairway on the south side of West 33rd Street that also connect with the lobby of Site 7, an 
additional stair connection to the IND mezzanine at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway 
Station, and the other station improvements listed above. Specifically, it is assumed that the 
O17/P3 stairway on the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street, the O8, O9, 
and O10 mezzanine level stairways connecting the West 32nd Street underpass and the 
northbound No. 1 platform, the U10/U14 mezzanine level stairway at the West 32nd Street 
underpass, the O14/O15 stairway on the northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd 
Street, the R137 fare control area on the east side of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street, the 
R138 fare control area on the West 33rd Street underpass, and the R139 fare control area on the 
east side of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street would be reconstructed and two new platform 
level stairways (one leading to the West 32nd Street Underpass and another leading to the West 
33rd Street Underpass, paired with a new exit-only fare control area) to the express platform would 
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be constructed in connection with the construction of the proposed new building on Site 7. The 
new “V11” mezzanine stair connecting the PATH concourse and the new corridor in the area of 
the closed Gimbels passageway with the N507 free zone in the 34th Street-Herald Square station 
is also assumed to be constructed in connection with the construction of the proposed new building 
on Site 7. It is also assumed that the O5/O6 platform stairway connecting the West 32nd Street 
underpass and the southbound No. 1 platform would be widened, the R135 fare control area at the 
West 32nd Street underpass would be reconstructed, and a new fare control area at the southern 
end of the southbound No. 1 platform would be constructed as part of the MTA’s Penn Station 
reconstruction project. As stated above for Traffic in the 2033 With Action condition, the 
completed new tracks and platforms in Penn Station are not expected to result in a material 
difference in the number of peak hour trains crossing the Hudson River; therefore, no additional 
trips from these commuter rail services were added to the subway station elements. As a result, 
the 2033 With Action volumes at the analyzed station elements within the three study area subway 
stations would only be approximately three percent greater than the 2033 No Action volumes 
during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Table 14-45 presents a summary of the 2033 With Action condition analysis results for the three 
34th Street subway stations. Due to the Proposed Project’s many proposed underground transit 
improvements, some of which are expected to also change commuter rail and subway passenger 
circulation patterns and direct commuters to prevalent desire lines, certain highly congested 
subway station elements in the 2033 No Action condition would realize notable improvements in 
levels of service. These benefits would be the most noticeable at the 34th Street-(Seventh Avenue) 
Penn Station and 34th Street-(Eighth Avenue) Penn Station Subway Stations, where various 
stairway widenings and reconfigurations have been proposed, and where a large number of 
commuters are expected to be diverted to the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station. 

Table 14-45 
2033 With Action Condition Subway Station Analysis Results 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 20 21 18 19 21 16 
LOS D 4 4 0 3 5 2 
LOS E 3 1 0 4 0 0 
LOS F 3 1 0 4 1 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 8 0 0 6 0 0 
LOS D 1 0 0 4 0 0 
LOS E 1 0 0 2 0 0 
LOS F 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 1 1 1 1 1 1 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 11 7 4 11 7 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

All analyzed vertical circulation elements, passageways, and control areas would operate at 
acceptable levels during the weekday AM and PM peak periods, with the following exceptions: 
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34TH STREET–HERALD SQUARE SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 30 stairway elements analyzed, 10 in the AM peak hour and 11 in the PM 
peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

• Escalators: Of the 12 escalator elements analyzed, four in the AM peak hour and six in the 
PM peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 27 stairway elements analyzed, six in the AM peak hour and six in the PM 
peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

34TH STREET (EIGHTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 18 stairway elements analyzed, two in the PM peak hour would operate at 
LOS D or worse. 

Although the 2033 With Action incremental subway trips would be nominal over the 2033 No 
Action condition, in the weekday AM peak hour, there would nonetheless be four impacted 
subway station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station, and two impacted 
elements at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station. 
• One station element at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station would deteriorate from 

within to above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; 
• Three station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station that will already 

operate above capacity under the 2033 No Action condition would further deteriorate, with 
corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; 

• One station element at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would 
deteriorate from within to above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact 
thresholds; and 

• One newly constructed station element at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station 
Subway Station would operate above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR 
impact thresholds. 

In the weekday PM peak hour, there would be six impacted subway station elements at the 34th 
Street–Herald Square Station and three impacted subway station elements at the 34th Street-
Seventh Avenue Station. 
• Two stations element at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station would deteriorate from 

within to above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; 
• Four station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station that will already 

operate above capacity under the 2033 No Action condition would further deteriorate, with 
corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; 

• One station element at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would 
deteriorate from within to above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact 
thresholds; and 

• Two newly constructed station elements at the 34th Street-Seventh Avenue Subway Station 
would operate above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact 
thresholds. 
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Significant adverse subway station impacts, as summarized in Table 14-46, would be projected 
for the following elements: 

Table 14-46 
2033 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Subway Station Impacts 

Station Station Element 
Analysis Peak Hour 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 

34th Street-
Herald Square 

Stairways 
      A25 HM302 
      N507 ML11/P11 
      A25 P1 (BMT) 
      A25 P2 (BMT) 
      A25 M1/S2 
      N507 ML12/P12 
 
Escalators 
      N506 E230-Up 
       A25 E221-Down 

X 
X 
 

X 
 

 
 
 

X 
 

 
X 
X 
X 
X 
 

 
X 
X 

34th Street-
Seventh Avenue 

Stairways 
R139 ML2/ML4 
R135 New V2A (express stair at West 32nd Street) 
R138-South New V2B (express stair at West 33rd Street) 

 
X 
X 
 

X 
X 
X 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

34TH STREET–HERALD SQUARE SUBWAY STATION 

• The HM302 mezzanine stair connecting the PATH concourse with the A25 free zone in the 
AM peak hour; 

• The ML11/P11 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M platform in 
the AM peak hour; 

• The ML12/P12 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M platform in 
the PM peak hour; 

• The P1 (BMT) platform stair connecting the A25 paid zone and the N/Q/R/W platform in the 
PM peak hour; 

• The P2 (BMT) platform stair connecting the A25 paid zone and the N/Q/R/W platform in the 
AM and PM peak hours; 

• The M1/S2 street-level stair at the northwest corner of Broadway and West 32nd Street in the 
PM peak hour; 

• The E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 free zone with the B/D/F/M platform in the 
AM and PM peak hours; and 

• The E221 street-level escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the northwest corner of 
Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the PM peak hour. 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• The ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass with the R139 free 
zone in the AM and PM peak hours; 

• The new “V2A” platform stair connecting the West 32nd Street underpass and the 2/3 
platform; and 

• The new “V2B” platform stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass and the 2/3 
platform. 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-101  

The above impacts are attributed mainly to already congested levels under the 2033 No Action 
condition, such that small project-generated increments could yield significant adverse impacts 
per CEQR criteria. Since the E221 escalator would be reconfigured as part of the development of 
Site 8 in the 2044 With Action condition, the corresponding impact would also be eliminated.  

SUBWAY LINE HAUL ANALYSIS 

The 2033 With Action transit volumes for the line haul analysis were developed using the same 
methodologies described above for subway station elements. As shown in Table 14-47, the 
following subway lines would operate above guideline capacity (v/c ratio greater than 1.00): 

Table 14-47 
2033 With Action Condition Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction Maximum Load Point Passengers per Hour Peak Hour Capacity (1) V/C Ratio 
Weekday AM 2/3 SB 34th St – Penn Station 28,735 23,760 1.21 

 E SB Jackson Hts 25,911 22,185 1.17 
 F SB Jackson Hts 23,654 20,010 1.18 
 N/W SB Queensboro Plz 25,229 21,750 1.16 
 Q SB 72nd St 16,327 15,950 1.02 
 F NB Second Av 22,012 18,225 1.21 
 M NB Marcy Av 10,253 8,510 1.20 

Weekday PM 1 NB Columbus Cir 21,271 17,710 1.20 
 2/3  NB Times Sq 24,373 23,430 1.04 
 E NB Lexington Av – 53 St 22,258 21,170 1.05 

Notes: The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn 
Station Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and PM 
Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
 This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
Sources: (1) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based on 

frequency and type of service 
 

• During the AM peak hour, the southbound Nos. 2/3, southbound E, southbound F, southbound 
N/W, southbound Q, northbound F, and northbound M subway lines would operate at v/c 
ratios of 1.21, 1.17, 1.18, 1.16, 1.02, 1.21, and 1.20, respectively. 

• During the PM peak hour, the northbound Nos.1, 2/3, and northbound E subway lines would 
operate at v/c ratios of 1.20, 1.04, and 1.05, respectively. 

Since the project-generated increments would not result in an increase of five or more passengers 
per car for each of the above subway lines, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant 
adverse subway line haul impacts in the 2033 With Action condition.  

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 No Action condition, the CBD Tolling project is expected to result in 
some shifts in travel from auto to public transportation. These shifts, however, are not anticipated 
to result in measurable increases in transit usage. Therefore, the severity of the impacts identified 
above would not be perceptibly different. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

The 2044 No Action transit volumes for subway station elements were developed following a 
similar methodology as described above for traffic volumes. The CEQR background growth rates 
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of 0.25 percent from 2020 to 2024 and 0.125 percent from 2025 to 2044 were applied to the 
existing volumes. The same additional 15 and 14 percent were applied to the existing volumes to 
account for growth related to discrete No Action projects within ¼-mile of the Project Area. In 
addition to these growth rates, as with the 2033 No Action condition, trips generated by the Farley 
Post Office/Moynihan Station Redevelopment Project and the Western Rail Yard Project were 
added. Trips projected for the as-of-right programs at Sites 4 (1 Penn West), 5 (1 Penn East), and 
7 (15 Penn) were also assigned to the analysis station elements based on NYCT-developed 
assignment patterns for trips to those sites. 

Consistent with the analysis framework described for traffic in the 2044 No Action condition, portions 
of the projected ridership increases for NJT in the off-peak direction, LIRR in both directions, and 
MNR in both directions, as well as all Amtrak ridership growth were conservatively added. As 
described for the 2033 No Action condition, it was estimated that approximately 25 percent of the 
Amtrak trips would connect to area subways. Correspondingly, the level of subway transfers for the 
other commuter rail trips was estimated at 48 percent. These additional trips were assigned to analyzed 
subway station elements based on NYCT-developed assignment patterns for intermodal trips 
connecting from Penn Station. Overall, for the analyzed station elements within the three study area 
subway stations, the 2044 No Action volume increases were estimated at approximately 32 percent 
during the AM peak hour and 30 percent during the PM peak hour over existing conditions. 

In addition to those described for Sites 4 and 7 in the 2033 No Action condition, several other 
existing stairway elements at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station as 
related to Site 5, which include replacing street-level Penn Station and subway entrances on the 
West 33rd Street and West 34th Street sides of this site with new entrances within each building’s 
footprint, will be reconstructed under the 2044 No Action condition. Table 14-48 presents a sum-
mary of the 2044 No Action condition analysis results for the three 34th Street subway stations. 

Table 14-48 
2044 No Action Condition Subway Station Analysis Results 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 18 16 12 17 17 10 
LOS D 5 3 3 5 3 4 
LOS E 4 2 0 3 1 1 
LOS F 2 3 0 4 3 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 6 0 0 8 0 0 
LOS D 0 0 0 3 0 0 
LOS E 3 0 0 1 0 0 
LOS F 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 9 7 4 9 7 
LOS D 0 1 0 0 1 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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All analyzed vertical circulation elements and control areas will operate at acceptable levels during 
the weekday AM and PM peak periods, with the following exceptions: 

34TH STREET–HERALD SQUARE SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 29 stairway elements analyzed, 11 in the AM peak hour and 12 in the PM 
peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 

• Escalators: Of the 12 escalator elements analyzed, six in the AM peak hour and four in the 
PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION  

• Stairways: Of the 24 stairway elements analyzed, eight in the AM peak hour and seven in the 
PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 

• Control Areas: Of the 10 control area elements analyzed, one will operate at LOS D or worse 
in each of the AM and PM peak hours. 

34TH STREET (EIGHTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 15 stairway elements analyzed, three in the AM peak hour and five in the 
PM peak hour will operate at LOS D or worse. 

SUBWAY LINE HAUL ANALYSIS 

The 2044 No Action transit volumes for the line haul analysis were developed using the same 
methodologies described above for subway station elements, but with additional trips from the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal Replacement Project. As shown in Table 14-49, the following 
subway lines will operate above guideline capacity (v/c ratio greater than 1.00): 

Table 14-49 
2044 No Action Condition Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction Maximum Load Point Passengers per Hour Peak Hour Capacity (1) V/C Ratio 

Weekday AM 

2/3 SB 34th St – Penn Station 30,240 23,760 1.27 
E SB Jackson Hts 27,098 22,185 1.22 
F SB Jackson Hts 23,910 20,010 1.19 

N/W SB Queensboro Plz 25,770 21,750 1.18 
Q SB 72nd St 16,687 15,950 1.05 
F NB Second Av 22,253 18,225 1.22 
M NB Marcy Av 10,362 8,510 1.22 

Weekday PM 
1 NB Columbus Cir 22,072 17,710 1.25 

2/3 NB Times Sq 25,632 23,430 1.09 
E NB Lexington Av – 53rd St 23,341 21,170 1.10 

Notes: The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street–Seventh 
Avenue Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 subway lines; and the 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Station serves the A, C, and E 
subway lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and PM 
Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
 This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
Sources: (1) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based on 

frequency and type of service 
 
• During the AM peak hour, the southbound Nos. 2/3, southbound E, southbound F, southbound 

N/W, southbound Q, northbound F, and northbound M Subway Lines will operate at 1.27, 
1.22, 1.19, 1.18, 1.05, 1.22, and 1.22, respectively. 
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• During the PM peak hour, the northbound No. 1, No. 2/No. 3, and northbound E subway lines 
will operate at 1.25, 1.09, and 1.10, respectively. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 No Action condition, the CBD Tolling project is expect to result in 
some shifts in travel from auto to public transportation. These shifts, however, are not expected to 
result in measurable increases in transit usage or less favorable conditions than what was presented 
above. 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

As detailed in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening Assessment,” the 
2044 With Action condition would incorporate, in addition to the transit improvements described 
above for the 2033 With Action condition, the following to enhance the area’s subway and rail 
mass transit networks: 

• As part of developing Site 8, construct new street level stairs at West 32nd Street and West 
33rd Street and Sixth Avenue, plus additional escalators and/or other vertical circulation 
elements as needed in consultation with MTA and NYCT; reconstruct two mezzanine stairs 
connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M Subway Lines; reconfigure the fare control area at the 
B/D/F/M mezzanine level; and replace PATH-related elevator in the new building on Site 8; 

• As part of developing Site 6, construct new West 33rd Street subway entrance and new West 
34th Street subway entrance, and widen the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 33rd 
and West 34th Streets; 

• As part of developing Site 5, construct new Penn Station entrance on West 34th Street, new 
West 34th Street subway entrance (possibly incorporated in the new Penn Station entrance), 
new West 33rd Street subway entrance, and widen the downtown local No. 1 platform between 
West 33rd and West 34th Streets; and 

• As part of developing Sites 2 and 3, construct new Penn Station connections with publicly 
accessible in-building connections on Seventh and Eighth Avenues. 

The same steps described for the 2033 With Action condition were repeated to develop the 2044 
With Action transit and pedestrian volumes. With the completion of the Penn Station expansion 
and full utilization of the cross-Hudson tunnel capacity, there is expected to be a substantial 
increase of NJT ridership to/from Penn Station. The overall projected increase in subway usage in 
the 2044 With Action condition would include this commuter rail contribution, which is expected 
to account for approximately 58 percent of the total incremental subway trips during the AM and 
PM commuter peak hours. These subway ridership increases were analyzed for the 2044 With 
Action condition by also accounting for the additional access changes listed above. At the 34th 
Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station, the reconstructed stairways at the 
northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (P1/S1/P2), the northeast corner of 
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street (O18/O19), the southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and 
West 34th Street (S3/P5), the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (P6), the 
West 33rd Street underpass (ML2/ML4), and the R138 paid zone (ML6/ML8) were all taken into 
consideration. The ML5/ML7 and ML9/ML11 platform stair connecting the southbound local 
platform would be reconstructed as one single, widened platform stair. The S2/P4 street stair at 
the northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street would also be eliminated. A new 
fare control area would connect Penn Station Level A to the West 34th Street underpass. A new 
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stair “Penn to R142” would connect Penn Station Level A to the R142 free zone underneath Site 
5; a new stair and new escalators “Penn to Street” would also connect Penn Station Level A to the 
southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street. Additionally, the new North-South 
Corridor underneath Site 6 would connect the R139 and R141 free zones. At the 34th Street–
Herald Square Subway Station, assigned trips accounted for a reconstructed stairway (HM307) 
and escalators (E221/E222) at the northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street with a 
reconstructed mezzanine level stairway (“ML1/New V10”), and a new street-level stairway and 
escalator (“New V9”) on the southwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street. The 
E223/E224 escalators connecting the PATH concourse with the lower mezzanine level would be 
eliminated and would be effectively replaced by the vertical circulation element improvements 
described above.  

A summary of reconstructed vertical circulation and fare control area elements with changes in 
dimensions and/or configuration in the 2044 With Action condition is described below: 

34TH STREET–HERALD SQUARE SUBWAY STATION 

• In connection with the development of Site 8, the HM307 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a six-foot-wide stair to a 15-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 8, the ML1 mezzanine stair would be reconstructed 
from 7-foot-wide stair to a 15-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 8, the E221 and E222 escalators would be 
reconstructed from 32-inch tread width escalators to a 40-inch tread width escalators operating 
at 120 feet per minute. 

• In connection with the development of Site 8, the N507 fare control area would be 
reconfigured from 11 turnstiles to 19 turnstiles. 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

In addition to the stairway reconstructions described for the 2033 With Action Condition, the 
following stairway reconstructions that result in changes in stairway dimensions would be 
implemented in the 2044 With Action Condition. 

• In connection with the development of Site 5, the S1/P1/P2 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a 6.8-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 5, the S3/P5 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a 5.6-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair.  

• In connection with the development of Site 5, the ML5/ML7 and ML9/ML11 platform stairs 
would be reconstructed from 5.8-foot-wide and 5.6-foot-wide stairs, respectively, to one 15-
foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 6, the P6 street stair would be reconstructed and 
would remain a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 6, the O18/O19 street stair would be reconstructed 
from a 5.9-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 6, the ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair would be 
reconstructed from a 12.8-foot-wide stair to a 30-foot-wide stair. 

• In connection with the development of Site 6, the ML6/ML8 platform stair would be 
reconstructed from a 4.8-foot-wide stair to a 10-foot-wide stair. 
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• In connection with the development of Site 5, the R140 fare control area would be 
reconfigured from 3 turnstiles to 4 turnstiles. 

As described above for traffic in the 2044 With Action condition, the completion of the Penn 
Station expansion, together with the full utilization of the cross-Hudson tunnel capacity, would 
enable a substantially greater number of New Jersey commuters to travel to the CBD via commuter 
rail. Most of these trips would otherwise be made via other transportation modes and routes. In 
consultation with MTA and NYCT, the full NJT ridership increments were added for the subway 
station analyses. The above 2044 With Action increments would total approximately 16,000 to 
17,000 peak hour trips or an increase in excess of approximately 20 percent over the 2044 No 
Action levels at the analyzed station elements within the three study area subway stations. 

Table 14-50 presents a summary of the 2044 With Action condition analysis results for the three 
34th Street subway stations. Similar to the 2033 With Action condition, the proposed underground 
transit improvements and resulting commuter rail and subway passenger diversions would also 
result in notable improvements in levels of service at certain highly congested subway station 
elements in the 2044 No Action condition. These benefits would be the most noticeable in the 
34th Street-(Seventh Avenue) Penn Station and 34th Street-(Eighth Avenue) Penn Station Subway 
Stations, where various stairway widenings and reconfigurations have been proposed, and where 
a large number of commuters are expected to be diverted to the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway 
Station. 

Table 14-50 
2044 With Action Condition Subway Station Analysis Results 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 20 18 15 19 21 13 
LOS D 3 6 2 3 1 3 
LOS E 3 3 1 2 5 2 
LOS F 5 0 0 7 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 7 2 0 6 2 0 
LOS D 1 0 0 3 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 2 0 0 
LOS F 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 1 2 1 1 2 1 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 11 7 4 11 7 
LOS D 0 1 0 0 1 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

All analyzed vertical circulation elements, passageways, and control areas would operate at 
acceptable levels during the weekday AM and PM peak periods, with the following exceptions: 

34TH STREET–HERALD SQUARE SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 31 stairway elements analyzed, 11 in the AM peak hour and 12 in the PM 
peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 
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• Escalators: Of the 11 escalator elements analyzed, four in the AM peak hour and five in the 
PM peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 27 stairway elements analyzed, nine in the AM peak hour and six in the PM 
peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

• Control Areas: Of the 11 control area elements analyzed, one in the AM peak hour and one in 
the PM peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

34TH STREET (EIGHTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• Stairways: Of the 18 stairway elements analyzed, three in the AM peak hour and five in the 
PM peak hour would operate at LOS D or worse. 

Some of the projected changes between 2044 No Action and 2044 With Action conditions would 
constitute, under CEQR Technical Manual criteria, significant adverse impacts. In the weekday 
AM peak hour, there would be 10 impacted subway station elements at the 34th Street–Herald 
Square Subway Station and four at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway 
Station. 

• One station element at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station and one at the 34th 
Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would deteriorate from within to above 
capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; 

• Nine station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station and one at the 34th 
Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station that will already operate above 
capacity under the 2044 No Action condition would further deteriorate, with corresponding 
WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; and 

• Two newly constructed station elements at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station 
Subway Station would operate above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR 
impact thresholds. 

In the weekday PM peak hour, there would be 10 impacted subway station elements at the 34th 
Street-Herald Square Station, four at the 34th Street-Seventh Avenue Station, and three at the 34th 
Street-Eighth Avenue Station. 

• One station element at the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station and two station elements 
at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station would deteriorate from 
within to above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed CEQR impact thresholds; 

• Nine station elements at the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station and three at the 34th 
Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station that will already operate above capacity 
under the 2044 No Action condition would further deteriorate, with corresponding WITs that 
exceed CEQR impact thresholds; and 

• Two newly constructed subway station elements at the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn 
Station Subway Station would operate above capacity, with corresponding WITs that exceed 
CEQR impact thresholds. 

Significant adverse subway station impacts in the 2044 With Action condition, as summarized in 
Table 14-51, were identified for the following elements: 
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Table 14-51 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Subway Station Impacts 

Station Station Element 
Analysis Peak Hour 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 

34th Street-
Herald Square 

Stairways 
A25 Platform Stair BMT-P1 
A25 Platform Stair BMT-P2 
N506 Platform Stair BMT-P7 
A25 Mezzanine Stair HM302 
N507 Platform Stair IND-P1 
A25 Street Stair M1/S2 
N506 Street Stair M5/S5 
N507 Platform Stair ML11/P11 
N507 Platform Stair ML12/P12 
 

X 
X 
X 
X 

 
X 
X 
X 
X 
 

X 
X 
 

X 
X 
X 
X 
 

X 
 

Escalators 
       N506 Platform Escalator E229 
       N506 Platform Escalator E230 
       N506 Platform Escalator E232 

 
 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

34th Street-
Seventh Avenue 

Stairways 
       R139 ML2/ML4 

R142 U4 
R135 NEW-V2A (express stair at West 32nd Street) 

       R138-South NEW-V2B (express stair at West 33rd Street) 

 
                  X 

X 
X 
 

 
X 

                 X 
                 X 
                X 

Control Areas 
R135 X 

 
 

34th Street-
Eighth Avenue 

Stairways 
N073 M4 
N071 M9  
N067 M27-M28 

 
 
 
 

 
X 
X 
X 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

34TH STREET–HERALD SQUARE SUBWAY STATION 

• The BMT-P1 platform stair connecting the A25 paid zone and the N/Q/R/W platform in the 
AM and PM peak hours; 

• The BMT-P2 platform stair connecting the A25 paid zone and the N/Q/R/W platform in the 
AM and PM peak hours; 

• The BMT-P7 platform stair connecting the N506 paid zone and the N/Q/R/W platform in the 
AM peak hour; 

• The HM302 mezzanine stair connecting the PATH concourse with the A25 free zone in the 
AM and PM peak hours; 

• The IND-P1 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M platform in the 
PM peak hour; 

• The M1/S2 street-level stair at the northwest corner of Broadway and West 32nd Street in the 
AM and PM peak hours; 

• The M5/S5 street-level stair at the southwest corner of Broadway and West 34nd Street in the 
AM and PM peak hours; 

• The ML11/P11 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M platform in 
the AM peak hour; 

• The ML12/P12 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M platform in 
the AM and PM peak hours; 

• The E229 platform escalator connecting the N506 free zone with the B/D/F/M platform in the 
PM peak hour; 
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• The E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 free zone with the B/D/F/M platform in the 
AM and PM peak hours, and 

• The E232 platform escalator connecting the N506 free zone with the B/D/F/M platform in the 
AM and PM peak hours. 

34TH STREET (SEVENTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• The ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass to the R139 free 
zone in the AM and PM peak hours; 

• The U4 platform stair connecting the West 34th Street underpass to the No. 2/No. 3 platform 
in the PM peak hour; 

• The new “V2A” platform stair connecting the West 32nd Street underpass to the No. 2/No. 3 
platform in the AM and PM peak hours;  

• The new “V2B” platform stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass to the No.2/No. 3 
platform in the AM and PM peak hours; and 

• The reconstructed R135 fare control area at the West 32nd Street underpass in the AM peak 
hour. 

34TH STREET (EIGHTH AVENUE)–PENN STATION SUBWAY STATION 

• The M4 platform stair to the southbound C and E platform in the PM peak hour; 
• The M9 platform stair to the southbound C and E platform in the PM peak hour; and 
• The M27/M28 platform stair to the A platform in the PM peak hour. 

As stated above, the completion of Site 8 in 2044 would eliminate one of the impacts identified 
for the 2033 With Action condition. However, due to the substantial trip increments described 
above, numerous additional impacts are anticipated for the 2044 With Action condition even with 
the additional station improvements planned as part of the Phase 2 build-out. Most of the impacts 
identified for the Herald Square Subway Station could be attributed to the additional density in 
project development, though Penn Station riders would contribute to some of the impacts at this 
station as well. Some of the impacts at the Seventh Avenue Subway Station could also be attributed 
to project development but Penn Station riders would contribute to most of the impacts at this 
station. For the Eighth Avenue Subway Station, the project development alone would not yield 
any impacts; Penn Station riders alone would be capable of causing all three impacts identified at 
this station. 

SUBWAY LINE HAUL ANALYSIS 

The 2044 With Action transit volumes for the line haul analysis were developed using the same 
methodologies described above for subway station elements. As shown in Table 14-52, the 
following subway lines would operate above guideline capacity (v/c ratio greater than 1.00): 
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Table 14-52 
2044 With Action Condition Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction 
Maximum Load 

Point 
Passengers per 

Hour 
Peak Hour 

Capacity (1) V/C Ratio 

Weekday AM 2/3 SB 
34th St – Penn 

Station 32,260 23,760 1.36 
 E SB Jackson Hts 27,916 22,185 1.26 
 F SB Jackson Hts 24,511 20,010 1.22 
 N/W SB Queensboro Plz 26,283 21,750 1.21 
 Q SB 72nd St 16,982 15,950 1.06 
 F NB Second Av 22,735 18,225 1.25 
 M NB Marcy Av 10,621 8,510 1.25 

Weekday PM 1 NB Columbus Cir 23,098 17,710 1.30 
 2/3 NB Times Sq 27,218 23,430 1.16 
 A/D NB Columbus Cir 17,813 17,675 1.01 

 E NB 
Lexington Av – 

53rd St 24,124 21,170 1.14 
Notes: The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street 

(Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and PM 
Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
 This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
Sources: (1) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based on 

frequency and type of service 
 
• During the AM peak hour, the southbound Nos. 2/3, southbound E, southbound F, southbound 

N/W, southbound Q, northbound F, and northbound M Subway Lines would operate at v/c 
ratios of 1.36, 1.26, 1.22, 1.21, 1.06, 1.25, and 1.25, respectively. 

• During the PM peak hour, the northbound Nos. 1, 2/3, northbound A/D, and northbound E 
subway lines would operate at v/c ratios of 1.30, 1.16, 1.01, and 1.05, respectively. 

Pursuant to the criteria described in the CEQR Technical Manual, for subway lines operating 
above capacity (i.e., v/c ratio greater than 1.00), a project-induced increase of greater than five 
passengers per car in the AM or PM peak hours would be considered a significant adverse impact. 

As shown in Table 14-53, there would be a total of two and four impacted subway lines in the 
weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Among these impacted subway station elements: 
• A total of one subway line in the weekday PM peak hour would deteriorate from a v/c ratio 

lower than 1.00 to a v/c ratio greater than 1.00 and have a project-induced increase of greater 
than five passengers per car, thereby constituting significant adverse impacts, and 

• A total of two subway lines in the weekday AM peak hour and three subway lines in the 
weekday PM peak hour would deteriorate within a v/c ratio greater than 1.00 and have a 
project-induced increase of greater than five passengers per car, thereby constituting 
significant adverse impacts. 

As summarized in Table 14-53, the following subway line haul impacts would occur under the 
2044 With Action Condition: 

• The southbound No. 2/No. 3 and southbound E Subway Lines in the AM peak hour, and 
• The northbound No. 1, northbound Nos. 2/3, northbound A/D, and northbound E Subway 

Lines in the PM peak hour. 
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Table 14-53 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Subway Line-Haul Impacts 

Analysis 
Peak Hour 

Direction of 
Travel 

Impacted Subway Lines 
34th-Herald Square 34th-Seventh Avenue 34th-Eighth Avenue 

Weekday AM Southbound  2/3 E 
Weekday PM Northbound D 1, 2/3 A, E 

Notes: The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn 
Station Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 
These subway line-haul impacts are mostly attributable to the programmed uses of the Phase 2 
development. Projected commuter rail ridership increases would generate trips that primarily 
contribute to subway transfers in the directions opposite to CBD travel during the commuter peak 
hours, and therefore would contribute comparatively lower increments than the programmed uses 
of the Phase 2 development toward the line haul impacts described above.  

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 With Action Condition, the CBD Tolling project is expected to result 
in some shifts in travel from auto to public transportation. These shifts, however, are not 
anticipated to result in measurable increases in transit usage. Therefore, the severity of the impacts 
identified above would not be perceptibly different. 

POTENTIAL SITE 8 RESIDENTIAL SCENARIO 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” there are two development scenarios permitted 
for Site 8. The reasonable worst-case scenario for transportation (i.e., the scenario that would have 
relatively higher trip generation) has been established as the commercial scenario for Site 8. The 
residential scenario would generate fewer trips and generally result in fewer transportation-related 
impacts. However, because the residential development scenario would maintain the existing 
Manhattan Mall building with a new building expansion containing residential uses constructed 
above it, its accommodations for future subway users connecting to the 34th Street–Herald Square 
Subway Station could potentially be different from what would materialize under the office 
scenario, subject to MTA review and acceptance. However, their effectiveness in accommodating 
future demand would be equivalent. Also, since the PATH elevator could remain in its existing 
location, the development of the residential scenario at Site 8 may not necessitate its replacement. 

POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE PENN STATION MASTER PLAN 

As part of the Penn Station Master Plan study, which is the basis for the design of the future Penn 
Station reconstruction efforts, more extensive improvements in the Penn Station area may be 
identified for future implementation. These improvements are expected to be focused on access 
and circulation issues within Penn Station while taking into consideration the existing and future 
connection needs with the adjacent subway system and surrounding buildings. Since these items 
are not part of the Proposed Project, they were not considered in the impact analyses presented 
above.  



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 14-112  

F. DETAILED PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS 
As described above in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening 
Assessment,” 102 sidewalks, 88 corners, and 82 crosswalks, as depicted in Figure 14-11, were 
selected for a detailed analysis for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. A physical 
inventory of the pedestrian analysis elements was compiled via desktop research and field 
measurements and documentation of sidewalk widths, corner geometry, crosswalk geometry, and 
any obstructions affecting the effective size of these measurements. The official signal timing data 
was obtained from DOT and field checked.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

As with traffic, various sources were reviewed as a means for developing current weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hour pedestrian volumes in the study area as a surrogate to collecting new 
data, since that is not possible under current atypical conditions due to COVID-19. The resulting 
sidewalk, corner reservoir, and crosswalk pedestrian volumes would represent 2019 existing 
conditions and would be used to conduct pedestrian analyses. 

Where possible, the most recent data were used to establish the existing peak hour pedestrian 
volume networks. Missing pedestrian data for specific locations or peak hours were extrapolated 
from adjacent upstream and/or downstream locations to arrive at reasonable estimates. Specific 
sources of data or applications of prorating pedestrian volumes are outlined below. 

• Pedestrian data for seven of the study area intersections were directly extracted from the 2019 
data provided by MTA as the same peak hour volumes were maintained for all common 
elements. These intersections include the following: 
 West 34th Street at Sixth Avenue/Broadway 
 West 34th Street at Seventh Avenue 
 West 34th Street at Eighth Avenue 
 West 33rd Street at Seventh Avenue 
 West 33rd Street at Eighth Avenue 
 West 32nd Street at Seventh Avenue 
 West 31st Street at Eighth Avenue 

• The 2019 TIMS corner and crosswalk data were used for the Eighth Avenue at West 40th 
Street intersection. The ratio of the 2019 TIMS crosswalk data and 2018 PANYNJ crosswalk 
data for the Eighth Avenue at West 40th Street intersection were used to prorate the 2018 
PANYNJ crosswalk data to 2019 for the Eighth Avenue intersections between West 36th and 
West 39th Streets. The sidewalk volumes were calculated by applying the ratios of 2019 
calculated data for adjacent intersections at the two connecting crosswalks. The corner 
reservoir volumes were calculated by applying the ratios of the calculated 2019 volumes to 
the Eighth Avenue at West 40th Street intersection data at the two connecting crosswalks. 

• For the Ninth Avenue intersections at West 33rd Street and West 31st Street, 2016 crosswalk 
volumes were available from the Western Rail Yard Infrastructure Project FEIS and were 
adjusted to 2019 levels by applying CEQR background growth rates for Manhattan. The 2008 
corner and sidewalk pedestrian volumes from the Western Rail Yard FEIS were adjusted to 
2019 levels by prorating based on adjacent crosswalk volumes.  
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• For the Eighth Avenue intersections at West 29th and West 30th Streets and the Seventh 
Avenue intersections from West 35th through West 37th Streets, the 2019 crosswalk volumes 
were available from the three-day average 2019 DOT Penn-Herald data. The corner reservoir 
volumes were calculated by applying the ratios of the calculated 2019 volumes for adjacent 
intersections and the data at the two connecting crosswalks. The sidewalk volumes were 
calculated by applying the ratios of the calculated 2019 volumes for adjacent intersections and 
the data at the two connecting crosswalks and corner reservoir. 

• For the remaining intersections on Sixth and Seventh Avenues, the 2019 crosswalk volumes 
were also available from the three-day average 2019 DOT Penn-Herald data. The corner 
reservoir volumes were calculated by applying the ratios of the calculated 2019 volumes with 
the 15 Penn Plaza FEIS volumes and the data at the two connecting crosswalks. The sidewalk 
volumes were calculated by applying the ratios of the calculated 2019 volumes with the 15 
Penn Plaza FEIS volumes and the data at the two connecting crosswalks. 

STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

The existing peak hour pedestrian volumes are shown in Appendix H. Although the existing 
conditions analyses reflect pre-COVID pedestrian activities, the roadway geometrics were 
inventoried after the shutdown in the City had already initiated. Elements that are prevalent 
currently, such as outdoor dining, along with other temporary features, such as sidewalk bridge 
scaffoldings, were accounted for in the existing pedestrian space calculations. It should be noted 
that some of these existing field measured sidewalk widths could encompass not only City right-
of-way (ROW) but also added space within private properties from building setbacks. 

A summary of the existing conditions pedestrian analysis results is presented in Table 14-54. The 
detailed sidewalk, corner reservoir, and crosswalk analysis summary tables are presented in 
Appendix H. 

Table 14-54 
Existing Conditions Pedestrian Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Sidewalks 

Sidewalks at LOS A/B/C 81 83 76 
Sidewalks at LOS D 13 12 17 
Sidewalks at LOS E 4 4 4 
Sidewalks at LOS F 1 0 2 

Total 99 99 99 
Corner Reservoirs 

Corners at LOS A/B/C 80 79 74 
Corners at LOS D 5 7 9 
Corners at LOS E 2 1 4 
Corners at LOS F 0 0 0 

Total 87 87 87 
Crosswalks 

Crosswalks at LOS A/B/C 39 50 30 
Crosswalks at LOS D 19 22 21 
Crosswalks at LOS E 17 8 22 
Crosswalks at LOS F 6 1 8 

Total 81 81 81 
Notes: LOS = Level of service. Three sidewalks, one corner, and one crosswalk were not analyzed due 
to construction-related closures. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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The analysis indicates that under existing conditions during the weekday AM, midday, and PM 
peak hours, 240 of the 297 total analyzed sidewalk elements, 233 of the 261 total analyzed corner 
reservoirs, and 119 of the 243 total analyzed crosswalk elements in the pedestrian study area 
operate at LOS C or better. As noted in Section C, “Transportation Analysis Methodologies,” the 
mid-point of marginal LOS D is considered the threshold of acceptable and unacceptable 
operations and LOS E and LOS F are considered congested conditions. Marginal or congested 
operating conditions (LOS D or worse) occur at 18 sidewalks during the AM peak hour, 16 
sidewalks during the midday peak hour, and 23 sidewalks during the PM peak hour. 
Correspondingly, these conditions prevail at seven, eight, and 13 corners during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively; and at 42, 31, and 51 crosswalks during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Figures 14-18a, 14-18b, and 14-18c provide 
illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study area pedestrian elements for the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

The 2033 No Action condition pedestrian volumes were developed based on a similar process as 
the 2033 No Action condition traffic volumes described above. The 2033 No Action condition 
pedestrian volumes were developed accounting for CEQR Technical Manual annual background 
growth, No Action project growth factors, incremental trips from the Farley Post Office/Moynihan 
Station Redevelopment Project, the Port Authority Bus Terminal Replacement Project’s ridership 
projection increases adjusted for the year 2033, the Western Rail Yard Project, growth in Amtrak 
trips, and the as-of-right development incremental trips from Sites 4 and 7. The No Action project 
growth factors for pedestrians, which were also developed in consultation with DOT, account for 
a smaller subset of small- to moderate-sized No Action projects within the ¼-mile study area, as 
compared to the ½-mile study area for traffic. This is because pedestrian trips associated with a 
particular project are typically made to a more limited area closer to each project site as compared 
to vehicle trips. The person trips generated by these projects during each of the three analysis peak 
hours were compared to a cordon line of existing sidewalk volumes during the same analysis peak 
hours (generally bounded by West 34th Street to the north, West 30th Street to the south, Sixth 
Avenue to the east, and Eighth Avenue to the west). Accordingly, for the 2033 No Action 
condition, the resulting No Action project growth factors for pedestrians were determined as 25, 
21, and 22 percent for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively.  

The pedestrian trips associated with the projected increase in Amtrak ridership, as described above 
for traffic and transit, were assigned to the pedestrian network based on their anticipated 
connecting modes. Connecting trips made by taxi were assigned to street frontages surrounding 
Penn Station. While most intermodal subway trips would stay underground, some subway trips 
were assigned to street-level access points based on NYCT-developed assignment patterns. Walk 
only and bus trips were dispersed to the pedestrian network and nearby destinations and bus stops 
based on assumptions developed for the Penn Station Master Plan study. Overall, for the study 
area pedestrian elements, the 2033 No Action volume increases were estimated at approximately 
40 percent over existing conditions during each of the analysis peak hours. 

CHANGES TO THE STUDY AREA STREET NETWORK 

In addition to the street network changes described under the 2033 No Action condition for traffic, 
the No Action pedestrian analysis assumes that temporary features under the existing conditions, 
such as sidewalk bridge scaffoldings, will no longer be in place and the pedestrian geometries will 
return to their typical operations without these temporary features/obstructions. Regarding 



!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

WEST 28 STREET

9 
A

V
EN

U
E

BR
O

AD
W

AY

WEST 36 STREET

7 
A

V
EN

U
E

WEST 37 STREET

WEST 38 STREET

WEST 34 STREET

WEST 26 STREET

WEST 39 STREET

WEST 35 STREET

AV
E

N
U

E
 O

F 
TH

E
 A

M
E

R
IC

A
S

WEST 33 STREET

WEST 29 STREET

WEST 43 STREET

8 
A

V
EN

U
E

WEST 32 STREET

WEST 42 STREET

WEST 30 STREET

WEST 41 STREET

B
R

O
A

D
W

AY

WEST 31 STREET

WEST 40 STREET

WEST 27 STREET

A

A

B

B

AC

A

B

C

D

BA

A

A

B

A

A

B

A

C

C

A

A

B

A

A

A

B

B

A

A

A

A

BA

A

B

B

B

A

B

A

A

A

A

AB

A

A

B

A

C

C

C

B

E

D

E

D

C

C

D

C

C

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

D

C

C

B

AA

A

B

C

A

BB

A

A

B

A

D

A

D

D

C

C

B

C
B

F

D

B

E
C

C

C

D
C B

E

B

C

E

D

D

E

C

E

F

F

E

C

DE

D

C

D

D

E

C

C

F

E

D

DE E B

C

C

C

E

E

B

C
B

B C

D

CD

DB

C E

B

B

E

D

C

C

C

C

D

A

E

C

F

F

D

E

B
B

C
C

CC
C

C

B

C
C B

D

C

C
CD

B
C

E

C

C

D

D

E

C

F

C

C
E

C

D

B

D

D

C

B

C
C

C

BD

C

C

B

C

BC

B

C

C

B
D

C

C

B

D

C

D

C

C

C

B

C

C

C

C

C

C

B

B

B

C

E

B

B

B

C

B

B

B

B

C

C

B

B

C

C

B

C

B

B

C

D

C

B

B

D

B

0 1,000 FEETProject Area Sidewalk LOS Corner LOS

!(
!(
!(

Crosswalk LOS

A; B; C

D

E; F

Existing Conditions Pedestrian Elements Level of Service
Weekday AM Peak Hour

Figure 14-18a

4.19.22

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA

CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

A; B; C

D

E; F
D

E; F

A; B; C



!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

WEST 28 STREET

9 
A

V
EN

U
E

BR
O

AD
W

AY

WEST 36 STREET

7 
A

V
EN

U
E

WEST 37 STREET

WEST 38 STREET

WEST 34 STREET

WEST 26 STREET

WEST 39 STREET

WEST 35 STREET

AV
E

N
U

E
 O

F 
TH

E
 A

M
E

R
IC

A
S

WEST 33 STREET

WEST 29 STREET

WEST 43 STREET

8 
A

V
EN

U
E

WEST 32 STREET

WEST 42 STREET

WEST 30 STREET

WEST 41 STREET

B
R

O
A

D
W

AY

WEST 31 STREET

WEST 40 STREET

WEST 27 STREET

A

A

B

B

AC

A

B

B

B

AA

A

A

B

A

A

A

A

B

B

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

B

A

A

A

B

BB

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

AA

A

A

A

A

C

C

C

C

D

D

D

D

C

C

E

D

D

C

C

B

B

B

A

A

D

B

C

A

AA

A

A

C

A

AB

A

A

A

A

C

A

C

D

C

D

B

C
A

E

D

A

E
B

C

B

C
C B

D

B

B

E

C

C

E

B

C

D

E

E

D

CD

D

A

D

D

F

C

C

E

D

D

CD D A

B

C

B

E

D

C

D
A

B C

C

CD

CC

C D

C

A

D

D

B

B

C

B

C

A

D

C

C

D

B

C

B
B

C
C

CB
B

D

B

C
B C

D

C

B
CD

B
C

E

C

C

D

E

D

B

E

C

C
E

C

D

B

C

C

B

B

D
C

B

BC

C

C

D

C

BB

B

C

C

B
D

C

C

B

C

C

C

C

C

B

B

B

C

B

C

B

C

B

B

B

C

D

B

B

B

C

B

B

B

B

C

B

B

B

B

B

B

D

B

B

C

C

B

B

B

D

B

0 1,000 FEET

Existing Conditions Pedestrian Elements Level of Service
Weekday Midday Peak Hour

Figure 14-18b

4.19.22

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA

CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Project Area Sidewalk LOS Corner LOS

!(
!(
!(

Crosswalk LOS

A; B; C

D

E; F

A; B; C

D

E; F
D

E; F

A; B; C



!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

WEST 28 STREET

9 
A

V
EN

U
E

BR
O

AD
W

AY

WEST 36 STREET

7 
A

V
EN

U
E

WEST 37 STREET

WEST 38 STREET

WEST 34 STREET

WEST 26 STREET

WEST 39 STREET

WEST 35 STREET

AV
E

N
U

E
 O

F 
TH

E
 A

M
E

R
IC

A
S

WEST 33 STREET

WEST 29 STREET

WEST 43 STREET

8 
A

V
EN

U
E

WEST 32 STREET

WEST 42 STREET

WEST 30 STREET

WEST 41 STREET

B
R

O
A

D
W

AY

WEST 31 STREET

WEST 40 STREET

WEST 27 STREET

A

A

C

C

BC

A

C

B

C

BA

A

A

C

A

B

C

A

C

C

B

B

B

B

A

A

B

C

A

B

B

C

BB

A

B

C

B

A

C

A

A

A

A

AC

A

A

B

A

C

D

C

C

D

E

D

D

D

D

D

C

E

C

C

B

C

C

E

C

E

C

D

B

AA

B

B

D

B

BB

A

A

B

A

C

A

E

E

C

D

C

D
B

F

E

A

E
C

D

D

D
C C

E

B

C

F

C

D

F

D

D

D

F

F

E

DE

E

C

D

E

E

D

C

F

E

E

EE E B

C

D

C

F

E

C

D
B

C D

E

CD

DB

C F

C

B

E

D

B

C

B

C

D

A

E

D

E

E

D

E

C
C

C
C

DC
C

C

B

C
C C

E

C

C
CD

C
D

E

D

C

D

C

E

C

F

C

C
D

C

D

B

D

D

C

B

D
B

C

BD

C

C

C

C

CC

A

C

C

C
D

C

C

B

D

C

C

C

C

C

B

B

D

C

C

C

F

B

B

B

D

E

B

B

B

C

B

B

B

C

D

B

B

B

C

C

B

B

C

B

C

C

B

B

C

D

B

0 1,000 FEETProject Area Sidewalk LOS Corner LOS

!(
!(
!(

Crosswalk LOS

A; B; C

D

E; F

Existing Conditions Pedestrian Elements Level of Service
Weekday PM Peak Hour

Figure 14-18c

4.19.22

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA

CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

A; B; C

D

E; F
D

E; F

A; B; C



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-115  

temporary outdoor dining and open streets that were implemented due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, permanent implementation would be subject to community feedback and policy 
decisions rendered by the City and DOT. For purposes of this EIS, the associated pedestrian 
features were also assumed to be no longer in place under the future No Action condition. 

In addition to the subway stairway changes described under the 2033 No Action condition for 
transit, the as-of-right development on Sites 4 and 7 will be accompanied by building setbacks. 
Specifically, at Site 4, it is assumed that the subway stairs on the West 34th Street south sidewalk 
and on the West 33rd Street north sidewalk will be relocated within the building footprint, and 
there will be a building setback of three feet from the Eighth Avenue property line. The Seventh 
Avenue Site 7 building line will be set back by 10 feet from the property line. Additional street 
furnishings such as security bollards and other landscaping elements such as planters are also 
assumed to be placed along the sidewalk segments fronting these two development sites.  

STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS  

The 2033 No Action condition peak hour pedestrian volumes are shown in Appendix H. A 
summary of the 2033 No Action condition pedestrian analysis results is presented in Table 14-55. 

Table 14-55 
2033 No Action Condition Pedestrian Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Sidewalks 

Sidewalks at LOS A/B/C 76 82 69 
Sidewalks at LOS D 22 18 25 
Sidewalks at LOS E 4 2 8 
Sidewalks at LOS F 0 0 0 

Total 102 102 102 
Corner Reservoirs 

Corners at LOS A/B/C 73 84 67 
Corners at LOS D 10 1 14 
Corners at LOS E 4 2 4 
Corners at LOS F 1 1 3 

Total 88 88 88 
Crosswalks 

Crosswalks at LOS A/B/C 12 19 12 
Crosswalks at LOS D 28 38 19 
Crosswalks at LOS E 26 16 33 
Crosswalks at LOS F 16 9 18 

Total 82 82 82 
Notes: LOS = Level of service. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

The detailed sidewalk, corner reservoir, and crosswalk analysis summary tables are presented in 
Appendix H. The analysis indicates that under the 2033 No Action Condition during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 227 of the 306 total analyzed sidewalk elements, 224 of the 264 
total analyzed corner reservoirs, and 43 of the 246 total analyzed crosswalk elements in the 
pedestrian study area will operate at LOS C or better. As noted in Section C, “Transportation 
Analysis Methodologies,” the mid-point of marginal LOS D is considered the threshold of 
acceptable and unacceptable operations and LOS E and LOS F are considered congested 
conditions. Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) occur at 26 sidewalks 
during the AM peak hour, 20 sidewalks during the midday peak hour, and 33 sidewalks during 
the PM peak hour. 
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Correspondingly, these conditions prevail at 15, four, and 21 corners during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively; and at 70, 53, and 70 crosswalks during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Figures 14-19a, 14-19b, and 14-19c provide 
illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study area pedestrian elements for the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described above under the detailed No Action traffic and transit analysis sections, the CBD 
Tolling project is expected to result in some reductions in vehicular travel in the Manhattan core 
with some vehicle trips previously made by car or taxi potentially shifting to public transportation. 
Since there is a walk component to trips made by either of these modes, the tradeoff that may 
occur in the study area pedestrian network is unlikely to be noticeable nor would it be expected to 
result in perceptibly different conditions than those portrayed above.  

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

As detailed in Section E, “Detailed Transit Analysis,” the 2033 With Action condition pedestrian 
volumes were developed accounting for the anticipated pedestrian circulation pattern changes 
from the opening of the East-West Connector (33rd Street Option), incorporation of the North-
South Corridor, and other subway station improvements, and the incremental project-generated 
trips generated by the Sites, 1, 4, and 7 With Action developments. The completed new tracks and 
platforms in Penn Station under the 2033 With Action condition are not expected to result in a 
material difference in the number of peak hour trains crossing the Hudson River; therefore, no 
additional trips from these commuter rail services were added to the With Action pedestrian 
volumes. As a result, the overall 2033 With Action volumes at the study area pedestrian elements 
would be approximately 5 percent greater than the 2033 No Action volumes, with total increments 
ranging from 9,000 to 15,000 during the analysis peak hours.  

CHANGES TO THE STUDY AREA STREET NETWORK 

The proposed development on Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be accompanied by building setbacks. At 
Site 1, the Eighth Avenue, West 30th Street, and West 31st Street building lines would each be set 
back by five feet from the corresponding property line. At Site 4, the Eighth Avenue building line 
would be set back by five feet (instead of three feet under the 2033 No Action condition) from the 
property line. Additionally, the subway stairs on the West 34th Street south sidewalk and on the 
West 33rd Street north sidewalk would be relocated within the building footprint. At Site 7, the 
Seventh Avenue building line would be set back by 15 feet (instead of 10 feet) from the property 
line and the West 33rd Street building line would be set back by 10 feet (instead of no setback) 
from the property line. Additional street furnishings such as security bollards and other 
landscaping elements are also assumed to be placed along the sidewalk segments fronting Site 7. 

STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

The 2033 With Action condition peak hour pedestrian volumes are shown in Appendix H. A 
summary of the 2033 With Action condition pedestrian analysis results is presented in Table 
14-56. The detailed sidewalk, corner reservoir, and crosswalk analysis summary tables are 
presented in the appendix. Figures 14-20a, 14-20b, and 14-20c illustrate the overall LOS results 
at the study area pedestrian elements for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. Notably, the opening of the East-West Connector and incorporation of the North-
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South Corridor are anticipated to divert a substantial amount of pedestrian volumes from at-grade 
sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks along Seventh Avenue between West 31st Street and West 
34th Street, and those between Sixth and Seventh Avenues to the new underground pathways. 
These benefits would be the most noticeable during the AM and PM peak hours, as With Action 
service levels for pedestrian elements at the aforementioned locations are expected to be mostly 
similar to or better than those under the No Action condition. 

Table 14-56 
2033 With Action Condition Pedestrian Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Sidewalks 

Sidewalks at LOS A/B/C 76 78 68 
Sidewalks at LOS D 21 22 25 
Sidewalks at LOS E 5 2 9 
Sidewalks at LOS F 0 0 0 

Total 102 102 102 
Corner Reservoirs 

Corners at LOS A/B/C 74 83 64 
Corners at LOS D 9 2 15 
Corners at LOS E 4 2 5 
Corners at LOS F 1 1 4 

Total 88 88 88 
Crosswalks 

Crosswalks at LOS A/B/C 12 17 9 
Crosswalks at LOS D 29 35 15 
Crosswalks at LOS E 25 18 36 
Crosswalks at LOS F 16 12 22 

Total 82 82 82 
Notes: LOS = Level of service. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Table 14-57 below presents pedestrian elements that are expected to have significant adverse 
impacts when the projected 2033 With Action condition analysis results are compared with the 
projected 2033 No Action condition analysis results. 

There would be significant adverse pedestrian impacts at 11 sidewalks (three during the AM peak 
hour, two during the midday peak hour, and nine during the PM peak hour), four corners (four 
during the PM peak hour), and 26 crosswalks (six during the AM peak hour, 15 during the midday 
peak hour, and 18 during the PM peak hour). Although the overall projected pedestrian trip 
increments would be small in the 2033 With Action condition, due to already congested 
conditions, certain localized increases in pedestrian volumes are expected to result in the impacts 
identified. 

For the impacted sidewalks, one in the AM peak hour, one in the midday peak hour, and three in 
the PM peak hour would deteriorate from acceptable to unacceptable levels, while two in the AM 
peak hour, one in the midday peak hour, and six in the PM peak hour would deteriorate further at 
unacceptable levels. For the impacted corners, three in the PM peak hour would deteriorate from 
acceptable to unacceptable levels, while one in the PM peak hour would deteriorate further at 
unacceptable levels. Among the impacted crosswalks, one in the AM peak hour, three in the 
midday peak hour, and two in the PM peak hour would deteriorate from acceptable to unacceptable 
levels, while five in the AM peak hour, 12 in the midday peak hour, and 16 in the PM peak hour 
would deteriorate further at unacceptable levels. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 14-118  

As described above, the completed new tracks and platforms in Penn Station are not expected to 
result in a material difference in the number of peak hour trains crossing the Hudson River in the 
2033 analysis year. Correspondingly, no additional trips from these commuter rail services were 
added. Therefore, the 2033 With Action pedestrian impacts identified above are attributed to the 
already congested levels under the 2033 No Action condition and the incremental trips generated 
by the Sites 1, 4, and 7 developments. 

Table 14-57 
2033 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Intersection Pedestrian Element 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Sidewalks 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 
West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue 
between West 31st Street and West 
32nd Street 

X    X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and 33rd Street 

North sidewalk along West 33rd Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue-East end 

   X 

South sidewalk along West 33rd Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue-East end 

X  X 

East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue 
between West 33rd Street and West 
34th Street 

 X X 

West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue 
between West 33rd Street and West 
34th Street 

  X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 34th Street 
East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue 
between West 34th Street and West 
35th Street 

X   

Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street 

North sidewalk along West 30th Street 
between Seventh Avenue and Eighth 
Avenue-East end 

 X  

West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue 
between West 30th Street and West 
31st Street-South end 

  X 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 

West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue 
between West 30th Street and West 
31st Street-North end 

  X 

North sidewalk along West 31st Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue-West end 

  X 

Seventh Avenue and 33rd Street 
North sidewalk along West 33rd Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue-West end 

   X 

Total Number of Impacted Sidewalks 
3 2 9 

Total During Any Analysis 
Peak hour 11 

Corner Reservoirs 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street Northeast    X 
Northwest   X 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street Southwest    X 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street Southeast    X 

Total Number of Impacted Corners 
0 0 4 

Total During Any Analysis 
Peak hour 4 
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Table 14-57 (cont’d) 
2033 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Intersection Pedestrian Element 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Crosswalks 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street North     X 
South   X 

Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
North   X X 
East     X 
West X X X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 33rd Street 
North X 

 
X 

South 
  

X 
West X X X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 34th Street East     X 
South   X 

Seventh Avenue and West 29th Street West     X 
Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street West     X 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 

North   X X 
East   X   

South X X X 
West   X X 

Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street East   X   
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street South X X  
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street West   X 
Seventh Avenue and West 35th Street West   X 

Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 
East   X   

South   X   
West X X X 

Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street East   X   
West   X   

Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street East   X   

Total Number of Impacted Crosswalks 
6 15 18 

Total During Any Analysis 
Peak hour 26 

Notes: This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 No Action condition, the CBD Tolling project is expected to result in 
some shifts in travel from auto to public transportation. These shifts, however, would not result in 
measurable differences in study area pedestrian volumes or the severity of the impacts identified 
above. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

The 2044 No Action condition pedestrian volumes were developed based on the process as the 
2033 No Action condition pedestrian volumes above. As per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, 
an annual background growth rate of 0.125 percent was assumed for the remaining years (year 
2029 through 2044) to address general growth in the pedestrians in the study area. Since the No 
Action projects considered within the ¼-mile study area would be completed by 2033, the No 
Action project growth factors for pedestrians would remain the same at 25, 21, and 22 percent for 
the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively for the 2044 No Action condition. 
Incremental pedestrian trips from the PABT project’s development component and its full 
ridership projection increases, and from commuter rail ridership increases, corresponding with 
those described for Traffic and Transit, were also taken into account. Lastly, within the Project 
Area, in addition to Sites 4 and 7, Site 5 would be redeveloped with an as-of-right program. The 
as-of-right development incremental trips were also incorporated into the 2044 No Action 
pedestrian volumes. 
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Consistent with the analysis framework described for traffic and transit in the 2044 No Action condi-
tion, portions of the projected ridership increases for NJT in the off-peak direction, LIRR in both 
directions, and MNR in both directions, as well as all Amtrak ridership growth were conservatively 
added to develop the overall 2044 No Action condition pedestrian volumes. The overall patterns for 
these trips are expected to be similar to those described for the 2033 No Action condition, with 
connecting trips made by taxi assigned to surrounding street frontages and subway and walk trips 
distributed based on NYCT-developed assignment patterns and assumptions developed for the Penn 
Station Master plan study. Overall, for the study area pedestrian elements, the 2044 No Action volume 
increases were estimated at nearly 55 percent during each of the analysis peak hours, with increases 
most prominent along Eighth Avenue (up to 60 percent), over existing conditions. 

CHANGES TO THE STUDY AREA STREET NETWORK 

In addition to the street network changes described under the 2033 No Action condition and the 
subway stairway changes described under the 2033 and 2044 No Action conditions for transit, the 
Site 5 as-of-right development will be accompanied by changes to adjacent sidewalk geometries. 
For Site 5, the subway stairs on the West 34th Street south sidewalk and on the West 33rd Street 
north sidewalk will be relocated within the building footprint. Security bollards will also be added 
along the sidewalk segments surrounding the development site. 

STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

The 2044 No Action condition peak hour pedestrian volumes are shown in Appendix H. A 
summary of the 2044 No Action condition pedestrian analysis results is presented in Table 14-58. 
The detailed sidewalk, corner reservoir, and crosswalk analysis summary tables are presented in 
the appendix. The analysis indicates that under the 2044 No Action Condition during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 218 of the 306 total analyzed sidewalk elements, 213 of the 264 
total analyzed corner reservoirs, and 39 of the 246 total analyzed crosswalk elements in the 
pedestrian study area will operate at LOS C or better. 

Table 14-58 
2044 No Action Condition Pedestrian Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Sidewalks 

Sidewalks at LOS A/B/C 72 82 64 
Sidewalks at LOS D 22 17 27 
Sidewalks at LOS E 8 3 11 
Sidewalks at LOS F 0 0 0 

Total 102 102 102 
Corner Reservoirs 

Corners at LOS A/B/C 70 81 62 
Corners at LOS D 8 4 17 
Corners at LOS E 9 2 3 
Corners at LOS F 1 1 6 

Total 88 88 88 
Crosswalks 

Crosswalks at LOS A/B/C 10 19 10 
Crosswalks at LOS D 23 34 16 
Crosswalks at LOS E 29 19 30 
Crosswalks at LOS F 20 10 26 

Total 82 82 82 
Notes: LOS = Level of service. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
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As noted in Section C, “Transportation Analysis Methodologies,” the mid-point of marginal LOS 
D is considered the threshold of acceptable and unacceptable operations and LOS E and LOS F 
are considered congested conditions. Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or 
worse) occur at 30 sidewalks during the AM peak hour, 20 sidewalks during the midday peak 
hour, and 38 sidewalks during the PM peak hour. Correspondingly, these conditions prevail at 18, 
seven, and 26 corners during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively; and at 
72, 63, and 72 crosswalks during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 
Figures 14-21a, 14-21b, and 14-21c provide illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study 
area pedestrian elements for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 No Action condition, the effects of the CBD Tolling project on study 
area pedestrian volumes are unlikely to be noticeable. Accordingly, the 2044 No Action condition 
portrayed above is also reflective of conditions with CBD Tolling in place. 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

The 2044 With Action condition pedestrian volumes were developed based on the same process 
used to develop the 2033 With Action condition pedestrian volumes and accounting for the access 
changes resulting from the additional transit improvements described in Section E, “Detailed 
Transit Analysis.” The completion of the Penn Station expansion, together with the full utilization 
of the cross-Hudson tunnel capacity, would enable a substantially greater number of New Jersey 
commuters to travel to the CBD via commuter rail. Most of these trips would otherwise be made 
via other transportation modes and routes. Based on the estimates developed for diverted trips and 
captured trips from area developments, an overlay of pedestrian trips related to the NJT ridership 
increments was added to the generate the With Action pedestrian volumes. The above 2044 With 
Action increments would result in increases of approximately 22,000 to 29,000 peak hour 
pedestrians, with about 55 percent attributed to the increased NJT ridership and the remainder 
attributed to the eight GPP development sites, or an increase of 10 to 13 percent over the 2044 No 
Action levels at the study area sidewalks, corner reservoirs, and crosswalks. 

CHANGES TO THE STUDY AREA STREET NETWORK 

Each of the proposed development sites within the Project Area would be accompanied by 
building setbacks and result in additional sidewalk circulation space as compared to the future No 
Action condition. These public realm improvements would improve existing overcrowded 
pedestrian facilities and enhance pedestrian circulation within the Project Area. Additional street 
furnishings such as security bollards and other landscaping elements are also assumed to be placed 
along the sidewalk segments fronting the various development sites. The building setbacks for 
each development site are presented in Figure 14-4 and detailed below. 

• Site 1 – The Eighth Avenue, West 30th Street, and West 31st Street building lines would each 
be set back by five feet from the corresponding property line. 

• Site 2 – The Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue building lines would each be set back by 15 
feet from the corresponding property line. And the West 30th Street and West 31st Street 
building lines would each be set back by five feet from the corresponding property line. 
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• Site 3 – The Seventh Avenue building line would be set back by 15 feet from the property 
line. And the West 30th Street and West 31st Street building lines would each be set back by 
5 feet from the corresponding property line. 

• Site 4 – The Eighth Avenue building line would be set back by five feet from the property 
line. Additionally, the subway stairs on the West 34th Street south sidewalk and on the West 
33rd Street north sidewalk would be relocated within the building footprint. 

• Site 5 – The Seventh Avenue building line would be set back by 10 feet from the property 
line. Additionally, the subway stairs on the West 34th Street south sidewalk and on the West 
33rd Street north sidewalk would be relocated within the building footprint. 

• Site 6 – The Seventh Avenue building line would be set back by 15 feet from the property line 
and the West 33rd Street building line would be set back by 10 feet from the property line. 
Additionally, the subway stair on the West 33rd Street north sidewalk would be relocated 
within the building footprint. 

• Site 7 – The Seventh Avenue building line would be set back by 15 feet from the property line 
and the West 33rd Street building line would be set back by 10 feet from the property line. 
These are the same as those described under the 2033 With Action condition. 

• Site 8 – The Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street building lines would each be set back by 10 
feet from the corresponding property line.  

Lastly, as described in Section B, “Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening Assess-
ment,” the Proposed Project envisions the future provision of a number of “shared streets” in the 
Project Area. Because these “shared streets” would include functional elements such as seating, 
plantings, and other street furnishings, the impact analysis conservatively assumed that the “shared 
streets” would not provide any additional sidewalk circulation space beyond those afforded by the 
building setbacks described above. 

STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

The 2044 With Action condition peak hour pedestrian volumes are shown in Appendix H. A 
summary of the 2044 With Action condition pedestrian analysis is presented in Table 14-59. The 
detailed sidewalk, corner reservoir, and crosswalk analysis summary tables are presented in the 
appendix. Figures 14-22a, 14-22b, and 14-22c illustrate the overall LOS results at the study area 
pedestrian elements for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 

Similar to what was described for the 2033 With Action, the opening of the East-West Connector 
and incorporation of the North-South Corridor would likewise divert a substantial amount of 
pedestrian volumes from at-grade sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks along Seventh Avenue 
between West 31st Street and West 34th Street, and those between Sixth and Seventh Avenues to 
the new underground pathways. These benefits would be the most noticeable during the AM and 
PM peak hours, as With Action service levels for pedestrian elements at the aforementioned 
locations are expected to be mostly similar to or better than those under the No Action condition. 

Locations identified to incur significant adverse pedestrian impacts under the 2044 With Action 
condition are summarized in Table 14-60. With many area pedestrian elements already operating 
at congested levels under the 2044 No Action condition, approximately 25 percent of study area 
sidewalks, 20 percent of study area corners, and 65 percent of study area crosswalks are expected 
to be impacted with Phase 2 completion of the Proposed Project. 
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Table 14-59 
2044 With Action Condition Pedestrian Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 
Sidewalks 

Sidewalks at LOS A/B/C 69 79 65 
Sidewalks at LOS D 19 17 21 
Sidewalks at LOS E 12 6 13 
Sidewalks at LOS F 2 0 3 

Total 102 102 102 
Corner Reservoirs 

Corners at LOS A/B/C 65 80 53 
Corners at LOS D 10 5 22 
Corners at LOS E 9 2 5 
Corners at LOS F 4 1 8 

Total 88 88 88 
Crosswalks 

Crosswalks at LOS A/B/C 10 11 5 
Crosswalks at LOS D 15 33 10 
Crosswalks at LOS E 29 22 34 
Crosswalks at LOS F 28 16 33 

Total 82 82 82 
Notes: LOS = Level of service. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Table 14-60 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Intersection Pedestrian Element 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Sidewalks 

Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street North sidewalk along West 30th Street between Sixth 
Avenue and Seventh Avenue-East end  X X X 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth 
Avenue and Seventh Avenue-East end X    X 

West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 31st 
Street and West 32nd Street X X  X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 33rd Street  East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 33rd 
Street and West 34th Street 

 X X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 34th Street  

East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 34th 
Street and West 35th Street X     

South sidewalk along West 34th Street between 
Broadway and Seventh Avenue X  X X 

Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between West 
29th Street and West 30th Street X  X 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 

North sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth 
Avenue and Seventh Avenue-West end X  X 
South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth 
Avenue and Seventh Avenue-West end X   

Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street South sidewalk along West 34th Street between 
Broadway and Seventh Avenue-West end X  X 

Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 31st 
Street and West 33rd Street-South end 

  X 

Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street 

North sidewalk along West 33rd Street between Seventh 
Avenue and Eighth Avenue-West end  X  
East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 33rd 
Street and West 34th Street-South end X   

Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th 
Street and West 35th Street-South end X X X 

Eighth Avenue and West 35th Street 

East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th 
Street and West 35th Street-North end X   X 

East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 35th 
Street and West 36th Street X   X 

Eighth Avenue and West 36th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 36th 
Street and West 37th Street X   X 

Eighth Avenue and West 37th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 37th 
Street and West 38th Street X   X 
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Table 14-60 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Intersection Pedestrian Element 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Sidewalks (continued) 

Eighth Avenue and West 38th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 38th 
Street and West 39th Street 

   X 

Eighth Avenue and West 39th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 39th 
Street and West 40th Street X   X 

Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Eighth 
Avenue and Ninth Avenue - West end X  X 
South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Ninth 
Avenue and Dyer Avenue   X 

Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street South sidewalk along West 33rd Street between Eighth 
Avenue and Ninth Avenue X  X 

Total Number of Impacted Sidewalks 
18 6 19 
Total During Any 

Analysis Peak hour 23 

Corner Reservoirs 
Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street Northwest X   

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 

Northeast X  X 
Southeast X  X 
Southwest X  X 
Northwest X  X 

Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street Northeast   X 
Seventh Avenue and West 29th Street Northeast X   
Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street Southwest   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 29th Street Northwest X  X 
Eighth Avenue and West 35th Street Northeast   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 36th Street Southeast X  X 

Eighth Avenue and West 38th Street Northeast   X 
Southeast X  X 

Eighth Avenue and West 39th Street Northeast    X 

Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street Northeast     X 
Southeast X   X 

Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street Southwest   X 

Total Number of Impacted Corner Reservoirs 
10 0 15 
Total During Any 

Analysis Peak hour 17 

Crosswalks 
Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street North X X X 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 
North X X X 
South X X X 
West X X X 

Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
North  X X 
East X  X 
West X X X 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 33rd Street South  X X 
West X X  

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 34th Street 
North X X X 
East X X X 

South X X X 
Sixth Avenue and West 35th Street East   X 

Seventh Avenue and West 29th Street East X X X 
West X  X 

Seventh Avenue and West 30th Street 

North X X X 
East X X X 

South X  X 
West X  X 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 

North  X  
East X X X 

South X X X 
West  X  

Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street East  X  
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Table 14-60 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition – Significant Adverse Pedestrian Impacts 

Intersection Pedestrian Element 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Crosswalks (continued) 

Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street 
North  X  
East  X  

South  X X 

Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
East  X  

South  X  
West X X X 

Eighth Avenue and West 29th Street West X  X 

Eighth Avenue and West 30th Street 
North X X X 
East X X X 
West X  X 

Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 

North X X X 
East X X X 

South X X X 
West X X X 

Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street 

North X X X 
East X X X 

South X  X 
West  X  

Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street North  X  
East X X X 

Eighth Avenue and West 35th Street East X   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 36th Street East X   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 37th Street East X   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 38th Street East X   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 39th Street East X   X 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street East X   X 

Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street North X  X 
South X  X 

Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street South X  X 

Total Number of Impacted Crosswalks 
40 36 43 
Total During Any 

Analysis Peak hour 53 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Specifically, significant adverse pedestrian impacts were identified at 23 sidewalks (18 during the 
AM peak hour, six during the midday peak hour, and 19 during the PM peak hour), 17 corners (10 
during the AM peak hour and 15 during the PM peak hour), and 53 crosswalks (40 during the AM 
peak hour, 36 during the midday peak hour, and 43 during the PM peak hour). 

For the impacted sidewalks, five in the AM peak hour, one in the midday peak hour, and four in 
the PM peak hour would deteriorate from acceptable to unacceptable levels, while 13 in the AM 
peak hour, five in the midday peak hour, and 15 in the PM peak hour would deteriorate further at 
unacceptable levels. Among the impacted corners, five in the AM peak hour and seven in the PM 
peak hour would deteriorate from acceptable to unacceptable levels, while five in the AM peak 
hour and eight in the PM peak hour would deteriorate further at unacceptable levels. Regarding 
the impacted crosswalks, five, 10, and seven in the AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively, 
would deteriorate from acceptable to unacceptable levels, while 35, 26, and 36 in the AM, midday, 
and PM peak hours, respectively, would deteriorate further at unacceptable levels. As described 
above, the 2044 With Action pedestrian analysis accounts for both the incremental pedestrian trips 
generated by the programmed uses of the Phase 2 development and those attributed to the pro-
jected commuter rail ridership increases. Based on a comparison of the incremental pedestrian trip 
contributions at the analyzed pedestrian elements, the Phase 2 development would account for 
approximately 45 percent of the 2044 With Action incremental pedestrian trip increases, compared 
to approximately 55 percent from the projected commuter rail ridership increases. Therefore, the 
2044 With Action pedestrian impacts identified above are attributed to the already congested 
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levels under the 2044 No Action condition and a relatively even combination of trips attributable 
to the programmed uses of the Phase 2 development and projected commuter rail ridership 
increases. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING PROJECT 

As described for the 2033 With Action condition, the potential shifts in travel from auto to public 
transportation associated with CBD Tolling would not result in measurable differences in study 
area pedestrian volumes. Accordingly, the severity of the impacts identified above would also not 
be perceptibly different with CBD Tolling in place. 

POTENTIAL SITE 8 RESIDENTIAL SCENARIO 

As described above in Section E, “Detailed Transit Analysis,” a residential development scenario 
at Site 8 would result in similar accommodations for future subway users connecting to the 34th 
Street–Herald Square Subway Station. However, because the existing Site 8 building and uses 
would remain, this development scenario would not be accompanied by the building setbacks 
along the south side of West 33rd Street portion fronting Site 8 and the west side of Sixth Avenue 
that would otherwise accompany the Proposed Project’s Site 8 With Action development. 
Therefore, these two sidewalk segments, which are not impacted under the Proposed Project’s 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, could potentially be impacted with the residential scenario on 
Site 8. Without the additional sidewalk circulation space afforded by the Site 8 building setbacks, 
these impacts could potentially be unmitigated. 

POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE PENN STATION MASTER PLAN 

As discussed above under Section E, “Detailed Transit Analysis,” the Penn Station Master Plan 
study is the basis for the design of future Penn Station reconstruction efforts. The associated 
improvements would be focused on access and circulation issues within Penn Station, and would 
coordinate with and help to address the existing and future connection needs with the adjacent 
subway system and surrounding buildings by facilitating more direct pedestrians paths and 
dispersing pedestrian volumes away from congested locations. 

G. VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY ASSESSMENT 
Crash data for the study area intersections were obtained from DOT for the period between January 
1, 2015 and December 31, 2017. The data obtained quantify the total number of reportable crashes 
(involving fatality, injury, or more than $1,000 in property damage), fatalities, and injuries during 
the study period, as well as a yearly breakdown of vehicular crashes with pedestrians and bicycles 
at each location. 

During the January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2017 three-year period, a total of 1,663 reportable 
and non-reportable crashes, eight fatalities, 1,250 injuries, and 542 pedestrian/bicyclist-related 
crashes occurred at the study area intersections. A rolling yearly total of crash data identifies 22 
study area intersection as high crash locations as summarized in Table 14-61. Presented in 
Appendix H are tabulations of total crash characteristics by intersection during the study period, 
as well as a breakdown of pedestrian and bicycle crashes by year and location. Also included in 
the appendix is a detailed description of each pedestrian/bicyclist-related crash at the high crash 
location listed above during the three-year period.  
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Table 14-61 
Summary of High Crash Locations 

Intersection Study Period Crashes by Year 

North–South 
Roadway 

East–West 
Roadway 

All Crashes by 
Year 

A
ll 

C
ra

sh
es

 H
ig

he
st

 
12

- M
on

th
 R

ol
lin

g 

To
ta

l 
Fa

ta
lit

ie
s 

To
ta

l 
In

ju
rie

s 

Pedestrian Bicycle 

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
+ 

B
ic

yc
le

 
12

-M
on

th
 R

ol
lin

g 
M

ax
im

um
 

2015 2016 2017 2015 2016 2017 2015 2016 2017 
First Avenue E 30th Street 8 3 7 8 0 20 5 2 2 0 0 0 5 
First Avenue E 34th Street 12 12 10 16 0 29 6 3 1 2 1 0 8 

Second Avenue E 30th Street 7 4 8 9 0 16 3 1 3 2 1 0 5 
Second Avenue E 36th Street 18 22 15 23 0 33 6 1 1 2 5 0 9 
Third Avenue E 23rd Street 7 16 6 17 0 18 1 4 1 0 2 0 7 
Third Avenue E 30th Street 3 8 8 15 0 22 3 2 6 0 2 0 10 

Fifth Avenue/B’way W 23rd Street 4 13 8 13 0 28 2 4 2 1 2 2 7 
Fifth Avenue W 31st Street 6 5 0 6 0 12 4 1 0 1 1 0 6 
Sixth Avenue W 23rd Street 12 15 11 15 0 31 2 2 4 5 3 1 7 
Sixth Avenue W 30th Street 5 8 4 9 1 13 2 4 0 1 2 0 7 

Seventh Avenue W 23rd Street 4 17 5 17 0 20 2 3 2 1 6 1 9 
Seventh Avenue W 34th Street 7 7 11 11 0 20 2 4 3 2 0 2 5 
Seventh Avenue W 42nd Street 7 6 11 11 0 19 3 3 4 0 0 2 6 
Eighth Avenue W 23rd Street 7 9 6 11 0 23 2 2 2 0 4 1 7 
Eighth Avenue W 26th Street 8 3 7 8 0 18 5 0 2 0 0 1 5 
Eighth Avenue W 29th Street 5 4 5 6 0 9 4 1 1 0 0 1 5 
Eighth Avenue W 34th Street 5 15 6 15 0 21 3 8 2 0 1 0 9 
Eighth Avenue W 39th Street 5 9 7 10 0 14 2 2 2 0 1 1 5 
Eighth Avenue W 42nd Street 17 13 7 19 0 24 7 4 3 0 1 0 8 
Ninth Avenue W 31st Street 7 2 2 7 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Ninth Avenue W 42nd Street 12 11 12 12 0 31 5 5 3 3 1 2 10 

Eleventh Avenue W 34th Street 9 5 13 13 0 22 0 1 4 0 0 1 5 
Notes:  A high crash location is one where there were 48 or more total crashes or five or more pedestrian/bicycle injury crashes in any 

consecutive 12-month period. 
Source:  DOT January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2017 crash data. 

 

VISION ZERO  

The goal of the City’s Vision Zero initiative is to eliminate all deaths from traffic crashes involving 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. In an effort to meet this goal, DOT and the New York City 
Police Department (NYPD) have joined forces to address the unique conditions in each of the 
City’s five boroughs by developing plans with recommendations tailored to the specific challenges 
in these environments related to pedestrian safety. The plans focused on the circumstances related 
to the conditions and characteristics that contributed to pedestrian fatalities and severe injuries. 
Priority corridors, intersections, and areas that disproportionately account for pedestrian fatalities 
and severe injuries were targeted for safety interventions. 

In 2019 (sixth year of Vision Zero), fatalities remained well below the previous averages in 
Manhattan and marked the second safest year on City streets in recorded history. Manhattan’s 
pedestrian fatality rate of just 1.1 fatalities per 100,000 is the lowest of the five boroughs when 
taking into account the higher daytime population. Manhattan’s pedestrian fatalities and severe 
injuries are most heavily concentrated below 59th Street. Nighttime (9:00 PM to midnight) 
pedestrian fatalities account for a greater share in Manhattan than any other borough. 

The action plan developed for Vision Zero has a multi-pronged strategy that includes engineering 
and planning solutions, enforcement, and education and awareness campaigns. Specific solutions 
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include lighting, slow zones, speed cameras, dedicated bicycle lanes, raised medians, pedestrian 
safety islands, left turn bays, turn restrictions, curb extensions, midblock crossings, roadway 
marking plans, high-visibility crosswalks, and leading pedestrian intervals. 

HIGH CRASH LOCATIONS 

A detailed summary of each pedestrian/bicyclist-related crash at the high crash locations is 
presented in Appendix H. As identified from the crash data, most incidents observed at high crash 
locations were attributed to inattentiveness and failure to yield by motorists, as well as pedestrians 
and bicyclists. In recent years, the City’s Vision Zero initiatives have led to the implementation of 
many safety interventions across the five boroughs and within the Manhattan CBD. These include 
separated bike lanes, high-visibility crosswalks, narrowed travel lanes, changes in signal timing 
to curb speeding, and addition of pedestrian signal countdown timers. Based on the review 
performed for each of the high crash locations, additional safety measures are recommended where 
available to further enhance safety at these locations. 

FIRST AVENUE AND EAST 30TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 80 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the nine pedestrian‐related 
crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, none involved pedestrians crossing against the signal. 
However, the north and east crosswalks were affected by vehicles failing to yield the right-of-way. 
The northwest corner has been rectified by adding a painted curb extension with rumble stripes to 
prevent eastbound left turn drivers from cutting the turn too sharply and endangering pedestrians. 
This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.   

FIRST AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 130 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the 13 pedestrian‐related crashes 
that occurred from 2015 to 2017, none involved pedestrians crossing against the signal. One of 
those crashes was due to improper lane usage by vehicle. This intersection is also part of a Vision 
Zero high priority corridor.  

SECOND AVENUE AND EAST 30TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 80 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Out of the 10 pedestrian‐related 
crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, only two involved a pedestrian crossing against the 
signal. The majority of crashes occurred on the east crosswalk. Based on field observations, 
pedestrians were observed to walk diagonally between the northeast corner of the Second Avenue 
local road across to the east crosswalk on the median without using the north crosswalk or directly 
across to the south side of East 30th Street without using either the north or east crosswalks. These 
maneuvers make the pedestrians susceptible to conflicts with southbound left turning vehicles. 
Geometric changes can be made by widening the north crosswalk connecting the northeast corner 
of the Second Avenue local road and the median and lengthening and improving the median. This 
intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  
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SECOND AVENUE AND EAST 36TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 230 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the 14 pedestrian‐related crashes 
that occurred from 2015 to 2017, three involved pedestrians crossing against the signal. The east 
side of this intersection is the entrance to the Queens Midtown Tunnel. Vehicle queues emanate 
from the tunnel across the east crosswalk; especially during the afternoon and early evening hours. 
Queued vehicles block the east crosswalk making it difficult for pedestrians to cross. Pedestrians 
are sometimes required to walk around these vehicles. The heavy number of southbound left turn 
vehicle conflicts with pedestrians, and vehicles often fail to yield the right-of-way to pedestrians. 
There is currently a very small “Yield Pedestrian Crosswalk” sign on the median alerting 
southbound left turn vehicles. Some remedies include increasing the size of this sign, add a “Do 
Not Block Crosswalk” sign on the same pole, and better coordination with the Traffic Enforcement 
Agent (TEA) to prevent southbound left turning vehicles from blocking the crosswalk. This 
intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

THIRD AVENUE AND EAST 23RD STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 90 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. From 2015 to 2017, two crashes 
were pedestrians crossing against the signal and four involved pedestrian conflicts with turning 
vehicles. Since this is a high traffic volume intersection, pedestrian safety could be enhanced with 
countdown timers for the pedestrian signals. This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high 
priority corridor.  

THIRD AVENUE AND EAST 30TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 100 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the 13 pedestrian‐related crashes 
that occurred from 2015 to 2017, nine of these crashes were between pedestrians and turning 
vehicles in the north and east crosswalks. The northwest corner has been rectified by adding a 
painted curb extension with rumble stripes to prevent eastbound left turn drivers from cutting the 
turn too sharply and endangering pedestrians. This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high 
priority corridor.  

FIFTH AVENUE/BROADWAY AND WEST 23RD STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 60 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the 13 pedestrian‐related crashes 
that occurred from 2015 to 2017, six involved pedestrians crossing against the signal. Vision Zero 
improvements including a protected bike lane have been implemented at this intersection. In 
addition, this intersection has curb extensions on two corners and some vehicle turn prohibitions. 
This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  
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FIFTH AVENUE AND 31ST STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 210 or fewer vehicle trips and approximately 210 or fewer 
pedestrian trips at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. During the three-
year period, there were only seven crashes recorded at this intersection. In general, there were no 
prevailing trends identified as the primary causes of the crashes recorded at this intersection. 
Vision Zero improvements, including a protected bike lane, are proposed for implementation at 
this intersection. 

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 23RD STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 90 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected bicycle lane on 
the west side of Sixth Avenue. Eight of the 18 crashes occurred with the pedestrian crossing with 
the signal on turns from Sixth Avenue. This intersection is also a Vision Zero high priority 
intersection.  

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 30TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 240 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the 10 pedestrian‐related crashes 
that occurred from 2015 to 2017, the prevailing trends identified turning vehicles colliding with 
pedestrians crossing with the signal as the primary cause of recorded crashes at this intersection. 
Most of these crashes occur on north and east crosswalks. There is a protected bicycle lane on the 
west side of Sixth Avenue. The northwest corner has been rectified by adding a painted curb 
extension with rumble stripes to prevent eastbound left turn drivers from cutting the turn too 
sharply and endangering pedestrians. The lane marking on 30th Street also needs to be improved 
for better visibility. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian 
measures at this intersection would include adding a corner bulb-out at the northwest corner 
(extended towards West 30th Street). This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority 
corridor.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 23RD STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 110 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Six out of 15 crashes that occurred 
from 2015 to 2017 involved pedestrians either crossing with or against the signal. Most of these 
crashes were vehicles turning right from West 23rd Street to southbound Seventh Avenue. This 
intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 420 or fewer vehicle trips and approximately 870 or fewer 
pedestrian trips at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Of the 13 pedestrian 
crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, eight involved pedestrians either crossing with or against 
the signal. Currently, there are several turn prohibitions limiting conflicts with pedestrians within 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-131  

this intersection and DOT has plans to widen the west sidewalk south of the intersection and install 
bike lanes on the east side of the Avenue. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the 
recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this intersection would include increasing the 
width of the west crosswalk from 32 feet to 35 feet. This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero 
high priority corridor.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 42ND STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of fewer than 50 vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips at any 
crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Based on a review of crash data, seven of 
the 12 crashes involved pedestrians either crossing with or against the signal. This intersection 
was recently reconfigured to support Select Bus Service (SBS) service along the 42nd Street 
corridor. This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 23RD STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 130 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected bicycle lane on 
the west side of Eighth Avenue. Of the 11 crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, four involved 
pedestrians either crossing with or against the signal. Several key improvements have already been 
implemented including shortened north and south crosswalk distances with medians, an eastbound 
left turn prohibition, and a protected northbound left turn phase. This intersection is also part of a 
Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 26TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 150 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected bicycle lane on 
the west side of Eighth Avenue and a bike lane on the south side of West 26th Street. A total of 
five of the eight crashes during the 2015 to 2017 period involved pedestrians either crossing with 
or against the signal. Two of the crashes are due to vehicles turning left from westbound West 
26th Street to northbound Eighth Avenue that conflict with pedestrians crossing the north 
crosswalk. A curb extension has already been installed for the northwest corner. This intersection 
is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 29TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 140 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected bicycle lane on 
the west side of Eighth Avenue and a bike lane on the south side of West 29th Street. A total of 
six of the seven crashes during the 2015 to 2017 period involved pedestrians either crossing with 
or against the signal. Three of the crashes are due to vehicles turning left from Eighth Avenue to 
westbound West 29th Street that conflict with pedestrians crossing the west crosswalk. A “Turning 
Vehicles Yield To Bicycles” sign has been installed for the left turn lane from northbound Eighth 
Avenue. Three of the crashes are due to vehicles turning right from westbound West 29th Street 
to northbound Eighth Avenue that conflict with pedestrians crossing the north crosswalk. This 
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intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor. As detailed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this intersection would include 
adding a corner bulb-out at the northwest corner (extended towards West 29th Street).   

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 240 or fewer vehicle trips and approximately 330 or fewer 
pedestrian trips at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected 
bicycle lane on the west side of Eighth Avenue and DOT has plans to widen the west sidewalk 
north and south of this intersection. A total of nine of the 14 crashes during the 2015 to 2017 
period involved pedestrians either crossing with or against the signal. Four of the crashes are due 
to vehicles turning left from Eighth Avenue to westbound West 34th Street that conflict with 
pedestrians crossing the west crosswalk. A “Turning Vehicles Yield To Bicycles” sign has been 
installed for the left turn lane from northbound Eighth Avenue. This intersection is also part of a 
Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 39TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of fewer than 50 vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips at any 
crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a bicycle lane on the west side of 
Eighth Avenue and DOT has plans to widen the west sidewalk north and south of this intersection. 
A total of six of the eight crashes during the 2015 to 2017 period involved pedestrians either 
crossing with or against the signal. The north and east crosswalks are most affected by turning 
vehicles. There is a curb extension on the northeast corner of the intersection. This intersection 
has been improved as part of Vision Zero and is part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor. As 
detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this 
intersection would include increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 22 feet to 23.5 feet.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 42ND STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of fewer than 50 vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips at any 
crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected bicycle lane on the 
west side of Eighth Avenue. Of the 15 crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, 11 involved 
pedestrians either crossing with or against the signal. The north and west crosswalks are largely 
affected due to turning vehicles. The north crosswalk crossing distance has already been shortened 
due to a curb extension on the west side of Eighth Avenue. This intersection is also a Vision Zero 
high priority intersection.  

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 31ST STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 170 or fewer vehicle trips and fewer than 200 pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There were six pedestrian/bicycle 
injury crashes during the 2015 to 2017 period. Out of six, four crashes involved turning vehicles. 
The areas adjacent to this intersection have been under construction for several years and there 
have been some lane and sidewalk closures on both roads affecting travel through this intersection. 
This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  
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NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 42ND STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 70 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. There is a protected bicycle lane on 
the east side of Ninth Avenue. Of the 19 crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, at least 13 were 
pedestrian‐related. Based on the vehicular turns, the majority of the crashes occurred at the south 
crosswalk. This intersection is also a Vision Zero high priority intersection.  

ELEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

In terms of project-generated activity, the intersection would experience incremental peak hour 
volume increases of approximately 90 or fewer vehicle trips and very few or no pedestrian trips 
at any crosswalk during each of the three analysis peak hours. Based on an analysis of the data, 
there were only six crashes with no dominant causal trends identified. The areas adjacent to this 
intersection have been under construction for several years and there have been some lane closures 
on both roads. This intersection is also part of a Vision Zero high priority corridor.  

HIGH PRIORITY INTERSECTIONS AND CORRIDORS 

In consultation with DOT, other study area analysis locations that are not high crash locations per 
CEQR Technical Manual criteria were reviewed to determine whether they are Vision Zero high 
priority intersections or part of high priority corridors. This review identified 57 other study area 
analysis intersections that are Vision Zero high priority intersections or part of high priority 
corridors. Based on the review of the crash data performed for the high priority intersections and 
corridors, most incidents observed were attributed to inattentiveness and failure to yield by 
motorists, driver error, or pedestrian error. Included in Appendix H is a detailed description of 
each pedestrian/bicyclist-related crash at these additional locations during the 2015 to 2017 three-
year period. The crash patterns were evaluated and additional readily implementable low-cost 
safety measures were recommended where available to further enhance safety at these locations. 
In addition, recommended pedestrian mitigation measures detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” at 
applicable intersections are also summarized below.    

FDR DRIVE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings on two approaches. Although three of the five crashes that occurred at this 
intersection were due to driver inattention, there were no further discernable crash patterns for 
these or the other two crashes identified at this location.   

SECOND AVENUE AND EAST 23RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It is signalized and 
equipped with standard crosswalks on all four approaches. This intersection has a protected left-
turn phase on the Second Avenue southbound approach and an LPI phase that serves the north and 
south crosswalks. However, the visibility of the lane markings and signs could be improved. Of 
the five pedestrian‐related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, only one involved a pedestrian 
crossing against the signal. However, two crashes were caused by vehicles failing to yield the 
right-of-way to a pedestrian.  
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SECOND AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This is a Vision Zero high priority intersection and is located within a high priority corridor. This 
intersection has faded crosswalks and lane markings. It also has an LPI phase that serves the north 
and south crosswalks. Of the seven pedestrian‐related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, 
one crash was due to failure to yield, two crashes were due to driver inattention, two crashes were 
due to driver error, and one crash was unknown. Pedestrian safety could be improved by restriping 
the faded crosswalks.  

THIRD AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalk 
and lane markings. Also, this intersection is equipped with an LPI phase that serves the north and 
south crosswalks. Of the five pedestrian‐related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, three 
crashes were due to pedestrian error and two crashes were due to driver error (failure to yield and 
aggressive driving).  

THIRD AVENUE AND EAST 35TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalk 
and lane markings. The signal at this intersection has an LPI phase that serves the north and south 
crosswalks. There were only two crashes reported during the three-year period including one of 
unknown origin and one due to driver inattention.   

THIRD AVENUE AND EAST 36TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. It also has a protected right-turn on northbound Third Avenue but the signal at 
this intersection does not have an LPI phase. Of the five pedestrian‐related crashes that occurred 
from 2015 to 2017, two were due to driver inattention, one was due to pedestrian error, and two 
were unknown.  

THIRD AVENUE AND EAST 37TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings but the signal at this intersection does not have an LPI phase. The signal does 
have a protected right-turn on 37th Street. From 2015 to 2017, only one crash occurred at this 
intersection due to driver inattention.  

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 30TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. This intersection has 
visible crosswalks and lane markings and the signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and 
south crosswalks. During the three-year period, there were only three crashes recorded at this 
intersection. Two of the crashes were due to pedestrian error and one was of an unknown origin.  

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 31ST STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Of the four pedestrian‐
related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, one involved pedestrian error, one was due to 
driver inattention, one was due to driver error, and one was of an unknown origin. Although the 
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crosswalks at this intersection are visible, the lane markings are slightly faded on Lexington 
Avenue. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. 

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 32ND STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. In the period of 2015 to 
2017, only three crashes occurred at this intersection, including two were due to unsafe lane 
changing by drivers and one of unknown origin. Although this intersection has visible crosswalks, 
the lane markings are faded on Lexington Avenue. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the 
north and south crosswalks. 

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 33RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
on all four legs but faded lane markings on East 33rd Street. The signal has an LPI phase that 
serves the north and south crosswalks. Of the five pedestrian crashes that occurred from 2015 to 
2017, three were due to driver inattention, one was failure to yield, and one was unknown.  
However, a pattern did emerge as all of the crashes involved a left-turning vehicle from westbound 
East 33rd Street to southbound Lexington Avenue colliding with pedestrians. Since 2017, rumble 
stripes have been inserted in the street by DOT on a painted curb extension at the southeast corner 
to reduce these types of crashes.  

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is a Vision Zero high priority intersection and located within a high priority 
corridor. During the three-year period, there were eight crashes recorded at this intersection. These 
crashes included one failure to yield, two driver inattention, one driver error, and four were 
unknown. This location has visible crosswalks and lane markings and the signal has an LPI phase 
that serves the north and south crosswalks. 

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 35TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. During the 2015 to 2017 
period, only two crashes occurred at this intersection with one failure to yield and one unknown. 
This intersection has visible crosswalks and lane markings. It also has a protected left-turn on East 
35th Street, but it does not have an LPI phase.  

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 36TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. From 2015 to 2017, only 
two crashes occurred at this intersection; failure to yield and driver inattention. Although this 
intersection has visible crosswalks, protected right-turn on southbound Lexington Avenue and an 
LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks, the lane markings are faded on Lexington 
Avenue.  

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND EAST 37TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Out of the seven 
pedestrian‐related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, four were due to failure to yield, one 
was due to driver inattention, one was due to working in the road, and one was unknown. All lane 
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markings and crosswalks are visible except on the east side of the intersection. The signal has an 
LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. 

PARK AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. During the 2015 to 2017 
period, only two crashes occurred at this intersection due to driver inattention. The intersection 
has visible crosswalks and lane markings. However, the signal does not have an LPI phase. 

MADISON AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Of the five pedestrian‐
related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, one was due to driver inattention, one was due 
to driver inattention/pedestrian error, one was due to failure to yield, and two were unknown. All 
of the lane markings and crosswalks at this intersection are visible. LPI phasing is available at this 
intersection that serves the north and south crosswalks.  

FIFTH AVENUE AND EAST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is a Vision Zero high priority intersection and located within a high priority 
corridor. It has visible crosswalks and lane markings on all legs except on the east side of the 
intersection. Out of the six pedestrian‐related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, two were 
due to driver error and four were unknown. As detailed in DOT’s Green Wave Bicycle Plan, 
released in July 2019, Vision Zero improvements, including a protected bike lane, will be 
implemented at this intersection.  

BROADWAY AND WEST 31ST STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. During the 2015 to 2017 
period, only two crashes occurred at this intersection including one due to driver error and one 
due to pedestrian error. Although the signal at this intersection has an LPI phase that serves the 
north and south crosswalks, this intersection has visible crosswalks but faded lane markings. 

BROADWAY AND WEST 32ND STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. During the 2015 to 2017 
period, only two crashes due to driver inattention occurred at this intersection. This intersection 
has visible crosswalks and lane markings on all legs and a protected left-turn on the Broadway 
southbound approach.  

BROADWAY AND WEST 37TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor with visible crosswalks and 
lane markings. The signal has an LPI phase that serves southbound Broadway. During the three-
year period, there was only one crash with an unknown cause recorded at this intersection. In 
addition, this intersection currently has curb extensions on northeast corner and protected bicycle 
lane on Broadway. 

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 31ST STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. During the 2015 to 2017 
period, four crashes due to driver inattention occurred at this intersection. There is a protected 
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bicycle lane on the west side of Sixth Avenue. This intersection has visible crosswalks and lane 
markings. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks on Sixth Avenue. 
As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this 
intersection would include increasing the width of the south crosswalk from 8.9 feet to 10.6 feet 
and adding corner bulb-outs at the northwest and southwest corners. 

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 32ND STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks, 
lane markings, protected bicycle lane and painted curb extensions throughout the intersection. The 
signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. Out of the six pedestrian‐
related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, one was due to failure to yield, one was due to 
driver inattention, one was due to driver error, and three were unknown. As detailed in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this intersection would 
include increasing the width of the west crosswalk from 16.1 feet to 17.4 feet.  

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 33RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Of the five pedestrian‐
related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, one involved failure to yield, one was due to 
driver inattention, one was due to pedestrian error, and one was unknown. This intersection has 
visible crosswalks and, lane markings and painted curb extensions throughout the intersection.  
There is a protected bicycle lane on the west side of Sixth Avenue. As detailed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measure at this intersection would include 
increasing the width of the west crosswalk from 23.5 feet to 26.2 feet.  

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Out of the eight pedestrian‐
related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, two were due to driver inattention, one was due 
to pedestrian error, one was due to obstructed view, and one was unknown. This intersection has 
visible crosswalks and lane markings on all four approaches. As detailed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this intersection would include 
increasing the width of the north crosswalk from 20.4 feet to 21.1 feet and increasing the width of 
the south crosswalk from 28.3 feet to 30.1 feet.   

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 35TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. From 2015 to 2017, of 
seven pedestrian‐related crashes, two were due to driver inattention, three were due to pedestrian 
error, and two were due to driver error. This intersection has visible crosswalks and lane markings 
with a bicycle lane on Sixth Avenue and LPI phasing that serves the north and south crosswalks. 
As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measure at this 
intersection would include increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 15.4 feet to 16 feet.  

SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 36TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Out of the five pedestrian‐
related crashes that occurred from 2015 to 2017, two were due to driver inattention, one was due 
to pedestrian error, and two were due to driver error. This intersection has visible crosswalks and 
lane markings on all four approaches but is does not have LPI phasing. 
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SIXTH AVENUE AND WEST 37TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. Based on a review of crash 
data, only three pedestrian related crashes occurred from 2015 to 2017. These crashes included 
one due to pedestrian error, one due to driver error, and one was unknown. This intersection has 
visible crosswalks and lane markings on all four approaches with a protected bicycle lane on Sixth 
Avenue. It also has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. 

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 26TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does have an LPI phase that serves the north and 
south crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, six crashes occurred at this intersection where four were 
due to driver inattention, one due to driver error, and one was unknown. 

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 29TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does have an LPI phase that serves the north and 
south crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, six crashes occurred at this intersection where one was due 
to driver inattention, one was due to pedestrian error, three were due to driver error, and one was 
unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation 
measures at this intersection would include increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 18.3 
feet to 20.2 feet; increasing the width of the west crosswalk from 17.9 feet to 18.7 feet; and adding 
a corner bulb-out at the northeast corner.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 30TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does have an LPI phasing for north and south 
crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, four crashes occurred at this intersection where one was due to 
pedestrian error, one was due to driver error, and one was due to obstructed or limited view. As 
detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this 
intersection would include increasing the width of the north crosswalk from 14 feet to 18.5 feet; 
increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 17.8 feet to 18.3 feet; and increasing the width of 
the west crosswalk from 17 feet to 19.7 feet. 

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 31ST STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection has protected turns on Seventh Avenue. From 
2015 to 2017, four crashes occurred at this intersection where two were due to driver inattention, 
one due to driver error, and one was unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the 
recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this intersection would include increasing the 
width of the east crosswalk from 15 feet to 28.7 feet; increasing the width of the west crosswalk 
from 22 feet to 33.8 feet; and increasing the width of the south crosswalk from 12 feet to 16.2 feet.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 32ND STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection also has an all-pedestrian phase. From 2015 to 
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2017, six crashes occurred at this intersection where two were due to driver error and four were 
unknown.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 33RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does not have any protected turns or LPI phasing. 
From 2015 to 2017, only two crashes occurred at this intersection where both were due to driver 
inattention. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation 
measures at this intersection would include increasing the width of the north crosswalk from 20.5 
feet to 23.3 feet and increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 21.2 feet to 26 feet. 

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 35TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection has an LPI phase that serves the north and south 
crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, five crashes occurred at this intersection including one due to 
driver error and four were unknown.  

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 36TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection has an LPI phase that serves the north and south 
crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, only two crashes occurred at this intersection where they were 
both due to driver inattention. 

SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 37TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection has an LPI phase that serves the north and south 
crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, four crashes occurred at this intersection where two were due to 
driver inattention and two were unknown.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 30TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection has protected left-turns on Eighth Avenue. From 
2015 to 2017, five crashes occurred at this intersection where one was due to slippery pavement 
and four were unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian 
mitigation measure at this intersection would include increasing the width of the north crosswalk 
from 12 feet to 16 feet and increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 12.5 feet to 13.2 feet.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 31ST STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings and LPI phasing. From 2015 to 2017, only three crashes occurred 
at this intersection where one was due to debris, one was due to driver inattention, and one was 
unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation 
measures at this intersection would include increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 14.7 
feet to 17.3 feet and increasing the width of the west crosswalk from 28 feet to 30.8 feet. 
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EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 33RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. The crosswalks and lane 
markings are faded. This intersection has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. 
From 2015 to 2017, only two crashes occurred at this intersection and they were both due to driver 
inattention. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation 
measures at this intersection would include increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 15.9 
feet to 18 feet and increasing the width of the west crosswalk from 24.7 feet to 27.2 feet. Pedestrian 
safety could be improved by restriping all the faded crosswalks.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 35TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does not have LPI phasing or protected left-turn 
phases. From 2015 to 2017, six crashes occurred at this intersection where three were due to driver 
inattention, two were due to driver error, and one was unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation,” the recommended mitigation measure at this intersection would include increasing 
the width of the east crosswalk from 20.1 feet to 21.4 feet and adding a corner bulb-out at the 
northeast corner.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 36TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does not have LPI phasing or protected left-turn 
phases. From 2015 to 2017, only one crash occurred at this intersection that was of an unknown 
cause.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 37TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does not have LPI phasing or protected left-turn 
phase. From 2015 to 2017, only three crashes occurred at this intersection where one due to 
pedestrian error and two were unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the 
recommended pedestrian mitigation measures at this intersection would include widening the east 
crosswalk from 14.8 feet to 16.2 feet. 

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 38TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It does have visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. This intersection does not have an LPI or protected left-turn phases. 
From 2015 to 2017, only two crashes occurred at this intersection where one was due to driver 
inattention and one was due to failure to yield.  

EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 40TH STREET 

This intersection is a Vision Zero high priority intersection and is located within a high priority 
corridor. It does have visible crosswalks and lane markings. However, this intersection does not 
have an LPI phase or protected left-turn phases. From 2015 to 2017, six crashes occurred at this 
intersection where three were due to driver inattention, one was due to pedestrian error, and two 
were unknown. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the recommended pedestrian mitigation 



Chapter 14: Transportation 

 14-141  

measures at this intersection would include increasing the width of the east crosswalk from 12 feet 
to 12.7 feet and adding a corner bulb-out at the southeast corner.  

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 26TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a high priority corridor. It does have visible crosswalks and lane 
markings. The signal has a protected left-turn phase on southbound Ninth Avenue and an LPI 
phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, only one crash occurred at 
this intersection due to failure to yield. 

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 29TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has faded crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. From 
2015 to 2017, only four crashes occurred at this intersection where two were due to failure to 
yield, one was due to defective brakes, and one was unknown. The faded crosswalks and lane 
markings can be repainted to improve pedestrian safety. 

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 30TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. From 
2015 to 2017, only one crash occurred at this intersection. 

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 33RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. From 
2015 to 2017, only two crashes occurred at this intersection where one was due to failure to yield 
and the other was due to unsafe lane changing. 

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings and the signal phasing has a protected left-turn phase on southbound Ninth 
Avenue. From 2015 to 2017, six crashes occurred at this intersection where two were due to lane 
changing, one was due to failure to yield, two were due to pedestrian error, and one was unknown. 

NINTH AVENUE AND WEST 36TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings but this intersection does not have an LPI phase. From 2015 to 2017, only four 
crashes occurred at this intersection including one was due to driver inattention, two were due to 
turning vehicles, and one was due to traffic control device not working properly.  

DYER AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor and has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal phasing has protected turns on southbound Dyer Avenue and on 
West 34th Street. From 2015 to 2017, only two crashes occurred at this intersection where one 
was due to failure to yield and one was due to pedestrian error.  
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TENTH AVENUE AND WEST 30TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor and has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal has an LPI phase serving the north and south crosswalks. From 
2015 to 2017, seven crashes occurred at this intersection where one occurred due to pedestrian 
error, one occurred due to working in roadway, one was due to obstruction debris, one was due to 
passenger distraction, and three crashes were due to failure to yield.  

TENTH AVENUE AND WEST 33RD STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor and has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal has an LPI phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. From 
2015 to 2017, only one crash occurred at this intersection.  

TENTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is a Vision Zero high priority intersection and is located within a high priority 
corridor. It has moderately visible crosswalks and visible lane markings. The signal has an LPI 
phase that serves the north and south crosswalks. From 2015 to 2017, six crashes occurred at this 
intersection with three were due to failure to yield, one due to improper lane usage, one due to 
pedestrian error, and one due to driver error. 

ROUTE 9A AND WEST 34TH STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor. It has moderately visible 
crosswalks and lane markings. The signal phasing includes protected left-turns on southbound 
Route 9A and westbound West 34th Street. From 2015 to 2017, three crashes occurred at this 
intersection due to driver inattention, failure to yield, and an unknown cause.  

ROUTE 9A AVENUE AND WEST 42ND STREET 

This intersection is located within a Vision Zero high priority corridor and has visible crosswalks 
and lane markings. The signal phasing includes protected left-turns on southbound Route 9A and 
westbound West 42nd Street. From 2015 to 2017, two of the three recorded crashes that occurred 
at this intersection were due to failure to yield. 

H. PARKING ASSESSMENT 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Parking assessments typically consider on- and off-street parking supply and utilization within a 
¼-mile of a project site. On-street parking regulations are shown in Figure 14-23 and summarized 
in Table 14-62. As with most commercial areas in Manhattan, there is typically a limited resource 
of on-street parking that is reserved for loading/unloading or high-turnover parking needs. 
Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that this limited on-street parking resource would not be 
available in the study area to accommodate the parking demand generated by the Proposed Project. 
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Table 14-62 
On-Street Parking Regulations 

Map 
ID # Parking Regulation 

1 1 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7:30AM-7PM  
2 1 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  
3 1 HOUR METERED PARKING 8AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
4 1 HOUR METERED PARKING 9AM-4PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
5 2 HOUR METERED PARKING 8AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
6 2 HOUR METERED PARKING 9AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  

7 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 7AM-6PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  6 HMP 6PM-MIDNIGHT EXCEPT 
SUNDAY  

8 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 7AM-6PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
9 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  

10 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  2 HMP 7PM-11PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  

11 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  5 HMP 7PM-MIDNIGHT EXCEPT 
SUNDAY  

12 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 7AM-8PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
13 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 8AM-10PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
14 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 8AM-6PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
15 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 8AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
16 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 8AM-MIDNIGHT EXCEPT SUNDAY  

17 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 6AM-6PM  6 HMP MONDAY-FRIDAY 6PM-
MIDNIGHT SATURDAY 8AM-MIDNIGHT  

18 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 6AM-7PM  

19 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-6PM  6 HMP MONDAY-FRIDAY 6PM-
MIDNIGHT SATURDAY 8AM-MIDNIGHT  

20 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  

21 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  5 HMP MONDAY-FRIDAY 7PM-
MIDNIGHT SATURDAY 8AM-MIDNIGHT  

22 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-4PM  
23 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-6PM  
24 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-7PM  

25 3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY OTHERS NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 7PM-10PM SATURDAY 
8AM-10PM  

26 3 HOUR METERED PARKING COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY OTHERS NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 
8AM-6PM  

27 3 HOUR METERED PARKING COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY OTHERS NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 
8AM-7PM  

28 BUS (SYMBOL) BUS LAYOVER ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-6PM  NO ENGINE IDLING MAX FINE $2000 

29 BUS (SYMBOL) MTA BUS LAYOVER ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 4PM-8PM  NO ENGINE IDLING MAX FINE 
$2000 

30 BUS STOP SIGN (BUS & HANDICAP SYMBOLS) NO STANDING  
31 CONSUL / DIPLOMAT CODING RIDER (SIGN CAN CONTAIN 1 TO 4 CODES ONLY AS SPECIFIED) 
32 CROSS (SYMBOL) AMBULETTE ONLY 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
33 MOON & STARS (SYMBOLS) NO STANDING 1AM-7AM ALL DAYS  
34 MOON & STARS (SYMBOLS) NO STANDING 7PM-7AM ALL DAYS  
35 MOON & STARS (SYMBOLS) NO STANDING SAT & SUN 1AM-6AM  

36 NIGHT REGULATION (MOON & STARS SYMBOLS) NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) 3AM-
6AM MON WED FRI < 

37 NO ENGINE IDLING (SYMBOL) NO ENGINE IDLING MAX FINE $XXXX 
38 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) (MOON/STARS SYMBOLS) TUESDAY FRIDAY 5:30AM-6AM  
39 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MONDAY THURSDAY 11AM-12:30PM  
40 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MONDAY THURSDAY 6AM-6:30AM  
41 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MONDAY THURSDAY 7AM-7:30AM  
42 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MONDAY-FRIDAY 7:30AM-8AM  
43 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7:30AM  

44 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MOON & STARS (SYMBOLS) MONDAY THURSDAY 5:30AM-
6AM  

45 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) MOON & STARS (SYMBOLS) TUESDAY FRIDAY 5:30AM-
6AM  

46 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) 11AM TO 12:30PM TUES & FRI  
47 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) TUESDAY FRIDAY 6AM-6:30AM  
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Table 14-62 (cont’d) 
On-Street Parking Regulations 

Map 
ID # Parking Regulation 
48 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) TUESDAY FRIDAY 7AM-7:30AM  

49 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) W/ (MOON/STARS SYMBOLS) MONDAY WEDNESDAY 
FRIDAY 2AM-6AM  

50 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) W/ (MOON/STARS SYMBOLS) MONDAY WEDNESDAY 
FRIDAY 3AM-6AM  

51 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) W/ (MOON/STARS SYMBOLS) TUESDAY THURSDAY 
SATURDAY 2AM-6AM  

52 NO PARKING (SANITATION BROOM SYMBOL) W/ (MOON/STARS SYMBOLS) TUESDAY THURSDAY 
SUNDAY 2AM-6AM  

53 NO PARKING 7AM-4PM MON THRU FRI  
54 NO PARKING 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY 
55 NO PARKING 7AM-7PM MON THRU FRI 
56 NO PARKING 7PM-MIDNIGHT INCLUDING SUNDAY  
57 NO PARKING 8AM-1PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
58 NO PARKING 8AM-6PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
59 NO PARKING ANYTIME 
60 NO PARKING MONDAY-FRIDAY 6AM-4PM  
61 NO PARKING MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-4PM  
62 NO PARKING 8AM-6PM MON THRU FRI 
64 NO STANDING 1PM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
65 NO STANDING 4PM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
66 NO STANDING 4PM-7PM MON THRU FRI  

67 NO STANDING 7AM-10AM 4PM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 10AM-4PM 
EXCEPT SUNDAY  

68 NO STANDING 7AM-10AM 4PM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY 10AM-4PM 
EXCEPT SUNDAY  2 HMP 7PM-11PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  

69 NO STANDING 7AM-10AM 4PM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
70 NO STANDING 7AM-7PM ALL DAYS  
71 NO STANDING 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY 
72 NO STANDING 7AM-7PM MON THRU FRI 1PM-7PM SAT & SUN  
73 NO STANDING 8AM-10PM ALL DAYS  
74 NO STANDING 8AM-10PM INCLUDING SUNDAY  
75 NO STANDING 8AM-6PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
76 NO STANDING 8AM-MIDNIGHT ALL DAYS  
77 NO STANDING ANYTIME 
78 NO STANDING ANYTIME EXCEPT AUTHORIZED VEHICLES  
79 NO STANDING ANYTIME EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH N Y P LICENSE -PLATES  
80 NO STANDING ANYTIME TAXI STAND  
81 NO STANDING EXCEPT TRUCKS LOADING & UNLOADING 10AM-4PM INCLUDING SUNDAY  
82 NO STANDING EXCEPT TRUCKS LOADING & UNLOADING 8AM-10PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
84 NO STANDING FIRE ZONE  
85 NO STANDING HOTEL LOADING ZONE  
86 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 4PM-7PM  

87 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 4PM-7PM  3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-
4PM  2 HMP SATURDAY 8AM-7PM  

88 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-10AM  
89 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  
90 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM SATURDAY & SUNDAY 1PM-7PM  

91 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-10AM 4PM-6PM  3 HMP COMMERCIAL VEHICLES ONLY MONDAY-
FRIDAY 10AM-4PM  6 HMP MONDAY-FRIDAY 6PM-MIDNIGHT SATURDAY 8AM-MIDNIGHT  

92 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-6PM  
93 NO STANDING MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-7PM  
94 NO STANDING MON-FRI 7AM-10AM 4PM-7PM  3 HMP COMMERCI AL VEHICLES ONLY MON-FRI 10AM-4PM  
96 NO STANDING SCHOOL DAYS 8AM-4PM  
97 NO STANDING  W/ (ACCESS-A-RIDE SYMBOL) ACCESS-A-RIDE BUS STOP 
99 POLICE DEPT VEHICLES 

100 POST OFFICE VEHICLES 
101 POSTAL INSPECTORS 
102 PRESS (SYMBOL) NYP LICENSE PLATES ONLY  

103 STAR (SYMBOL) AUTHORIZED VEHICLES ONLY CONSUL-C DIPLOMAT-A & D LICENSE PLATES  D/S 
DECALS ONLY 
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Table 14-62 (cont’d) 
On-Street Parking Regulations 

Map 
ID # Parking Regulation 
104 STAR (SYMBOL) AUTHORIZED VEHICLES ONLY NYC DEPT OF HEALTH & MENTAL HYGIENE 7AM-7PM 

EXCEPT SUNDAY  
106 STAR (SYMBOL) AUTHORIZED VEHICLES ONLY US POSTAL SERVICE MONDAY-FRIDAY 6AM-7PM  
107 STAR (SYMBOL) AUTHORIZED VEHICLES ONLY US POSTAL SERVICE 
108 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO AMTRAK  
109 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO DEPT OF EDUCATION MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-6PM  
110 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO DEPT OF HOMELAND SECURITY  
111 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO FIRE DEPARTMENT  
112 NO STOPPING ANYTIME  
113 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO MTA POLICE  
114 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO NYC DEPT OF HEALTH & MENTAL HYGIENE MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  
115 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO POLICE DEPARTMENT  
116 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO US MAIL  
117 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO US MAIL MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-6PM  
118 TAXI (SYMBOL) TAXI RELIEF STAND 1 HOUR LIMIT  

119 TAXI (SYMBOL) TAXI RELIEF STAND 1 HOUR LIMIT MONDAY-FRIDAY 6PM-2AM SATURDAY & SUNDAY ALL 
DAY  

120 TAXI (SYMBOL) TAXI RELIEF STAND 1 HOUR LIMIT MONDAY-FRIDAY 9AM-5PM  
121 TAXI HAIL (SYMBOL) TAXI STAND 10PM-4AM ALL DAYS  
122 TAXI HAILING (SYMBOL) TAXI STAND  
123 TAXI RELIEF STAND 1 HOUR LIMIT NO PARKING ANYTIME EXCEPTTAXIS  
124 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY  
125 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY 10AM-4PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
126 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY 5AM-7AM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
128 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY 7AM-7PM EXCEPT SUNDAY  
129 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY 8AM-10PM EXCEPT SUNDAY 
130 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 6AM-7PM  
131 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  
132 TRUCK (SYMBOL) TRUCK LOADING ONLY MONDAY-FRIDAY 8AM-6PM  
133 STAR (SYMBOL) AVO HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION MONDAY-FRIDAY 7AM-7PM  

Notes:  HMP = Hour Metered Parking; AVO = Authorized Vehicles Only 
 

An inventory of legal capacities and daytime utilization of publicly accessible, off-street parking 
facilities within a ¼-mile of the Project Area, as shown in Figure 14-24, was conducted in January 
2020. Based on responses given by parking attendants and visual inspections, where possible, 
estimates were made on the parking occupancy or utilization at each off-street parking facility 
under typical conditions during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and overnight time periods. Within 
the ¼-mile parking study area, 44 public parking facilities were inventoried. The combined 
capacity of these facilities totals 8,733 parking spaces. Overall, they were 62, 73, 72, and 54 
percent utilized with 3,319, 2,331, 2,440, and 3,872 parking spaces available during the weekday 
AM, midday, PM, and overnight time periods, respectively, as summarized in Table 14-63. 
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Table 14-63 
Existing Weekday Off-Street Parking Supply and Utilization 

¼-Mile Study Area 
Map # Name/Address 

License 
Number Licensed 

Capacity Utilization Rate Utilized Spaces Available Spaces 
AM MD PM ON AM MD PM ON AM MD PM ON 

1 SP + Corporation / 7-11 W. 28th Street 2022937 112 35% 50% 65% 40% 39 56 73 45 73 56 39 67 
2 SP Plus Corp. / 800 6th Avenue 2019756 70 70% 70% 70% 70% 49 49 49 49 21 21 21 21 
3 776 Sixth Avenue Parking Corp. / 776 6th Avenue 2018861 92 75% 75% 80% 50% 69 69 74 46 23 23 18 46 
4 MP 16 LLC / 100 W. 26th Street 1376347 49 90% 90% 60% 60% 44 44 29 29 5 5 20 20 
5 Penn Parking LLC / 1 Penn Plaza 1460988 665 55% 65% 65% 50% 366 432 432 333 299 233 233 332 
6 323 W. 34th Street LLC / 323 W. 34th Street 1182737 450 60% 70% 70% 50% 270 315 315 225 180 135 135 225 
7 39th and Eighth Parking LLC / 310-312 W. 39th Street 1232459 171 55% 85% 85% 50% 94 145 145 86 77 26 26 85 
8 W. 39th St. LLC / 330 W. 39th Street 1464152 52 80% 100% 90% 50% 42 52 47 26 10 0 5 26 
9 SP Plus Corporation / 436-438 Ninth Avenue 2036885 140 70% 80% 70% CLD 98 112 98 CLD 42 28 42 CLD 

10 West 38th Street LLC / 320 W. 38th Street 1374135 410 60% 70% 75% 55% 246 287 308 226 164 123 102 184 
11 SP Plus Corp. / 515 7th Avenue 2081384 450 60% 70% 75% 55% 270 315 338 248 180 135 112 202 
12 Champion Parking 39 LLC / 102 W. 39th Street 12227121 75 80% 80% 90% 60% 60 60 68 45 15 15 7 30 
13 1010 6th Avenue Garage Corporation / 1010 6th Avenue 1180712 86 90% 90% 90% 90% 77 77 77 77 9 9 9 9 
14 Pace Parking LLC / 990-996 Avenue of the Americas 1179983 120 60% 80% 60% 60% 72 96 72 72 48 24 48 48 
15 59-61 W. 36th Street Parking Corp. 59 W. 36th Street 2070019 47 90% 90% 60% 60% 42 42 28 28 5 5 19 19 
16 9 W. 35th Street LLC / 9-19 W. 35th Street 1180979 225 55% 75% 70% 50% 124 169 158 113 101 56 67 112 
17 Atrium Parking LLC / 155-167 W. 36th Street 2054403 149 70% 85% 90% 65% 104 127 134 97 45 22 15 52 
18 Ajax Operating Corp. / 350 W. 37th Street 1378886 83 90% 90% 80% 70% 75 75 66 58 8 8 17 25 
19 Access 37 Parking LLC / 404 W. 37th Street 1450060 166 75% 75% 60% 60% 125 125 100 100 41 41 66 66 
20 Edison NY Parking LLC / 451 9th Avenue 9769555 276 55% 75% 70% 50% 152 207 193 138 124 69 83 138 
21 Imperial Parking US LLC / 462-464 10th Avenue 1429823 21 50% 80% 65% 40% 11 17 14 8 10 4 7 13 
22 Imperial Parking US LLC / 452-460 10th Avenue 1429820 100 75% 90% 80% CLD 75 90 80 CLD 25 10 20 CLD 
23 507 W. 28th Street Parking Corp / 507 W. 28th Street 2082941 41 60% 100% 90% 25% 25 41 37 10 16 0 4 31 
24 MP W. 30 LLC / 500 W. 30th Street 2013235 79 80% 90% 90% 60% 63 71 71 47 16 8 8 32 
25 Vancity Parking Inc. / 359 9th Avenue 2078894 40 25% 80% 70% 30% 10 32 28 12 30 8 12 28 
26 W. 30th Street Garage LLC / 363 W. 30th Street 2089161 18 100% 100% 100% 100% 18 18 18 18 0 0 0 0 
27 30 Operating LLC / 320 W. 30th Street 1415239 45 75% 75% 70% 60% 34 34 32 27 11 11 13 18 
28 Garden Garage LLC / 384-386 8th Avenue 1140965 35 50% 80% 80% 80% 18 28 28 28 17 7 7 7 
29 Garden Garage LLC / 253 W. 29th Street 1140970 25 80% 70% 70% 60% 20 18 18 15 5 7 7 10 
30 Impact Car Park LLC / 333 W. 26th Street 1079092 839 80% 80% 80% 80% 671 671 671 671 168 168 168 168 
31 Tori Operating Corp. / 241 W. 26th Street 1168355 225 20% 50% 60% 50% 45 113 135 113 180 112 90 112 
32 200 W. Garage Corp. / 220 W. 26th Street 1220798 120 65% 70% 75% 75% 78 84 90 90 42 36 30 30 
33 LM 29 Park LLC / 221 W. 29th Street 2068346 45 80% 90% 80% 40% 36 41 36 18 9 4 9 27 
34 New Garden Garage LLC / 227 W. 30th Street 1180977 1500 50% 60% 60% 40% 750 900 900 600 750 600 600 900 
35 Herald Square Parking LLC / 839 6th Avenue 2068554 529 50% 75% 65% 40% 265 397 344 212 264 132 185 317 
36 Propark America NY LLC / 10 E. 30th Street 2066081 200 80% 80% 65% 50% 160 160 130 100 40 40 70 100 
37 SP Plus Corporation / 9 West 31st Street 2021340 101 90% 90% 90% 70% 91 91 91 71 10 10 10 30 
38 SP + Corporation / 1250 Broadway 2019800 150 60% 80% 80% 30% 90 120 120 45 60 30 30 105 
39 AZ Parking Corp. / 35 W. 33rd Street 2043391 34 100% 100% 100% 100% 34 34 34 34 0 0 0 0 
40 Garden Lots LLC / 125 W. 31st Street 1266254 120 40% 70% 90% 20% 48 84 108 24 72 36 12 96 
41 SP Plus Corporation / 371 7th Avenue 2019934 94 80% 90% 90% 80% 75 85 85 75 19 9 9 19 
42 PPS 100 LLC / 124-126 W. 31st Street 2063303 34 90% 100% 100% 40% 31 34 34 14 3 0 0 20 
43 SP Plus Corporation / 109-111 W. 31st Street 2019998 201 80% 80% 80% 80% 161 161 161 161 40 40 40 40 
44 Post Office Garage LLC / 340 W. 31st Street 1181008 249 75% 90% 90% 75% 187 224 224 187 62 25 25 62 

1/4-Mile Radius of the Proposed Project Totals   8,733 62% 73% 72% 54% 5,414 6,402 6,293 4,621 3,319 2,331 2,440 3,872 
Notes:       MD = Midday; ON = Overnight; WD = Weekday; CLD = Closed 

 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

Future off-street parking demand for the 2033 No Action condition was developed by increasing 
the existing parking demand by expected growth due to background growth rates and by 
accounting for parking demand generated by No Action projects expected to be completed in the 
area within a ¼-mile of the Project Area and incremental parking demand generated by the Sites 
4 and 7 redevelopments pursuant to existing zoning under the No Action condition. The off-street 
parking demand for the 2033 No Action condition included the following components: 

• The utilization of off-street parking facilities in the study area is expected to increase due to 
the area’s background growth, as per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, by an annual 
growth rate of 0.25 percent for the first five years (year 2020 to year 2024) and 0.125 percent 
for the remaining years (year 2025 to year 2033). It was conservatively assumed that on-street 
parking will be fully utilized and that the 2033 No Action projects within a ¼-mile radius of 
the Project Area will need to be accommodated by off-street parking facilities. 

• Demand generated by the 45 No Action projects expected to be completed within a ¼-mile of 
the Project Area boundaries was considered in the development of the 2033 No Action 
condition parking demand.  
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• No Action projects 1, 10, 18, and 34 include on-site parking as part of their development 
programs, and their on-site parking spaces were added to the total No Action parking supply. 

• Parking demand generated by Sites 4 and 7, which will be redeveloped under the No Action 
condition, was included in the 2033 No Action condition parking demand. The parking 
accumulation associated with the as-of-right uses on this site is presented in Appendix H. In 
addition, parking garage no. 5 in Table 14-63 will be reconstructed as part of the Site 4 
development and will have a reduced capacity of 400 parking spaces, resulting in a decrease 
of 265 parking spaces.  

Table 14-64 shows a comparison of the existing and 2033 No Action parking supply and 
utilization. The results indicate that within a ¼-mile of the Project Area, the utilization for the 
2033 No Action condition would increase to 76, 93, 92, and 65 percent during the weekday AM, 
midday, PM, and overnight time periods, respectively. 

Table 14-64 
Existing and 2033 No Action Parking Supply and Utilization – 1/4-Mile 

Public Parking 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Weekday 
Overnight 

Existing Supply 8,733 8,733 8,733 8,493 
Existing Total Demand 5,414 6,402 6,293 4,621 

Existing Utilization 62% 73% 72% 54% 
2033 No Action Supply 8,493 8,493 8,493 8,253 

2033 No Action with Background Growth 5,537 6,548 6,436 4,726 
2033 No Action Project Incremental Demand 734 1,088 1,238 585 
2033 Site 7 As-of-Right Incremental Demand 176 224 103 76 

2033 No Action Total Demand 6,447 7,859 7,778 5,387 
2033 No Action Utilization 76% 93% 92% 65% 

2033 No Action Available Spaces (Shortfall) 2,046  634 715 2,866 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

Under the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be the only development 
sites expected to be complete. The parking accumulation associated with the proposed uses on 
these site are presented in Appendix H. Current plans show that Sites 4 and 7 would each include 
100 on-site accessory parking spaces. The parking demand generated by Sites 4 and 7 that could 
not be accommodated on-site was allocated to the off-site garages within a ¼-mile of the Project 
Area and included in the parking analysis. 

In addition, three existing parking garages (nos. 34, 41, and 44 in Table 14-63), would be removed 
as part of the Proposed Project, resulting in the reduction of approximately 1,800 parking spaces 
from the overall off-street parking supply. A comparison of the 2033 No Action and With Action 
parking supply and utilization is presented in Table 14-65. The results indicate that within a ¼-
mile of the Project Area, the off-street parking utilization for the 2033 With Action condition 
would increase to 97, 118, 117, and 84 percent during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and 
overnight time periods, respectively, and a parking shortfall is expected. While there would 
continue to be parking availability during the weekday morning and overnight periods, peak 
utilization during the weekday midday and PM periods is expected to exceed the available ¼-mile 
off-street parking supply, with an anticipated shortfall reaching 1,219 parking spaces. 
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Table 14-65 
2033 No Action and With Action Parking Supply and Utilization – ¼-Mile 

Public Parking 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Weekday 
Overnight 

2033 No Action Supply 8,493 8,493 8,493 8,253 
2033 No Action Total Demand 6,447 7,859 7,778 5,387 

2033 No Action Utilization 76% 93% 92% 65% 
2033 With Action Supply 6,650 6,650 6,650 6,410 

2033 GPP With Action Project Incremental Demand -10 9 -3 -16 
2033 With Action Total Demand 6,437 7,869 7,775 5,371 

2033 With Action Utilization 97% 118% 117% 84% 
2033 With Action Available Spaces (Shortfall) 213 (1,219) (1,125) 1,039 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if a parking analysis concludes a shortfall in parking 
within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the parking study area can be extended to a ½-mile 
radius to identify additional parking supply. As part of developing inputs for the preliminary travel 
demand estimates described in the earlier sections of this chapter, additional off-street parking 
facilities research was conducted up to a ½-mile radius from the Project Area, which identified an 
additional 61 off-street public parking facilities with a total capacity of 10,875 publicly accessible, 
off-street parking spaces. Based on the extent of the parking shortfall identified in the ¼-mile 
radius and the estimated daytime utilization for these additional off-street facilities in the ½-mile 
radius, it is expected that the ¼-mile parking shortfall can be accommodated at slightly longer 
walking distances from the Project Area. In consultation with DOT, this document provides the 
detailed parking assessment results for the ¼-mile radius only. 

FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

Future off-street parking demand for the 2044 No Action condition was developed following the 
same steps described above for the 2033 No Action condition. Within the Project Area, in addition 
to Sites 4 and 7, Site 5 will also be redeveloped pursuant to existing zoning and add to the 2044 
No Action parking demand. The parking accumulation associated with the as-of-right uses on 
these three sites is presented in Appendix H. 

The off-street parking demand for the 2044 No Action condition included the following 
components: 

• The utilization of off-street parking facilities in the study area is expected to increase due to 
the area’s background growth, as per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, by an annual 
growth rate of 0.25 percent for the first five years (year 2020 to year 2024) and 0.125 percent 
for the remaining years (year 2025 to year 2044). It was conservatively assumed that on-street 
parking will be fully utilized and that the 2044 No Build projects within a ¼-mile radius of 
the Project Area will need to be accommodated by off-street parking facilities.  

• Demand generated by the 45 No Action projects expected to be completed within a ¼-mile of 
the Project Area boundaries was considered in the development of the 2044 No Action 
condition parking demand. All parking demand generated by the No Action projects located 
within a ¼-mile of the Project Area were considered.  

• No Action projects 1, 10, 18, and 34 include on-site parking as part of their development 
programs, and their on-site parking spaces were added to the total No Action parking supply.  
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• Parking demand generated by Site 4, Site 5, and Site 7, which will be redeveloped as-of-right 
under the No Action condition, was included in the 2044 No Action condition parking 
demand. The parking accumulation estimates associated with the as-of-right uses on these 
sites are presented in Appendix H. In addition, parking garage no. 5 in Table 14-63 will be 
reconstructed as part of developing Site 4 and will have a reduced capacity of 400 parking 
spaces, resulting in a decrease of 265 parking spaces. 

Table 14-66 shows a comparison of the existing and 2044 No Action parking supply and 
utilization. The results indicate that within a ¼-mile of the Project Area, the utilization for the 
2044 No Action condition would increase to 77, 94, 93, and 66 percent during the weekday AM, 
midday, PM, and overnight time periods, respectively. 

Table 14-66 
Existing and 2044 No Action Parking Supply and Utilization – ¼-Mile 

Public Parking 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Weekday 
Overnight 

Existing Supply 8,733 8,733 8,733 8,493 
Existing Total Demand 5,414 6,402 6,293 4,621 

Existing Utilization 62% 73% 72% 54% 
2044 No Action Supply 8,493 8,493 8,493 8,253 

2044 No Action with Background Growth 5,614 6,638 6,525 4,791 
2044 No Action Project Incremental Demand 734 1,088 1,238 585 

2044 Sites 4/5/7 As-of-Right Incremental Demand 194 238 104 75 
2044 No Action Total Demand 6,541 7,965 7,867 5,452 

2044 No Action Utilization 77% 94% 93% 66% 
2044 No Action Available Spaces (Shortfall) 1,952 528 626 2,801 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

Under the 2044 Phase 2 With Action condition, all development sites (Sites 1 through 8) are 
assumed to be complete and operational. The cumulative parking accumulation associated with 
the proposed uses on all of these sites is presented in Appendix H. Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8 would each 
include 100 on-site accessory parking spaces. The parking demand generated by these sites that 
could not be accommodated on-site was allocated to the off-site garages within a ¼-mile of the 
Project Area and included in the parking analysis. In addition, three existing parking garages (nos. 
34, 41, and 44 in Table 14-63) would be removed as part of the Proposed Project, resulting in the 
reduction of approximately 1,800 parking spaces from the overall off-street parking supply. 

A comparison of the 2044 No Action and With Action parking supply and utilization is presented 
in Table 14-67. The results indicate that within a ¼-mile of the Project Area, the off-street parking 
utilization for the 2044 With Action condition would increase to 105, 131, 120, and 84 percent 
during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and overnight time periods, respectively. While there 
would continue to be parking availability overnight, peak utilization for most of the day is 
expected to exceed the available ¼-mile off-street parking supply, with an anticipated maximum 
shortfall of 2,047 parking spaces occurring during the weekday midday time period.  

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if a parking analysis concludes a shortfall in parking 
within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the parking study area can be extended to a ½-mile 
radius to identify additional parking supply. As described above under the 2033 With Action 
condition parking analysis, additional off-street parking facilities research was conducted, which 
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identified an additional 61 off-street public parking facilities with a total capacity of 10,875 
publicly accessible, off-street parking spaces. However, given the extent of the parking shortfall 
identified in the ¼-mile radius and based on estimated daytime utilization for these additional off-
street facilities, it is possible the expansion of the parking study area to a ½-mile radius would 
continue to result in off-street parking supply shortfalls during hours of peak parking demand. In 
consultation with DOT, this document provides the detailed parking assessment results for the ¼-
mile radius only. 

Table 14-67 
2044 No Action and With Action Parking Supply and Utilization – ¼-Mile 

Public Parking 
Weekday 

AM 
Weekday 
Midday 

Weekday 
PM 

Weekday 
Overnight 

2044 No Action Supply 8,493 8,493 8,493 8,253 
2044 No Action Total Demand 6,541 7,965 7,867 5,452 

2044 No Action Utilization 77% 94% 93% 66% 
2044 With Action Supply 6,650 6,650 6,650 6,410 

2044 GPP With Action Project Incremental Demand 463 733 89 -50 
2044 With Action Total Demand 7,005 8,697 7,956 5,402 

2044 With Action Utilization 105% 131% 120% 84% 
2044 With Action Available Spaces (Shortfall) (355)  (2,047) (1,306)  1,008 

This table has been revised for the FEIS. 
 

As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from a project located in 
Manhattan does not constitute a significant adverse impact, due to the magnitude of available 
alternative modes of transportation. If the above level of parking demand materializes in the 2044 
With Action condition, some motorists may alter their modes of transportation or would have to 
seek parking availability farther beyond the Project Area. 

I. 32ND STREET OPTION EAST–WEST CONNECTOR 
As discussed, the Proposed Project would incorporate an East-West Connector to link the 34th 
Street–Herald Square Subway Station to Penn Station and the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn 
Station Subway Station, with direct connections to Sites 7 and 8. The analyses presented above 
assume that the 33rd Street Option would be implemented. A potential alternative alignment under 
the north side of West 32nd Street has been identified to more effectively accommodate the 
easterly and northeasterly flow to Herald Square and East Midtown. This 32nd Street Option 
would connect to the North-South Corridor and traverse the basement of existing 11 Penn between 
West 31st and West 32nd Streets, across Seventh Avenue to connect with Penn Station just north 
of West 31st Street. This pedestrian path under Seventh Avenue, which would be in addition to 
the widened free-zone in the existing 33rd Street subway underpass, is expected to more readily 
divert additional intermodal Penn Station–subway passengers to the 34th Street–Herald Square 
Subway Station. The anticipated differences in analysis findings associated with the 32nd Street 
Option for the East-West Connector, south of or beneath Sites 7 and 8, are presented below. 

TRAFFIC 

While they would not affect future vehicular traffic volumes, the Proposed Project’s proposed 
underground connections would alter on-street pedestrian flow patterns, including those crossing 
at several study area intersections. The effects of these passageway location on vehicular 
conditions would be limited to the blocks in the immediate vicinity of Seventh and Sixth Avenues 
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and West 31st Street through West 34th Street, where crosswalk volumes would differ. As further 
detailed below, pedestrian volumes at the crosswalks at the Seventh Avenue intersections with 
West 31st Street, West 32nd Street, West 33rd Street, and West 34th Street and at the Sixth Avenue 
intersections with West 31st Street, West 32nd Street, and West 33rd Street are expected to be 
lower with 32nd Street Option than what would be expected with 33rd Street Option. Most of 
these intersections were projected to experience significant adverse impacts in the 2033 With 
Action condition and all of these in the 2044 With Action condition during at least one peak hour 
with the 33rd Street Option. While they would be expected to operate the same or better with 
lower crosswalk volumes, these intersections would still likely have significant adverse impacts 
with the 32nd Street Option, though the impacts could be less severe. At Sixth Avenue and West 
34th Street, the pedestrian crosswalk volumes are expected to be approximately one to three 
percent higher with the 32nd Street Option. Therefore, vehicular delays at this intersection could 
be higher than those with the 33rd Street Option. As this intersection is projected to experience 
significant adverse impacts in the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions during all analysis peak 
hours with the 33rd Street Option, these impacts could be slightly greater with the 32nd Street 
Option. 

TRANSIT 

The construction of the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector would be coupled with 
an extension of this passageway to the south under West 32nd Street and then to the southwest 
under Seventh Avenue, connecting to Penn Station Level A. In comparison to the 33rd Street 
Option, the 32nd Street Option is expected to draw more Penn Station riders underground and 
result in changes in pedestrian volumes at various locations within the 34th Street–Herald Square, 
34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Stations, and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–
Penn Station Subway Stations. Specifically, because it is more direct in plan than the 33rd Street 
Option and would have no undue level changes (‘up’ and then ‘down’), the 32nd Street Option 
would draw more Penn Station commuters to the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station. 
These changes would result from differences in the location of station improvements contemplated 
under the two scenarios. Specifically, the new “V9” street escalator on the northwest corner of 
Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street at the 34th Street-Herald Square would not exist in this 
scenario. The new “V9” street stair would be relocated to the west side of Sixth Avenue between 
West 33rd Street and West 32nd Street. The new “V11” mezzanine stair would be relocated from 
the West 33rd Street east-west passageway to within the Site 8 property line, but would still 
connect the PATH concourse with the IND mezzanine; the new “V7” street stair would also be 
relocated to the north side of West 32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue. The 
N507 fare control area in the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station would be reconfigured, 
but would continue to have 11 turnstiles. Table 14-68 and 14-69 summarize the differences in 
2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, respectively, for the station analyses. Table 14-70 and 
14-71 in 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, respectively, summarize the differences with 
respect to the line haul analyses. The different findings of anticipated significant adverse impacts 
for the two options for the East-West Connector are also summarized below. 
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Table 14-68 
2033 With Action Condition Subway Station Analysis Results 

33rd Street Option vs. 32nd Street Option 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

33rd Street Option 32nd Street Option 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 20 21 18 18 21 18 
LOS D 4 4 0 5 5 0 
LOS E 3 1 0 4 0 0 
LOS F 3 1 0 2 1 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 8 0 0 6 0 0 
LOS D 1 0 0 1 0 0 
LOS E 1 0 0 2 0 0 
LOS F 2 0 0 3 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 1 1 1 1 1 1 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 11 7 4 11 7 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 19 21 16 18 23 18 
LOS D 3 5 2 3 3 0 
LOS E 4 0 0 3 1 0 
LOS F 4 1 0 5 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 6 0 0 6 0 0 
LOS D 4 0 0 3 0 0 
LOS E 2 0 0 3 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 0 1 1 1 1 1 
LOS D 1 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 11 7 4 11 7 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

             This table is new to the FEIS. 
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Table 14-69 
Comparison of 2044 With Action Condition Subway Station Analysis Results 

33rd Street Option vs. 32nd Street Option 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

33rd Street Option 32nd Street Option 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
34th-Herald 

Square 
34th-Seventh 

Avenue 
34th-Eighth 

Avenue 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 20 18 15 18 20 16 
LOS D 3 6 2 4 4 1 
LOS E 3 3 1 5 3 1 
LOS F 5 0 0 4 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 7 2 0 7 2 0 
LOS D 1 0 0 1 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 3 0 0 3 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 1 2 1 0 1 1 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 1 1 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 11 7 3 11 7 
LOS D 0 1 0 1 1 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 19 21 13 19 21 13 
LOS D 3 1 3 3 2 5 
LOS E 2 5 2 2 4 0 
LOS F 7 0 0 7 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 6 2 0 6 2 0 
LOS D 3 0 0 3 0 0 
LOS E 2 0 0 2 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 1 2 1 0 1 1 
LOS D 0 0 0 1 1 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 4 11 7 4 12 7 
LOS D 0 1 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

             This table is new to the FEIS. 
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Table 14-70 
Comparison of 2033 With Action Condition Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

33rd Street Option vs. 32nd Street Option 

Peak 
Hour Line Direction 

Maximum Load 
Point 

33rd Street Option 32nd Street Option 
Passengers 

per Hour 
Peak Hour 

Capacity (1) 
V/C 

Ratio 
Passengers 

per Hour 
Peak Hour 

Capacity (1) 
V/C 

Ratio 

Weekday 
AM 

2/3 SB 34th St – Penn 
Station 28,735 23,760 1.21 28,633 23,760 1.21 

E SB Jackson Hts 25,911 22,185 1.17 25,911 22,185 1.17 
F SB Jackson Hts 23,654 20,010 1.18 23,676 20,010 1.18 

N/W SB Queensboro Plz 25,229 21,750 1.16 25,273 21,750 1.16 
Q SB 72nd St 16,327 15,950 1.02 16,349 15,950 1.03 
F NB Second Av 22,012 18,225 1.21 22,034 18,225 1.21 
M NB Marcy Av 10,253 8,510 1.20 10,275 8,510 1.21 

Weekday 
PM 

1 NB Columbus Cir 21,271 17,710 1.20 21,224 17,710 1.20 
2/3 NB Times Sq 24,373 23,430 1.04 24,231 23,430 1.03 

E NB Lexington Av – 
53 St 22,258 21,170 1.05 22,008 21,170 1.04 

Notes: + denotes a subway line with significant adverse line-haul impact 
                        The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street 

(Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and 
PM Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
                       This table is new to the FEIS. 
Sources: (1) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based 

on frequency and type of service 

 

Table 14-71 
Comparison of 2044 With Action Condition Subway Line Haul Analysis Results 

33rd Street Option vs. 32nd Street Option 

Peak 
Hour Line Direction Maximum Load Point 

33rd Street Option 32nd Street Option 

Passengers 
per Hour 

Peak 
Hour 

Capacity 
(1) 

V/C 
Ratio 

Passengers 
per Hour 

Peak 
Hour 

Capacity 
(1) 

V/C 
Ratio 

Weekday 
AM 

2/3 SB 34th St – Penn Station 32,260 23,760 1.36 + 32,156 23,760 1.35 + 
E SB Jackson Hts 27,916 22,185 1.26 + 27,916 22,185 1.26 + 
F SB Jackson Hts 24,511 20,010 1.22  24,542 20,010 1.23  

N/W SB Queensboro Plz 26,283 21,750 1.21  26,345 21,750 1.21  
Q SB 72nd St 16,982 15,950 1.06  17,013 15,950 1.07  
F NB Second Av 22,735 18,225 1.25  22,766 18,225 1.25  
M NB Marcy Av 10,621 8,510 1.25  10,652 8,510 1.25  

Weekday 
PM 

1 NB Columbus Cir 23,098 17,710 1.30 + 23,034 17,710 1.30 + 
2/3 NB Times Sq 27,218 23,430 1.16 + 27,054 23,430 1.15 + 
A/D NB Columbus Cir 17,813 17,675 1.01 + 17,859 17,675 1.01 + 
E NB Lexington Av – 53rd St 24,124 21,170 1.14 + 23,832 21,170 1.13  

Notes: + denotes a subway line with significant adverse line-haul impact 
                        The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street 

(Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. 

 In consultation with NYCT, the following subway lines did not require line haul analysis––No. 1 line: AM Northbound and 
PM Southbound; E line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound; W line: AM Northbound and PM Southbound. 

 NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; V/C = Volume-to-Capacity. 
                       This table is new to the FEIS. 
Sources: (1) Guideline capacities are based on NYCT rush hour loading guidelines, which vary by car type, line, and location based 

on frequency and type of service 
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Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2033 With Action condition with the 33rd Street Option 
would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The M1/S2 platform stair at the northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
in the weekday PM peak hour; and 

• The E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM and PM peak hours. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass with the R139 
free zone in the weekday AM peak hour; and 

• The new “V2A” platform stair connecting the West 32nd Street underpass and the 2/3 
platform in the weekday PM peak hour. 

Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 33rd Street Option 
would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday PM peak hour. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass with the R139 
free zone in the weekday AM and PM peak hours; and 

• The R135 fare control area at the West 32nd Street underpass in the weekday AM peak 
hour. 

34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The M9 platform stair to the southbound C and E platform in the weekday PM peak hour. 

Subway Line Haul Analysis 

• The northbound E line in the weekday PM peak hour. 

Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following new 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2033 With Action condition would occur with the 32nd 
Street Option: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The P4 (IND) platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour; 

• The P1 (BMT) platform stair connecting the A25 paid zone with the N/Q/R/W platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour; 

• The E222 street-level escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the northwest corner 
of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the weekday AM peak hour; 

• The E223 mezzanine escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the IND mezzanine 
in the weekday AM peak hour; 
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• The E224 mezzanine escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the IND mezzanine 
in the weekday PM peak hour; 

• The E232 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour. 

Since the E222 would be reconfigured and the E223 and E224 escalators would be eliminated as 
part of the development of Site 8 in the 2044 With Action condition, the corresponding impacts 
would be eliminated.  

Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following new 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2044 With Action condition would occur with the 32nd 
Street Option: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The P4 (IND) platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour; 

• The reconstructed E221 street escalator connecting the IND mezzanine with the northwest 
corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the weekday PM peak hour;  

• The new 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector linking the 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station and the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 
in the weekday AM and PM peak hours; and 

• The A25 control area’s high entry-exit turnstiles in the weekday AM peak hour. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The P6 street-level stair at the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
in the weekday PM peak hour. 

PEDESTRIANS 

The different underground pedestrian flow pertaining to the two east–west underground 
passageway scenarios would also have corresponding differences in at-grade pedestrian flow. 
Details on the peak hour pedestrian volumes and project-generated peak hour pedestrian trips with 
the 32nd Street Option can be found in Appendix H. These differences would be most prominent 
across Seventh Avenue between West 31st and West 33rd Streets, and along the north and south 
sidewalks of West 32nd and West 33rd Streets, particularly in the weekday AM peak hour.  

In the 2033 With Action condition, in comparison to those estimated for implementing the East-
West Connector with the 33rd Street Option, the 32nd Street Option is estimated to yield crosswalk 
volumes at the Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street, Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street, and 
Seventh Avenue West 31st Street intersections that are lower by 17 to 47 percent during the 
weekday AM peak hour and 16 to 20 percent during the weekday PM peak hour. The 32nd Street 
Option would also yield crosswalk, sidewalk, and corner volumes at the above intersections that 
are 1 percent to 5 percent lower during the weekday midday peak hour. Differences in pedestrian 
volumes at other adjacent intersections would be relatively less. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, crosswalk volumes at the Seventh Avenue and West 33rd 
Street, Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street, and Seventh Avenue West 31st Street intersections 
would be lower by 27 to 37 percent during the weekday AM peak hour and 9 to 17 percent during 
the weekday PM peak hour. The 32nd Street Option would also yield crosswalk, sidewalk, and 
corner volumes at the above intersections that are 1 percent to 3 percent lower during the weekday 
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midday peak hour. Differences in pedestrian volumes at other adjacent intersections would be 
relatively less. 

While pedestrian volumes close to Penn Station are anticipated to be lower at most locations, a 
few pedestrian elements are expected to experience some increases in pedestrian activities due to 
a greater number of Penn Station commuters using the below-grade concourse system to cross 
Seventh Avenue and access the east side of Seventh Avenue or Sixth Avenue. Therefore, 
crosswalk, corner, and sidewalk volumes at or adjacent to the Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 
intersection would be approximately 4 percent higher for the 2033 With Action condition weekday 
AM peak hour. In the 2044 With Action condition, crosswalk, corner, and sidewalk volumes at or 
adjacent to the Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street and Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street 
intersections would be approximately 2 to 12 percent higher during the weekday AM peak hour 
and 1 to 5 percent higher during the weekday PM peak hour. Most of the elements where the 32nd 
Street Option for the East-West Connector would result in slight increases in pedestrian volumes 
were projected to operate at favorable LOS C or better in the 2033 and 2044 With Action 
conditions, and are not expected to result in new significant adverse pedestrian impacts.  

Table 14-72 and 14-73 summarize the differences in 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions, 
respectively. The different findings of anticipated significant adverse impacts for the two east–
west underground passageway scenarios are also noted below: 

Due to reductions in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2033 With Action condition with the 33rd Street 
Option would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector: 

• South crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street in the weekday AM and midday 
peak hours; 

• South crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street in the weekday AM peak hour; 
• South crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday PM peak hour; 
• West crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street in the weekday AM peak hour; and 
• West crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the weekday AM peak hour. 
Due to reductions in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 33rd Street 
Option would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector: 

• West crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday AM peak hour; and 
• South crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street in the weekday PM peak hour. 
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Table 14-72 
Comparison of 2033 With Action Condition Pedestrian Volumes 

33rd Street Option vs. 32nd Street Option 
33rd Street Option 32nd Street Option 32nd Street Option vs. 33rd Street Option 

Pedestrian 
Element AM Midday PM 

Pedestrian 
Element AM Midday PM 

Pedestrian 
Element AM Midday PM 

Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
Crosswalks  9,940 10,635 16,704 Crosswalks  9,837 10,528 15,292 Crosswalks  -1% -1% -8% 

Corners  13,795 14,025 19,715 Corners  14,341 13,966 18,273 Corners  4% 0% -7% 
Sidewalks  16,974 18,830 20,805 Sidewalks  18,881 18,889 19,347 Sidewalks  11% 0% -7% 

Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street 
Crosswalks   8,288   7,157   7,929  Crosswalks   5,083   6,772   6,681  Crosswalks  -39% -5% -16% 

Corners   9,005   8,865   9,388  Corners   6,787   8,606   8,768  Corners  -25% -3% -7% 
Sidewalks   16,811   18,377   20,686  Sidewalks   15,911   18,142   19,018  Sidewalks  -5% -1% -8% 

Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 
Crosswalks   5,238   5,845   8,640  Crosswalks   2,782   5,522   6,944  Crosswalks  -47% -6% -20% 

Corners   5,736   6,604   9,433  Corners   3,277   6,281   7,674  Corners  -43% -5% -19% 
Sidewalks   14,868   16,199   15,717  Sidewalks   13,588   15,999   14,659  Sidewalks  -9% -1% -7% 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 
Crosswalks   11,488   9,763   16,330  Crosswalks   9,488   9,420   13,793  Crosswalks  -17% -4% -16% 

Corners   13,178   10,870   18,436  Corners   11,177   10,527   15,899  Corners  -15% -3% -14% 
Sidewalks   16,676  16,990 22,832 Sidewalks  14,592 16,626 20,241 Sidewalks  -12% -2% -11% 

Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 
Crosswalks   13,664   12,785   17,252  Crosswalks   14,027   12,774   16,632  Crosswalks  3% 0% -4% 

Corners   14,334   13,605   18,354  Corners   14,697   13,594   17,734  Corners  3% 0% -3% 
Sidewalks   16,961   16,899   21,959  Sidewalks   17,680   16,884   20,941  Sidewalks  4% 0% -5% 

Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street 
Crosswalks   12,014   11,812   18,133  Crosswalks   10,339   11,539   16,697  Crosswalks  -14% -2% -8% 

Corners   12,938   12,326   19,230  Corners   11,593   12,118   18,568  Corners  -10% -2% -3% 
Sidewalks   11,749   10,706   19,515  Sidewalks   9,958   10,467   19,397  Sidewalks  -15% -2% -1% 

Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
Crosswalks   7,548   6,113   9,888  Crosswalks   6,554   5,999   8,882  Crosswalks  -13% -2% -10% 

Corners   8,488   7,610   10,404  Corners   7,009   7,448   9,301  Corners  -17% -2% -11% 
Sidewalks   10,369   9,273   14,668  Sidewalks   8,745   9,131   14,241  Sidewalks  -16% -2% -3% 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 
Crosswalks   6,922   5,464   8,748  Crosswalks   6,904   5,410   8,083  Crosswalks  0% -1% -8% 

Corners   9,671   7,009   11,351  Corners   9,052   6,871   9,859  Corners  -6% -2% -13% 
Sidewalks   12,939   8,824   19,194  Sidewalks   11,635   8,522   15,921  Sidewalks  -10% -3% -17% 

Notes: Corner analyses include the volumes of pedestrians turning the corners and pedestrians using adjacent crosswalks.  
This table is new to the FEIS. 
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Table 14-73 
Comparison of 2044 With Action Condition Pedestrian Volumes 

33rd Street Option vs. 32nd Street Option 
33rd Street Option 32nd Street Option 32nd Street Option vs. 33rd Street Option 

Pedestrian 
Element AM Midday PM 

Pedestrian 
Element AM Midday PM 

Pedestrian 
Element AM Midday PM 

Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
Crosswalks  12,604 12,706 17,453 Crosswalks  11,101 12,533 17,020 Crosswalks  -12% -1% -2% 

Corners  18,488 16,650 23,635 Corners  17,653 16,552 23,346 Corners  -5% -1% -1% 
Sidewalks  22,715 24,565 27,240 Sidewalks  21,565 24,421 26,952 Sidewalks  -5% -1% -1% 

Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street 
Crosswalks  5,636 9,906 7,604 Crosswalks  4,100 9,715 6,946 Crosswalks  -27% -2% -9% 

Corners  6,417 11,889 9,433 Corners  5,467 11,765 9,076 Corners  -15% -1% -4% 
Sidewalks  13,877 26,517 17,830 Sidewalks  12,990 26,401 17,496 Sidewalks  -6% 0% -2% 

Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 
Crosswalks  4,715 8,370 8,349 Crosswalks  2,988 8,177 6,945 Crosswalks  -37% -2% -17% 

Corners  5,189 9,196 9,353 Corners  3,485 8,984 7,954 Corners  -33% -2% -15% 
Sidewalks  12,567 23,938 15,041 Sidewalks  10,961 23,772 13,950 Sidewalks  -13% -1% -7% 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street 
Crosswalks  14,802 15,329 14,820 Crosswalks  10,857 14,886 12,587 Crosswalks  -27% -3% -15% 

Corners  20,686 17,229 19,355 Corners  15,611 16,645 16,489 Corners  -25% -3% -15% 
Sidewalks  27,919 28,656 26,338 Sidewalks  21,915 28,010 22,948 Sidewalks  -22% -2% -13% 

Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 
Crosswalks  17,090 14,176 20,126 Crosswalks  17,375 14,207 20,308 Crosswalks  2% 0% 1% 

Corners  17,746 15,057 21,210 Corners  18,031 15,088 21,392 Corners  2% 0% 1% 
Sidewalks  24,098 19,313 27,169 Sidewalks  25,497 19,493 28,002 Sidewalks  6% 1% 3% 

Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street 
Crosswalks  12,928 12,379 15,442 Crosswalks  12,922 12,368 15,294 Crosswalks  0% 0% -1% 

Corners  13,931 13,020 16,211 Corners  14,272 13,069 16,433 Corners  2% 0% 1% 
Sidewalks  12,838 12,977 16,354 Sidewalks  14,439 13,155 17,097 Sidewalks  12% 1% 5% 

Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
Crosswalks  14,356 7,255 12,736 Crosswalks  10,913 6,847 11,056 Crosswalks  -24% -6% -13% 

Corners  15,688 8,788 13,298 Corners  11,355 8,322 11,479 Corners  -28% -5% -14% 
Sidewalks  19,930 12,357 18,307 Sidewalks  14,421 11,829 16,157 Sidewalks  -28% -4% -12% 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 
Crosswalks  13,567 6,373 11,546 Crosswalks  11,444 6,135 10,638 Crosswalks  -16% -4% -8% 

Corners  18,331 8,224 14,688 Corners  14,784 7,813 13,167 Corners  -19% -5% -10% 
Sidewalks  29,772 11,080 25,004 Sidewalks  21,986 10,217 21,316 Sidewalks  -26% -8% -15% 

Notes: Corner analyses include the volumes of pedestrians turning the corners and pedestrians using adjacent crosswalks.  
This table is new to the FEIS. 

 

J. EXTENDED SCHEDULE SCENARIO 
It is difficult at the early stage of planning to predict with precision the timetable for a project as 
large and complex as the Proposed Project, because that timetable can be affected by numerous 
social, economic, and political factors—including, but not limited to, market conditions, the 
availability of capital funding, resources and labor availability, and the practicalities of construc-
tion. Accordingly, the actual completion years for the Proposed Project could potentially be be-
yond the assumed 2033 and 2044 analysis years. The chapter’s analyses represent a reasonable 
worst-case depiction of future conditions, which also account for a full array of other nearby 
projects that could materialize within the study timeframes but may also be delayed for the same 
reasons stated above. While an extended schedule for the completion of the Proposed Project could 
result in an increase in background growth, due to the growth occurring during the years of delay, 
but corresponding delays in other nearby background projects would yield on aggregate an overall 
future baseline condition against which to evaluate the Proposed Project’s potential impacts that 
would be commensurate with the assumed 2044 background condition. Moreover, any predictions 
of transportation conditions much further into the future would be subject to increasing degrees of 
uncertainty and speculation due to a range of potential changes in the transportation network, 
travel patterns, and technologies. Considering that the above impact analyses have accounted for 
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a substantial growth in the baseline and a large volume of Project-induced incremental trips, the 
findings made for each of the transportation modes analyzed in this chapter would be reasonably 
representative of the conditions and impacts that would exist if later years were instead used as 
benchmarks for analysis.  
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Chapter 15:  Air Quality 

A. INTRODUCTION 
The potential for air quality impacts from the Proposed Project is examined in this chapter. Air 
quality impacts can be either direct or indirect. Direct impacts result from emissions generated by 
stationary sources at a development site, such as emissions from on-site fuel combustion for heat 
and hot water systems. Indirect impacts are caused by off-site emissions associated with a project, 
such as emissions from nearby existing stationary sources or by emissions from on-road vehicle 
trips generated by the Proposed Project or other changes to future traffic conditions due to a project.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. For purposes of this air quality analysis, both scenarios are 
considered. For the mobile source analysis, air quality impacts were determined based on the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, as that scenario would maximize vehicle trip generation. The 
stationary source air quality analysis considered the Maximum Residential Scenario, as this scenario 
would introduce more sensitive uses.  

The maximum projected hourly incremental traffic volumes generated by the Proposed Project 
would exceed the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual carbon 
monoxide (CO) screening threshold of 140 peak-hour vehicle trips at a number of intersections in 
the study area, as well as the particulate matter (PM) emission screening threshold discussed in 
Chapter 17, Sections 210 and 311, of the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, a quantified 
assessment of emissions from traffic generated by the Proposed Project (i.e., a mobile source 
analysis) was performed for CO and PM. 

The Proposed Project would include accessory parking garages in certain development sites. 
Therefore, an analysis was conducted to evaluate potential future pollutant concentrations in the 
vicinity of the ventilation outlets with the proposed parking garages. The predicted pollutant 
increments from the garages were also added, where appropriate, to the predicted concentrations 
from the mobile source analysis to assess the cumulative impact of both sources. 

All buildings would be designed to operate with fully electric heating and hot water systems with 
the only on-site emission sources being emergency back-up generators. Therefore, an analysis of 
potential air quality impacts from on-site fuel combustion is not warranted.  

Two large emission sources (as defined in the CEQR Technical Manual) were identified within 
1,000 feet of the proposed developments. Therefore, an analysis of the potential air quality impacts 
of these emissions sources on the Proposed Project was conducted, as described in the CEQR 
Technical Manual. 

In addition, portions of the Project Area are located in a manufacturing district; therefore, potential 
effects of stationary source emissions from existing nearby industrial facilities on the Proposed 
Project were assessed. 
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PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

The Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts. The mobile 
source analyses determined that concentrations of CO and particulate matter less than 10 microns 
in diameter (PM10) due to the Proposed Project would not result in any violations of National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) at the intersections analyzed for the 2033 and 2044 
analysis years and that incremental concentrations of CO would not exceed the de minimis criteria 
referenced in the CEQR Technical Manual. Maximum 24-hour average concentrations of 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) would not exceed the de minimis 
criteria referenced in the CEQR Technical Manual for the 2033 and 2044 analysis years, and 
annual average concentrations would not exceed the de minimis criteria for the 2033 analysis year. 
Maximum annual average PM2.5 concentrations are predicted to exceed the de minimis criterion at 
all three intersection sites analyzed in the 2044 analysis year. The potential exceedances would be 
limited to the immediate areas around these intersections, primarily sidewalk locations, and at two 
of the three locations, no residential, hotel, or other buildings with sensitive uses would be 
affected. The ambient air in each of the three affected areas would be in areas used only by 
transient users (pedestrians) and the overall exposure to the predicted PM2.5 concentrations at the 
affected locations near these intersections would be infrequent and brief. Furthermore, while the 
maximum incremental increase in annual average PM2.5 concentrations was predicted to exceed 
the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria, the maximum total annual concentration is 11.1 
µg/m3, which is below the NAAQS of 12 µg/m3. Therefore, the PM2.5 concentrations exceeding 
the CEQR Technical Manual PM2.5 de minimis criteria would not constitute a significant adverse 
air quality impact.  

Emissions of CO and PM from the proposed parking garages at Sites 4, 6, 7, and 8 were analyzed. 
The analysis found that concentrations from the proposed parking facilities would not result in 
any significant adverse air quality impacts with respect to CO. For PM2.5, maximum predicted 
increments from the proposed garages individually were found to not exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual de minimis criteria; however, the mobile source intersection analysis determined that the 
intersection adjacent to Site 6 would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria for 
annual average PM2.5 for the 2044 analysis year; therefore, the cumulative incremental PM2.5 
annual average concentration (including the contribution from the intersection) also results in a 
concentration that exceeds the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria on an annual average 
basis. However, no violation of the NAAQS would result from cumulative impacts of the Proposed 
Project’s mobile sources of emission and emissions from the proposed parking garages, and thus 
no significant adverse air quality impacts are predicted. 

Based on the analysis of the emissions from large and major sources of emissions in the study area 
on the Proposed Project, design requirements regarding the placement of operable windows and 
air intakes on portions of Sites 4, 5, and 7 would be imposed in the project documents to avoid the 
potential for significant adverse air quality impacts at these sites from an existing non-project 
source.  

B. POLLUTANTS FOR ANALYSIS 
Air quality is affected by air pollutants produced by both motor vehicles and stationary sources. 
Emissions from motor vehicles are referred to as mobile source emissions, while emissions from 
fixed facilities are referred to as stationary source emissions. Ambient concentrations of CO are 
predominantly influenced by mobile source emissions. PM, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
and nitrogen oxides (nitric oxide [NO] and NO2, collectively referred to as NOx) are emitted from 
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both mobile and stationary sources. Fine PM is also formed when emissions of NOx, sulfur oxides 
(SOx), ammonia, organic compounds, and other gases react or condense in the atmosphere. 
Emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO2) are associated mainly with stationary sources, and some sources 
utilizing non-road diesel such as large international marine engines. On-road diesel vehicles 
currently contribute very little to SO2 emissions since the sulfur content of on-road diesel fuel, 
which is federally regulated, is extremely low. Ozone is formed in the atmosphere by complex 
photochemical processes that include NOx and VOCs. Ambient concentrations of CO, PM, NO2, 
SO2, ozone, and lead are regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the 
Clean Air Act (CAA), and are referred to as criteria pollutants; emissions of VOCs, NOx, and 
other precursors to criteria pollutants from certain source categories are also regulated by EPA. 

CARBON MONOXIDE 

CO, a colorless and odorless gas, is produced in the urban environment primarily by the incom-
plete combustion of gasoline and other fossil fuels. In urban areas, approximately 80 to 90 percent 
of CO emissions are from motor vehicles. CO concentrations can diminish rapidly over relatively 
short distances; elevated concentrations are usually limited to locations near crowded inter-
sections, heavily traveled and congested roadways, parking lots, and garages. Consequently, CO 
concentrations must be analyzed on a local (microscale) basis. 

For the proposed project, CO was included explicitly in the mobile source and parking facility 
analyses, and is addressed indirectly in the heat and hot water analysis. The Proposed Project would 
result in an increase in vehicle trips greater than the CEQR Technical Manual screening threshold of 
140 trips at certain intersections. Therefore, a mobile source analysis was conducted to evaluate future 
CO concentrations with and without the Proposed Project. In addition, the Proposed Project would 
include parking facilities at certain development sites. Therefore, an analysis was conducted to 
evaluate future CO concentrations with the operation of the proposed parking facilities. 

NITROGEN OXIDES, VOCS, AND OZONE 

NOx are of principal concern because of their role, together with VOCs, as precursors in the 
formation of ozone. Ozone is formed through a series of reactions that take place in the atmosphere 
in the presence of sunlight. Because the reactions are slow, and occur as the pollutants are advected 
downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found many miles from sources of the precursor 
pollutants. The effects of NOx and VOC emissions from all sources are therefore generally 
examined on a regional basis. The contribution of any action or project to regional emissions of 
these pollutants would include any added stationary or mobile source emissions. 

The Proposed Project would not have a significant effect on the overall volume of vehicular travel 
in the metropolitan area; therefore, no measurable impact on regional NOx emissions or on ozone 
levels is predicted. An analysis of Proposed Project-related emissions of these pollutants from 
mobile sources was therefore not warranted.  

In addition to being a precursor to the formation of ozone, NO2 (one component of NOx) is also a 
regulated pollutant. Since NO2 is mostly formed from the transformation of NO in the atmosphere, 
it has mostly been of concern further downwind from large stationary sources. (NOx emissions from 
fuel combustion consist of approximately 90 percent NO and 10 percent NO2 at the source.) With 
the promulgation of the 1-hour average standard for NO2, local sources, such as vehicular 
emissions, may be of greater concern. However, given the limitations on information available re-
garding NO2 near-road background values, and the current lack of guidance and uncertainties re-
garding analysis methodologies, a qualitative discussion of mobile source-related NO2 is presented.  
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An assessment of NO2 emissions from existing large and major sources of emissions was conducted.  

LEAD 

Airborne lead emissions are currently associated principally with industrial sources. Lead in 
gasoline has been banned under the CAA and would not be emitted from any other component of 
the proposed project. Therefore, an analysis of this pollutant was not warranted. 

RESPIRABLE PARTICULATE MATTER—PM10 AND PM2.5 

PM is a broad class of air pollutants that includes discrete particles of a wide range of sizes and 
chemical compositions, as either liquid droplets (aerosols) or solids suspended in the atmosphere. 
The constituents of PM are both numerous and varied, and they are emitted from a wide variety 
of sources (both natural and anthropogenic). Natural sources include the condensed and reacted 
forms of naturally occurring VOCs; salt particles resulting from the evaporation of sea spray; 
wind-borne pollen, fungi, molds, algae, yeasts, rusts, bacteria, and material from live and decaying 
plant and animal life; particles eroded from beaches, soil, and rock; and particles emitted from 
volcanic and geothermal eruptions and from forest fires. Naturally occurring PM is generally 
greater than 2.5 micrometers in diameter. Major anthropogenic sources include the combustion of 
fossil fuels (e.g., vehicular exhaust, power generation, boilers, engines, and home heating), 
chemical and manufacturing processes, all types of construction, agricultural activities, as well as 
wood-burning stoves and fireplaces. PM also acts as a substrate for the adsorption (accumulation 
of gases, liquids, or solutes on the surface of a solid or liquid) of other pollutants, often toxic, and 
some likely carcinogenic compounds.  

As described below, PM is regulated in two size categories: particles with an aerodynamic 
diameter of less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) and particles with an aerodynamic 
diameter of less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10, which includes PM2.5). PM2.5 has the 
ability to reach the lower regions of the respiratory tract, delivering with it other compounds that 
adsorb to the surfaces of the particles, and is also extremely persistent in the atmosphere. PM2.5 is 
mainly derived from combustion material that has volatilized and then condensed to form primary 
PM (often soon after the release from a source) or from precursor gases reacting in the atmosphere 
to form secondary PM.  

Gasoline-powered and diesel-powered vehicles, especially heavy-duty trucks and buses operating 
on diesel fuel, are a significant source of respirable PM, most of which is PM2.5; PM concentrations 
may, consequently, be locally elevated near roadways. Since the traffic generated by the Proposed 
Project would exceed the PM emission screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17, Sections 210 
and 311 of the CEQR Technical Manual, a quantified assessment of emissions from traffic 
generated by the Proposed Project was performed for PM and an analysis was conducted to 
evaluate future PM concentrations with the operation of the parking facilities assumed to be 
developed with the Proposed Project. An assessment of PM emissions from existing large and 
major sources of emissions was conducted.  

SULFUR DIOXIDE 

SO2 emissions are primarily associated with the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels (oil and 
coal). SO2 is also of concern as a precursor to PM2.5 and is regulated as a PM2.5 precursor under 
the New Source Review permitting program for large sources. Due to the federal restrictions on 
the sulfur content in diesel fuel for on-road and non-road vehicles, no significant quantities are 
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emitted from vehicular sources. Vehicular sources of SO2 are not significant and therefore analysis 
of SO2 from mobile and/or non-road sources was not warranted.  

Impacts of SO2 from existing large and major sources of emissions were evaluated.  

NONCRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, non-criteria air pollutants (also called air 
toxics) may be of concern. Air toxics are those pollutants that are known or suspected to cause 
serious health effects in small doses. Air toxics are emitted by a wide range of human-made and 
naturally occurring sources. Emissions of many air toxics from industries are regulated by EPA. 
In addition, air pollutants associated with motor vehicles, including compounds designated by 
EPA as mobile source air toxics (MSATs), are associated with a range of health effects. Based on 
current National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidance for projects subject to Federal 
Highway Administration evaluation, most actions would have low or no meaningful MSAT 
effects. The Proposed Project would increase traffic in the study area, but would not result in a 
traffic increase that would materially affect MSAT emissions.  

As portions of the Project Area are located within 400 feet of a manufacturing district, an analysis 
to examine the potential for impacts from industrial emissions was performed. 

C. AIR QUALITY STANDARDS, REGULATIONS, AND BENCHMARKS 

NATIONAL AND STATE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

As required by the CAA, primary and secondary NAAQS have been established1 for six major air 
pollutants: CO, NO2, ozone, respirable PM (both PM2.5 and PM10), SO2, and lead. The primary 
standards represent levels that are requisite to protect public health, allowing an adequate margin 
of safety. The secondary standards are intended to protect the nation’s welfare, and account for air 
pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the environ-
ment. The primary standards are generally either the same as the secondary standards or more 
restrictive. The NAAQS are presented in Table 15-1. The NAAQS for CO, annual NO2, and 3-
hour SO2 have also been adopted as the ambient air quality standards for New York State, but are 
defined on a running 12-month basis rather than for calendar years only. New York State also has 
standards for total suspended particles, settleable particles and 24-hour and annual SO2, which 
correspond to federal standards that have since been revoked or replaced, and for the noncriteria 
pollutants  fluoride and hydrogen sulfide.  

Federal ambient air quality standards do not exist for noncriteria pollutants; however, as 
mentioned above, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) has 
issued standards for three noncriteria compounds. DEC has also developed a guidance document 
DAR-12 (February 2021), which contains a compilation of annual and short term (1-hour) 
guideline concentrations for numerous other noncriteria compounds. The DEC thresholds 
represent ambient levels that are considered safe for public exposure. 

 
1 EPA. National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 40 CFR part 50. 
2 DEC. DAR-1: Guidelines for the Evaluation and Control of Ambient Air Contaminants Under Part 212. 

February 2021. 
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Table 15-1 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

Pollutant 
Primary Secondary 

ppm µg/m3 ppm µg/m3 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
8-Hour Average  9 (1) 10,000 

None 
1-Hour Average 35 (1) 40,000 

Lead  
Rolling 3-Month Average NA 0.15 NA 0.15 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
1-Hour Average (2) 0.100 188 None 
Annual Average 0.053 100 0.053 100 

Ozone (O3) 
8-Hour Average (3) 0.070 140 0.070 140 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 
24-Hour Average (1) NA 150 NA 150 

Fine Respirable Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
Annual Mean (4) NA 12 NA 15 
24-Hour Average (5) NA 35 NA 35 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
1-Hour Average (6) 0.075 196 NA NA 
Maximum 3-Hour Average (1) NA NA 0.50 1,300 

Notes:  ppm – parts per million (unit of measure for gases only) 
µg/m3 – micrograms per cubic meter (unit of measure for gases and particles, including lead) 
NA – not applicable 

All annual periods refer to calendar year. 
Standards are defined in ppm. Approximately equivalent concentrations in μg/m3 are presented. 

1. Not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
2. 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration.  
3. 3-year average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum 8-hr average concentration. 
4.  3-year average of annual mean. 
5.  Not to be exceeded by the annual 98th percentile when averaged over 3 years. 
6.  3-year average of the annual 99th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration. 

Source: 40 CFR Part 50: National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

  

NAAQS ATTAINMENT STATUS AND STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 

The CAA, as amended in 1990, defines non-attainment areas (NAA) as geographic regions that have 
been designated as not meeting one or more of the NAAQS. When an area is designated as non-attain-
ment by EPA, the state is required to develop and implement a State Implementation Plan (SIP), which 
delineates how a state plans to achieve air quality that meets the NAAQS under the deadlines esta-
blished by the CAA, followed by a plan for maintaining attainment status once the area is in attainment.  
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In 2002, EPA re-designated New York City as in attainment for CO. Under the resulting 
maintenance plans, New York is committed to implementing site-specific control measures 
throughout the City to reduce CO levels, should unanticipated localized growth result in elevated 
CO levels during the maintenance period. The second CO maintenance plan for the region was 
approved by EPA on May 30, 2014. 

EPA clarified on July 29, 2015 that the PM10 non-attainment designation for Manhattan only 
applied to the revoked annual standard.  

The five New York City counties and Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland, Westchester, and Orange 
Counties had been designated as a PM2.5 NAA (New York Portion of the New York–Northern 
New Jersey–Long Island, NY–NJ–CT NAA) since 2004 under the CAA due to exceedance of the 
1997 annual average standard, and were also nonattainment with the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS 
since November 2009. The area was redesignated as in attainment for that standard effective April 
18, 2014 and is now under a maintenance plan. EPA lowered the annual average primary standard 
to 12 µg/m3 effective March 2013. EPA designated the area as in attainment for the 12 µg/m3 
NAAQS effective April 15, 2015. 

Effective June 15, 2004, EPA designated Nassau, Rockland, Suffolk, Westchester, and the five New 
York City counties (NY portion of the New York–Northern New Jersey–Long Island, NY-NJ-CT, 
NAA) as a moderate non-attainment area for the 1997 8-hour average ozone standard. In March 2008 
EPA strengthened the 8-hour ozone standards, but certain requirements remain in areas that were 
either nonattainment or maintenance areas for the 1997 ozone standard (“anti-backsliding”). EPA 
designated the same NAA as a marginal NAA for the 2008 ozone NAAQS, effective July 20, 2012.  

On April 11, 2016, as requested by New York State, EPA reclassified the area as a “moderate” 
NAA. On July 19, 2017 DEC announced that the New York Metro Area (NYMA) is not projected 
to meet the July 20, 2018 attainment deadline and DEC therefore requested that EPA reclassify 
the NYMA to “serious” nonattainment. EPA reclassified the NYMA from “moderate” to “serious” 
NAA, effective September 23, 2019, which imposed a new attainment deadline of July 20, 2021. 
DEC’s current SIP dated November 29, 2021 states that based on monitoring data, New York 
State has not demonstrated compliance with the 2008 ozone NAAQS and has therefore DEC 
requested that EPA reclassify the NYMA to “severe” nonattainment. On April 30, 2018, EPA 
designated the same area as a moderate NAA for the revised 2015 ozone standard. DEC plans to 
submit an attainment demonstration for the 2015 ozone standard when EPA reclassifies the 
NYMA as a severe non-attainment area for the 2008 ozone standard. EPA is currently reviewing 
the revisions to New York’s SIP plan. 

New York City is currently in attainment of the annual-average NO2 standard. EPA has designated 
the entire state of New York as “unclassifiable/attainment” of the 1-hour NO2 standard effective 
February 29, 2012. Since additional monitoring is required for the 1-hour standard, areas will be 
reclassified once three years of monitoring data are available. 

EPA has established a 1-hour SO2 standard, replacing the former 24-hour and annual standards, effec-
tive August 23, 2010. In December 2017, EPA designated the entire State of New York as in attainment 
for this standard, with the exception of Monroe County, which was designated “unclassifiable” and a 
portion of St. Lawrence County as “nonattainment.” 

DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) regulations and CEQR Technical Manual 
state that the significance of a predicted consequence of a project (i.e., whether it is material, 
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substantial, large or important) should be assessed in connection with its setting (e.g., urban or 
rural), its probability of occurrence, its duration, its irreversibility, its geographic scope, its mag-
nitude, and the number of people affected.3 In terms of the magnitude of air quality impacts, any 
action predicted to increase the concentration of a criteria air pollutant to a level that would exceed 
the concentrations defined by the NAAQS (see Table 15-1) would be deemed to have a potential 
significant adverse impact. Similarly, for non-criteria pollutants, predicted exceedance of the DEC 
DAR-1 guideline concentrations would be considered a potential significant adverse impact. 

In addition, to maintain concentrations lower than the NAAQS in attainment areas, or to ensure 
that concentrations would not be significantly increased in non-attainment areas, threshold levels 
have been defined for certain pollutants; any action predicted to increase the concentrations of 
these pollutants above the thresholds would be deemed to have a potential significant adverse 
impact, even in cases where violations of the NAAQS are not predicted. 

CO DE MINIMIS CRITERIA 

New York City has developed de minimis criteria to assess the significance of the increase in CO 
concentrations that would result from the impact of proposed projects or actions on mobile 
sources, as set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. These criteria set the minimum change in 
CO concentration that defines a significant environmental impact. Significant increases of CO 
concentrations in New York City are defined as: (1) an increase of 0.5 ppm or more in the 
maximum 8-hour average CO concentration at a location where the predicted No Action 8-hour 
concentration is equal to or between 8 and 9 ppm; or (2) an increase of more than half the 
difference between baseline (i.e., No Action) concentrations and the 8-hour standard, when No 
Action concentrations are below 8.0 ppm. 

PM2.5 DE MINIMIS CRITERIA  

In addition, New York City uses de minimis criteria to determine the potential for significant 
adverse PM2.5 impacts under CEQR: 

• Predicted increase of more than half the difference between the background concentration and 
the 24-hour standard;    

• Annual average PM2.5 concentration increments that are predicted to be greater than 0.1 µg/m3 
at ground level on a neighborhood scale (i.e., the annual increase in concentration representing 
the average over an area of approximately 1 square kilometer, centered on the location where 
the maximum ground-level impact is predicted for stationary sources; or at a distance from a 
roadway corridor similar to the minimum distance defined for locating neighborhood scale 
monitoring stations); or  

• Annual average PM2.5 concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 0.3 
µg/m3 at a discrete receptor location (elevated or ground level). 

Actions predicted to increase PM2.5 concentrations by more than the above de minimis criteria are 
considered to have the potential for a significant adverse impact. The above de minimis criteria have 
been used to evaluate the significance of predicted impacts of the Proposed Project on PM2.5 
concentrations. In determining whether the exceedances constitute a significant adverse air quality 
impact, ESD’s evaluation of localized projected exceedances of the de minimis criteria considers 

 
3 New York City. CEQR Technical Manual. Chapter 1, Section 222. March 2014; and SEQR Regulations. 

6 NYCRR § 617.7 
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whether they contribute to or exacerbate a violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS or have the potential to 
result in sustained exposure giving rise to public health concerns. 

D. METHODOLOGY FOR PREDICTING POLLUTANT 
CONCENTRATIONS 

REASONABLE WORST-CASE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 

In order to assess the possible effects of the Proposed Project, two reasonable worst-case development 
scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the With Action condition; one that maximizes commercial 
uses (Maximum Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes residential uses (Maximum 
Residential Scenario) (see Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” Table 2-3). In general, when analyzing 
potential impacts due to the Proposed Project, development that results in higher levels of emissions 
was assumed. For the mobile source analysis, air quality impacts were determined based on the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, as that scenario would maximize vehicle trip generation.  

To provide for a conservative analysis, the stationary source air quality analysis considers the 
Maximum Residential Scenario, as this scenario would introduce more sensitive uses.  

As discussed in the DEIS, the stationary source air quality analysis considered the maximum 
illustrative building height for each development site (referred to as the illustrative massing 
scenario), as well as an additional 150 feet of height for future design flexibility (referred to as the 
additional height scenario). The additional height scenario assessed the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project’s fossil fuel-fired heat and hot water systems on other Proposed Project 
buildings. However, because all Proposed Project buildings would be designed to operate with 
fully electric heating and hot water systems, there is no potential for project-on-project stationary 
source air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed in the DEIS, because the proposed 
developments are much taller in height than existing sources of emissions in the study area, 
maximum pollutant concentrations would occur below the top of the illustrative building 
massings. Therefore, the taller height buildings under the additional height scenario were not 
modeled for this FEIS analysis. 

MOBILE SOURCES  

The prediction of vehicle-generated emissions and their dispersion in an urban environment 
incorporates meteorological phenomena, traffic conditions, and physical configuration. Air 
pollutant dispersion models mathematically simulate how traffic, meteorology, and physical 
configuration combine to affect pollutant concentrations. The mathematical expressions and 
formulations contained in the various models attempt to describe an extremely complex physical 
phenomenon as closely as possible. However, because all models contain simplifications and 
approximations of actual conditions and interactions, and since it is necessary to predict the 
reasonable worst-case condition, most dispersion analyses predict conservatively high 
concentrations of pollutants, particularly under adverse meteorological conditions. 

The mobile source analyses for the Proposed Project employ models approved by EPA that have 
been used for evaluating air quality impacts of projects in New York City, other parts of New York 
State, and throughout the country. The modeling approach includes a series of conservative assump-
tions relating to meteorology, traffic, and background concentration levels resulting in a conserva-
tively high estimate of expected pollutant concentrations that could ensue from the Proposed Project. 
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NITROGEN DIOXIDE 

In order to evaluate the microscale effect of mobile source emissions due to the Proposed Project 
on NO2 concentrations, predicted mobile source pollutant concentrations at affected roadways and 
intersections would need to be added to background concentrations. Community-scale monitors 
currently in operation could be used to represent background NO2 conditions away from roadways, 
but there is substantial uncertainty regarding background concentrations at or near ground-level 
locations in close proximity to roadways. 

EPA regulations require that two new near-road NO2 monitors operate in the New York 
metropolitan region.4 New York and New Jersey have selected two near-road sites—Queens 
College (at a location near the Horace Harding Expressway/I-495) and a site near the approach to 
the George Washington Bridge in Fort Lee. These sites were selected based on a review of factors, 
including fleet mix, roadway design, congestion patterns, terrain, and meteorology and are 
intended to represent locations having the greatest potential for NO2 concentrations from roadway 
sources of emissions.  

Monitored background concentrations at these locations were reviewed.5 A three-year (2017–
2019) 98th percentile 1-hour average concentration of 126 µg/m3 was measured at the Fort Lee 
near-road monitor site, and based on the most recent three-year period for which data is available 
(2019-2021), was 107 µg/m3. For the Queens College near-road monitor station, the 98th 
percentile 1-hour concentration averaged over 2019—2021 was measured as 96 µg/m3. The 
concentrations at both monitoring sites are well below the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS of 188 µg/m3. 
Furthermore, when the near-road data at the site near I-495 is compared to the nearby Queens 
College rooftop monitoring station, the background concentrations were within five percent, and 
slightly lower monitored concentrations were observed at the near-road location when compared 
to the rooftop station. Given the current lack of guidance and uncertainties regarding the effect of 
mobile sources of NO2 on ambient concentrations and the analysis methodologies to assess it, the 
effect of the Proposed Project on 1-hour NO2 from mobile sources was evaluated qualitatively.  

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

Vehicle Emissions  
Engine Emissions 

Vehicular CO and PM engine emission factors were computed using the EPA mobile source 
emissions model, Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES3).6 This emissions model is 
capable of calculating engine, brake wear, and tire wear emission factors for various vehicle types, 
based on the fuel type (e.g., gasoline, diesel, or natural gas), meteorological conditions, vehicle 
speeds, vehicle age, roadway type and grade, number of starts per day, engine soak time, and 
various other factors that influence emissions, such as inspection maintenance programs. The 
inputs and use of MOVES incorporate the most current guidance available from DEC. 

 
4 EPA. Network Design Criteria for Ambient Air Quality Monitoring, 40 CFR Part 58 Appendix D. 
5 EPA. Air Quality System Data Mart Air Data available via https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data. 

Accessed June 13, 2022. 
6 EPA. Overview of EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES3). EPA-420-R-21-004. March 

2021. There is no stand-alone user’s guide for MOVES3 as information is incorporated into the interface. 

https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data.%20Accessed%20June%2013
https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data.%20Accessed%20June%2013
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Vehicle classification data were based on data obtained from other traffic studies, because data 
collection was not possible under atypical conditions due to COVID-19. Appropriate credits were 
used to accurately reflect the inspection and maintenance program.7 County-specific hourly 
temperature and relative humidity data obtained from DEC were used. 

Road Dust 
The contribution of re-entrained road dust to PM10 concentrations, as presented in the PM10 SIP, is 
considered to be significant; therefore, the PM10 estimates include both exhaust and road dust. PM2.5 
emission rates were determined with fugitive road dust to account for their impacts in local microscale 
analyses. However, fugitive road dust was not included in the neighborhood scale PM2.5 microscale 
analyses, since the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) considers it to 
have an insignificant contribution on that scale. Road dust emission factors were calculated according 
to the latest procedure delineated by EPA8 and the CEQR Technical Manual. 

Traffic Data 
Traffic data for the intersection analysis were derived from existing traffic counts (which included 
data collected from other studies due to data collection restrictions), projected future growth in 
traffic, and other information developed as part of the traffic analysis for the Proposed Project (see 
Chapter 14, “Transportation”). Traffic data for the future without the Proposed Project (the No 
Action condition) and the With Action condition were employed in the respective air quality 
modeling condition. The weekday morning (8:00 AM to 9:00 AM), midday (12:00 Noon to 1:00 
PM), and evening (5:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak periods were analyzed.  

Since detailed traffic information is not available for other periods, traffic conditions were 
conservatively estimated as follows: 

Traffic Volumes 
The peak morning, midday, and evening period traffic volumes were used as a baseline for deter-
mining off-peak volumes. Off-peak traffic volumes in the No Action condition were determined 
by using the 24-hour distributions of actual vehicle counts collected at the nearest automatic traffic 
recorder (ATR) locations to adjust the peak hour volumes to reflect lower volumes during the non-
peak periods. For the project-generated vehicle trips, off-peak increments from the Proposed 
Project were estimated by using the 24-hour parking demand for the Proposed Project to adjust 
the peak hour volumes to reflect lower volumes during the non-peak periods. The traffic conditions 
for the analyzed peak periods were used to characterize conditions during the weekend period, in 
order to determine annual average concentrations. This results in a conservative analysis.  

Vehicle Speeds 
Due to COVID-related restrictions on collection of field data, vehicle speeds for the existing 
condition were estimated based on data collected in the area for the 2010 15 Penn Plaza FEIS, as 
well as available data from the Traffic Information Management System (TIMS) maintained by 

 
7 The inspection and maintenance programs require inspections of automobiles and light trucks to 

determine if pollutant emissions from each vehicle exhaust system are lower than emission standards. 
Vehicles failing the emissions test must undergo maintenance and pass a repeat test to be registered in 
New York State. 

8 EPA. Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42. Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point 
and Area Sources, Ch. 13.2.1. NC. http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42. January 2011. 
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the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT) to supplement any gaps in traffic infor-
mation. Vehicle Speeds for the No Action and With Action conditions were then determined based 
on projecting existing speeds using delay information obtained from the transportation analysis.  

For non-peak periods between the hours of 5:00 AM and 9:00 PM, the peak period delays 
corresponding to the closest peak period (AM, MD, or PM) were assumed. For the overnight 
period, No Action and With Action vehicle speeds were assumed to be 15 miles per hour as a 
conservative estimate for free flow speeds in the area.  

Dispersion Model for Microscale Analyses 
The CO and PM concentrations due to vehicular emissions adjacent to the analysis sites were 
predicted using the American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regula-
ted Model (AERMOD) Version 21112.9 AERMOD is a state-of-the-art dispersion model, applic-
able to rural and urban areas, flat and complex terrain, surface and elevated releases, and multiple 
sources (including point, area, and volume sources). AERMOD is a steady-state plume model that 
incorporates current concepts about flow and dispersion in complex terrain, including updated 
treatments of the boundary layer theory, understanding of turbulence and dispersion, and includes 
handling of terrain interactions. AERMOD has been a recommended model for transportation air 
quality analyses for several years and EPA mandated its use for transportation conformity 
purposes after a three-year transition period.10 Following EPA guidelines, the analysis was 
performed using an area source representation of emission sources in order to simulate traffic-
related air pollutant dispersion.11 In addition, the weighted average release height and initial 
vertical source parameters were calculated for each modeled roadway. Hourly traffic volumes and 
associated emission factors were used to estimate hourly emission rates from each modeled 
roadway segment and predict traffic-related air pollutant concentrations at receptor locations.  

Meteorology 
In general, the transport and concentration of pollutants from vehicular sources are influenced by 
three principal meteorological factors: wind direction, wind speed, and atmospheric stability. 
Wind direction influences the direction in which pollutants are dispersed, and atmospheric 
stability accounts for the effects of vertical mixing in the atmosphere. These factors, therefore, 
influence the concentration at a particular prediction location (receptor). 

The AERMOD model includes the modeling of hourly concentrations based on hourly traffic data and 
five years of monitored hourly meteorological data. The data consists of surface data collected at 
LaGuardia Airport and upper air data collected at Brookhaven, New York for the period 2015–2019. 
All hours were modeled, and the highest predicted concentration for each averaging period is presented. 

Analysis Years 
The microscale analyses was performed for an interim analysis year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a final 
analysis year (Phase 2) of 2044, the year by which the Proposed Project is assumed to be completed. 

 
9 EPA. User’s Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD). Office of Air Quality Planning and 

Standards. EPA-454/B-19-027. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. April 2021. 
10 EPA. Revisions to the Guideline on Air Quality Models: Final rule. Federal Register, Vol. 82, No. 10, 

January 2017. 
11 EPA. Project-Level Conformity and Hot-Spot Analyses, available at: https://www.epa.gov/state-and-

local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses#pmguidance 

https://www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses#pmguidance
https://www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses#pmguidance
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The analysis was performed for both the No Action condition and the With Action condition. 

Background Concentrations 
Background concentrations are those pollutant concentrations originating from distant sources that 
are not directly included in the modeling analysis, which directly accounts for vehicular emissions 
on the streets within 1,000 feet and in the line of sight of an analysis site. Background concentra-
tions must be added to modeling results to obtain total pollutant concentrations at an analysis site.  

The background concentrations for the nearest monitored location are presented in Table 15-2. 
PM concentrations are based on three recent years of monitored data (2017–2019 consistent with 
the statistical form of the NAAQS. CO concentrations are also based on the latest available three 
years of monitored data (2017–2019). These values were used as the background concentrations 
for the mobile source analysis.  

Table 15-2 
Maximum Background Pollutant Concentrations for Mobile Source Analysis 

Pollutant Average Period Location Concentration NAAQS 

CO 1-hour CCNY 2.52 ppm 35 ppm 
8-hour CCNY 1.2 ppm 9 ppm 

PM10 24-hour Division Street 39.3 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 

PM2.5 24-hour Division Street 19.7 μg/m3 35 μg/m3 
Annual Division Street 9.0 μg/m3 12 μg/m3 

Notes: 
(1) CO concentrations represent the maximum second-highest monitored concentrations from three years of 

data. 
(2) PM10 concentration represents the average highest monitored concentration from the three years of data.  
(3) PM2.5 concentration represents the average of the 98th percentile day from three years of data. 
Source: New York State Air Quality Report Ambient Air Monitoring System, DEC, 2017-2019. 
 

More recent background data was not used due to uncertainty as to whether such data would be 
representative of actual background concentrations in 2020 and 2021 due to the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 

Analysis Sites 
Intersections in the study area were reviewed for microscale analysis based on the CEQR 
Technical Manual guidance. Of those intersections, three were selected for microscale analysis 
(see Table 15-3 and Figure 15-1). These sites were selected because they are the locations in the 
study area projected to have the highest levels of incremental traffic, and, therefore, where the 
greatest air quality impacts and maximum changes in concentrations would be expected. The 
potential impact from vehicle emissions of CO, PM10, and PM2.5 was analyzed at each site. 

Table 15-3 
Mobile Source Analysis Sites 

Analysis Site Location 
1 7th Avenue and 34th Street 
2 6th Avenue and 31st Street 
3 8th Avenue and 31st Street 
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RECEPTOR PLACEMENT 

Multiple receptors (i.e., precise locations at which concentrations are evaluated) were modeled at 
the selected site(s); receptors were placed along the approach and departure links and roadway 
segments at regularly spaced intervals. Ground-level receptors were placed at sidewalk or roadside 
locations near intersections with continuous public access, at a pedestrian height of 1.8 meters. 
For prediction of annual average neighborhood-scale PM2.5 concentrations, receptors were placed 
at a distance of 15 meters from the nearest moving lane at each analysis location, based on current 
DEP guidance for mobile source PM2.5 modeling.12 

PARKING GARAGE ANALYSIS   

The Proposed Project would result in the development of four 100-space accessory parking 
garages: Site 4, Site 6, Site 7, and Site 8. Emissions from vehicles using the mechanically 
ventilated parking garages could potentially affect pollutant concentrations in the immediate 
vicinity of the ventilation outlets. Therefore, an analysis of the emissions from the outlet vent and 
their dispersion in the environment was performed, calculating pollutant levels in the surrounding 
area, using the methodology set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. 

Maximum CO concentrations were determined for the time periods when overall garage usage 
would be the greatest, considering the hours when the greatest number of vehicles would exit the 
facility. PM increments were determined on a 24-hour and annual average basis. The number of 
vehicles entering and exiting the garage were derived from the trip generation analysis described 
in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” of this FEIS. 

Emissions from vehicles entering, parking, and exiting the garages were determined using the EPA 
MOVES mobile source emission model as described in detail above for the analysis of emissions 
at intersections. For all arriving and departing vehicles, an average speed of five miles per hour was 
conservatively assumed for travel within the parking garages. In addition, all departing vehicles 
were assumed to idle for 60 seconds before proceeding to the exit. The concentrations within the 
system were calculated assuming a minimum ventilation rate based on New York City Building 
Code requirements of one cubic foot per minute of fresh air per gross square foot of garage area. 

To determine pollutant concentrations, the outlet vents were analyzed as a “virtual point source” 
using the methodology in EPA’s Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion Estimates, AP-26. This 
methodology estimates concentrations at various distances from an outlet vent by assuming that the 
concentration at the vent represents the emission rate divided by the fresh air ventilation rate, and 
determining the appropriate initial horizontal and vertical dispersion coefficients at the vent faces.  

For each parking garage analyzed, exhaust air was assumed to be vented through a single outlet at 
a height of approximately 10 feet above the sidewalk. Since specific garage designs were not yet 
available at the time of the analysis, the vent face was conservatively assumed to discharge towards 
the street that has the highest background levels of traffic for each garage. A “near” receptor was 
placed at sidewalk locations at a distance of seven feet from the vent (as referenced in the CEQR 
Technical Manual) and “far” receptor was placed on the opposite side of the street. The receptors 
were placed at a pedestrian height of six feet. A receptor was also modeled at a height of 10 feet 
above the vent to conservatively assess the air quality impacts on each building window or air 
intake location. A persistence factor of 0.77 was used to convert the maximum 1-hour average CO 
concentrations to 8-hour averages, per CEQR Technical Manual guidance, and factors of 0.6 and 

 
12 DEP. Interim Guidance for PM2.5 Analyses. March 3, 2008. 
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0.1 to convert maximum 1-hour PM2.5 concentrations to 24-hour and annual averages, respectively, 
per EPA guidance,13 accounting for meteorological variability over the longer averaging periods. 

Background and on-street concentrations were added to the modeling results to obtain the total 
ambient levels for CO. To determine compliance with the NAAQS, CO concentrations were deter-
mined for the maximum one and eight-hour average periods. The 24-hour average PM2.5 background 
concentration was used to determine the de minimis criterion-derived threshold. The on-street 
pollutant concentrations were determined using the methodology in the Air Quality Appendix of the 
CEQR Technical Manual, utilizing traffic volumes from the traffic analysis for the Proposed Project. 

STATIONARY SOURCES 

ENGINE GENERATORS 

The Penn Station Service Building on Site 2 currently contains engines that are designed to provide 
emergency power to certain Penn Station track operations in the event of a loss of utility power. 
The facility includes two 2.5-megawatt (MW) diesel engine generators. In the event Sites 1, 2, 
and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in the 
federal review process, the Proposed Project would result in the demolition of the existing Penn 
Station Service Building and construction of a new service building on Site 2A. The Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA) has stated that in the future with the Proposed Project, any diesel 
engine generators in the new service building would be used for emergency purposes only. 
Therefore, no air quality analysis of these engines was performed.  

STATION VENTILATION 

In the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern expansion of 
Penn Station in the federal review process, the new rail platforms would be designed with 
ventilation systems for passenger comfort and safety. Specific details necessary for a detailed 
examination of the impacts of these systems on the Proposed Project are not available as of the 
date of the preparation of this FEIS. To the extent that new information regarding a potential Penn 
Station expansion (e.g., more specific design information, etc.) becomes available in the future, 
additional environmental analyses and findings would thereafter be prepared to the extent required 
prior to any final action with respect to the acquisition, clearing or development of the potential 
Penn Station expansion.  

INDUSTRIAL SOURCES 

The potential impacts of existing industrial operations on pollutant concentrations at the 
development site were evaluated. Potential industrial air pollutant emission sources within 400 
feet of the proposed development sites were surveyed for inclusion in the air quality impact 
analyses, as recommended in the CEQR Technical Manual. 

Land use maps were reviewed to identify potential sources of emissions from manufactur-
ing/industrial operations. A field survey was conducted on August 14, 2020 to identify buildings 
within 400 feet of the development sites that have the potential for emitting air pollutants. A search 

 
13 EPA. AERSCREEN User’s Guide. EPA-454/B-11-001. March 2011. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 15-16  

of federal- and state-permitted facilities within the study area was conducted using EPA’s Envi-
rofacts database.14 DEP’s online permit database was also searched to identify any permitted 
industrial uses in the study area.15  

No current permitted activities were identified within the study area, and no other sources of emissions 
were identified in the land use and field surveys. Therefore, no potential for significant impacts on the 
Proposed Project are anticipated from industrial source emissions in the 2033 With Action Condition. 

ADDITIONAL SOURCES 

The CEQR Technical Manual requires an analysis of projects that may result in a significant 
adverse impact due to certain types of new uses located within 1,000 feet of a “large” or “major” 
emissions source. Major sources are defined as those located at facilities that have a Title V or 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration air permit, while large sources are defined as those located 
at facilities that require a State Facility Permit.  

A review of DEC Title V permits and the EPA Envirofacts database was performed to identify 
any federal or state-permitted facilities. Two sources have been identified: 1) an existing combined 
heat and power (CHP) plant at the Vornado 1 Penn Plaza development, and 2) an existing boiler 
plant at 1385 Broadway.16 Therefore, an analysis of these sources was performed to assess their 
potential effects on the development sites. 

Available data from DEC and Vornado (for 1 Penn Plaza), including the existing permit and 
periodic emissions summaries and reports were used. The Vornado 1 Penn Plaza boiler stack is 
approximately 225 feet above grade. The facility emissions were calculated based on the actual 
fuel usage data for Vornado 1 Penn Plaza from 2016 to 2019, and applying EPA’s Compilations 
of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42)17 emission factors for boilers. The 12-month period 
with the highest fuel usage was used for the air quality analysis. Table 15-4 presents the emission 
rates and stack parameters used in the AERMOD analysis for the analyzed facility.  

The 1385 Broadway building boiler stack is approximately 316 feet above grade. The facility 
emissions were estimated using the information developed for the air permit, and applying EPA’s 
Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42)18 for boilers firing No. 2 fuel oil. Table 
15-5 presents the emission rates and stack parameters used in the AERMOD analysis for the 
analyzed facility. 

 
14 EPA. Envirofacts. https://www3.epa.gov/enviro/. Accessed September 23, 2020. 
15 DEP. NYC DEP CATS Information. https://a826-web01.nyc.gov/dep.boilerinformationext. New York 

City Open Data https://data.cityofnewyork.us/Environment/CATS-Permits/f4rp-2kvy. Accessed August 
4, 2020 and September 24, 2020. 

16 It should be noted that at the time the DEIS was prepared, 1385 Broadway had a state facility permit and 
was therefore considered a large emission source. Subsequently, the state facility permit was converted 
to a registration, which is a minor source of emissions that is not classified as a large source per the CEQR 
Technical Manual. Nevertheless, the analysis presented in the DEIS for the facility has been retained for 
the FEIS.  

17 EPA, Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point 
and Area Sources, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42. 

18 EPA, Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point 
and Area Sources, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42 

https://data.cityofnewyork.us/Environment/CATS-Permits/f4rp-2kvy
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Table 15-4 
Stack Parameters and Emission Rates from 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant 

Parameter Value 
Stack Height (ft)(1) 225 

Stack Diameter (ft)(1) 1.7 
Exhaust Flow Rate (acfm) (1,2) 17,736 
Exhaust Temperature (°F)(1) 900 

Fuel Type Natural Gas 
NOx Short Term Emission Rate (g/s) 0.2748 

NOx Annual Emission Rate (g/s) 0.2748 
PM2.5 Short Term Emission Rate (g/s) 0.0190 

PM2.5 Annual Emission Rate (g/s) 0.0190 
Notes: 
1 The stack height, stack diameter, stack exhaust flow rate, and stack exhaust temperature are based 

on the DEC State Facility Permit. 
2 acfm = actual cubic feet per minute. 

 

Table 15-5 
Stack Parameters and Emission Rates from 1385 Broadway Boilers 

Parameter Value 
Stack Height (ft)(1) 316 

Stack Diameter (ft)(1) 3.4 
Exhaust Flow Rate (acfm) (1,2) 6,356 
Exhaust Temperature (°F)(1) 400 

Fuel Type No. 2 Fuel Oil 
NOx Short Term Emission Rate (g/s) 0.53 

NOx Annual Emission Rate (g/s) 0.53 
PM10 Short Term Emission Rate (g/s) 0.063 
PM2.5 Short Term Emission Rate (g/s) 0.057 

PM2.5 Annual Emission Rate (g/s) 0.057 
SO2 Short Term Emission Rate (g/s) 0.011 

Notes: 
1 The stack height, stack diameter, stack exhaust flow rate, and stack exhaust temperature are based on the DEC State Facility Permit. 
2 acfm = actual cubic feet per minute. 

 
The exhaust stack for the 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant is 225 feet above grade, which is approximately 
500 feet below the 1 Penn Plaza building. The stack plume exhaust is therefore influenced by the 
1 Penn Plaza building massing under all wind directions, and would be further influenced by the 
proposed nearby developments. Furthermore, there are no intervening buildings between the 1 
Penn Plaza exhaust stack and the proposed new buildings that would restrict or otherwise affect 
the CHP Plant plume exhaust in such a way as to restrict the dispersion of the plume downwind 
from the stack. Therefore, the AERMOD model for the 1 Penn Plaza CHP plant analysis was run 
with downwash only, rather than with and without downwash as per the CEQR Technical Manual.  

Potential impacts were evaluated using the AERMOD dispersion model. The AERMOD model 
calculates pollutant concentrations from one or more sources (e.g., exhaust stacks) based on hourly 
meteorological data, and has the capability to calculate pollutant concentrations at locations where 
the plume from the exhaust stack is affected by the aerodynamic wakes and eddies (downwash) 
produced by nearby structures. The analysis of potential impacts from exhaust stacks was performed 
assuming stack tip downwash, urban dispersion and surface roughness length (with and without 
building downwash), and elimination of calms. The AERMOD model also incorporates the 
algorithms from the PRIME model, which is designed to predict impacts in the “cavity region” 
(i.e., the area around a structure, which under certain conditions may affect an exhaust plume, 
causing a portion of the plume to become entrained in a recirculation region). The Building Profile 
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Input Program (BPIP) program for the PRIME model (BPIPRM) was used to determine the 
projected building dimensions modeling with the building downwash algorithm enabled. The 
modeling of downwash from sources accounts for all obstructions within a radius equal to five 
obstruction heights of the stack. 

Methodology Utilized for Estimating NO2 Concentrations 
Annual NO2 concentrations from stationary sources were estimated using a NO2 to NOx ratio of 
0.75, based on EPA guidance. 

The 1-hour average NO2 concentration increments from the Proposed Project’s stationary com-
bustion sources were estimated using the AERMOD model’s Plume Volume Molar Ratio Method 
(PVMRM) module to analyze chemical transformation within the model. The PVMRM module 
incorporates hourly background ozone concentrations to estimate NOx transformation within the 
source plume. Ozone concentrations were taken from the DEC IS 52 monitoring station, the near-
est DEC ozone monitoring station which had complete five years of hourly data available. An 
initial NO2 to NOx ratio of 10 percent at the source exhaust stack was assumed, which is considered 
representative for boilers. 

The results represent the five-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the maximum daily 1-
hour average, added to background concentrations (see below). 

Meteorological Data 
The meteorological data set consisted of five consecutive years of meteorological data, with surface 
data collected at LaGuardia Airport (2015–2019), and concurrent upper air data collected at 
Brookhaven, New York. The meteorological data provide hour-by-hour wind speeds and directions, 
stability states, and temperature inversion elevation over the five-year period. DEC-supplied 
meteorological data processed with the AERMET Version 19191 processor was used for the 
modeling analysis.  

Receptor Placement 
A comprehensive receptor network (i.e., locations with continuous public access) was developed 
for the modeling analyses. Discrete receptors (i.e., locations at which concentrations are 
calculated) were modeled along the existing and proposed buildings’ façades (including No Action 
developments) to represent potentially sensitive locations, such as operable windows and intake 
vents. For each of the buildings, receptors were conservatively placed on the façades of the 
maximum development envelope. Rows of receptors at spaced intervals on the modeled buildings 
were analyzed at multiple elevations. Generally, receptors were spaced at a 10-foot interval 
vertically, while horizontally, receptor spacing was a minimum of 10 feet and a maximum of 30 
feet. Receptors were also placed at publicly accessible ground-level locations. 

Background Concentrations 
To estimate the maximum expected total pollutant concentrations at a given location (receptor), the 
predicted impacts from the emission sources were added to a background value that accounts for 
existing pollutant concentrations from other sources (see Table 15-6). The background levels were 
based on concentrations monitored at the nearest DEC ambient air monitoring stations over a recent 
three-year period for which data are available (2017–2019). Note that more recent background data 
was not used due to uncertainty as to whether such data would be representative of actual 
background concentrations in 2020 or 2021 due to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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Table 15-6 
Background Pollutant Concentrations for Stationary Souce Analysis 

Pollutant Average Period Location Concentration (μg/m3) NAAQS (μg/m3) 

NO2 Annual1 IS 52 32.8 100 
1-hour2 111 188 

SO2 1-hour3 IS 52 14.6 196 
PM2.5  24-hour Division Street 19.7 35 
PM10 24-Hour4 Division Street 39.3 150 

Notes:  
1 Annual average NO2 background concentration is based on the highest value over three years of data, 

from 2017-2019. 
2 The 1-hour NO2 background concentration is based on the maximum 98th percentile One-Hour NO2 

concentration averaged over three years of data, from 2017-2019. 
3 The 1-hour SO2 background concentration is based on the maximum 99th percentile concentration 

averaged over three years of data, from 2017-2019. 
4 PM10 is based on the average of the three-year highest value from 2017-2019. 
Source: New York State Air Quality Report Ambient Air Monitoring System, DEC, 2017–2019. 
 

PM2.5 annual average impacts were assessed on an incremental basis and compared with the PM2.5 
de minimis criteria, without considering the annual background. Therefore, the annual PM2.5 
background is not presented in the table. The PM2.5 24-hour average background concentration of 
19.6 µg/m3 (based on the 2017 to 2019 average of 98th percentile concentrations measured at the 
Division Street monitoring station) was used to establish the de minimis value for the 24-hour 
increment, consistent with the guidance provided in the CEQR Technical Manual.  

Total 1-hour NO2 concentrations were calculated following methodologies that are accepted by 
EPA (EPA “Tier 3”) and are considered appropriate and conservative. The methodology used to 
determine the compliance of total 1-hour NO2 concentrations from the proposed sources with the 
1-hour NO2 NAAQS was based on adding the monitored background to modeled concentrations, 
as follows: hourly modeled concentrations from proposed sources were first added to the seasonal 
hourly background monitored concentrations; then the highest combined daily 1-hour NO2 
concentration was determined at each receptor location and the 98th percentile daily 1-hour 
maximum concentration for each modeled year was calculated within the AERMOD model; finally 
the 98th percentile concentrations were averaged over three years (2017-2019). 

Analysis Years 

The analysis was performed for an interim analysis year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a final analysis 
year (Phase 2) of 2044, the year by which the Proposed Project is assumed to be completed. 

Determining the Significance of Air Quality Impacts 
Predicted values were compared with NAAQS for NO2, SO2, and PM10, and the CEQR Technical 
Manual de minimis criteria for PM2.5. In the event that exceedances of NAAQS or de minimis 
criteria were predicted, air quality restrictions were proposed for the site, describing the fuel and/or 
heat and hot water system exhaust stack design measures that would be required to avoid a 
significant adverse air quality impact. 

E. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The representative criteria pollutant concentrations measured in recent years at DEC air quality 
monitoring stations nearest to the Project Area are presented in Table 15-7. The values presented 
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are consistent with the form of the NAAQS. As shown in the table, the recently monitored levels 
did not exceed the NAAQS. It should be noted that these values are somewhat different from the 
background concentrations used in the stationary source and mobile source analyses, since these 
are the most recent reported monitored values, rather than more conservative values used for dis-
persion modeling. The concentrations presented in Table 15-7 provide a comparison of the air 
quality in the Proposed Project area with the NAAQS. The background concentrations set forth in 
the table were obtained from several years of monitoring data, and represent a conservative 
estimate of the highest concentrations for future ambient conditions. 

Table 15-7 
Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data 

Pollutant Location Units Averaging Period Concentration NAAQS 

CO CCNY ppm 1-hour 1.68 35 
8-hour 1.1 9 

SO2 IS 52 µg/m3 1-hour 14.6 196 
PM10 Division Street µg/m3 24-hour 43 150 

PM2.5 Division Street µg/m3 Annual 9 12 
24-hour 19.7 35 

NO2 
IS 52 µg/m3 Annual 31.7 100 
IS 52 1-hour 110.6 188 

Lead IS 52 µg/m3 3-month 0.0027 0.15 
Ozone IS 52 ppm 8-hour 0.070 0.075 

Notes:  
(1) The CO concentration for the short-term average is the second-highest from the three years of data.  
(2) The PM10 concentration for the short-term average is the highest from the three years of data. 
(3) PM2.5 annual concentrations are the average of 2017–2019 annual concentrations, and the 24-hour concentration is the average of 

the annual 98th percentiles in the same period.  
(4) The SO2 1-hour and NO2 1-hour concentrations are the average of the 99th percentile and 98th percentile, respectively, of the highest 

daily 1-hour maximum from 2017 to 2019.  
(5) The lead concentrations is based on the highest quarterly average concentration measured in 2019. 
(6) The ozone concentration is based on the 3-year average (2017–2019) of the 4th highest daily maximum 8-hour average 

concentrations. 
Source: New York State Air Quality Report Ambient Air Monitoring System, DEC, 2017–2019. 

 

F. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 

MOBILE SOURCES 

CO 

CO concentrations in the 2033 No Action condition were determined using the methodology 
previously described. Table 15-8 shows future maximum predicted 1-hour and 8-hour CO 
concentrations, including background concentrations, at the analysis intersections in the No 
Action condition. The values shown are the highest predicted concentrations for the receptor 
locations for any of the time periods analyzed.  
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Table 15-8 
2033 Maximum Predicted CO No Action Concentrations 

Analysis Site Location 
1-Hour Concentration 

(ppm) 
8-Hour Concentration 

(ppm) 
1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 4.0 1.7 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 5.1 2.1 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 4.6 1.9 

Notes: 
1-hour standard (NAAQS) is 35 ppm; 8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
Concentration includes a 1-hour average background concentration of 2.5 ppm and an 8-hour average 
background concentration of 1.2 ppm. 
 

PM10 

PM10 concentrations in the 2033 No Action condition were determined by using the methodology 
previously described. Predicted future PM10 24-hour concentrations, including background con-
centrations, at the analyzed intersections in the No Action condition are presented in Table 15-9. 
The values shown represent the maximum of the sixth-highest predicted concentrations for the 
receptor locations combined with the background concentration, consistent with EPA guidance on 
determining potential violations of the NAAQS.19 As shown in the table, No Action condition 
concentrations are predicted to be well below the PM10 NAAQS.  

Table 15-9 
2033 Total Predicted 24-Hour Average 

PM10 No Action Concentrations (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location Concentration 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 84.1 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 77.1 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 79.5 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 150 μg/m3. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 39.3 µg/m3. 

 

PM2.5 

Using the methodology previously described, maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average 
PM2.5 concentrations in the No Action condition for the 2033 analysis year were calculated so that 
they could be compared with the NAAQS. Based on this analysis, the maximum predicted 
localized 24-hour average and neighborhood-scale annual average PM2.5 concentrations in the No 
Action condition are presented in Table 15-10. The values shown for the 24-hour average PM2.5 
concentrations represent the maximum of the 98th percentile concentrations for the modeled 
receptor locations combined with the background concentrations, consistent with EPA guidance 
on determining potential exceedances of the NAAQS.  

 
19 EPA. Project-Level Conformity and Hot-Spot Analyses, available at: https://www.epa.gov/state-and-

local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses#pmguidance 

https://www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses#pmguidance
https://www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/project-level-conformity-and-hot-spot-analyses#pmguidance
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Table 15-10 
2033 Maximum Predicted  

PM2.5 No Action Concentrations (µg/m3) 

Analysis Site Location 
24–Hour 
Average 

Annual 
Average  

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 29.3 10.1 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 27.4 9.7 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 28.1 9.8 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 35 μg/m3; annual average 12 µg/m3. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 19.7 µg/m3 for 24-hour average and 9.0 
µg/m3 for the annual average. 

 

STATIONARY SOURCES 

In the 2033 No Action condition, development will occur on Sites 4 and 7. Site 4 will be 
redeveloped with a 1.1 million-gsf mixed-use building and Site 7 will be redeveloped with a 1.6-
million-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space. Development on the other sites is not 
anticipated by 2033, and it is assumed that the emissions from these buildings on these sites will 
remain unchanged from existing conditions. Overall, stationary source emissions in the 2033 No 
Action Condition would be similar to the 2033 With Action Condition. 

EFFECT OF MACY’S PROJECT 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” there is a potential background development 
project associated with the existing Macy’s building located one block north of the Project Area. 
At this time, it is unclear whether the project will move forward, and therefore it is discussed 
qualitatively for disclosure purposes. No potential impacts on the potential Macy’s development 
from the Proposed Project would occur because, as discussed above, project buildings would be 
designed to operate with fully electric heating and hot water systems with the only on-site emission 
sources being emergency back-up generators. The Macy’s site currently uses Con Edison steam 
for energy and any future development would be likely to continue to use steam or electric-
powered heating and hot water systems. If the future development were to use fossil fuels, the 
potential for their use to result in adverse impacts would be assessed in the approval process for 
the new development. Therefore, no potential significant adverse air quality impacts are 
anticipated due to the potential Macy’s development project.  

G. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 
In the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition, Sites 1, 4 and 7 would be redeveloped; the potential 
below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be completed; and the 
reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would be completed. 
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MOBILE SOURCES 

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

CO  
CO concentrations for the 2033 With Action condition were predicted using the methodology 
previously described. Tables 15-11 and 15-12 show the future maximum predicted 1-hour and 8-
hour average CO concentrations at the intersections studied, respectively. The values shown are 
the highest predicted concentrations. The results indicate that the Proposed Project in the 2033 
With Action condition would not result in any violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour CO standard. In 
addition, the incremental increases in 8-hour average CO concentrations are small, and 
consequently would not result in a violation of the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis CO 
criteria. Therefore, mobile source CO emissions from the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant adverse air quality impact. 

Table 15-11 
2033 Maximum Predicted 1-Hour Average  

CO With Action Concentrations (ppm) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action  

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 4.0 4.1 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 5.1 5.2 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 4.6 4.8 

Notes: 
1-hour standard is 35 ppm. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 2.5 ppm. 
 

Table 15-12 
2033 Maximum Predicted 8-Hour Average  

CO With Action Concentrations (ppm) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action  De Minimis 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 1.7 1.7 4.7 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 2.1 2.2 5.0 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 1.9 2.0 4.9 

Notes: 
8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 1.2 ppm. 
 
PM10 
PM10 concentrations for the 2033 With Action condition were determined using the methodology 
previously described and used in the No Action condition. Table 15-13 presents the predicted PM10 
24-hour concentrations at the analyzed intersections in the With Action condition. As described for 
the No Action condition, the values shown represent the maximum of the sixth- highest predicted 
concentrations for the receptor locations combined with the background concentration. As shown in 
Table 15-13, no violations of the PM10 NAAQS are predicted at the analyzed intersection for the 
2033 With Action condition. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are predicted due to PM10 
concentrations from mobile sources in the 2033 With Action condition.  



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 15-24  

Table 15-13 
2033 Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average  

PM10 With Action Concentration (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 84.1 85.5 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 77.1 79.2 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 79.5 81.1 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 150 μg/m3. 
Concentrations presented include a background concentration of 39.3 µg/m3. 

 
PM2.5   
Using the methodology previously described, the maximum predicted localized 24-hour average 
and neighborhood-scale annual average incremental PM2.5 concentrations for the 2033 analysis 
year were calculated to be compared with the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria, as 
presented in Tables 15-14 and 15-15, respectively.   

Table 15-14 
2033 Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average PM2.5  

Incremental Concentrations (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location Increment De Minimis Criterion 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 0.5 7.7 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 0.6 7.7 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 0.4 7.7 

Notes: PM2.5 de minimis criteria—24-hour average, not to exceed more than half the difference between 
the background concentration (19.7 µg/m3) and the 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3. 

 
Table 15-15 

2033 Maximum Predicted Annual Average PM2.5  
Incremental Concentrations (µg/m3) 

Analysis Site Location Increment  De Minimis Criterion 
1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 0.08 0.1 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 0.098 0.1 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 0.07 0.1 

Note: PM2.5 de minimis criteria—annual (neighborhood scale), 0.1 µg/m3.  
 

Total predicted concentrations in the No Action and With Action condition for the 2033 analysis 
year were also calculated so that they could be compared with the NAAQS, as presented in Tables 
15-16 and 15-17 for the 24-hour and annual average periods, respectively. As previously 
described, the values shown for the total 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations represent the 
maximum of the 98th percentile concentrations for the modeled receptor locations combined with 
the background concentrations.  
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Table 15-16 
2033 Predicted 24-Hour Average  

PM2.5 With Action Concentration (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 29.3 29.6 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 27.4 27.7 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 28.1 28.7 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 35 μg/m3. 
Concentrations presented include a background concentration of 19.7 µg/m3. 
 

Table 15-17 
2033 Predicted Annual Average  

PM2.5 With Action Concentration (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 10.1 10.2 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 9.7 9.8 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 9.8 9.9 

Notes: 
NAAQS—annual average 12 μg/m3. 
Concentrations presented include a background concentration of 9.0 µg/m3. 
 
The results show that the 24-hour and annual PM2.5 increments are predicted to be below the de 
minimis criterion, and total concentrations are below the NAAQS at each of the analysis sites.  

NO2 
 There are currently no established analysis techniques to determine reliably whether modeled 
concentrations due to emissions from mobile sources in the study area would be above or below 
the 1-hour NO2 standard in the 2033 No Action condition or With Action condition. However, the 
traffic associated with the Proposed Project is not expected to change NO2 concentrations 
appreciably, since the vehicular traffic increments associated with the 2033 With Action condition 
would be a small percentage of the total number of vehicles in the area. Based on the traffic data 
for the near-road NO2 monitoring location in New York City and New Jersey (at a location the 
Horace Harding Expressway/I-495 in Queens, and near the approach to the George Washington 
Bridge in Fort Lee, respectively), which are considered to have worst-case effects from population 
exposure to high traffic areas, monitored 98th percentile 1-hour average NO2 concentrations are 
well below the NAAQS. Therefore, the projected traffic due to the Proposed Project, which is 
located in an area with corridors that experience comparatively lower levels of traffic, is not 
expected to change NO2 concentrations sufficiently to result in an exceedance of the NAAQS.  

PARKING GARAGE ANALYSIS 

In the 2033 With Action condition, accessory parking garages on Site 4 and Site 7 are expected to 
be complete. Based on the methodology previously described, the maximum predicted CO and 
PM concentrations from the proposed parking facility at each of these sites was analyzed, 
assuming a near side sidewalk receptor on the same side of the street (seven feet) as the parking 
facility, and a far side sidewalk receptor on the opposite side of Eighth Avenue (for Site 4) and 
Seventh Avenue (for Site 7).  

The maximum predicted eight-hour average CO concentration of all the receptors modeled for the 
two analyzed parking facilities are presented in Table 15-18. As shown in the table, the maximum 
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predicted concentration is substantially below the applicable standard of 9 ppm and the de minimis 
CO criteria.  

The maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average PM2.5 incremental concentrations are shown 
in Table 15-19 and Table 15-20, respectively. 

Table 15-18 
2033 Maximum Predicted 8-Hour Average  
Parking Garage CO Concentrations (ppm) 

Site 
Receptor with Maximum 

Concentration 
Garage 

Contribution  
On-street 

Contribution 
Background 

Concentration 
Total 

Concentration 
Site 4 Far Side 0.01 0.3 1.2 1.5 
Site 7 Far Side 0.02 0.3 1.2 1.5 

Note: 
8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
This table is new to the FEIS. 
 

Table 15-19 
2033 Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average  

Parking Garage PM2.5 Increments (µg/m3) 

Site 

Receptor with 
Maximum 

Concentration Garage Contribution  
On-street 

Contribution Total Increment 
Site 4 Near Side 0.03 N/A (1) 0.03 
Site 7 Near Side 0.04 N/A (1) 0.04 

Notes: 
The 24-hour average PM2.5 de minimis criterion is 7.7 µg/m3. 
1. Contribution from adjacent street not included since receptor is not downwind of on-street sources. 
This table is new to the FEIS. 
 

Table 15-20 
2033 Maximum Predicted Annual Average  
Parking Garage PM2.5 Increments (µg/m3) 

Site 

Receptor with 
Maximum 

Concentration Garage Contribution  
On-street 

Contribution Total Increment 
Site 4 Near Side 0.005 N/A (1) 0.005 
Site 7 Near Side 0.006 N/A (1) 0.006 

Notes: 
The annual average PM2.5 de minimis criterion is 0.1 µg/m3. 
1. Contribution from adjacent street not included since receptor is not downwind of on-street sources. 
This table is new to the FEIS. 
 

As shown in the tables, the maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average PM2.5 increments are 
0.04 µg/m3 and 0.006 µg/m3, respectively, which are well below the respective PM2.5 de minimis 
criteria 7.7 µg/m3 for the 24-hour average concentration and 0.3 µg/m3 for the annual average 
concentration. Therefore, the proposed parking garages would not result in any significant adverse 
air quality impacts in the 2033 Phase 1 With Action condition. 
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STATIONARY SOURCES 

ADDITIONAL SOURCES 

Potential stationary source impacts from existing large emission sources on the Proposed Project 
for the 2033 analysis year were determined using the methodology previously described. Sites 4 
and 7 were determined to be within 1,000 of a large or major source (1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant).  
The maximum estimated concentrations of NO2, SO2, and PM10 from the modeling analysis were 
added to the background concentrations to estimate total air quality concentrations on Sites 4 and 
7, while PM2.5 concentrations were compared with the PM2.5 de minimis criteria. Total 1-hour NO2 
concentrations were determined following the refined EPA Tier 3 approach described earlier for 
the heating and hot water system analysis. The results of the AERMOD analysis are presented in 
Table 15-21.  

Table 15-21 
Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentrations (µg/m3)  

from 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant on the Proposed Project 

Pollutant Averaging Period 
Maximum Modeled 

Concentration5 
Background 

Concentration  
Total 

Concentration 
NAAQS / De 

Minimis Criteria  

NO2 
Annual (1) 2.7 32.8 35.5 100 

1-hour  182.8 N/A (2) 182.8 188 

PM2.5  
24-hour 2.3 N/A 2.3 7.7(3) 

Annual 0.19 N/A 0.19 0.3 (4) 

Notes: 
1. Annual NO2 concentrations were estimated using a NO2/NOx ratio of 0.75, based on EPA modeling guidance. 
2. The 1-hour average NO2 concentration represents the maximum of the total 98th percentile 1-hour NO2 concentration 

predicted at any receptor using seasonal-hourly background concentrations. 
3. PM2.5 de minimis criteria— 24-hour average, not to exceed more than half the difference between the background 

concentration and the 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3. 
4. PM2.5 de minimis criteria—annual (discrete receptor), 0.3 µg/m3. 
5. Reported modeling receptor locations do not include locations with restrictions to be imposed on the location of 

operable windows or air intakes on the eastern façade of Site 4 between a height of 265 feet and 295 feet above 
grade. 

 

To ensure that there are no potential significant adverse air quality impacts from the CHP Plant at 
1 Penn Plaza, certain restrictions would be imposed by the project documents. These restrictions 
were assumed in the analysis results presented in Table 15-21, and are outlined below.  

RESTRICTIONS TO BE IMPOSED ON LOCATION OF WINDOWS AND AIR INTAKES 

The conclusion that no significant air quality impacts due to emissions from the CHP Plant at 1 
Penn Plaza on the Proposed Project is based on the assumption that certain design requirements 
would be incorporated into the project documents. The design requirements apply to the location 
of air intakes and operable windows and are discussed below.  

This restriction may be modified or determined to be unnecessary by ESD at the time each building 
is developed, based on new information or technology or updated standards. Any such 
determination would be based upon further environmental analysis. Furthermore, if the CHP Plant 
at 1 Penn Plaza is decommissioned prior to the development of Site 4, the restrictions on operable 
windows and air intakes on the site would no longer be required.  
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Site 4 
Due to the current configuration of the 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant, if the emissions from this source 
continue, or until Site 5 is developed (since that site would provide additional turbulence that 
results in lower pollutant concentrations on Site 4 from the 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant), no operable 
windows or air intakes would be permitted on the eastern façade of Site 4 between a height of 265 
feet and 295 feet above grade.  

H. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

MOBILE SOURCES 

CO 

CO concentrations in the 2044 No Action condition were determined using the methodology 
previously described. Table 15-22 shows future maximum predicted 1-hour and 8-hour CO 
concentrations, including background concentrations, at the analysis intersections in the No 
Action condition. The values shown are the highest predicted concentrations for the receptor 
locations for any of the time periods analyzed.  

Table 15-22 
2044 Maximum Predicted  

CO No Action Concentration 
Analysis 

Site Location 
1-Hour Concentration 

(ppm) 
8-Hour Concentration 

(ppm) 
1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th 

Street 
5.4 2.4 

2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 6.1 2.5 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 6.9 2.8 

Notes: 
1-hour standard (NAAQS) is 35 ppm; 8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
Concentration includes a 1-hour average background concentration of 2.5 ppm and an 8-hour average 
background concentration of 1.2 ppm. 
 

PM10   

PM10 concentrations in the 2044 No Action condition were determined by using the methodology 
previously described. Predicted future PM10 24-hour concentrations, including background 
concentrations, at the analyzed intersections in the No Action condition are presented in Table 
15-23. The values shown represent the maximum of the sixth-highest predicted concentrations for 
the receptor locations combined with the background concentration, consistent with EPA guidance 
on determining potential violations of the NAAQS. As shown in the table, No Action condition 
concentrations are predicted to be well below the PM10 NAAQS.  
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Table 15-23 
2044 Total Predicted 24-Hour Average 

PM10 No Action Concentrations (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location Concentration 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 97.2 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 85.7 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 93.3 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 150 μg/m3. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 39.3 µg/m3. 

 

PM2.5 

Using the methodology previously described, maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average 
PM2.5 concentrations in the No Action condition for the 2044 analysis year were calculated so that 
they could be compared with the NAAQS. Based on this analysis, the maximum predicted 
localized 24-hour average and neighborhood-scale annual average PM2.5 concentrations in the No 
Action condition are presented in Table 15-24. The values shown for the 24-hour average PM2.5 
concentrations represent the maximum of the 98th percentile concentrations for the modeled 
receptor locations combined with the background concentrations, based on EPA guidance on 
determining potential violations of the NAAQS.  

Table 15-24 
2044 Maximum Predicted  

PM2.5 No Action Concentrations (µg/m3) 

Analysis Site Location 24 –Hour 
Annual 
Average  

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 31.3 10.6 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 28.8 10.1 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 30.2 10.3 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 35 μg/m3; annual average 12 µg/m3. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 19.7 µg/m3 for 24-hour average and 9.0 
µg/m3 for the annual average 

 

STATIONARY SOURCES 

In the 2044 No Action condition, Site 5 will be redeveloped in addition to Sites 4 and 7, which 
will be completed by the 2033 analysis year. Site 5 will be redeveloped with an approximately 
250,000-gsf office building with ground-floor retail space. No development is assumed on Sites 
1, 2, 3, 6, and 8, and these sites would remain as in existing conditions. Overall, stationary source 
emissions in the 2044 No Action Condition would be lower than the 2044 With Action Condition. 
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I. FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 

MOBILE SOURCES 

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

CO 
CO concentrations for the 2044 With Action condition were predicted using the methodology 
previously described. Tables 15-25 and 15-26 shows the future maximum predicted 1-hour and 
8-hour average CO concentrations at the intersections studied, respectively. The values shown are 
the highest predicted concentrations. The results indicate that the Proposed Project in the 2044 
With Action condition would not result in any violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour CO standard. In 
addition, the incremental increases in 8-hour average CO concentrations are small, and 
consequently would not result in a violation of the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis CO 
criteria. Therefore, mobile source CO emissions from the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant adverse air quality impact.  

Table 15-25 
2044 Maximum Predicted 1-Hour Average  

CO With Action Concentrations (ppm) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action  

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 5.4 8.8 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 6.1 11.4 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 6.9 9.5 

Notes: 
1-hour standard is 35 ppm. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 2.52 ppm. 
 

Table 15-26 
2044 Maximum Predicted 8-Hour Average  

CO With Action Concentrations (ppm) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action  De Minimis 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 2.4 3.0 5.1 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 2.5 4.2 5.2 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 2.8 3.8 5.3 

Notes: 
8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
Concentration includes a background concentration of 1.2 ppm. 
 
PM10   
PM10 concentrations for the 2044 With Action condition were determined using the methodology 
previously described and used in the No Action condition. Table 15-27 presents the predicted 
PM10 24-hour concentrations at the analyzed intersections in the With Action condition. As 
described for the No Action condition, the values shown represent the maximum of the sixth 
highest predicted concentrations for the receptor locations combined with the background 
concentration. 
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Table 15-27 
2044 Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average PM10 

With Action Concentration (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 97.2 106.6 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 85.7 104.5 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 93.3 108.9 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 150 μg/m3. 
Concentrations presented include a background concentration of 39.3 µg/m3. 

 
PM2.5   
Using the methodology previously described, the maximum predicted localized 24-hour average 
and neighborhood-scale annual average incremental PM2.5 concentrations for the 2044 analysis 
year were calculated to be compared with the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria, as 
presented in Tables 15-28 and 15-29, respectively.   

Table 15-28 
2044 Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average PM2.5 

Incremental Concentrations (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location Increment De Minimis Criterion 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 2.3 7.7 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 4.8 7.7 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 3.4 7.7 

Notes:  
PM2.5 de minimis criteria—24-hour average, not to exceed more than half the difference between the 
background concentration (19.7 µg/m3) and the 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3. 

 
Table 15-29 

2044 Maximum Predicted Annual Average PM2.5  
Incremental Concentrations (µg/m3) 

Analysis Site Location 
No 

Action 
With 

Action Increment  
De Minimis 
Criterion 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 10.6 11.0 0.48 0.1 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 10.1 11.1 1.02 0.1 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 10.3 10.9 0.63 0.1 

Notes: PM2.5 de minimis criterion—annual (neighborhood scale), 0.1 µg/m3.  
 
Total predicted concentrations in the No Action and With Action condition for the 2044 analysis 
year were also calculated so that they could be compared with the NAAQS, as presented in Tables 
15-30 and 15-31 for the 24-hour and annual average periods, respectively. As previously 
described, the values shown for the total 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations represent the 
maximum of the 98th percentile concentrations for the modeled receptor locations combined with 
the background concentrations.  

The results in Tables 15-28 and 15-30 show that the 24-hour PM2.5 increments are predicted to be 
below the de minimis criterion, and total concentrations are below the NAAQS at each of the 
analysis sites, respectively. 
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Table 15-30 
2044 Total Predicted 24-Hour Average  

PM2.5 With Action Concentration (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 31.3 32.9 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 28.8 32.0 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 30.2 32.9 

Notes: 
NAAQS—24-hour average 35 μg/m3. 
Concentrations presented include a background concentration of 19.7 µg/m3. 
 

Table 15-31 
2044 Total Predicted Annual Average  

PM2.5 With Action Concentration (µg/m3) 
Analysis Site Location No Action  With Action 

1 Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 10.6 11.0 
2 Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street 10.1 11.1 
3 Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street 10.3 10.9 

Notes: 
NAAQS—annual average 12 μg/m3. 
Concentrations presented include a background concentration of 9.0 µg/m3. 
 

As shown in 15-29, the maximum annual incremental PM2.5 concentration is predicted to exceed 
the de minimis criterion at all three intersection sites analyzed. For mobile sources, the increase in 
annual-average PM2.5 is determined at a distance of 15 meters (approximately 50 feet) from a 
roadway corridor, which is similar to the minimum distance defined for locating neighborhood 
scale monitoring stations. The potential exceedances of the annual de minimis criterion were 
predicted at the intersections Seventh Avenue and 34th Street, Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street, 
and Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street. The potential exceedances would be limited to the 
immediate areas around these intersections. The areas with modeled exceedances of the de minimis 
criterion include the sidewalk locations at the affected intersections and the immediate 
surroundings, which include portions of Sites 1B, 2, 5, and 6, and are primarily comprised of retail 
and commercial office buildings. The affected areas are primarily used by transient users 
(pedestrians), therefore, the overall exposure to the predicted PM2.5 exceedances at the affected 
locations near these intersections would be brief. Because the areas affected represent a portion of 
the area within the neighborhood, the effect on PM2.5 concentrations would not represent a 
neighborhood-scale effect but rather a localized one.  

Furthermore, while the maximum incremental increase in PM2.5 concentration was predicted to 
exceed the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria, it should be noted that the de minimis 
criteria by itself is not a direct indicator of unhealthy air quality. When added to the current 
measured background concentrations at the nearest representative DEC monitoring station 
(Division Street in Manhattan), the maximum total short-term concentration is 32.9 µg/m3, which 
is below the NAAQS of 35 µg/m3 (see Table 15-30), and the maximum total annual-average 
concentration is 11.1 µg/m3, which is below the NAAQS of 12 µg/m3 (see Table 15-31). Future 
background concentrations are expected to be lower, continuing a long-term trend in 
improvements in ambient air quality, due to ongoing efforts at the state and local levels to improve 
air quality. These include DEC’s implementation plans for regional haze, the New York City 
Climate Mobilization Act and the New York State Climate Leadership and Community Protection 
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Act, which seek to reduce emissions from fossil fuels through use of renewable energy sources 
and increased energy efficiency.   

The prediction of future PM2.5 concentrations from the Proposed Project are based on very 
conservative assumptions of future traffic conditions and vehicle emissions (in particular, the analysis 
does not assume any significant change in current utilization of gasoline and diesel powered vehicles 
versus electric vehicles). When accounting for the above mentioned factors, both the incremental 
PM2.5 concentrations from the Proposed Project’s mobile sources and the ambient background PM2.5 
concentrations are anticipated to be significantly reduced in the 2044 analysis year as compared to 
current levels. 

The Proposed Project would not contribute to or exacerbate a violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS even 
with the very conservative assumptions used in this analysis. Therefore, the exceedances of the PM2.5 
de minimis criteria on an annual basis would not constitute a significant adverse air quality impact.  

NO2  
Similar to the assessment for the 2033 With Action condition, while initial monitored concentra-
tions are below the NAAQS, there are currently no established analysis techniques to determine 
reliably whether modeled concentrations due to emissions from mobile sources in the study area 
would be above or below the 1-hour NO2 standard in the 2044 No Action condition or the With 
Action condition. However, the vehicular traffic increments associated with the 2044 With Action 
condition would be a small percentage of the total number of vehicles in the area. There would 
also be an increasing percentage of newer vehicles that meet EPA’s lower emission limits (Tier 3 
emission standards for light duty vehicles) entering the fleet, which are expected to reduce 
emissions of NO2 from vehicles. Furthermore, based on the traffic data for the near-road NO2 
monitoring location in New York City and New Jersey (at a location the Horace Harding 
Expressway/I-495 in Queens, and near the approach to the George Washington Bridge in Fort Lee, 
respectively), which are considered to have worst-case effects from population exposure to high 
traffic areas, monitored 98th percentile 1-hour average NO2 concentrations are well below the 
NAAQS. Therefore, the projected traffic due to the Proposed Project, which is located in an area 
with corridors that experience comparatively lower levels of traffic, is not expected to change NO2 
concentrations sufficiently to result in an exceedance of the NAAQS.  

PARKING GARAGE ANALYSIS 

Under the 2044 With Action condition, all development sites are assumed to be complete and 
operational, and therefore the maximum predicted CO and PM concentrations from the four 100-
space accessory parking garages were analyzed. Based on the methodology previously described, 
a near side sidewalk receptor on the same side of the street as each parking facility was assumed, 
as well as a far side sidewalk receptor on the opposite side of the street from the parking facility.  

The maximum predicted eight-hour average CO concentration of all the receptors modeled for the 
four analyzed parking facilities are presented in Table 15-32. As shown in the table, the maximum 
predicted concentration is substantially below the applicable standard of 9 ppm and the de minimis 
CO criteria.  
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Table 15-32 
2044 Maximum Predicted 8-Hour Average  
Parking Garage CO Concentrations (ppm) 

Site 
Receptor with Maximum 

Concentration 
Garage 

Contribution  
On-street 

Contribution 
Background 

Concentration 
Total 

Concentration 
Site 4 Far side 0.008 0.4 1.2 1.6 
Site 6 Near side 0.1 1.4(1) 1.2 2.7 
Site 7 Far side 0.02 0.5 1.2 1.7 
Site 8 Far side 0.03 0.4 1.2 1.6 

Notes: 
8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 
1. Since Site 6 is adjacent to an analyzed intersection, on-street contribution is the modeled result from the intersection analysis. 

Note that the modeled result from the intersection analysis was extracted from only the receptors on either side of Seventh 
Avenue and may not be the same as the reported maximum concentration in the intersection analysis results. 

 

The maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average PM2.5 incremental concentrations are shown 
in Table 15-33 and Table 15-34, respectively. 

 

Table 15-33 
2044 Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average  

Parking Garage PM2.5 Increments (µg/m3) 

Site 
Receptor with Maximum 

Concentration Garage Contribution  
On-street 

Contribution Total Increment 
Site 4 Near side 0.03 N/A (1) 0.03 
Site 6 Near side  0.07 1.9(2) 2.0 
Site 7 Near side  0.04 N/A (1) 0.04 
Site 8 Near side 0.05 N/A (1) 0.05 

Notes: 
The 24-hour average PM2.5 de minimis criterion is 7.7 µg/m3. 
1. Contribution from adjacent street not included since receptor is not downwind of on-street sources. 
2. Since Site 6 is adjacent to an analyzed intersection, on-street contribution is the modeled result from the intersection analysis. 

Note that the modeled result from the intersection analysis was extracted from only the receptors on either side of Seventh 
Avenue and may not be the same as the reported maximum concentration in the intersection analysis results. 

 

Table 15-34 
2044 Maximum Predicted Annual Average  
Parking Garage PM2.5 Increments (µg/m3) 

Site Receptor with Maximum Concentration Garage Contribution  On-street Contribution Total Increment 
Site 4 Near side 0.005 N/A (1) 0.005 
Site 6 Near side  0.01 0.74(2) 0.75 
Site 7 Near side 0.007 N/A (1) 0.007 
Site 8 Near side 0.009 N/A (1) 0.009 

Notes: 
The annual average PM2.5 de minimis criterion is 0.1 µg/m3. 
1. Contribution from adjacent street not included since receptor is not downwind of on-street sources. 
2. Since Site 6 is adjacent to an analyzed intersection, on-street contribution is the modeled result from the intersection analysis. 

Note that the modeled result from the intersection analysis was extracted from only the receptors on either side of Seventh 
Avenue and may not be the same as the reported maximum concentration in the intersection analysis results. 

 

As shown in Table 15-33, 24-hour average PM2.5 total incremental concentrations for each garage 
would be below the PM2.5 de minimis criterion of 7.7 µg/m3. The maximum predicted PM2.5 
increment from the contribution of each garage alone is also well below the respective PM2.5 de 
minimis criteria of 7.7 µg/m3 for the 24-hour average concentration and 0.3 µg/m3 for the annual 
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average concentration. However, since Site 6 is adjacent to Seventh Avenue and 34th Street, which 
was predicted to exceed the CEQR Technical Manual annual average de minimis criterion of 0.1 
µg/m3 as a result of traffic due to the Proposed Project, the cumulative incremental PM2.5 annual 
average concentration that included the contribution from the intersection would result in a 
concentration that exceeds the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criterion on an annual average 
basis. However, as discussed above, potential impacts from the Proposed Project at intersections 
would not result in a violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS. On a neighborhood scale, PM2.5 
concentrations from the proposed parking garage would be much lower than as reported in Table 
15-34 and are considered negligible. Therefore, no violation of the NAAQS would result from 
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project’s mobile sources of emission and emissions from the 
proposed parking garages, and thus no significant adverse air quality impacts are predicted. 

POTENTIAL WEST 31ST SHARED STREET 

As noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. If 
NYCDOT chooses to implement a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, this street would remain open to vehicular traffic, but some of its traffic could divert to 
other westbound cross-streets such as West 29th Street, West 34th Street, and West 35th Street. 
Some westbound truck traffic along West 31st Street may divert to West 29th Street for access to 
the Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street/Dyer Avenue. Therefore, if the West 31st 
Street shared street is implemented by NYCDOT, the increase in mobile source concentrations 
identified along West 31st Street may be reduced in intensity but new increases could occur along 
West 29th Street instead as a result of the diversion of West 30th Street traffic. Based on the results 
of the analysis described above, no potential air quality impacts would be expected to occur relative 
to CO, PM10 and 24-hour average PM2.5. For annual average PM2.5 the incremental change in PM2.5 
concentrations at affected intersections would be anticipated to be very low. At the intersection of 
Seventh Avenue and 34th Street, annual average PM2.5 concentrations could be potentially higher, 
but the predicted increase in traffic during peak periods is less than 1 percent compared to the 2044 
With Action traffic analysis so it would not be expected to change the findings of the mobile 
source air quality analysis. Furthermore, as discussed elsewhere, the analysis was performed using 
conservative assumptions of future traffic conditions and vehicle emissions; therefore, actual PM2.5 
concentrations are expected to be significantly reduced in the 2044 analysis year.  

STATIONARY SOURCES 

INDUSTRIAL SOURCES 

The potential impacts of existing industrial operations on pollutant concentrations at the 
development site were evaluated. Potential industrial air pollutant emission sources within 400 
feet of the proposed development sites were surveyed for inclusion in the air quality impact 
analyses, as recommended in the CEQR Technical Manual. 

Land use maps were reviewed to identify potential sources of emissions from manufac-
turing/industrial operations. A field survey was conducted on August 14, 2020 to identify build-
ings within 400 feet of the project site that have the potential for emitting air pollutants. A search 
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of federal- and state-permitted facilities within the study area was conducted using EPA’s Envi-
rofacts database.20 DEP’s online permit search database was also used to identify any permitted 
industrial uses in the study area.21  

No permitted activities were identified within the study area. No other sources of emissions were 
identified in the land use and field surveys; therefore, no potential for significant impacts on the 
Proposed Project are anticipated from industrial source emissions in the 2044 With Action Condition. 

ADDITIONAL SOURCES 

Potential stationary source impacts from the existing large emission sources on the Proposed Project 
for the 2044 analysis year were determined using the methodology previously described. For the 
2044 analysis year, the large emission sources at 1 Penn Plaza and 1385 Broadway were analyzed.  

The maximum estimated concentrations of NO2, SO2, and PM10 from the modeling analysis were 
added to the background concentrations to estimate total air quality concentrations on the Proposed 
Project, while PM2.5 concentrations were compared with the PM2.5 de minimis criteria. Total 1-hour 
NO2 concentrations were determined following the refined EPA Tier 3 approach described earlier 
for the heating and hot water system analysis. The results of the AERMOD analysis for 1 Penn Plaza 
and 1385 Broadway are presented in Tables 15-35 and 15-36, respectively.  

Table 15-35 
Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentrations (µg/m3)  

from 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant on the Proposed Project 

Pollutant Averaging Period 
Maximum Modeled 

Impact5 
Background 

Concentration  
Total 

Concentration 
NAAQS / De 

Minimis Criteria  

NO2 
Annual (1) 2.4 32.8 35.2 100 

1-hour  179 N/A (1) 179 188 

PM2.5  
24-hour 5.2 N/A 5.2  7.7 (3) 

Annual 0.20 N/A 0.20 0.3 (4) 

Notes: 
1. Annual NO2 concentrations were estimated using a NO2 /NOx ratio of 0.75, based on EPA modeling guidance. 
2. The 1-hour average NO2 concentration represents the maximum total 98th percentile 1-hour concentration 
predicted at any receptor using seasonal-hourly background concentrations. 
3. PM2.5 de minimis criteria— 24-hour average, not to exceed more than half the difference between the background 
concentration and the 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3. 
4. PM2.5 de minimis criteria—annual (discrete receptor), 0.3 µg/m3. 
5. Reported modeling receptor locations do not include locations with restrictions to be imposed on the location of 
operable windows or air intakes on the western façade of Site 5 between a height of 220 feet and 330 feet above 
grade, on the southern façade of Site 5 between a height of 240 feet and 320 feet above grade, on the northern 
façade of Site 5 between 230 feet and 310 feet above grade, and on the northern and western facades of Site 7 
between a height of 260 feet and 280 feet above grade. 

 

 
20 EPA. Envirofacts. https://www3.epa.gov/enviro/. Accessed September 23, 2020. 
21 DEP. NYC DEP CATS Information. https://a826-web01.nyc.gov/dep.boilerinformationext. New York 

City Open Data https://data.cityofnewyork.us/Environment/CATS-Permits/f4rp-2kvy. Accessed August 
4, 2020 and September 24, 2020. 

https://data.cityofnewyork.us/Environment/CATS-Permits/f4rp-2kvy
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Table 15-36 
Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentrations (µg/m3)  

from 1385 Broadway on the Proposed Project 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Period 
Maximum Modeled 

Impact 
Background  

Concentration 
Total 

Concentration 
NAAQS / De 

Minimis Criteria  

NO2 Annual (1) 1.4 32.8 34.2 100 
1-hour  135 N/A (2) 135 188 

SO2 1-hour 1.04 14.6 15.6 196 
PM10 24-hour 2.4 39.3 41.7 150 

PM2.5  24-hour 2.2 N/A 2.2 7.7(3) 

Annual 0.20 N/A 0.20 0.3 (4) 

Notes: 
1. Annual NO2 concentrations were estimated using a NO2 /NOx ratio of 0.75, based on EPA modeling guidance. 
2. The 1-hour average NO2 concentration represents the maximum of the total 98th percentile 1-hour concentration 
predicted at any receptor using seasonal-hourly background concentrations. 
3. PM2.5 de minimis criteria— 24-hour average, not to exceed more than half the difference between the background 
concentration and the 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3. 
4. PM2.5 de minimis criteria—annual (discrete receptor), 0.3 µg/m3. 

 

To ensure that there are no potential significant adverse air quality impacts from the CHP Plant at 
1 Penn Plaza, certain restrictions would be imposed by the project documents. These restrictions 
were assumed in the analysis results presented in Table 15-35 and are outlined below. It should 
be noted that pollutant concentrations at receptors located on the façade of the building facing 
away from the modeled source (i.e., the eastern facades of the development sites 5 and 7) would 
be lower than predicted by the AERMOD model since the model does not directly account for the 
obstructions from the building’s bulk, which in the built environment would obstruct the source 
plume from directly impacting receptors on the far side of the building, resulting in additional 
dilution of the plume. Therefore, concentrations predicted by the model to exceed NAAQS or 
CEQR Technical Manual PM2.5 de minimis criteria at these receptors were excluded from the 
analysis results. 

As shown in Table 15-36, the predicted pollutant concentrations for all of the pollutant averaging 
periods are below their respective standards. Therefore, no significant adverse air quality impacts 
on the Proposed Project from the large emission sources at 1385 Broadway are predicted. 

RESTRICTIONS TO BE IMPOSED ON OPERABLE WINDOWS AND AIR INTAKES 

The conclusion that no significant air quality impacts due to emissions from the CHP Plant at 1 
Penn Plaza on the Proposed Project is based on the assumption that certain design requirements 
would be incorporated into the project documents. The design requirements apply to the location 
of air intakes and operable windows and are discussed below.  

These restrictions may be modified or determined to be unnecessary by ESD at the time each 
building is developed, based on new information or technology, additional facts (such as the 
decommissioning or operational changes of an existing source), or updated standards. Any such 
determination would be based upon further environmental analysis. In particular, if the CHP Plant 
at 1 Penn Plaza is decommissioned prior to the development of Sites 5 and 7, the restrictions on 
operable windows and air intakes on those sites would no longer be required. Also note that the 
restriction identified in the 2033 With Action condition for Site 4 would no longer be applicable 
due to the development of Site 5 as explained above. 
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Site 5 
Due to the current configuration of the 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant, if the emissions from this source 
continue, no operable windows or air intakes would be permitted on the western façade of Site 5 
between a height of 220 feet and 330 feet above grade, on the southern façade between a height 
of 240 feet and 320 feet above grade, and on the northern façade between 230 feet and 310 feet 
above grade.  

Site 7 
Due to the current configuration of the 1 Penn Plaza CHP Plant, if the emissions from this source 
continue, no operable windows or air intakes would be permitted on the northern and western 
façades of Site 7 between a height of 260 feet and 280 feet above grade.  
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Chapter 16:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter evaluates the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that would be generated by the 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project and its consistency with the citywide and 
statewide GHG reduction goals.  

As discussed in the Federal National Climate Assessment,1 New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) policy,2 and the 2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
Technical Manual,3 climate change is projected to have wide‐ranging effects on the environment, 
including rising sea levels, increases in temperature, and changes in precipitation levels. Although this 
is occurring on a global scale, the environmental effects of climate change are also likely to be felt at the 
local level. The federal government, New York State, and New York City have all established sus-
tainability initiatives and goals for greatly reducing GHG emissions and for adapting to climate change. 

Empire State Development (ESD), as the lead agency for the Proposed Project, has elected to follow 
New York State and New York City guidance to quantify GHG emissions where data inputs are 
reasonably available to assess the general effects of direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect GHG 
emissions, in order to inform its decisions with respect to the Proposed Project. Moreover, the lead 
agency has determined to follow additional guidance set forth in the above-referenced DEC policy 
and the CEQR Technical Manual in assessing the GHG impacts of the Proposed Project. The assess-
ment of a project’s consistency with GHG reduction goals, identified in the CEQR Technical Manual, 
is currently the most appropriate standard by which to analyze a project’s impacts on GHG emissions. 
The CEQR Technical Manual recommends that a GHG consistency assessment be undertaken for 
projects expected to result in the development of 350,000 square feet (sf) of floor area. The Proposed 
Project would exceed that threshold, since it would result in up to 18 million gross square feet (gsf) 
of developed floor area. Accordingly, a detailed GHG consistency assessment is provided for the 
above-ground mixed-use development contemplated under the General Project Plan (GPP).  

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the railroad entities—which include Amtrak, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), and New Jersey Transit (NJT)—are working 
together on a project that, if approved upon completion of an environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and compliance with various other statutory 
requirements, would expand Penn Station into the below-grade portions of Sites 1, 2, and 3. 
However, a conceptual design has not yet been prepared for the Penn Station expansion. Therefore, 

 
1 U.S. Global Change Research Program. Climate Science Special Report: Fourth National Climate 

Assessment. Volume I. 2017. 
2 NYSDEC. DEC Policy: Assessing Energy Use and Climate Change in Environmental Impact Statements. 

July 15, 2009. 
3 New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination. City Environmental Quality Review 

Technical Manual. March 2014. 
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a GHG consistency assessment for that project will be performed qualitatively in this FEIS, and a 
more detailed analysis will be prepared in the future under NEPA review.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential development 
scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a Maximum Residential 
Scenario. For this assessment of GHG emissions, both scenarios are analyzed. 

The Project Area would not be located within the nearest potential end-of-century flood hazard 
zone identified by the New York City Panel on Climate Change (NPCC). Therefore, the Proposed 
Project is unlikely to be impacted by future climate conditions related to sea level rise and 
flooding, and a more detailed assessment of the potential impacts of climate change on the 
Proposed Project is not warranted. 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

As demonstrated in this chapter, the Proposed Project would be consistent with New York City’s 
GHG reduction goals, and would be developed in compliance with recently adopted City 
requirements intended to reduce GHG emissions from buildings. In order to attain the City’s 
OneNYC GHG reduction goal to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, the City of New York enacted 
the Climate Mobilization Act (CMA). The CMA includes a number of laws geared towards 
moving New York City’s buildings towards the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions by 
targeting increased energy efficiency, utilizing roof space for installation of solar energy sources 
and green roofing, and reducing GHG emissions associated with building energy use.   

As part of the CMA, Local Law 97 (LL97) places carbon intensity limits on most buildings larger than 
25,000 sf, and those limits become more stringent over time. The City, in consultation with stake-
holders, is establishing a program to implement those limits with enforcement of the first carbon in-
tensity limits beginning in 2024. ESD would require compliance with the requirements of the CMA, 
so the Proposed Project commercial and residential buildings would be required to meet applicable 
future carbon intensity limits as well as the green/solar rooftop requirements established under the law.  

The commercial and residential building energy use (in conformance with the carbon intensity 
limits specified in LL97) and vehicle use associated with the proposed developments envisioned 
under the GPP in the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year is expected to result in up to approximately 239 
thousand metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions per year for the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, and up to approximately 218 thousand metric tons per year for the Maximum 
Residential Scenario. The GPP would require the use of fully electric heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) and hot water systems as well compliance with the CMA in future years. 
Accordingly, GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project are likely to decrease as both 
New York City and New York State make progress towards achieving 100 percent renewable 
electric grids. Fully electric buildings would also ensure consistency with the efficient buildings 
goal defined in the CEQR Technical Manual as part of the City’s GHG reduction goal.  

Moreover, additional energy efficiency measures would be identified and incorporated into the 
project buildings as their design evolves. Among other things, the Design Guidelines require such 
buildings to exceed the LEED Gold standard, perform an embodied carbon analysis and optimize 
the selection of building materials based on the results, perform enhanced MEP and envelope 
commissioning, and implement advanced energy metering and enhanced refrigerant management.  

The Proposed Project would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station. While the 
expanded Penn Station would not be subject to the Design Guidelines in the GPP, it is anticipated 
that the expanded Penn Station would seek to achieve a reduction in GHG emissions by 50 percent 



Chapter 16: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 16-3  

below current levels and to certify Penn Station as a zero carbon facility by 2050. Design elements 
for the station are currently being developed to meet these goals. As part of the design process, a 
sustainability framework for the expanded Penn Station is under development that will identify 
potential measures to achieve the emission reduction goals. These measures will be assessed for 
implementation throughout the design process.  

New York State has enacted the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (CLCPA), 
which calls for stringent limits on the statewide emission of GHGs, requiring that those emissions 
on a statewide basis be reduced by 40 percent by 2030 and 85 percent by 2050, compared with 
statewide 1990 levels. Pursuant to the CLCPA, a newly created body called the Climate Action 
Council has issued a Draft Scoping Plan outlining recommendations for attaining the GHG 
emission limits established under the statute. A Final Scoping Plan is anticipated to be issued by 
the end of 2022. Based upon recommendations made in the Final Scoping Plan, the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), as directed under the CLCPA, will 
promulgate regulations to reduce emissions, as necessary, to meet the statutory mandates. The 
CLCPA also calls for dramatic increases in the generation of power through renewable energy 
sources, and requires that significant portions of investments be directed to disadvantaged com-
munities. The DEC regulations would apply across various sectors, including the buildings and 
construction industry.  

Among other things, the Draft Scoping Plan identifies the need for widespread adoption of electric 
HVAC systems in order to achieve the GHG emission reduction goals. ESD expects that 
development in accordance with the GPP would be entirely consistent with and not hinder or 
interfere with the attainment of the future statewide emissions limits established under the CLCPA. 
If regulations promulgated by DEC under the CLCPA recommend additional regulations to impose 
emission standards even more stringent than the City’s CMA, developers of the buildings that would 
be constructed under the Proposed Project would be required to comply with such CLCPA 
regulations. The Draft Scoping Plan also prioritizes the promotion of “mobility-oriented 
development” within the state and makes the specific recommendation that ESD should “designate 
priority development areas to concentrate development and make it easier to build in areas that 
facilitate low-carbon transportation modes.”4 Since the Project Area is exactly such an area, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this recommendation. The Proposed Project would result 
in high-density development in close proximity to Penn Station and would provide new entrances 
and connections for both Penn Station and the subway system, further increasing transit access for 
the area, consistent with this recommendation of the CLCPA. Furthermore, the Proposed Project 
would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station that would alleviate the limitations on 
train operations within Penn Station and would be integrated with Penn Station, including Moynihan 
Train Hall, and enable the Gateway Program to make full use of the Hudson River Tunnels with 
additional track and platform capacity.  

The total emissions associated with construction of the mixed-use developments along with construc-
tion associated with the expanded Penn Station throughout the construction period, including both 
direct energy and emissions embedded in materials (extraction, production, and transport), would be 
approximately 1.5 million metric tons CO2e, equivalent to approximately 6 or 7 years of operational 
emissions for the Maximum Commercial and Maximum Residential Scenarios, respectively. 

 
4 New York State Climate Action Council. Draft Scoping Plan. Chapter 11, “Transportation”, Strategy T6. 

Mobility-Oriented Development. December 30, 2021. 
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The CEQR Technical Manual defines five goals by which a project’s consistency with the City’s 
emission reduction goals is evaluated: (1) efficient buildings; (2) clean power; (3) sustainable 
transportation; (4) construction-related emissions; and (5) building materials carbon intensity.  

Under the GPP, the proposed commercial and residential developments are anticipated to comply 
with the requirements of the CMA due to the GPP requirement that all developments must use 
fully electric HVAC and hot water systems. Specific energy efficiency measures and design 
elements beyond this are not known at this time; however, potential measures to further reduce 
energy consumption—allowing the electrical grid to avoid the need for fossil fuel-fired electrical 
generation during peak demand events—have been identified for consideration, such as efficient 
lighting and heating controls and inclusion of rooftop solar arrays.  

The proposed developments would also be subject to the City’s 2020 building energy code (New 
York City Energy Conservation Code [NYCECC]), as such code is updated at the time of 
construction of a project building. The NYCECC currently imposes stringent energy efficiency 
requirements. In order to meet the requirements of the CMA, the building design efficiencies 
would likely exceed these recently enacted code requirements.  

  

The Proposed Project would also support the other GHG goals by virtue of its inclusion and 
proximity to public transportation, avoidance of the use of fossil fuels for on-site combustion 
sources through the commitment to utilize fully electric HVAC and hot water systems, 
commitment to construction air quality controls, and the fact that as a matter of course, 
construction in New York City generally uses recycled steel and includes cement replacements, 
to the extent practicable. All of these factors demonstrate that the proposed development supports 
the GHG reduction goal. 

The Proposed Project would be a transit-oriented development located in close proximity to 
abundant mass transportation services, and would implement a wide variety of energy efficiency 
and sustainability measures to (i) comply with the stringent requirements of the CMA; (ii) meet 
any requirements of the CLCPA as applicable under future regulations; and (iii) meet or exceed 
the City’s stringent building energy code. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with the City’s emissions reduction goals, as defined in the CEQR Technical Manual.  

B. POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN  
GHGs are gaseous constituents of the atmosphere, both natural and anthropogenic, that absorb 
and emit radiation at specific wavelengths within the spectrum of infrared radiation emitted by the 
Earth’s surface, the atmosphere, and clouds. The general warming of the Earth’s atmosphere 
caused by this phenomenon is known as the “greenhouse effect.” Water vapor, carbon dioxide 
(CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane, and ozone are the primary GHGs in the Earth’s atmosphere. 

There are also a number of entirely anthropogenic GHGs in the atmosphere, such as halocarbons 
and other chlorine- and bromine-containing substances, which also damage the stratospheric ozone 
layer (and contribute to the “ozone hole”). Since these compounds are being replaced and phased 
out due to the 1987 Montreal Protocol, there is no need to address them in GHG assessments for 
most projects. Although ozone itself is also a major GHG, it does not need to be assessed as such at 
the project level since it is a rapidly reacting chemical and efforts are ongoing to reduce ozone 
concentrations as a criteria pollutant (see Chapter 15, “Air Quality”). Similarly, water vapor is of 
great importance to global climate change, but is not directly of concern as an emitted pollutant since 
the negligible quantities emitted from anthropogenic sources are inconsequential.  
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CO2 is the primary pollutant of concern from anthropogenic sources. Although not the GHG with the 
strongest effect per molecule, CO2 is by far the most abundant and, therefore, the most influential 
GHG. CO2 is emitted from any combustion process (both natural and anthropogenic); from some 
industrial processes such as the manufacture of cement, mineral production, metal production, and 
the use of petroleum-based products; from volcanic eruptions; and from the decay of organic matter. 
CO2 is removed (“sequestered”) from the lower atmosphere by natural processes such as 
photosynthesis and uptake by the oceans. CO2 is included in any analysis of GHG emissions. 

Methane and N2O also play an important role since the removal processes for these compounds 
are limited and because they have a relatively high impact on global climate change as compared 
with an equal quantity of CO2. Emissions of these compounds, therefore, are included in GHG 
emissions analyses when the potential for substantial emission of these gases exists. 

The CEQR Technical Manual lists six GHGs that could potentially be included in the scope of a 
GHG analysis: CO2, N2O, methane, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). This analysis focuses mostly on CO2, N2O, and methane. There are no 
significant direct or indirect sources of HFCs, PFCs, or SF6 associated with the Proposed Project. 

To present a complete inventory of all GHGs, component emissions are added together and 
presented as CO2e emissions—a unit representing the quantity of each GHG weighted by its effec-
tiveness using CO2 as a reference. This is achieved by multiplying the quantity of each GHG emitted 
by a factor called global warming potential (GWP). GWPs account for the lifetime and the radiative 
forcing5 of each chemical over a period of 100 years (e.g., CO2 has a much shorter atmospheric 
lifetime than SF6, and therefore has a much lower GWP). The GWPs for the main GHGs discussed 
here are presented in Table 16-1. 

Table 16-1 
Global Warming Potential (GWP) for Major GHGs 

Greenhouse Gas 100-year Horizon GWP 
Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 1 
Methane (CH4) 21 
Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 310 
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 140 to 11,700 
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 6,500 to 9,200 
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 23,900 
Note: The GWPs presented above are based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) Second 
Assessment Report (SAR) to maintain consistency in GHG reporting. The IPCC has since published updated GWP 
values that reflect new information on atmospheric lifetimes of GHGs and an improved calculation of the radiative 
forcing of CO2. In some instances, if combined emission factors were used from updated modeling tools, some slightly 
different GWP may have been used for this study. Since the emissions of GHGs other than CO2 represent a very 
minor component of the emissions, these differences are negligible. 
Source: 2014 CEQR Technical Manual 

 

C. POLICY AND REGULATIONS FOR REDUCING GHG EMISSIONS 
Because of the growing consensus that GHG emissions resulting from human activity have the 
potential to profoundly impact the Earth’s climate, countries around the world have undertaken 
efforts to reduce emissions by implementing global, regional, state, and local measures addressing 
energy consumption and production, land use, and other activities. The U.S. Environmental 

 
5 Radiative forcing is a measure of the influence a gas has in altering the balance of incoming and outgoing 

energy in the Earth-atmosphere system and is an index of the importance of the gas as a GHG. 
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Protection Agency (EPA) is required to regulate GHGs under the Clean Air Act and has begun 
preparing and implementing regulations. Furthermore, a number of states have joined forces to 
fight climate change. Under the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), eleven northeastern 
and Mid-Atlantic states (including New York State) have committed to regulate the amount of 
CO2 that power plants are allowed to emit, gradually reducing annual emissions to half the 2009 
levels by 2020, and reducing an additional 30 percent from 2020 to 2030. The RGGI states have 
also announced plans to reduce GHG emissions from transportation, through the use of biofuel, 
alternative fuel, and efficient vehicles 

On a state level, the New York State Energy Plan outlines the state’s energy goals and provides 
strategies and recommendations for meeting those goals. The latest version of the plan was 
published in June 2015. The plan outlines a vision for transforming the state’s energy sector that 
would result in increased energy efficiency (both demand and supply), increased carbon-free 
power production and cleaner transportation, in addition to achieving other goals not related to 
GHG emissions. The 2015 plan also establishes new targets: (1) reducing GHG emissions in New 
York State by 40 percent, compared with 1990 levels, by 2030; (2) providing 50 percent of 
electricity generation in the state from renewable sources by 2030; and (3) increasing building 
energy efficiency gains by 600 trillion British thermal units (BTU) by 2030. 

In April 2019, New York State enacted the CLCPA to impose a mandate that statewide GHG 
emissions be reduced by 40 percent by 2030 and 85 percent by 2050, compared with 1990 levels. 
The legislation charges DEC with establishing quantified GHG emission limits consistent with the 
statutory mandates, along with agency regulations to achieve those limits (in accordance with a 
scope prepared by a newly created body called the New York State Climate Action Council). The 
statute also calls for increasing generation from renewable energy sources, and ensuring that 
significant portions of the benefits (both economic and non-econmic) from sustainability 
investments are recieved by disadvantaged communities. Pursuant to these requirements, the 
Climate Action Council has released for public review and comment a Draft Scoping Plan 
outlining recommendations for attaining the GHG emission limits and reduction goals. The Final 
Scoping Plan is anticipated to be approved by the end of 2022.  

The New York City Council enacted the CMA in May 2019—a legislative package imposing 
requirements regarding increased energy efficiency, utilization of roof space for installation of 
solar energy sources/green roofing, and reductions in GHG emissions associated with building 
energy use. One component of the CMA is LL97, which is applicable to most buildings that exceed 
25,000 gsf (excluding electricity/steam generation facilities, rent-regulated accommodations, 
places of public worship, and City-owned properties). LL97 establishes annual building emission 
limits beginning in 2024 and requires the owner of a covered building to submit annual reports 
demonstrating the building is in compliance with the applicable GHG emission limits, or be 
subject to prescribed financial penalties. In order to realize the GHG reduction goals of the CMA, 
the New York City Climate Advisory Board was established—a 15-member advisory board that 
was created by the City to provide advice on potential updates to LL97 and recommendations in 
order to optimize its implementation. Board members are architects, engineers, property owners, 
representatives from the business sector and public utilities, environmental justice advocates, and 
tenant advocates. The board is to provide a report to the mayor by 2023.  

Local Laws 92 and 94 within the CMA would include requirements for buildings to utilize 
available roofing space for the installation of either a green roof or a solar photovoltaic system. A 
contiguous area of rooftop space (200 sf or smaller) not occupied by rooftop structures (i.e. 
mechanical equipment) or used for recreational purposes would be required to install a solar 
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photovoltaic system of at least 4 kW, a green roof system, or some combination thereof. The 
requirements would be applicable to all new construction and any building that would undergo 
major modification of the rooftop requiring a permit. 

The CMA is a culmination of actions taken over the last several years by New York City, and 
local governments generally, to grapple with the problem of climate change. Many local 
governments worldwide, including New York City, are participating in the Cities for Climate 
ProtectionTM campaign and have committed to adopting policies and implementing quantifiable 
measures to reduce local GHG emissions, improve air quality, and enhance urban livability and 
sustainability. New York City’s long-term comprehensive plan for a sustainable and resilient New 
York City, which began as PlaNYC 2030 in 2007, and continues to evolve today as OneNYC, 
includes GHG emissions reduction goals, many specific initiatives that can result in emission 
reductions, and initiatives aimed at adapting to future climate change impacts. The goal to reduce 
citywide GHG emissions to 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2030 (“30 by 30”) was codified by 
Local Law 22 of 2008, known as the New York City Climate Protection Act (the “GHG reduction 
goal”).6 The City has also announced a longer-term goal of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 
2005 levels by 2050 (“80 by 50”), which was codified by Local Law 66 of 2014, and has published 
a study evaluating the potential for achieving that goal. More recently, as part of OneNYC, the 
City has announced a more aggressive goal for reducing emissions from building energy down to 
30 percent below 2005 levels by 2025 and achieving carbon neutrality by 2050.  

In December 2009, the New York City Council enacted four laws addressing energy efficiency in 
large new and existing buildings, in accordance with PlaNYC. The laws require owners of existing 
buildings larger than 50,000 sf to conduct energy efficiency audits and retro-commissioning every 
10 years, to optimize building energy efficiency, and to “benchmark” the building energy and 
water consumption annually, using an online tool from the EPA. By 2025, commercial buildings 
over 50,000 sf will also require lighting upgrades, including the installation of sensors and 
controls, more efficient light fixtures, and the installation of submeters, so that tenants can be 
provided with information on their electricity consumption. The legislation also creates the 
NYCECC, which along with the Energy Conservation Construction Code of New York State, 
requires equipment installed during a renovation to meet current efficiency standards.  

Earlier this year, as part of the City’s implementation of strategies aimed at achieving the OneNYC 
GHG reduction goals, the City brought the NYCECC up to date with the 2020 Energy 
Conservation Code of New York State (2020 ECCNYS), which substantially increased the 
stringency of the building energy efficiency requirements and adopted the ASHRAE 90.1-2016 
standard as a benchmark, and aligns with NYStretch Energy Code 2020 developed by New York 
State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). 

In 2015, the City convened a Buildings Technical Working Group (TWG) to develop the policies 
and programs necessary to achieve the City’s GHG reduction goals. The TWG brought together 
dozens of leaders across many sectors, including the real estate industry, architecture, engineering, 
labor unions, academia, affordable housing, and environmental advocacy. A final report from the 
TWG was published in 2016 that outlined the analyses and recommendations for changes in 
building code, energy efficiency, and planning that needs to take place in order for the City to 
meet its GHG reduction goal. The CMA is based in large measure upon the findings of the TWG. 

 
6 Administrative Code of the City of New York, §24‐803. 
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A number of benchmarks for energy efficiency and green building design have also been 
developed (green building design considerations include factors such as material selection, which 
affects GHG emissions associated with materials extraction, production, delivery, and disposal). 
For example, the LEED system is a benchmark for the design, construction, and operation of high-
performance green buildings that includes energy efficiency components. 

To support the construction of both sustainable and resilient development consistent with the 
City’s goals, New York City has also released the New York City Active Design Guidelines and 
the New York City Climate Resiliency Design Guidelines. The Active Design Guidelines contain 
strategies for developing sustainable buildings, streets, and urban spaces that encourage active 
transportation, strategic placement of stairs and elevators, and protection against potential future 
climate change impacts. They provide design professionals with a menu of strategies for creating 
healthier buildings, streets, and urban spaces and include: 

• Urban design strategies for creating neighborhoods, streets, and outdoor spaces that encourage 
walking, bicycling, and active transportation and recreation; 

• Building design strategies for promoting active living where we work, live, and play through 
the placement and design of stairs, elevators, and indoor and outdoor spaces; and 

• Discussion of synergies between active design with sustainable and universal design init-
iatives, such as LEED. 

In connection with the expansion of Penn Station, the railroad entities would endeavor to 
incorporate project-specific climate resilient design solutions for critical infrastructure as part of 
the design of the expanded station. The railroads would coordinate to develop project-specific 
goals for the climate resilient design of the potential expansion. The project goals for climate 
resilient design solutions would be developed in light of historic climate data supplemented by 
specific, regional, forward-looking climate change data to account for the projected severity and 
frequency of future storms, sea level rise, heat waves, and precipitation.  

D. METHODOLOGY 
Climate change is driven by the collective contributions of diverse individual sources of emissions 
to global atmospheric GHG concentrations. Identifying potential GHG emissions from a proposed 
action can help decisionmakers identify practicable opportunities to reduce GHG emissions and 
ensure consistency with policies aimed at reducing overall emissions. While the increments of 
criteria pollutants and toxic air emissions are assessed in the context of health-based standards and 
local impacts, there are no established thresholds for assessing the significance of a project’s contri-
bution to climate change. Nonetheless, prudent planning dictates that all sectors address GHG emis-
sions by identifying GHG sources and practicable means to reduce them. Based on CEQR Technical 
Manual guidance, this chapter presents the total GHG emissions associated with the Proposed 
Project (from the proposed new commercial and residential buildings on the eight development sites 
in the Project Area), evaluates the GHG emissions of the Proposed Actions overall qualitatively, and 
identifies measures that would be implemented and measures that are still under consideration to 
limit emissions. This differs from most other technical areas in that it does not account for only the 
increment between the condition with and without the Proposed Project, in that the focus is on the 
total emissions associated with the uses, and on the effect of measures to reduce those emissions. 

Estimates of potential GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project are based on the 
methodology presented in the CEQR Technical Manual. Estimates of emissions of GHGs from 
operation of the commercial and residential buildings under the Proposed Project have been 
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quantified, including off-site emissions associated with use of electricity and steam, any on-site 
emissions from heat and hot water systems, and emissions from vehicle use associated with the 
proposed development. GHG emissions that would result from construction are discussed as well. 
As per the City’s guidance, analysis of the GHG emissions associated with building energy usage 
is conservatively based on the average current carbon intensity of electricity as specified in LL97. 
However, both New York City and New York State have goals to achieve 100 percent renewable 
electric grids by the year 2040. As a result, GHG emissions will likely be lower in the 2033 analysis 
year of Phase 1, the 2044 analysis year of Phase 2, and lower still in future years as the fraction of 
electricity generated from renewable sources continues to increase. Emissions from transportation 
conservatively apply the vehicle emission factors for the 2033 analysis year to the traffic generated 
in the 2044 analysis year. Similar to the emissions from the electric grid, vehicular emission factors 
will also continue to decrease in future years as vehicle engine efficiency increases, emissions 
standards continue to be made more stringent, and the vehicle mix includes more electric vehicles. 
These effects will result in lower emissions in future years. Because the methodology does not 
account for future years and other changes described above, it also does not explicitly address 
potential changes in future consumption associated with climate change, such as changes to 
electricity consumption for cooling and heating due to temperature changes. Overall, this analysis 
results in conservatively high estimates of potential GHG emissions. 

CO2 is the primary pollutant of concern from anthropogenic emission sources and is accounted for 
in the analysis of emissions from the proposed development at the eight development sites in the 
Project Area. GHG emissions for gases other than CO2 are included where practicable or in cases 
where they comprise a substantial portion of overall emissions. The various GHG emissions are 
added together and presented as metric tons of CO2e emissions per year (see “Pollutants of 
Concern,” above). 

BUILDING OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

As part of the legislative package comprising the CMA, a series of annual carbon intensity limits 
associated with building energy use were established under LL97, with initial limits taking effect 
in 2024 and periodically lowered in subsequent years. The City, in consultation with stakeholders, 
is in the process of establishing a program to implement those limits. ESD would require project 
developers to comply with the applicable future carbon intensity limits at the time of construction. 
Estimates of emissions due to building electricity and fuel use were prepared using the 2050 
citywide building carbon intensity limit as specified in LL97.7,8 In addition, the emissions 
associated with the energy usage of the proposed commercial and residential buildings was based 
on the projected annual electricity consumption and conservatively used emission factors for the 
current electrical grid as specified in LL97. 

To ensure that future developments minimize GHG emissions and meet or exceed the emission 
reduction goals of both New York City and New York State, the GPP would require future 

 
7 Specific future carbon intensity limits by use group beyond 2035 have not yet been established. Future 

carbon intensity limits would be set to achieve and maintain an annual citywide average carbon intensity 
limit of 0.0014 metric ton CO2e per sf per year by the year 2050. Therefore, this average carbon intensity 
limit was used to estimate GHG emissions in the Phase II 2044 Analysis Year. 

8 Completion of construction and operation of Sites 1, 4, and 7 would occur by the Phase 1 2033 Analysis 
Year. Building and operational emissions for Sites 1, 4, and 7 would initially be subject to the immediate 
2024-2030 and the intermediate 2030-2035 carbon intensity limits. 
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developers commit to exclusively using fully electric HVAC and hot water systems at each of the 
proposed development sites. In the draft Scoping Plan prepared under the CLCPA, the New York 
State Climate Action Council has recommended the widespread adoption of heat pump heating 
technology to facilitate building electrification with either air source heat pumps (ASHPs) or ground 
source heat pumps (GSHPs)—transferring heat between the building’s interior and either the 
ambient air or soil, respectively. Utilizing electrically powered heat pumps may reduce a building’s 
annual energy consumption for heating by more than half of a fossil-fuel fired system.  

The energy efficiency of heat pump systems are specified as the system’s Coefficient of 
Performance (COP), Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio (SEER), and Heating Seasonal 
Performance Factor (HSPF). The higher the rating, the more efficient the heat pump will be. While 
GSHPs can achieve higher energy efficiencies due to the stable temperature of soils, GSHPs 
typically require larger land area in order to transfer the full heating/cooling loads and are typically 
less practical than ASHP. Therefore, the analysis for the Proposed Project assumed the use of 
ASHPs with a minimum COP of 2.4—representing a system that would only require 1 kW to 
transfer up to 2.4 kW of heat by the system.9 

To estimate the annual energy consumption to provide heat and hot water to the proposed 
commercial and residential buildings in the With Action condition, the heating demand was 
estimated for typical New York City buildings primarily using natural gas for HVAC and hot 
water systems based on the most recent annual fuel consumption records for existing buildings. 
Total fuel consumption was then used to estimate the heating demand using the efficiency of the 
natural gas system. Lastly, the energy required to provide heating and hot water to a building’s 
occupants was estimated assuming a conservatively high energy efficiency factor of 98 percent 
for the natural gas-fired HVAC and hot water systems. Consequently, the proposed commercial 
and residential buildings were estimated to require between 25 to 49 thousand BTU of heating 
demand per square foot of development (kBTU/sf) depending on the use (equating to 7 to 14 
kWh/sf). In order to transfer the needed energy into the proposed buidings, the ASHP systems 
would consume between 3 to 6 kWh/sf. 

While the ASHP systems would provide both heating and air conditioning, the energy consumed 
for cooling was estimated directly from electricity consumption records for the same typical New 
York City buildings by use for HVAC and hot water systems primarily using natural gas. 
Estimates of electrical consumption associated with other uses (including air conditioning, 
lighting, appliances, etc.) were also included in the total energy consumption rates. This resulted 
in total electrical energy consumption rates between 4.7 to 22.8 kWh/sf. 

GHG emissions were then estimated using the carbon intensity factor for grid electricity as 
specified under LL97. Since the emissions represent generation within the current electrical grid 
and not a future analysis year, future emissions are expected to be lower as renewable energy use 
within the grid continues to increase with the objective of meeting state and City GHG reduction 
goal to achieve a 100 percent renewable electrical grid. 

MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS 

The number of annual weekday vehicle trips by mode (cars, taxis, and trucks) that would be 
generated by the Proposed Project was calculated using the transportation planning assumptions 

 
9 A COP of 2.4 is equivalent to the required Heating Seasonal Performance Factor (HSPF) of 8.2 as specified 

in 10 CFR part 430.32. 
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developed for the analysis and presented in Chapter 14, “Transportation.” The assumptions used 
in the calculation include average daily weekday person trips and delivery trips by proposed use, 
the percentage of vehicle trips by mode, and the average vehicle occupancy. Travel distances 
shown in Tables 18-6 and 18-7 and associated text of the CEQR Technical Manual were used in 
the calculations of annual vehicle miles traveled by cars, taxis, and trucks. Table 18-8 of the CEQR 
Technical Manual was used to determine the percentage of vehicle miles traveled by road type 
and the mobile GHG emissions calculator provided with the manual was used to estimate GHG 
emissions from all trips attributable to the Proposed Project. 

Based on the latest fuel lifecycle model from Argonne National Laboratory,10 emissions from 
producing and delivering fuel (“well-to-pump”) are estimated to add an additional 25 percent to 
the GHG emissions from gasoline and 27 percent from diesel. Although upstream emissions 
(emissions associated with production, processing, and transportation) of all fuels can be 
substantial and are important to consider when comparing the emissions associated with the 
consumption of different fuels, fuel alternatives are not being considered for the proposed 
development, and as per CEQR Technical Manual guidance, the well-to-pump emissions are not 
considered in the analysis. The assessment of tailpipe emissions is only in accordance with the 
CEQR Technical Manual guidance on assessing GHG emissions and the methodology used in 
developing the New York City GHG inventory, which is the basis of the GHG reduction goal. 

The projected total annual vehicle miles traveled by roadway type for the 2044 Build Year, 
forming the basis for the GHG emissions calculations from mobile sources, are summarized in 
Table 16-2. 

Table 16-2 
Vehicle Miles Traveled per Year 

Maximum Commercial Scenario (2044) 
Roadway Type Passenger  Taxi  Truck  

Local 4,057,312 1,314,732 13,860,732 
Arterial 8,852,317 2,867,568 30,241,597 

Interstate/Expressway 5,532,698 1,792,230 18,900,998 
Total 18,442,327 5,974,530 63,003,327 

 

Table 16-3 
Vehicle Miles Traveled per Year 

Maximum Residential Scenario (2044) 
Roadway Type Passenger  Taxi  Truck  

Local 3,794,701 1,178,564 12,593,638 
Arterial 8,279,348 2,571,413 27,477,029 

Interstate/Expressway 5,174,593 1,607,133 17,173,143 
Total 17,248,643 5,357,110 57,243,811 

 

 
10 Based on GREET1_2016 model from Argonne National Laboratory. 
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CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

A description of construction activities is provided in Chapter 20, “Construction.” Construction 
emissions include emissions from on-road trips, on-site non-road engines, and materials 
extraction, production, and transport.  

The number of vehicle trips by mode (worker cars, delivery trucks) that would be generated by 
construction of the Proposed Project was calculated using the assumptions developed for the 
analysis and presented in Chapter 20, “Construction.” The assumptions used in the calculation 
include average daily workers, the percentage of auto trips, and the average vehicle occupancy to 
develop annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with commuting workers. An average 
round-trip commute distance of 25.3 miles (based on the average trip to work distance for the New 
York Metropolitan Area)11 for construction workers in the New York City Region was used. 
Similarly, the numbers of trucks (concrete trucks, dump trucks, and tractor trailers) for each phase 
of construction activity were used to estimate truck VMT. Distances for truck deliveries were 
developed based on estimates of the origin and destination of materials for the Proposed Project. 
Table 18-8 of the CEQR Technical Manual was used to determine the percentage of vehicle miles 
traveled by road type and the most recent version of the EPA MOVES model was used to obtain 
an estimate of car and truck GHG emission factors used to produce the associated emissions 
attributable to the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project would result in construction worker travel of 12,809,778 VMT. 
Additionally, the Proposed Project would result in construction truck trips totaling 15,474,120 
VMT. These data were used as the basis for the GHG emissions calculations from mobile sources, 
applying emission factors as described above for operational mobile source emissions. 

On-site emissions from non-road construction engines have been estimated based on specific 
estimates of construction activity and fuel consumption data from EPA’s NONROAD emissions 
model. A detailed schedule for the use of non-road construction engines was developed, as 
described in Chapter 20, “Construction.” The detailed data, including the number, type, power 
rating, and hours of operation for all construction engines was coupled with fuel consumption rate 
data from EPA’s NONROAD model to estimate total fuel consumption throughout the duration 
of construction activities. Non-road construction engines are estimated to require approximately 
3.7 million gallons of diesel equivalent throughout the duration of construction. The quantity of 
fuel was then multiplied by an emission factor of 10.30 kilograms CO2e per gallon of diesel fuel.12  

Upstream emissions related to the production of construction materials were estimated based on 
the expected quantity of iron or steel and cement. Although other materials will be used, cement 
and metals have the largest embodied energy and direct GHG emissions associated with their 
production, and substantial quantities would be used for the Proposed Action. 

The construction is estimated to require 991,927 metric tons of cement. While some cement 
replacements such as fly ash and/or slag may also be used, and concrete content would be 
optimized to the extent feasible, the precise origin of cement for this project is unknown at this 
time. Therefore, a conservative emission factor of 0.928 metric tons of CO2e per metric ton of 

 
11 NYSDOT. 2009 NHTS, New York State Add-On. Key Tables. Table 3: Average Travel Day Person-Trip 

Length By Mode and Purpose, trip-to work distance for SOV in NYMTC 10-county area. 2011. 
12 EPA. Emission Factors for Greenhouse Gas Inventories. 1 April 2021.  
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cement produced was applied to estimate emissions associated with energy consumption and 
process emissions for cement production.13  

The construction is estimated to require 396,119 metric tons of steel and other metals (e.g., 
structural, rebar, aluminum). Similarly, recycled steel would most likely be used for most 
structural steel since the steel available in the region is mostly recycled. However, conservative 
emission factors of 0.60 metric tons of CO2e per metric ton of steel product produced was applied 
to estimate emissions associated with production energy consumption,14 and 0.65 metric tons of 
CO2e per metric ton of steel product produced for process emissions associated with steel 
production were applied.15 

EMISSIONS FROM SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

The Proposed Project would not fundamentally change the City’s solid waste management system. 
Therefore, as per the CEQR Technical Manual, GHG emissions from solid waste generation, 
transportation, treatment, and disposal are not quantified. 

E. PROJECTED GHG EMISSIONS 

BUILDING OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

The building floor area, emission intensity, and resulting GHG emissions from each of the uses 
included in the Proposed Project across all proposed development sites are presented in detail for 
both the Maximum Commercial Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario in Tables 16-4 and 
16-5, respectively. While emissions associated with the operation of the expanded Penn Station 
are not quantified, current design strategies seek to advance the railroad entities’ goal of achieving 
a 50 percent reduction from current emissions of GHG by 2030 and net-zero carbon emissions for 
Penn Station by 2050. Therefore, emissions associated with the expanded Penn Station are 
anticipated to decrease over time as compared to existing conditions. 

As discussed above, estimates of emissions for the fully electric commercial and residential 
buildings were prepared using energy consumption estimates utilizing ASHP along with the 
carbon intensity factor for the current electric grid as specified in LL97 for the 2024-2029 period. 
Emissions were conservatively estimated using emission factors representative of the current 
electricity grid, and do not include New York City and New York State’s goals to achieve a 100 
percent renewable electrical grid. Therefore, GHG emissions are anticipated to be much less than 
those presented as the emission factors for the regional electric grid are reduced.  

 

 
13 The Portland Cement Association. Life Cycle Inventory of Portland Cement Manufacture. 2006. 
14 Arpad Horvath et al. Pavement Life-cycle Assessment Tool for Environmental and Economic Effects, 

Consortium on Green Design and Manufacturing. UC Berkeley. 2007. 
15 Based on 42.3 teragrams of CO2e emitted and 65,460 thousand tons produced; USEPA. Inventory of U.S. 

Climate Change and Sinks: 1990–2009. April 15, 2011. 
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Table 16-4 
Annual Building Energy Emissions, Proposed Project 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Source Use 

Building 
Area 
(gsf) 

Energy Usage Intensity 
(kWh/gsf-year) (1)  

Annual Grid 
Electricity GHG 
Emissions (Near 

Term LL97 Emission 
Factor) 

(metric tons CO2e) (2) 
Residential 414,762 7.96 954 
Office 13,058,031 22.82 86,089 
Local Retail 503,834 15.97 2,325 
Destination Retail 307,000 15.97 1,417 
Hotel 476,840 17.90 2,466 
Community Facility 18,398 20.77 110 
Mechanical / Non-Program 3,435,887 4.66 4,626 
Parking 100,000 4.66 135 

Total:  98,122 
Notes:  
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
(1) Energy usage intensities were developed based on representative building energy requirements and assuming an 
electric system with a COP of at least 2.4.  
(2) GHG emissions associated with building electricicty usage were estimated using an emission factor of 0.000288962 
metric tons of CO2e per kWh as specified within LL97 for the 2024-2029 period.   

 

Table 16-5 
Annual Building Energy Emissions, Proposed Project 

Maximum Residential Scenario 

Source Use 

Building 
Area 
(gsf) 

Energy Usage Intensity 
(kWh/gsf-year) (1) 

Annual Grid 
Electriticity GHG 
Emissions (Near 

Term LL97 Emission 
Factor) 

(metric tons CO2e) (1) 
Residential 1,309,028 7.96 3,059 
Office 11,560,875 22.82 76,218 
Local Retail 503,834 15.97 2,325 
Destination Retail 319,000 15.97 1,472 
Hotel 306,660 17.90 1,586 
Community Facility 18,398 20.77 110 
Mechanical / Non-Program 3,225,940 4.66 4,344 
Parking 100,000 4.66 135 

Total:  89,250 
Notes:  
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
(1) Energy usage intensities were developed based on representative building energy requirements and assuming an 
electric system with a COP of at lest 2.4.  
(2) GHG emissions associated with building electricicty usage were estimated using an emission factor of 0.000288962 
metric tons of CO2e per kWh as specified within LL97 for the 2024-2029 period.  

 

In addition to constructing fully electric buildings, the developers of the proposed commercial and 
residential buildings are also committed to designing systems that would meet the carbon intensity 



Chapter 16: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 16-15  

limits imposed by LL97 with the projected reduced carbon intensity of the electric grid. Under the 
citywide average carbon intensity limit established in LL97 for 2050, the proposed commercial and 
residential buildings would be allowed to emit up to 25,641 and 24,311 metric tons of CO2e for the 
Maximum Commercial and Maximum Residential Scenarios, respectively. When conservatively 
estimated using the current electric grid’s emission factor, the amount of electricity consumed by 
the proposed commercial and residential buildings would result in approximately 64,938 to 72,481 
metric ton CO2e more than the allowed emissions under LL97. However, as discussed above, these 
emission would be significantly or completely reduced as the City and State make progress towards 
achieving 100 percent renewable electrical grids. Moreover, as discussed below, project buildings 
would be required under the Design Guidelines to exceed the LEED Gold standard, and a number 
of energy efficiency measures would be identified and incorporated into the buildings in the course 
of their design. A fully electric building incorporating energy efficiency measures identified during 
the design process is anticipated to meet the design requirements for the proposed commercial and 
residential buildings to comply with LL97. 

MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS 

The mobile-source-related GHG emissions from the proposed developments are presented in 
detail in Tables 16-6 and 16-7. These estimated emissions conservatively do not include the 
increased percentage of electric vehicles within the region. 

Table 16-6 
Annual Mobile Source Emissions Maximum Commercial Scenario 

(metric tons CO2e, 2044) 
Use Passenger Vehicle Taxi Truck Total 

Residential 130 36 925 1,091 
Office 7,562 1,922 118,802 128,286 
Local Retail 517 70 5,014 5,601 
Destination Retail 849 222 3,055 4,126 
Hotel 187 421 1,252 1,860 
Community Facility 22 20 99 141 

Total 9,266 2,692 129,147 141,105 
 

Table 16-7 
Annual Mobile Source Emissions Maximum Residential Scenario 

(metric tons CO2e, 2044) 
Use Passenger Vehicle Taxi Truck Total 

Residential 431 120 3,067 3,618 
Office 6,695 1,702 105,181 113,578 
Local Retail 517 70 5,014 5,601 
Destination Retail 882 231 3,174 4,287 
Hotel 120 271 805 1,196 
Community Facility 22 20 99 141 

Total 8,667 2,414 117,340 128,421 
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In addition to the direct emissions included in the analysis, an additional approximately 25 percent 
would be emitted upstream, associated with fuel extraction, production, and delivery. 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

The estimated GHG emissions from construction of the proposed developments along with 
construction associated with the expanded Penn Station are presented in Table 16-8. Emissions are 
anticipated to be representative for either the Maximum Residential Scenario or the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario.  

Table 16-8 
GHG Emissions from Construction—Proposed Project 

(metric tons CO2e) 
 Total 

Nonroad Construction Equipment 19,771 
On-Road Vehicles 37,112 
Construction Materials:(1) 

Cement  
Steel 

 
920,496 
493,466 

Total 1,470,845 
Notes:  
Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
(1) While some cement replacements such as fly ash and/or slag may 
also be used, and concrete content would be optimized to the extent 
feasible, the precise origin of cement for this project is unknown at this 
time. Similarly, recycled steel would most likely be used for most 
structural steel since the steel available in the region is mostly recycled. 
However, embedded GHG emissions conservatively do not assume 
these measures. 

 

SUMMARY 

A summary of operational GHG emissions by source type is presented in Tables 16-9 and 16-10. 
Note that if new buildings were to be constructed elsewhere to accommodate the same amount of 
office space, residential units, hotel rooms, and retail space, the emissions from the use of 
electricity, energy for heating and hot water, and vehicle use could differ from the emissions 
estimated for the Proposed Project. Furthermore, due to the Project Area’s uniquely extensive rail 
and transit resources, with direct access to the Amtrak, LIRR, and NJT trains at Penn Station, the 
PATH train line running from Hoboken to 33rd Street, 14 New York City Transit (NYCT) subway 
lines (A, B, C, D, E, F, M, N, Q, R, W, 1, 2, and 3 trains), and numerous bus lines, new building 
constructed elsewhere could result in increased emissions without access to sustainable transit 
options. Location of the Proposed Project’s commercial and residential buildings at the nation’s 
largest rail and transit hub would be expected to reduce GHG emissions compared to most other 
project locations in New York State, or elsewhere in the United States. The Draft Scoping Plan 
also prioritizes the promotion of “mobility-oriented development” within the state and makes the 
specific recommendation that ESD should “designate priority development areas to concentrate 
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development and make it easier to build in areas that facilitate low-carbon transportation modes.”16 
Since the Project Area is exactly such an area, the Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
recommendation. In addition, the total emissions associated with construction throughout the 
construction period, including both direct energy and emissions embedded in materials 
(extraction, production, and transport), would be approximately 1.5 million metric tons CO2e, 
equivalent to approximately 6 or 7 years of operational emissions for the Maximum Commercial 
and Maximum Residential Scenarios, respectively. The Proposed Project is not expected to 
fundamentally change the City’s solid waste management system, and therefore emissions 
associated with solid waste are not presented. 

The operational emissions from building energy use were estimated using carbon intensity limits 
as specified under LL97 and energy requirements for average buildings within the Northeast 
region. However, specific energy efficiency measures and design elements that would be 
implemented are not known at this time and several measures are under consideration (see the 
following section). Thus, the energy evaluation is not final and detailed design measures will 
continue to evolve as designs to attain future carbon intensity limits progress.  

Table 16-9 
Summary of Annual GHG Emissions Max Commecial Scenario, 2044 

(metric tons CO2e) 
Use Building Operations Mobile Total 

Residential 954 1,091 2,044 
Office 86,089 128,286 214,375 

Local Retail 2,325 5,601 7,926 
Destination Retail 1,417 4,126 5,543 

Hotel 2,466 1,860 4,326 
Community Facility 110 141 252 

Mechanical / Non-Program 4,626 0 4,626 
Parking 135 0 135 
Total 98,122 141,105 239,227 

 

Table 16-10 
Summary of Annual GHG Emissions Max Residential Scenario, 2044 

(metric tons CO2e) 
Use Building Operations Mobile Total 

Residential 3,059 3,618 6,667 
Office 76,218 113,578 189,796 

Local Retail 2,325 5,601 7,926 
Destination Retail 1,472 4,287 5,760 

Hotel 1,586 1,196 2,782 
Community Facility 110 141 252 

Mechanical / Non-Program 4,344 0 4,344 
Parking 135 0 135 
Total 89,250 128,421 217,671 

 

 
16 New York State Climate Action Council. Draft Scoping Plan. Chapter 11, “Transportation”, Strategy T6. 

Mobility-Oriented Development. December 30, 2021. 
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F. ELEMENTS THAT WOULD REDUCE GHG EMISSIONS 
In order to meet the City’s future carbon intensity limits beyond 2050, the proposed developments 
will need to incorporate the most effective reduction technologies and designs as they are 
developed; therefore, the GPP would require that future proposed commercial and residential 
buildings use fully electric HVAC and hot water systems. Additional specific energy efficiency 
measures and design elements that may be implemented to comply with the requirements of the 
CMA have not been established at this time. However, the proposed developments would include 
a number of sustainable design features to meet the City’s carbon intensity limits, and potential 
measures have been identified for consideration in the new commercial and residential buildings 
to be constructed under the Proposed Project. Such measures include the construction of energy 
efficient buildings and the use of clean power. These measures would address the GHG reduction 
goals outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual and are discussed in more detail below. The request 
for proposals (RFP) to potential developers for the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would call 
for submissions that commit to using fully electric HVAC systems and complying with the CMA 
and any future regulations that are enacted pursuant to the Final Scoping Plan. In order for 
construction to be completed and the building to be operational by the 2033 Phase 1 analysis year, 
the design for Site 7 has been further developed and these measures are currently being evaluated 
for implementation (discussed in detail below). However, specific mechanical systems and 
building design elements to meet the City’s GHG requirements will be guided by the available 
technologies at the time of construction.  

In addition, dense, mixed-use development with access to transit and existing roadways is in 
general consistent with recommendations in the Draft Scoping Plan, sustainable land use planning 
and smart growth strategies to reduce the carbon footprint of new development. The requirements 
of the New York City’s energy code regulate energy consumption to align with the City’s 
reduction goals for GHG emissions, and the proposed development sites would be subject to the 
City’s stringent building energy codes adopted in 2020 (which substantially increased the energy 
efficiency required) or subsequently enacted codes, as applicable.  

Following the approach defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, the Proposed Actions would 
result in development that is compliant with the CMA and consistent with the City’s emissions 
reduction goal implemented to date. Such development would also be consistent with statewide 
emission limits and applicable future regulations promulgated by DEC under the CLCPA. 

BUILD EFFICIENT BUILDINGS 

The Proposed Project would include approximately 18 million gsf of new Class A commercial 
office space, residential units, retail, and hotel space on eight development sites within the Project 
Area. The new commercial and residential buildings would use fully electric HVAC and hot water 
systems and would comply with imposed LL97 (as it may be clarified or amended over time) with 
the projected reduced carbon intensity of the electric grid, related laws under the CMA, and any 
requirements under the CLCPA in effect at the time of construction. Additionally, the proposed 
developments would be subject to the 2020 NYCECC and subsequently enacted codes, which 
impose stringent energy efficiency requirements. 

The proposed developments would implement on-site energy conservation measures that would 
ultimately result in lower carbon emissions than required under the limits established by the City 
and State. Specifically, the proposed commercial and residential developments under the GPP are 
anticipated to comply with the City’s carbon intensity limits of the CMA as the City and State 
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achieve a fully renewable electrical grid and due to the requirement that all developments use fully 
electric HVAC and hot water systems instead of systems that burn natural gas or other fossil fuels. 
Fully electric systems typically utilize high-efficiency heat pump systems to transfer heat between 
the building interior and the surrounding environment—typically requiring one-third the electrical 
energy of the required thermal energy to be transferred. Both New York City and New York State 
have goals to achieve 100 percent renewable electric grids by the year 2040. As sources of 
electrical generation incorporate cleaner fuels and/or renewable energy sources, emissions are 
anticipated to decrease significantly.  

In addition to requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric HVAC and hot water systems, 
the Proposed Project buildings would be subject to additional sustainability requirements as set 
forth in the Design Guidelines, as described in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” Specifically, the 
proposed buildings would be required to exceed the LEED Gold standard and would also be 
required to perform an embodied carbon analysis and make the selection of building materials 
based on the results, perform enhanced MEP and envelope commissioning, and implement 
advanced energy metering and enhanced refrigerant management.   

As required by the Design Guidelines, project buildings would contain progressive designs to 
achieve sustainability, energy consumption reduction and carbon emission planning to align with 
the City’s emission reduction goals. It is expected that the design would include elements of 
energy recovery systems—systems designed to capture waste heat energy before it leaves the 
building through a cooling tower or an exhaust louver. The energy systems would minimize the 
overall energy demand by including building components designed to reduce energy consumption. 
Motion sensors for lighting would be incorporated in all areas controlled by the core and shell 
design (back of house, stairwells, amenity spaces) resulting in efficient energy consumption.  

Efficient lighting in all areas controlled by design, daylight harvesting in areas where practicable, 
and elevators with regenerative breaking would be installed to reduce electricity consumption. 
Exterior lighting would be energy efficient and directed. Third-party fundamental and enhanced 
building energy systems commissioning would be undertaken upon completion of construction to 
ensure energy performance. To qualify for LEED Interior Design and Construction (ID+C): 
Commerical Interiors rating system, version 4, the proposed developments would be required to 
exceed the energy requirements of New York City’s 2020 NYCECC building code (currently the 
same as ASHRAE 90.1-2016), resulting in energy expenditure lower than a baseline building 
designed to meet but not exceed the minimum building code requirements by approximately three 
percent for new construction.  

Furthermore, water conserving fixtures, meeting New York City’s stringent building code 
requirements, would be installed and water-efficient landscaping would be selected to reduce 
water consumption, indirectly reducing energy consumption associated with potable water 
production and delivery. Storage and collection of recyclables would be incorporated in building 
design. Large tenants would install submeters for electricity, allowing tenants to track and 
optimize their electricity use.  

POTENTIAL EXPANSION OF PENN STATION 

The Proposed Project would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station, and would 
upgrade existing infrastructure currently serving the existing Penn Station. In expanding Penn 
Station, the participating railroads would seek to achieve a reduction in GHG emissions by 50 
percent below current levels and to certify Penn Station as a zero carbon facility by 2050. Design 
elements for the station are currently being developed to meet these goals. As part of the design 
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process, a sustainability framework for the potential expansion of Penn Station is under 
development that will identify potential measures to achieve the emission reduction goals. These 
measures will be assessed for implementation throughout the design process. 

The design effort would include consideration of an optimized central plant using high-efficiency 
systems with capacity for multiple buildings, and may utilize energy recovery to capture and 
distribute excess heat from mechanical systems. In particular, the expanded Penn Station may use 
the excess heat from train platforms. Increased daylight, efficient lighting, as well as smart 
monitoring and control systems may be used to decrease overall energy consumption of the 
station. Other measures under consideration would include a potential geothermal heat pump 
system installed below Site 2. Similar to other fully electric heat pump systems, the implementa-
tion of a geothermal heat pump system would reduce building energy consumption as well as 
GHG emissions. Furthermore, emissions would be anticipated to decrease significantly as the City 
and state target increased renewable energy sources and carbon neutral electrical generation. The 
expanded Penn Station would be designed to incorporate project-specific climate resilient design 
solutions. The railroads would coordinate to develop project-specific goals for the climate resilient 
design of the potential expansion. The project goals for climate resilient design solutions would 
consider specific, regional, forward-looking climate change data to account for the projected 
severity and frequency of future storms, sea level rise, heat waves, and precipitation. 

USE CLEAN POWER 

As noted above, ESD would require compliance with the CMA, so developers under the GPP 
would be subject to the clean energy provisions of those local laws. The proposed developments 
would be required to utilize available roofing space for the installation of either a green roof or a 
solar photovoltaic system. Per LL92, a contiguous area of at most 200 sf would be required to 
incorporate a solar photovoltaic system of at least 4 kilowatts. The installation of a solar array 
system would offset a portion of grid electricity usage. 

Additionally, the GPP will require that future developments use fully electric systems for the 
normal operation of the heat and hot water systems. Furthermore, it is possible that local renewable 
power production (e.g., geothermal, solar, wind) would be considered while reviewing options for 
LEED, EPA Energy Star, and achieving the above efficient building goal.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would support the goal identified in the CEQR Technical Manual 
of using clean power. 

TRANSIT‐ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AND SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION 

As noted above, the Proposed Project would be one of the most prominent transit-oriented 
developments in the United States. Transit-oriented development encourages public transit usage 
by making transit a convenient option for commuters and residents, and constructing high-density 
development near transit results in more efficient use of land—if most users of the high-density 
development are commuting by transit, less space is required for parking and less vehicular traffic 
is generated on a per capita basis. Locating high-density uses near transit also ensures that 
ridership will be high. The Proposed Project is located in an area heavily supported by many transit 
options with existing rail, subway, and bus services located immediately adjacent to the 
development sites. In addition, the Project Area is located adjacent to the Eighth Avenue and West 
30th Street bike routes, as well as within 500 feet of several CitiBike stations surrounding Penn 
Station and along Broadway. 
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Pursuant to the CLCPA, a newly created body called the Climate Action Council has issued a 
Draft Scoping Plan outlining recommendations for attaining the GHG emission limits established 
under the statute. The Draft Scoping Plan also prioritizes the promotion of “mobility-oriented 
development” within the state and makes the specific recommendation that ESD should “designate 
priority development areas to concentrate development and make it easier to build in areas that 
facilitate low-carbon transportation modes.”17 Since the Project Area is exactly such an area, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this recommendation. 

The Proposed Project would also support the potential expansion of Penn Station. The potential 
expansion of Penn Station would alleviate the limitations on train operations within Penn Station 
and would be integrated with the existing station and Moynihan Train Hall. Furthermore, the new 
developments would provide new entrances and connections for both Penn Station and the subway 
system, further increasing transit access for the area. 

REDUCE CONSTRUCTION OPERATION EMISSIONS 

Construction specifications would include an extensive diesel emissions reduction program, as 
described in detail in Chapter 20, “Construction,” including diesel particle filters for large 
construction engines and other measures. These measures would reduce particulate matter 
emissions; while particulate matter is not included in the list of standard GHGs (“Kyoto gases”), 
recent studies18 have shown that black carbon—a constituent of particulate matter—may play an 
important role in climate change. 

USE BUILDING MATERIALS WITH LOW CARBON INTENSITY 

Recycled steel would most likely be used for most structural steel since the steel available in the 
region is mostly recycled. Some cement replacements such as fly ash and/or slag may also be used, 
and concrete content would be optimized to the extent feasible.  

The core and shell components would use recycled materials, materials produced regionally, 
rapidly renewable materials, certified sustainable wood products, and materials that contain 
recycled content (as appropriate). The greatest opportunity would be associated with tenant build-
out. As potential tenants have not been identified, design details and specific measures are not 
currently known. However, future tenants could be required to utilize sustainable practices during 
construction and operation of leased space in the proposed developments in order to ensure tenants 
use low carbon intensity materials. Such measures could be required through lease provisions that 
call for the use of low carbon intensity materials in any final build-out construction or installation, 
to the extent practicable. 

Construction waste would be diverted from landfills to the extent practicable by separating out 
materials for reuse and recycling, with a diversion target of minimum 75 percent.  

 

 
17 New York State Climate Action Council. Draft Scoping Plan. Chapter 11, “Transportation”, Strategy T6. 

Mobility-Oriented Development. December 30, 2021. 
18 Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres. Vol 118. Bounding the role of black carbon in the climate 

system: A scientific assessment. June 6, 2013. 
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Chapter 17:  Noise 

A. INTRODUCTION  
This chapter assesses the potential for the Proposed Project to result in significant adverse noise 
impacts. The analysis determines whether the Proposed Project would result in increases in noise 
levels that could have a significant adverse impact on nearby sensitive receptors and also considers 
the effect of existing noise levels on the proposed developments that could result from the 
Proposed Project. 

The noise analysis for the Proposed Project examined the following: (1) whether there are any 
locations where there is the potential for the Proposed Project to result in significant noise impacts, 
and (2) what level of building attenuation would be necessary to provide acceptable interior noise 
levels at newly introduced noise-sensitive uses under guidelines contained in the 2020 City Environ-
mental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual. As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the 
Proposed Project would change traffic volumes in the general vicinity of the Project Area. Therefore, 
a mobile source analysis was conducted to determine whether there are any noise-sensitive locations 
where project-generated traffic would have the potential to result in significant adverse noise impacts. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For the mobile source noise analysis, this assessment relies on 
data from Chapter 14, “Transportation,” which analyzes the Maximum Commercial Scenario. For 
the analysis of building attenuation, this assessment identifies the attenuation that would be 
required under both potential development scenarios.  

The analysis below considers potential noise effects of the Proposed Project at the point when it 
is constructed and operational. The potential noise effects of construction of the Proposed Project 
are described in Chapter 20, “Construction.” 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

In the 2033 analysis year, Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not have the potential to result in any 
significant impacts as the predicted increases in noise levels would fall below the applicable CEQR 
Technical Manual significant adverse impact threshold (3.0 dBA). In the 2044 analysis year, traffic 
generated by the Proposed Project would be expected to produce significant increases in noise levels at 
receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, along West 31st Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. The 
increases would occur primarily due to project-generated trucks travelling along the New York City 
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) truck route on these streets. The increases would constitute a 
significant adverse impact at the receptors along these roadway segments. The noise level increases 
predicted to occur at existing receptors (e.g., residential buildings) along these roadway segments would 
be “barely perceptible” to “clearly noticeable” during the peak hour of truck activity, and total noise levels 
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would be in the “marginally unacceptable” range according to CEQR noise exposure guidelines. 
Proposed mitigation for impacted receptors is described below and in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in noise levels at the newly 
introduced open space at Site 2 that would exceed the 55 dBA L10(1) noise level for outdoor areas 
requiring serenity and quiet recommended by the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
guidelines. However, the existing noise levels at these locations are currently in the low-to mid -
70s dBA, exceeding the acceptable threshold, and the predicted levels at this open space are 
comparable to those at many open spaces in New York City. Consequently, the predicted noise 
exposure at the newly introduced open space would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 

Based on the projected noise levels at newly introduced residential, commercial office, hotel 
guestroom and community facility receptors, up to 37 dBA window/wall attenuation would be 
required to achieve acceptable interior noise levels per the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
guideline at these uses. To implement the attenuation requirements, ESD would include provisions 
specifying the appropriate window/wall attenuation applicable to each development site in project 
documents with the future developers of each site. By meeting the requirements specified in the 
project documents, buildings developed as a result of the Proposed Project would provide sufficient 
attenuation to achieve the CEQR Technical Manual interior noise level guidelines of 45 dBA L10 for 
residential, hotel guestroom, or community facility uses and 50 dBA L10 for commercial office uses. 
With implementation of the attenuation levels outlined above, the Proposed Project would not result 
in any significant adverse impacts at the newly introduced noise receptors. 

As noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. If 
NYCDOT chooses to implement a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, this street would remain open to vehicular traffic (including delivery vehicles), but some 
of its traffic could divert to other westbound cross-streets such as West 29th Street, West 34th 
Street, and West 35th Street. Some westbound truck traffic along West 31st Street may divert to 
West 29th Street for access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street/Dyer 
Avenue. Therefore, if the West 31st Street shared street is implemented by NYCDOT, the impacts 
identified along West 31st Street may reduce in intensity or be eliminated altogether but new 
impacts could occur along West 29th Street instead as a result of the stated truck diversions, 
requiring the same mitigation measures specified for residences along West 31st Street. 

B. METHODOLOGY 

ACOUSTICAL FUNDAMENTALS  

Sound is a fluctuation in air pressure. Sound pressure levels are measured in units called “decibels” 
(“dB”). The particular character of the sound that we hear (a whistle compared with a French horn, 
for example) is determined by the speed, or “frequency,” at which the air pressure fluctuates, or 
“oscillates.” Frequency defines the oscillation of sound pressure in terms of cycles per second. One 
cycle per second is known as 1 Hertz (“Hz”). People can hear over a relatively limited range of sound 
frequencies, generally between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz, and the human ear does not perceive all 
frequencies equally well. High frequencies (e.g., a whistle) are more easily discernible and therefore 
more intrusive than many of the lower frequencies (e.g., diesel truck engine). 
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“A”-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL (DBA) 

In order to establish a uniform noise measurement that simulates people’s perception of loudness 
and annoyance, the decibel measurement is weighted to account for those frequencies most audible 
to the human ear. This is known as the A-weighted sound level, or “dBA,” and it is the descriptor 
of noise levels most often used for community noise. As shown in Table 17-1, the threshold of 
human hearing is defined as 0 dBA; very quiet conditions (as in a library, for example) are 
approximately 40 dBA; levels between 50 dBA and 70 dBA define the range of noise levels 
generated by normal daily activity; levels above 70 dBA would be considered noisy, and then 
loud, intrusive, and deafening as the scale approaches 130 dBA.  

In considering these values, it is important to note that the dBA scale is logarithmic, meaning that each 
increase of 10 dBA describes a doubling of perceived loudness. Thus, the background noise in an office, 
at 50 dBA, is perceived as twice as loud as a library at 40 dBA. For most people to perceive an increase 
in noise, the increase must be at least 3 dBA. At 5 dBA, the change will be clearly noticeable. 

Table 17-1 
Noise Levels of Common Sources 

Sound Source SPL (dBA) 
Air Raid Siren at 50 feet 120 
Maximum Levels at Rock Concerts (Rear Seats) 110 
On Platform by Passing Subway Train 100 
On Sidewalk by Passing Heavy Truck or Bus 90 
On Sidewalk by Typical Highway 80 
On Sidewalk by Passing Automobiles with Mufflers 70 
Typical Urban Area 60-70 
Typical Suburban Area 50–60 
Quiet Suburban Area at Night 40–50 
Typical Rural Area at Night 30-40 
Isolated Broadcast Studio 20 
Audiometric (Hearing Testing) Booth 10 
Threshold of Hearing 0 
Note: A change in 3 dBA is a just noticeable change in SPL. A change in 10 dBA is perceived as a doubling or 

halving in SPL. 
Sources: Cowan, James P. Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, Van Nostrand Reinhold, New York, 1994. Egan, M. 

David, Architectural Acoustics. McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1988. 
 

NOISE DESCRIPTORS USED IN IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Because the sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment and very 
few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise over extended periods have been developed. 
One way of describing fluctuating sound is to describe the fluctuating noise heard over a specific time 
period as if it had been a steady, unchanging sound. For this condition, a descriptor called the 
“equivalent sound level,” Leq, can be computed. Leq is the constant sound level that, in a given situation 
and time period (e.g., 1 hour, denoted by Leq(1), or 24 hours, denoted as Leq(24)), conveys the same 
sound energy as the actual time-varying sound. Statistical sound level descriptors, such as L1, L10, L50, 
L90, and Lx, are used to indicate noise levels that are exceeded 1, 10, 50, 90, and x percent of the time, 
respectively. Leq is used in the prediction of future noise levels, by adding the contributions from new 
sources of noise (i.e., increases in traffic volumes) to the existing levels. 

The relationship between Leq and levels of exceedance is worth noting. Because Leq is defined in 
energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply related to the levels of exceedance. If the 
noise fluctuates very little, Leq will approximate L50 or the median level. If the noise fluctuates broadly, 
the Leq will be approximately equal to the L10 value. If extreme fluctuations are present, the Leq will 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 17-4  

exceed L90 or the background level by 10 or more decibels. Thus the relationship between Leq and the 
levels of exceedance will depend on the character of the noise. In community noise measurements, it 
has been observed that the Leq is generally between L10 and L50.  
For purposes of the Proposed Project, the maximum 1-hour equivalent sound level (Leq(1)) has been 
selected as the noise descriptor to be used in the noise impact evaluation. Leq(1) is the noise descriptor 
recommended for use in the CEQR Technical Manual for vehicular traffic and construction noise 
impact evaluation, and is used to provide an indication of highest expected sound levels. The 1-hour 
L10 is the noise descriptor used in the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines for city 
environmental impact review classification and the metric used to determine the building attenuation 
required to comply with the acceptable interior noise level criteria.  

NOISE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 

NEW YORK CEQR TECHNICAL MANUAL NOISE STANDARDS 

The CEQR Technical Manual sets external noise exposure standards; these standards are shown 
in Table 17-2. Noise exposure is classified into four categories: acceptable, marginally acceptable, 
marginally unacceptable, and clearly unacceptable.  

Table 17-2 
Noise Exposure Guidelines For Use in City Environmental Impact Review 

Receptor Type 
Time 

Period 

Acceptable 
General 
External 

Exposure 

A
irp

or
t3 

Ex
po

su
re

 Marginally 
Acceptable 

General 
External 

Exposure 

A
irp

or
t3 

Ex
po

su
re

 Marginally 
Unacceptable 

General 
External 

Exposure 

A
irp

or
t3 

Ex
po

su
re

 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

General 
External 

Exposure 

A
irp

or
t3 

Ex
po

su
re

 

Outdoor area requiring serenity and 
quiet2 

 L10 ≤ 55 dBA 

---
---

---
- L

dn
 ≤

 6
0 

dB
A 

---
---

---
- 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Hospital, nursing home  L10 ≤ 55 dBA 55 < L10 ≤ 65 
dBA 

---
---

---
- 6

0 
< 

Ld
n 
≤ 

65
 d

BA
 --

---
---

-- 

65 < L10 ≤ 80 
dBA 

(i)
 6

5 
< 

Ld
n 
≤ 

70
 d

BA
, (

II)
 7

0 
≤ 

Ld
n 

L10 > 80 dBA 

---
---

---
- L

dn
 ≤

 7
5 

dB
A 

---
---

---
- Residence, residential hotel, or motel 7 AM to 

10 PM 
L10 ≤ 65 dBA 65 < L10 ≤ 70 

dBA 
70 < L10 ≤ 80 

dBA 
L10 > 80 dBA 

10 PM to 
7 AM 

L10 ≤ 55 dBA 55 < L10 ≤ 70 
dBA 

70 < L10 ≤ 80 
dBA 

L10 > 80 dBA 

School, museum, library, court, 
house of worship, transient hotel or 
motel, public meeting room, 
auditorium, outpatient public health 
facility 

 Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Commercial or office  Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Same as 
Residential 

Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) 

Industrial, public areas only4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 
Notes: 
(i) In addition, any new activity shall not increase the ambient noise level by 3 dBA or more; (ii) CEQR Technical Manual noise criteria for 

train noise are similar to the above aircraft noise standards: the noise category for train noise is found by taking the Ldn value for such train 
noise to be an Lydn (Ldn contour) value. 

Table Notes: 
1 Measurements and projections of noise exposures are to be made at appropriate heights above site boundaries as given by American 

National Standards Institute (ANSI) Standards; all values are for the worst hour in the time period. 
2 Tracts of land where serenity and quiet are extraordinarily important and serve as important public need, and where the preservation of 

these qualities is essential for the area to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular parks or portions 
of parks, or open spaces dedicated or recognized by appropriate local officials for activities requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet. 
Examples are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and patients and residents of sanitariums and nursing homes. 

3 One may use FAA-approved Ldn contours supplied by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ), or the noise contours 
may be computed from the federally approved Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) Computer Model using light data supplied by 
the PANYNJ. 

4 External Noise Exposure standards for industrial areas of sounds produced by industrial operations other than operating motor vehicles or 
other transportation facilities are spelled out in the New York City Zoning Resolution, Sections 42-20 and 42-21. The referenced standards 
apply to M1, M2, and M3 manufacturing districts and to adjoining residence districts (performance standards are listed by octave band). 

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection (adopted policy 1983). 
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The CEQR Technical Manual defines attenuation requirements for buildings based on exterior 
noise level (see Table 17-3). Recommended noise attenuation values for buildings are designed 
to maintain interior noise levels of 45 dBA or lower for residential, hotel guestroom, or community 
facility uses or 50 dBA or lower for commercial office uses, and are determined based on exterior 
L10(1) noise levels. 

Table 17-3 
Required Attenuation Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise Levels 

 Marginally Unacceptable Clearly Unacceptable 
Noise Level 

With Proposed Project 70 < L10 ≤ 73 73 < L10 ≤ 76 76 < L10 ≤ 78 78 < L10 ≤ 80 80 < L10 

AttenuationA (I) 
28 dB(A) 

(II) 
31 dB(A) 

(III) 
33 dB(A) 

(IV) 
35 dB(A) 36 + (L10 – 80 )B dB(A) 

Notes:  
A  The above composite window-wall attenuation values are for residential dwellings and community facility 

development. Commercial office spaces and meeting rooms would be 5 dB(A) less in each category. All of the 
above categories require a closed window situation and hence an alternate means of ventilation. 

B  Required attenuation values increase by 1 dB(A) increments for L10 values greater than 80 dBA. 
Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection. 
 

NOISE PREDICTION METHODOLOGY 

GENERAL METHODOLOGY 

Future noise levels (including in the future without the Proposed Project [the No Action condition] 
and the future with the Proposed Project [the With Action condition]) were calculated using a 
proportional modeling technique, which was used as a screening tool to estimate changes in noise 
levels. The proportional modeling technique is an analysis methodology recommended for 
analysis purposes in the CEQR Technical Manual. The noise analysis examined the weekday AM, 
midday (MD), and PM peak hours at all receptor locations. The selected time periods are when 
the Proposed Project would be expected to produce the maximum traffic generation (based on the 
traffic studies presented in Chapter 14, “Transportation”) and therefore result in the maximum 
potential for significant adverse noise impacts. The proportional modeling used for the noise 
analysis is described below. 

PROPORTIONAL MODELING 

Proportional modeling was used to determine locations with the potential for having significant 
noise impacts. Proportional modeling is one of the techniques recommended in the CEQR 
Technical Manual for mobile source analysis.  

Using this technique, the prediction of future noise levels where traffic is the dominant noise 
source is based on a calculation using measured existing noise levels and predicted changes in 
traffic volumes to determine No Action condition and With Action condition noise levels. 
Vehicular traffic volumes are converted into Noise Passenger Car Equivalent (Noise PCE) values, 
for which one medium-duty truck (having a gross weight between 9,900 and 26,400 pounds) is 
assumed to generate the noise equivalent of 13 cars, one heavy-duty truck (having a gross weight 
of more than 26,400 pounds) is assumed to generate the noise equivalent of 47 cars, and one bus 
(vehicles designed to carry more than nine passengers) is assumed to generate the noise equivalent 
of 18 cars. Future noise levels are calculated using the following equation:  
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F NL - E NL = 10 * log10 (F PCE / E PCE) 

where: 

 F NL = Future Noise Level 
 E NL = Existing Noise Level 
 F PCE = Future Noise PCEs 
 E PCE = Existing Noise PCEs 

Sound levels are measured in decibels and increase logarithmically with sound source strength. In 
this case, the sound source is traffic volumes measured in Noise PCEs. For example, assume that 
traffic is the dominant noise source at a particular location. If the existing traffic volume on a street 
is 100 PCE and if the future traffic volume were increased by 50 PCE to a total of 150 PCE, the 
noise level would increase by 1.8 dBA. Similarly, if the future traffic were increased by 100 PCE, 
or doubled to a total of 200 PCE, the noise level would increase by 3.0 dBA.  

DETERMINATION OF NOISE LEVELS 

In general, the levels of existing noise within the Project Area are primarily influenced by the amount of 
vehicular traffic on the immediately adjacent roadway or nearby roadways. Measurements of existing 
noise could not be conducted due to atypical conditions for vehicular and pedestrian/cyclist traffic, goods 
movement, and transit use as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. As an alternative, noise level meas-
urements conducted by AKRF in connection with the Expanded Moynihan/Penn Station Redevelopment 
Project in 2007 and 2008 (the “2007/2008 Moynihan Station data”) are utilized because they cover 
representative locations for the Proposed Project analysis and the relevant backup data is available.  

TRAFFIC GROWTH 

Increases in traffic noise levels due to natural growth or changes in traffic patterns were accounted 
for by adjusting the previously measured noise levels to represent the current existing conditions. 
Adjustments to the measured noise levels were based on traffic volume and vehicle classification 
counts conducted at the time of the measurements as well as traffic volumes and vehicle 
classification information for the baseline existing conditions analysis year, 2019, as established 
based on data developed for the EIS transportation analysis as further described in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation”. These traffic data are used to calculate changes in vehicular traffic noise levels 
using the proportionality equation described in the “Proportional Modeling” section above. 

C. EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

SELECTION OF NOISE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

A total of nine receptor locations within the Project Area were selected for evaluation. These locations 
are detailed below in Table 17-4 and shown in Figure 17-1. Due to their proximity to the 
development sites, the receptors provide an effective representation of existing ambient noise levels 
at the development sites at the time the measurements were conducted. Measurements from one 
monitoring location apply to multiple sites along the same road corridor as well as to sites along 
comparable corridors (with similar conditions). At existing noise-sensitive receptors along roadway 
segments other than those represented by the receptor locations described below, the volume of 
vehicular traffic that would be produced by the Proposed Project would be less than the threshold that 
would result in a significant increase in noise levels (i.e., the Proposed Project would not result in a 
doubling of Noise PCEs and therefore would not result in noise level increases of 3 dBA or more). 
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Table 17-4 
Noise Receptor Locations 

Noise Receptor  Location 
1 W 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
2 W 33rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
3 W 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
4 W 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
5 W 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
6 Eighth Avenue between W 30th and W 31st Streets 
7 W 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
8 W 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd and W 32nd Streets 

 

The noise receptor locations were selected based on the following three criteria: 1) representing 
development sites at which noise-sensitive uses would be introduced with the Proposed Project; 
2) providing comprehensive geographic coverage across the study area in order to get a character-
ization of the ambient noise environment; and 3) covering existing land use patterns (e.g., along 
major commercial road corridors, along bus routes, etc.). 

NOISE MONITORING 

NOISE SURVEY PROCEDURES 

At each receptor location, existing noise levels were determined by field measurements in 
connection with the Moynihan Station project. Noise level measurements were conducted by 
AKRF, Inc. on May 16, 17, and 24 and June 7 and 8, 2007; and January 8, 10, 15, 16, and 17, 
2008. At all receptor sites, 20-minute duration noise measurements were conducted during typical 
weekday AM (7:15 AM–9:15 AM), midday (12:00 PM–2:00 PM), and PM (4:00 PM–6:00 PM) 
peak periods. The weekday noise measurements were conducted between Tuesday and Thursday 
on weeks when New York City public schools were in session, as recommended by the CEQR 
Technical Manual. 

EQUIPMENT USED DURING NOISE MONITORING 

Measurements were performed using Type 1 Sound Level Meter (SLM) instruments according to 
ANSI Standard S1.4-1983 (R2006). The SLMs have a laboratory calibration date within one year 
of the date of the measurements. The SLM was calibrated before and after readings with either a 
Brüel & Kjær Type 4231 or NTi Class 1 Sound Level Calibrator using the appropriate adaptor. 
The data were digitally recorded by the SLMs and displayed at the end of the measurement period 
in units of dBA. Measured quantities included the Leq, L1, L10, L50, and L90. Windscreens were 
used during all sound measurements except for calibration. All measurement procedures were 
based on the guidelines outlined in ANSI Standard S1.13-2005. All noise measurement locations 
were located approximately five feet above grade. Traffic on adjacent roadways was counted 
concurrently with the noise measurements. 

NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

The measured Leq(1) and L10(1) noise levels from the 2007/2008 Moynihan Station data are 
summarized in Table 17-5. 
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Table 17-5 
Measured Noise Levels in Project Area (in dBA) 

Receptor Location Time Leq(1) L10(1) 

1 West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 75.2 78.5 
MD 73.5 75.8 
PM 73.0 75.6 

2 West 33rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 66.8 69.4 
MD 68.0 70.8 
PM 66.5 69.3 

3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
AM 72.9 75.8 
MD 71.6 73.4 
PM 70.4 72.7 

4 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
AM 67.8 70.3 
MD 67.6 70.4 
PM 68.7 70.9 

5 West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
AM 68.5 70.9 
MD 68.1 71.2 
PM 65.8 68.1 

6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets 
AM 70.6 73.0 
MD 69.8 72.3 
PM 68.4 70.9 

7 West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 67.6 69.5 
MD 68.4 70.1 
PM 69.8 71.3 

8 West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 71.2 74.2 
MD 67.4 69.9 
PM 67.9 70.6 

9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd and W 32nd Streets 
AM 71.5 74.2 
MD 71.8 74.6 
PM 70.9 73.2 

Note: Noise level measurements were conducted by AKRF, Inc. on May 16, 17 and 24 and June 7 and 8, 2007, and January 8, 10, 15, 16 and 
17, 2008. 

 

Roadway traffic was the dominant noise source for all receptor locations. Noise levels are 
moderate to high, and reflect the level of activity present on the adjacent roadways. 

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS AT NOISE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

As described above, the measured noise levels, traffic volume and vehicle classification counts 
and resulting analysis of the Noise PCEs associated with the previously-collected noise 
measurements were used to calculate existing condition noise levels and traffic volumes and PCEs 
for the 2019 analysis year. This adjustment accounts for the changes in traffic conditions at each 
receptor subsequent to the noise level measurements. The results of the existing conditions noise 
analysis are summarized in Table 17-6. In terms of CEQR Technical Manual criteria, all receptor 
locations are categorized “marginally unacceptable.” 
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Table 17-6 
2019 Existing Conditions Noise Levels in Project Area (in dBA) 

Receptor Location Time Leq(1) L10(1) 

1 West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 75.2 78.5 
MD 73.5 75.8 
PM 73.4 76.0 

2 West 33rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 66.8 69.4 
MD 68.0 70.8 
PM 66.5 69.3 

3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
AM 72.9 75.8 
MD 71.6 73.4 
PM 70.4 72.7 

4 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
AM 67.8 70.3 
MD 67.6 70.4 
PM 68.7 70.9 

5 West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
AM 68.6 71.0 
MD 68.1 71.2 
PM 65.8 68.1 

6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets 
AM 70.8 73.2 
MD 69.8 72.3 
PM 68.4 70.9 

7 West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 67.6 69.5 
MD 68.4 70.1 
PM 69.8 71.3 

8 West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
AM 71.2 74.2 
MD 67.4 69.9 
PM 71.6 74.3 

9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd and W 32nd Streets 
AM 71.5 74.2 
MD 71.8 74.6 
PM 70.9 73.2 

 

D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 
Using the methodology previously described, No Action condition noise levels were calculated at 
the nine mobile source noise analysis receptors for the 2033 analysis year. These No Action values 
are shown in Table 17-7. 

By 2033, the maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the No Action condition would be 
4.4 dBA or less at the mobile source noise analysis receptors. Changes of this magnitude would 
be considered just noticeable.1 In terms of CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines, 
noise levels at all receptor locations are categorized as “marginally unacceptable.”  

 
1 CEQR Technical Manual section 122. 
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Table 17-7 
2033 No Action Condition Noise Levels (in dBA) 

Receptor Measurement Location Time 
Existing 

Leq(1) 
No Action 

Leq(1) 
Leq(1) 

Change 
No Action 

L10(1) 

1 West 34th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 75.2 76.1 0.9 79.4 
MD 73.5 75.2 1.7 77.5 
PM 73.4 75.0 1.6 77.6 

2 West 33rd Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 66.8 68.4 1.6 71.0 
MD 68.0 68.9 0.9 71.7 
PM 66.5 68.9 2.4 71.7 

3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues 

AM 72.9 73.9 1.0 76.8 
MD 71.6 72.6 1.0 74.4 
PM 70.4 70.7 0.3 73.0 

4 West 31st Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 67.8 70.8 3.0 73.3 
MD 67.6 69.9 2.3 72.7 
PM 68.7 72.9 4.2 75.1 

5 West 30th Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 68.6 71.6 3.0 74.0 
MD 68.1 71.9 3.8 75.0 
PM 65.8 70.2 4.4 72.5 

6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th 
and West 31st Streets 

AM 70.8 72.6 1.8 75.0 
MD 69.8 72.0 2.2 74.5 
PM 68.4 71.0 2.6 73.5 

7 West 31st Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 67.6 70.3 2.7 72.2 
MD 68.4 70.8 2.4 72.5 
PM 69.8 73.1 3.3 74.6 

8 West 30th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 71.2 73.5 2.3 76.5 
MD 67.4 69.6 2.2 72.1 
PM 71.6 74.5 2.9 77.2 

9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd 
and W 32nd Streets AM 71.5 73.0 1.5 75.7 

  MD 71.8 73.1 1.3 75.9 
  PM 70.9 72.1 1.2 74.4 

 

E. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2033 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would introduce additional project-generated vehicle trips to the 
streets in and around the Project Area, as discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation.” Using the 
methodology previously described, With Action condition noise levels were calculated at the nine 
mobile source noise analysis receptors for the 2033 analysis year. These With Action values are 
shown in Table 17-8. 

By 2033, the maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the With Action condition would be 1.6 
dBA or less at all nine mobile source noise analysis receptors. Changes of this magnitude would 
be considered imperceptible to just noticeable and would fall below the CEQR threshold for a 
significant adverse noise impact according to CEQR Technical Manual guidance. In terms of 
CEQR noise exposure guidelines, noise levels at all receptor locations remain in the “marginally 
unacceptable” category.  
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Table 17-8 
2033 With Action Condition Noise Levels (in dBA) 

Receptor Measurement Location Time 
No Action 

Leq(1) 
With Action 

Leq(1) 
Leq(1) 

Change 

With 
Action 
L10(1) 

1 West 34th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 76.1 76.3 0.2 79.6 
MD 75.2 75.2 0.0 77.5 
PM 75.0 75.1 0.1 77.7 

2 West 33rd Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 68.4 69.1 0.7 71.7 
MD 68.9 69.4 0.5 72.2 
PM 68.9 69.3 0.4 72.1 

3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues 

AM 73.9 74.9 1.0 77.8 
MD 72.6 73.6 1.0 75.4 
PM 70.7 71.2 0.5 73.5 

4 West 31st Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 70.8 71.7 0.9 74.2 
MD 69.9 71.5 1.6 74.3 
PM 72.9 73.2 0.3 75.4 

5 West 30th Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 71.6 72.0 0.4 74.4 
MD 71.9 72.3 0.4 75.4 
PM 70.2 70.4 0.2 72.7 

6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th 
and West 31st Streets 

AM 72.6 72.9 0.3 75.3 
MD 72.0 72.3 0.3 74.8 
PM 71.0 71.1 0.1 73.6 

7 West 31st Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 70.3 70.9 0.6 72.8 
MD 70.8 71.4 0.6 73.1 
PM 73.1 73.4 0.3 74.9 

8 West 30th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 73.5 73.7 0.2 76.7 
MD 69.6 70.0 0.4 72.5 
PM 74.5 74.7 0.2 77.4 

9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd 
and W 32nd Streets AM 73.0 73.3 0.3 76.0 

  MD 73.1 73.4 0.3 76.2 
  PM 72.1 72.3 0.2 74.6 

Note: Noise levels at all receptor locations were calculated by using proportional modeling. 
 

F. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 
Using the methodology previously described, No Action condition noise levels were calculated at 
the nine mobile source noise analysis receptors for the 2044 analysis year. These No Action values 
are shown in Table 17-9. 

By 2044, the maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the No Action condition would be 
4.9 dBA or less at the mobile source noise analysis receptors. Changes of this magnitude would 
be considered clearly noticeable. In terms of CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines, 
noise levels at all receptor locations are categorized as “marginally unacceptable.”  
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Table 17-9 
2044 No Action Condition Noise Levels (in dBA) 

Receptor Measurement Location Time 
Existing 

Leq(1) 
No Action 

Leq(1) 
Leq(1) 

Change 
No Action 

L10(1) 

1 West 34th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 75.2 76.3 1.1 79.6 
MD 73.5 75.3 1.8 77.6 
PM 73.4 75.2 1.8 77.8 

2 West 33rd Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 66.8 68.6 1.8 71.2 
MD 68.0 69.0 1.0 71.8 
PM 66.5 69.0 2.5 71.8 

3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues 

AM 72.9 74.0 1.1 76.9 
MD 71.6 72.7 1.1 74.5 
PM 70.4 71.0 0.6 73.3 

4 West 31st Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 67.8 71.1 3.3 73.6 
MD 67.6 70.1 2.5 72.9 
PM 68.7 73.0 4.3 75.2 

5 West 30th Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 68.6 72.1 3.5 74.5 
MD 68.1 72.4 4.3 75.5 
PM 65.8 70.7 4.9 73.0 

6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th 
and West 31st Streets 

AM 70.8 73.0 2.2 75.4 
MD 69.8 72.4 2.6 74.9 
PM 68.4 71.4 3.0 73.9 

7 West 31st Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 67.6 71.1 3.5 73.0 
MD 68.4 71.3 2.9 73.0 
PM 69.8 71.4 3.8 75.1 

8 West 30th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 71.2 73.7 2.5 76.7 
MD 67.4 69.8 2.4 72.3 
PM 71.6 74.7 3.1 77.4 

9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd 
and W 32nd Streets 

AM 71.5 73.3 1.8 76.0 
MD 71.8 73.5 1.7 76.3 
PM 70.9 72.5 1.6 74.8 

 

G. THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 2044 
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would introduce additional project-generated vehicle trips to the 
streets in and around the Project Area, as discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” Using the 
methodology previously described, With Action condition noise levels were calculated at the nine 
mobile source noise analysis receptors for the 2044 analysis year. These With Action condition 
values are shown in Table 17-10. 

By 2044, the maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the With Action condition at receptors 1, 
2, 3, 5, 6, 8, and 9 would be no greater than 3 dBA, and would be considered imperceptible to just 
noticeable and not significant according to CEQR Technical Manual impact criteria. However, in 
terms of CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines, noise levels at receptor 1 would 
change from the “marginally unacceptable” category in the No Action condition to the “clearly 
unacceptable” category with the Proposed Project. Noise levels at all other receptors would remain 
in the “marginally unacceptable” category. Results of the proportional modeling are included in 
Appendix I. 

The greatest predicted With Action increments would occur along West 30th and 31st Streets, 
primarily due to project-generated trucks traveling on these streets. West 30th and 31st Streets are 
eastbound and westbound NYCDOT truck routes, respectively, and all trucks traveling eastbound 
and westbound in this area must travel along this corridor.  
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Table 17-10 
2044 With Action Condition Noise Levels (in dBA) 

Receptor Measurement Location Time 
No Action 

Leq(1) 
With Action 

Leq(1) 
Leq(1) 

Change 

With 
Action 
L10(1) 

1 West 34th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 76.3 77.2 0.9 80.5 
MD 75.3 75.3 0.0 77.6 
PM 75.2 75.3 0.1 77.9 

2 West 33rd Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 68.6 70.8 2.2 73.4 
MD 69.0 71.4 2.4 74.2 
PM 69.0 70.1 1.1 72.9 

3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues 

AM 74.0 76.0 2.0 78.9 
MD 72.7 74.8 2.1 76.6 
PM 71.0 72.4 1.4 74.7 

4 West 31st Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 71.1 74.3 3.2 76.8 
MD 70.1 75.0 4.9 77.8 
PM 73.0 74.4 1.4 76.6 

5 West 30th Street between Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues 

AM 72.1 73.9 1.8 76.3 
MD 72.4 74.3 1.9 77.4 
PM 70.7 71.7 1.0 74.0 

6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th 
and West 31st Streets 

AM 73.0 73.7 0.7 76.1 
MD 72.4 73.0 0.6 75.5 
PM 71.4 71.8 0.4 74.3 

7 West 31st Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 71.1 74.1 3.0 76.0 
MD 71.3 74.3 3.0 76.0 
PM 73.6 74.9 1.3 76.4 

8 West 30th Street between Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues 

AM 73.7 76.1 2.4 79.1 
MD 69.8 72.7 2.9 75.2 
PM 74.7 75.8 1.1 78.5 

9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd 
and W 32nd Streets 

AM 73.3 74.4 1.1 77.1 
MD 73.5 74.8 1.3 77.6 
PM 72.5 73.2 0.7 75.5 

Note: Exceedances of CEQR Technical Manual noise impact criteria are shown in bold. 
 

The maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the With Action condition at receptor 4 would be 
4.9 dBA. There are no existing noise-sensitive land uses on West 31st Street between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues. However, the residential buildings at 371 Ninth Avenue and 432 West 31st Street 
on West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues may experience comparable noise level 
increases resulting from traffic associated with the Proposed Project, which would be clearly 
noticeable and would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual noise impact criteria. 

The maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the With Action condition at receptor 7 would be 
3.0 dBA. The maximum increase in Leq(1) noise levels for the With Action condition at receptor 8 
would be 2.9 dBA, which is just below the CEQR Technical Manual noise impact criteria. Since 
the noise analysis in the DEIS identified the potential for a significant adverse impact at this 
receptor, and the predicted increase is close to the impact threshold, it has been conservatively 
determined that a significant adverse noise impact could occur at receptor 8. In addition to the 
receptors along West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, receptors along West 30th 
and 31st Streets between Sixth and Seventh Avenues may experience comparable noise level 
increases, which would be considered just noticeable and would nearly equal or slightly exceed 
the CEQR Technical Manual noise impact criteria. Specifically the receptors that would have the 
potential to experience these noise level increments would include 252 West 30th Street, 234 West 
30th Street, 360 Seventh Avenue, 355 Seventh Avenue, 130 West 30th Street, 133-143 West 31st 
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Street, 132 West 32nd Street, 110 West 32nd Street, 109 West 31st Street, and 855 Sixth Avenue. 
These receptors are shown on Figure 17-2 and listed in Table 17-11. 

Table 17-11 
Operational Noise Impact Locations 

Address Block Lot 
371 Ninth Avenue 729 7502 

432 West 31st Street 728 55 
252 West 30th Street 779 7501 
234 West 30th Street 779 62 
360 Seventh Avenue 779 45 
355 Seventh Avenue 805 97 
130 West 30th Street 805 7501 
143 West 31st Street 807 17 
137 West 31st Street 807 18 
133 West 31st Street  807 22 
132 West 32nd Street 807 7501 
110 West 32nd Street 807 50 
109 West 31st Street 807 7502 

855 Sixth Avenue 806 7502 
 

At the locations in the area where project impacts would be predicted to occur, most residences 
already have either double-glazed windows or storm windows, and many have some form of 
alternative ventilation (air conditioning). At the impacted locations, ESD would require project 
developers to make these types of noise mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and alternative 
ventilation) available at no cost for purchase and installation to owners of residences to the extent 
the measures are not already in place on their West 31st or West 30th Street frontage. This 
proposed mitigation is described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” At locations where owners elect not 
to take advantage of these mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would result in unmitigated 
significant adverse impacts.  

Site 1A and 1B, which could be developed with noise-sensitive residential uses as part of the the 
Proposed Project front on West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, which is predicted 
to experience significant noise level increases. However, building attenuation requirements for 
these sites would be included in project documents to require sufficient window/wall attenuation 
and an alternate means of ventilation resulting in interior noise levels less than 45 dBA, which 
would be considered acceptable according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines 
(see “Noise Attenuation Measures” section below). 

As noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. If 
NYCDOT chooses to implement a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, this street would remain open to vehicular traffic (including delivery vehicles), but some 
of its traffic could divert to other westbound cross-streets such as West 29th Street, West 34th 
Street, and West 35th Street. Some westbound truck traffic along West 31st Street may divert to 
West 29th Street for access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street/Dyer 
Avenue. Therefore, if the West 31st Street shared street is implemented by NYCDOT, the impacts 
identified along West 31st Street may reduce in intensity or be eliminated altogether but new 
impacts could occur along West 29th Street instead as a result of the stated truck diversions 
requiring the same mitigation measures specified for residences along West 31st Street.  
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NEWLY INTRODUCED OPEN SPACE –SITE 2 

Predicted noise levels were evaluated at receptors 7 and 8, associated with the newly introduced 
open space proposed at Site 2. Noise levels with the Proposed Project at these receptors would be in 
the mid-to-high 70s dBA, which would be above the 55 dBA L10(1) noise level recommended for 
outdoor areas in the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines (see Table 17-2). As the 
existing L10(1) noise levels at this location are in the low-to-mid 70s, there are no practical and feasible 
mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce noise levels to below the 55 dBA L10(1) 

guideline on the proposed new open space. Further, these levels are comparable to or lower than 
existing noise levels in a number of open space areas near roadways, including Hudson River Park, 
Riverside Park, Pier 6 Park, and Bryant Park. The 55 dBA L10(1) guideline is a worthwhile goal for 
outdoor areas requiring serenity and quiet; however, due to the level of activity present at most open 
space areas and parks throughout the City (except for areas far away from traffic and other typical 
urban activities), this relatively low noise level is often not achieved. Consequently, noise levels in 
the newly introduced open space areas, while they would exceed the 55 dBA L10(1) CEQR Technical 
Manual guideline value, would not rise to the level of a significant adverse noise impact. 

H. NOISE ATTENUATION MEASURES 
As shown in Table 17-3, the CEQR Technical Manual has set noise attenuation values for 
buildings that constitute newly introduced noise-sensitive receptors based on exterior L10(1) noise 
levels in order to maintain interior noise levels of 45 dBA or lower for residential, hotel guestroom, 
and community facility uses.  

Table 17-12 shows the minimum window/wall attenuation necessary to meet CEQR Technical 
Manual requirements for internal noise levels at each of the noise measurement locations. The 
With Action condition L10(1) noise levels were determined by adjusting the existing noise 
measurements to account for future increases in traffic with the Proposed Project based on the 
Noise PCE screening analysis results. The projected future L10(1) noise levels include the noise 
contribution from vehicular traffic on adjacent roadways. 

Table 17-12 
CEQR Required Attenuation at Noise Measurement Locations (in dBA) 

Receptor Location 
Highest With Action 

L10(1) Value 
Minimum Required 

Attenuation1 
1 West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 80.5 37 
2 West 33rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 74.2 31 
3 West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 78.9 35 
4 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 77.8 33 
5 West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 77.4 33 
6 Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets 76.1 33 
7 West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 76.4 33 
8 West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 79.1 35 
9 Seventh Avenue between W 33rd and W 32nd Streets 77.6 33 

Notes: 
1 The CEQR attenuation requirements shown are for residential, hotel guestroom, and community facility uses. Commercial 
offices areas would require 5 dBA less attenuation. 

 

Based on the 2044 With Action condition values shown in Table 17-10 and Table 17-12, required 
attenuation levels to provide an interior noise level of 45 dBA for residential, hotel guestroom, or 
community facility uses were determined for all applicable development sites, i.e., those on which 
noise-sensitive land uses would be developed. The attenuation requirements are shown in Table 17-13. 
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Table 17-13 
Minimum Required Attenuation at Development Sites (in dBA) 

Development 
Site Block Lot(s) Façade(s) 

Associated Noise 
Measurement Site(s) Required Attenuation1 

1A 754 51 and 63 All 4 33 
1B 754 34-41, and 44 All 4, 5, 6 33 

2A 780 
1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 
15, 17, 60, 70, 71, 73, 

74, 75, 76, 7501 
North, East 7 33 

   South 8 35 
   West 6 33 

2B 780 19, 26, 36, 45 North, West 7 33 
   East 9 33 
   South 8 35 

3 806 1, 3, 6, 9, 69, 76 
North, East 7 33 

South 8 35 
West 9 33 

4 783 1 and part of 70 

North 1 37 
East 1, 2 37 

South 2 31 
West 6 33 

5 783 34, 48 and part of 70 

North 1 37 
East 9 33 

South 2 31 
West 1, 2 37 

6 809 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 16, 17, 69, 
73, 80, and 82 

North 1 37 
East 1, 2 37 

South 2 31 
West 9 33 

7 808 7501 

North 2 31 
East 2, 3 35 

South 3 35 
West 9 33 

8 808 40 

North 2 31 
East 9 33 

South 3 35 
West 9 33 

Notes: 
1 The CEQR attenuation requirements shown are for residential, hotel guestroom, and community facility uses. Commercial 

offices areas would require 5 dBA less attenuation. 
 

The window/wall attenuation requirements outlined in Table 17-13, as well as the requirement to 
provide an alternate means of ventilation, would be included in project documents with the future 
developers of each site. Alternate means of ventilation include, but are not limited to, air 
conditioning.  

The attenuation of a composite structure is a function of the attenuation provided by each of its 
component parts and how much of the area is made up of each part. Normally, a building façade 
is composed of the wall, glazing, and any vents or louvers for heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems in various ratios of area. Buildings proposed to be located on the 
development sites would be designed to provide composite window/wall attenuation greater than 
or equal to the attenuation requirements listed in Table 17-13.  

By adhering to the requirements described above, buildings to be developed as a result of the 
Proposed Project would provide sufficient attenuation to achieve the CEQR Technical Manual 



Chapter 17: Noise 

 17-17  

interior noise level guidelines of 45 dBA L10 for residential, hotel guestroom, or community 
facility uses and 50 dBA L10 for commercial office uses. 

I. MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 
The building mechanical systems (i.e., HVAC systems) for both the new buildings on the 
development sites as well as the new Penn Station service building to be located Site 2A would 
be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24-227 of the New York 
City Noise Control Code, the New York City Department of Buildings Code) and to avoid 
producing levels that would result in any significant increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse noise impacts related to building 
mechanical equipment.  
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Chapter 18:  Public Health 

A. INTRODUCTION  
This chapter assesses the Proposed Project’s effect on public health. As defined by the 2020 City 
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, public health is the organized effort of 
society to protect and improve the health and well‐being of the population through monitoring; 
assessment and surveillance; health promotion; prevention of disease, injury, disorder, disability, 
and premature death; and reducing inequalities in health status. The goal of the New York State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) with respect to public health is to determine whether 
adverse impacts on human health may occur as a result of a proposed project and, if so, to identify 
alternatives and measures to avoid or mitigate such effects. 

The CEQR Technical Manual states that a public health assessment is not necessary for most 
projects. Where no unmitigated significant adverse impacts are found in other analysis areas—
such as air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise—no public health analysis is 
warranted. If, however, an unmitigated adverse impact is identified in any of these analysis areas, 
the lead agency may determine that a public health assessment is warranted for that specific 
technical area. This assessment represents a distinct layer of inquiry; its criteria are informed by 
public health considerations and are therefore different from the criteria that triggered the need to 
conduct a public health assessment. 

The following sections of this chapter discuss the potential for the Proposed Project to result in 
public health effects related to air quality, hazardous materials, and noise. The Proposed Project 
would not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to water quality, and therefore 
no further assessment of public health impacts due to water quality is warranted. 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse public health impact. As described 
in the relevant analyses of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the Proposed Project would 
not result in unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of hazardous materials, water 
quality, or air quality, and therefore would not have the potential for a public health impact related 
to these technical areas. As described in Chapter 17, “Noise,” the Proposed Project would result 
in a significant adverse noise impact at sensitive receptors along West 30th and West 31st Streets 
due to noise increases from project-generated trucks traveling on these streets, which would be 
unmitigated or only partially mitigated (see Chapter 22, “Mitigation”). In addition, as noted in 
Chapter 20, “Construction,” construction activities for the Proposed Project would result in 
unmitigated significant adverse noise impacts at several sensitive receptor locations, as defined by 
CEQR Technical Manual thresholds, during certain phases of project construction. A public health 
assessment was conducted for these unmitigated noise impacts. The assessment determined that 
the predicted noise exposure that would be experienced by people inhabiting affected areas would 
be comparable to existing noise exposure at other nearby areas, and it would not exceed the 
threshold that would be expected to result in health effects. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s 
unmitigated noise impacts would not result in a significant adverse public health impact. 
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B. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
The presence of hazardous materials on a given site may threaten human health or the environment 
if exposure to those materials occurs. Potential routes of exposure to hazardous materials can 
include: direct contact, e.g., contact between contaminated soil and skin (dermal contact); 
breathing of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or chemicals associated with suspended soil 
particles (inhalation), swallowing of soil or water (ingestion). Public health may also be threatened 
when soil vapors migrate through the subsurface and/or along preferential pathways (e.g., building 
foundations, utility conduits, or duct work) and accumulate beneath a concrete slab or inside a 
basement, resulting in an explosive, oxygen-deficient, or hazardous atmosphere. The health effects 
of contaminants that may be encountered within existing structures and in the subsurface are 
diverse, and include effects associated with short-term exposure (such as skin or respiratory 
irritation) and long-term exposure (such as effects on various organs or cancer). However, health 
effects can only occur if a complete exposure pathway to hazardous materials exists. 

As described in Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,” a hazardous materials assessment was 
performed to identify the potential for contamination in the buildings and the subsurface, based 
on past and current use. Potential contamination may be present in both the subsurface (related 
primarily to localized former gas stations, historic fill, current and abandoned heating oil 
underground storage tanks [USTs], and historical operations) and inside buildings (related 
primarily to asbestos, lead-based paint [LBP], and polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs]).      

With the implementation of a variety of standard precautionary measures (e.g., identification of 
hazardous materials as part of Phase I and Phase II investigations,1 development of site-specific 
Remedial Action Plans [RAPs] and Construction Health and Safety Plans [CHASPs] for imple-
mentation during subsurface disturbance, and handling/disposal of hazardous materials in accord-
ance with applicable regulations, material management plans, and health and safety plans), no 
significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be expected to occur as a result 
of construction of the Proposed Project. Although some hazardous materials would likely still 
remain in the subsurface following construction of the Proposed Project, with the groundwater, 
vapor control, and other remedial measures described in Chapter 10, there would be no exposure 
pathways and operation of the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse public 
health impacts due to hazardous materials.  

C. AIR QUALITY  
In regard to the effects of air quality on public health, fine particles (PM2.5), carbon monoxide 
(CO), and ozone are pollutants of particular concern. These and other air pollutants associated 
with motor vehicles, including compounds designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) as mobile source air toxics (MSATs), are associated with a range of health effects 
since these pollutants exacerbate asthma symptoms and are known to contribute to emergency 
department visits, hospitalizations for respiratory and cardiovascular conditions, and overall 
mortality. Ambient levels of ozone occur due to reactions of precursor pollutants (particularly 
nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds), which occur over time; ozone is therefore 
considered a pollutant of regional concern.  

 
1 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and any subsequent subsurface investigations (Phase II 

Environmental Site Investigations), which may be required based on the conclusions of the Phase I ESA, 
as well as any necessary remedial plans would be required by ESD and prepared prior to site development. 
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As described in Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts related to mobile source or stationary source air pollutant emissions. However, 
the mobile source analyses found that maximum incremental PM2.5 concentrations are predicted 
to exceed the CEQR Technical Manual annual average de minimis criterion at all three intersection 
sites analyzed in the 2044 analysis year. While the maximum incremental increase in PM2.5 
concentrations was predicted to exceed the annual average de minimis criteria set forth in the 
CEQR Technical Manual, the maximum total annual concentration is 11.1 µg/m3, which is below 
the NAAQS of 12 µg/m3. The NAAQS were established pursuant to the Clean Air Act to limit 
concentrations of pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. The 
NAAQS established by EPA are designed to protect public health with an adequate margin of 
safety, including sensitive populations such as children, asthmatics, and the elderly. Therefore, 
because the annual average PM2.5 concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS, they would not 
constitute a significant adverse air quality impact, nor would they constitute a significant adverse 
public health impact.  

Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse public health impacts due to 
air quality. 

D. NOISE 
OPERATIONAL NOISE 

As described in Chapter 17, “Noise,” in the 2038 analysis year, traffic generated by the Proposed 
Project would produce significant increases in noise levels at receptors along portions of West 
30th and West 31st Streets. Specifically, the significant adverse noise impacts are predicted to 
occur at 371 Ninth Avenue, 432 West 31st Street, 252 West 30th Street, 234 West 30th Street, 360 
Seventh Avenue, 355 Seventh Avenue, 130 West 30th Street, 133-143 West 31st Street, 132 West 
32nd Street, 110 West 32nd Street, 109 West 31st Street, and 855 Sixth Avenue. These locations 
are highlighted in Figure 17-2 of Chapter 17, “Noise.” The increases would occur primarily due 
to project-generated trucks travelling along the New York City Department of Transportation 
(NYCDOT) truck route on these streets. The increases would constitute a significant adverse noise 
impact at the receptors along these roadway segments. At the impacted locations, ESD would 
require project developers to make window-wall attenuation measures (i.e., storm windows and 
alternative ventilation, where applicable) available at no cost for purchase and installation to 
owners of residences to the extent the measures are not already in place on the West 30th or West 
31st Street façades. At locations where owners elect not to take advantage of these mitigation 
measures, the Proposed Project would result in unmitigated significant adverse noise impacts. 

The CEQR Technical Manual noise impact thresholds are based on quality of life considerations. 
These differ from public health considerations, which employ distinct criteria that are appropriate 
in the public health context. Thus, pursuant to the public health assessment, significance is 
assessed in terms of the magnitude of noise level and duration of exposure rather than the 
incremental change in noise level. As stated in Chapter 20 of the CEQR Technical Manual, these 
criteria are appropriate because they more closely relate to public health concerns. For example, 
chronic noise exposure at elevated decibel levels may raise blood pressure and has been suggested 
to contribute to myocardial infarctions and to interfere with language development in children. 
Additionally, prolonged exposure to levels above 85 dBA will eventually harm hearing. Moreover, 
episodic and unpredictable exposure to short-term impacts of noise at high decibel levels may also 
affect health. Accordingly, it is appropriate to evaluate the magnitude of noise levels and duration 
of exposure when examining public health.  
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Although the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for significant adverse impacts are predicted to 
be exceeded during the AM and midday peak hours along portions of West 30th and West 31st 
Streets, the additional traffic noise—considering the criteria used for public health, (i.e., the 
magnitude and duration of these exceedances)—would not constitute a significant adverse public 
health impact. As discussed above, the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for noise are based on 
quality of life considerations and not on public health considerations. An impact found pursuant 
to a quality of life framework (i.e., significant adverse noise impact) does not imply that an impact 
will exist when the analysis area is evaluated in terms of public health (i.e., significant adverse 
public health impact).  

The predicted absolute noise levels would be below the health-based noise threshold of 85 dBA1 
at all receptors. Because the buildings at these receptors, with the window/wall attenuation 
measures to be provided by the project developers, would provide approximately 25 dBA 
window/wall attenuation, interior noise levels would be below the predicted exterior noise levels. 
Furthermore, the predicted impacts would occur only during the hours of the day when delivery 
trucks would be traveling to and from the development sites at certain volumes, which would not 
occur throughout the entire day. Additionally, the maximum noise exposure at the locations along 
West 31st and West 30th Streets would be comparable to or less than the 2019 existing condition 
noise levels on West 34th Street and many other streets in Manhattan on which noise-sensitive 
uses, including residences, currently exist. Accordingly, neither the magnitude nor the duration of 
the noise reaches the threshold for a public health impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not result in significant adverse public health impacts due to operational noise. 

CONSTRUCTION-PERIOD NOISE  

Construction of the Proposed Project would include noise control measures as required by the New 
York City Noise Control Code. These measures include a variety of source (i.e., reducing noise 
levels at the source or during the most sensitive time periods) and path (e.g., placement of 
equipment, implementation of barriers or enclosures between equipment and sensitive receptors) 
controls. Even with these noise control measures, the analysis presented in Chapter 20, 
“Construction,” finds that noise resulting from the Proposed Project’s construction activities is 
expected to exceed the CEQR Technical Manual noise impact thresholds at numerous receptors 
near the Project Area. 

As with the operational noise impact criteria discussed above, the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise impact thresholds are based on quality of life considerations rather than public 
health considerations. Accordingly, it is appropriate to evaluate the magnitude of construction 
noise levels and duration of exposure during construction when examining public health. Noise in 
and around residences may decrease quality of life by disrupting sleep or interfering with 
conversations. Prolonged exposure to levels above 85 dBA will eventually harm hearing. 

Although the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for significant adverse impacts are predicted to 
be exceeded at certain locations during construction if unmitigated, these exceedances would not 
constitute a significant adverse public health impact. As discussed above, the CEQR Technical 
Manual thresholds for noise are based on quality of life considerations and not on public health 
considerations. An impact found pursuant to a quality of life framework (i.e., significant adverse 

 
1 CEQR Technical Manual, page 20-6. 
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construction noise impact) does not imply that an impact will exist when the analysis area is 
evaluated in terms of public health (i.e., significant adverse public health impact).  

As presented in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” and Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” 
potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse construction noise impacts were explored in 
consideration of their effectiveness, cost, and feasibility. No feasible cost-effective measures were 
identified that would fully mitigate the identified and significant adverse construction noise 
impacts. However, the predicted exterior absolute noise levels would be below the health-based 
noise threshold of 85 dBA at all receptors, as required by the New York City Noise Control Code. 
At the locations in the area where project impacts would be predicted to occur (based on the quality 
of life criteria in the CEQR Technical Manual), most residences already have either double-glazed 
windows or storm windows, and many have some form of alternative ventilation (air 
conditioning). At the impacted locations, ESD would require project developers to make these 
types of noise mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and alternative ventilation, where 
applicable) available at no cost for purchase and installation to residents to the extent the measures 
are not already in place on façades that face construction sites. The mitigation measures would be 
implemented at each receptor prior to the start of construction on any development site whose 
construction contributes to the predicted impact at that receptor. Additionally, outdoor terraces are 
not common within the area at which impacts are predicted to occur. As such, residents at these 
receptors would not experience noise levels of the same volume as exterior levels of noise. With 
the window/wall attenuation measures to be provided as noise mitigation, interior noise levels 
would be lower than noise levels at residences or other buildings adjacent to other large 
construction projects in New York City. With or without attenuation, the magnitude of noise at 
the locations in the area where construction-related noise impacts are predicted to occur would not 
exceed 85 dBA, nor would it constitute short-term exposure to unusually high decibel levels. 
Consequently, the predicted construction noise impacts would not reach the threshold for a public 
health impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse public health 
impacts due to construction-period noise.  
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Chapter 19:  Neighborhood Character 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter assesses the potential for the Proposed Project to result in a significant adverse impact 
to neighborhood character. As defined in the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Tech-
nical Manual, neighborhood character is an amalgam of various elements that give a neighborhood 
its distinct “personality.” The elements to consider in determining whether a neighborhood char-
acter assessment is appropriate include a neighborhood’s land use, zoning, and public policy; so-
cioeconomic conditions; open space; historic and cultural resources; urban design and visual re-
sources; shadows; transportation; and/or noise. However, not all of these elements contribute to 
neighborhood character in every case; a neighborhood usually draws its distinctive character from 
a few defining elements. The temporary neighborhood character effects associated with 
construction of the Proposed Project are discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction.” 

An analysis of neighborhood character identifies the defining features of the neighborhood and 
then evaluates whether a proposed project has the potential to affect the defining features, either 
through the potential for a significant adverse impact or a combination of moderate effects in 
relevant technical analysis areas. To determine the effects of a proposed project on neighborhood 
character, the defining features of neighborhood character are considered together. According to 
the CEQR Technical Manual, neighborhood character impacts are rare, and it would be unusual 
that—in the absence of a significant adverse impact in any of the relevant technical areas—a 
combination of moderate effects to the neighborhood would result in an impact to neighborhood 
character. Moreover, a significant adverse impact identified in one of the technical areas that 
contributes to a neighborhood’s character does not necessarily constitute a significant impact on 
neighborhood character, but rather serves as an indication that neighborhood character should be 
examined. 

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a comprehensive rede-
velopment initiative to create a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use commercial and residential 
district centered around Penn Station. The Project Area is generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth 
Avenues to the east and west, and by West 30th and West 34th Streets to the south and north in 
Midtown Manhattan, Community Districts 4 and 5. The Project Area includes all or portions of 
nine Manhattan tax blocks—Blocks 754, 755, 780, 781, 783, 806, 807, 808, and 809—that 
encompass Penn Station, Madison Square Garden (MSG), the Farley Office Building and 
Moynihan Train Hall, and surrounding blocks. 

The primary components of the Proposed Project include the creation of a transit-oriented mixed-
use district, support for improvements to and potential expansion of Penn Station, and the 
introduction of public transportation and public realm improvements to the area. To facilitate the 
Proposed Project, the New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State 
Development (ESD) is proposing a General Project Plan (GPP) that would, among other things, 
authorize ESD to override provisions of the New York City Zoning Resolution and other local 
laws. The GPP would facilitate the construction of approximately 18 million gross square feet 
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(gsf) of new Class A commercial office space, retail and hotel, space and up to 1,798 dwelling 
units (DU), in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. The proposed 
developments would provide new entrances and connections for both Penn Station and the subway 
system, generate financial support for the Penn Station reconstruction and potential Penn Station 
expansion, and be designed and constructed to accommodate the potential Penn Station expansion. 
As contemplated in the FEIS, the potential Penn Station expansion would encompass Block 780 
immediately to the south (bounded by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 30th and West 31st 
Streets), the western portion of Block 806 on the east side of Seventh Avenue, and the eastern 
portion of Block 754 on the west side of Eighth Avenue in the event these sites are selected as the 
preferred alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in connection with the federal 
review process. 

The Proposed Project would include public transportation improvements consisting of improve-
ments to passenger rail facilities at Penn Station and transit facilities at area subway stations. ESD, 
through the GPP and in collaboration with Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), would 
require the completion of certain public transportation improvements as part of certain new 
building construction in the Project Area. It is anticipated that transit improvements would be 
implemented at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth Avenue (A, C, and E); 34th Street–Penn 
Station–Seventh Avenue (1, 2, and 3); and 34th Street–Herald Square–Sixth Avenue (B. D, F, M, 
N, Q, R, W, and Port Authority Trans-Hudson [PATH]) subway stations. Above-grade public 
realm improvements in the Project Area would be implemented in connection with the proposed 
developments. The above-grade public realm improvements include sidewalk widenings, new 
passive open space, the creation of shared streets, and the installation of protected bike lanes.  

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

The Proposed Project would effectuate a dramatic change in the Project Area, but would not result 
in a significant adverse impact on neighborhood character. As discussed in this chapter, the defining 
features of neighborhood character are a mixture of several high-density commercial buildings and 
lower-scale (and, in some cases, historic) commercial buildings and transportation infrastructure; 
high levels of pedestrian and vehicular activity and associated noise; and a varied neighborhood 
context with smaller buildings interspersed among taller buildings and iconic New York City 
landmarks. The assessment concludes that the Proposed Project is expected to enhance existing 
neighborhood character by reinforcing these defining features while improving pedestrian facilities 
and transit accessibility. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project 
would address substandard conditions in the Project Area by facilitating redevelopment to create a 
cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district, introducing much-needed public transportation and 
public realm improvements in the area, and supporting the Penn Station reconstruction and potential 
Penn Station expansion.  

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning, and 
public policy; socioeconomic conditions; or urban design. Although there would be significant 
adverse impacts with respect to open space, historic resources, shadows, visual resources, 
transportation, and noise, these impacts would not result in a significant adverse impact to the 
defining elements of neighborhood character, nor would a combination of effects result in a 
significant adverse impact to such a defining feature. Overall, the Proposed Project is expected to 
result in positive effects to neighborhood character by addressing substandard and insanitary 
conditions and transforming the area around Penn Station into a revitalized, modern transit-
oriented mixed-use district. In addition to supporting a potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station and the reconstruction of the station, the Proposed Project would support an integrated 
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intermodal transit network by providing transit improvements, including new entrances, stairs, 
elevators, wider subway platforms, and a new an east–west underground corridor connecting the 
34th Street–Herald Square and 34th Street–Seventh Avenue stations (the East-West Connector) 
and a north-south corridor on the east side of Seventh Avenue (the North-South Corridor) to 
provide alternative pathways for pedestrians. It would provide public realm improvements, 
including new open space, wider sidewalks, and potentially shared streets—amenities for 
residents, as well as workers and visitors.  

The Proposed Project would reinvigorate the neighborhood by replacing aging and outmoded 
commercial buildings with new primarily Class A office and mixed-use buildings befitting the 
neighborhood’s prime New York City and Midtown Manhattan location and unparalleled transit 
access. While the Proposed Project would result in a change to neighborhood character, the change 
represents an improvement over current conditions and future conditions absent the Proposed 
Project. As discussed below, the new development and the public realm and public transportation 
improvements introduced with the Proposed Project would unify the area around Penn Station, 
making it a more attractive and inviting neighborhood. 

B. METHODOLOGY 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an assessment of neighborhood character is generally 
needed when a proposed action has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts in any of 
the following technical areas: land use, socioeconomic conditions, open space, historic and 
cultural resources, urban design and visual resources, shadows, transportation, or noise. The 
CEQR Technical Manual states that even if a proposed action does not have the potential to result 
in significant adverse impacts in any specific technical area(s), an assessment of neighborhood 
character may be required if the project would result in a combination of moderate effects to 
several elements that may cumulatively affect neighborhood character. A “moderate” effect is 
generally defined as an effect considered reasonably close to the significant adverse impact 
threshold for a particular technical analysis area. 

A preliminary assessment of neighborhood character determines whether changes expected in 
other technical analysis areas may affect a defining feature of neighborhood character. The 
preliminary assessment first identifies the defining features of the existing neighborhood character 
and then evaluates whether the proposed action has the potential to affect those defining features, 
either through the potential for a significant adverse impact or a combination of moderate effects 
in the relevant technical areas. If the project has the potential to affect defining features of a 
neighborhood, a detailed assessment of neighborhood character may be appropriate. Conversely, 
if the project has no potential to affect the defining features of neighborhood character, a detailed 
assessment is not warranted.  

The key elements that define neighborhood character, and their relationships to one another, form 
the basis of determining impact significance; in general, the more uniform and consistent the 
existing neighborhood context, the more sensitive it may be to change. A neighborhood that has a 
more varied context is typically able to tolerate greater change without experiencing a significant 
adverse impact related to neighborhood character.  

STUDY AREA  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the study area for a preliminary assessment of neigh-
borhood character is generally consistent with the study areas in the technical areas that contribute 
to the defining features of the neighborhood. In the context of an action affecting several blocks, 
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such as the area affected by the Proposed Project, the study area boundaries for the preliminary 
assessment of neighborhood character are generally coterminous with those used in the analyses 
of land use, zoning, and public policy and urban design. 

This chapter identifies a study area encompassing the Project Area and the area within a ¼-mile 
of the Project Area. The study area for the assessment of neighborhood character is generally 
bounded by West 39th Street to the north, West 25th Street to the south, Madison Avenue to the 
east, and Eleventh Avenue to the west (see Figure 19-1).  

C. PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT  
DEFINING FEATURES  

PREDOMINANCE OF COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

The study area is characterized by a predominance of commercial development—including high-
rise office buildings, major retailers, hotels, and entertainment facilities—and transportation in-
frastructure, largely below-grade, associated with Penn Station and the City’s subway system. The 
prevalence of these features is the result of the area’s historic development as a commercial hub. 
The original Penn Station was built by the Pennsylvania Railroad and opened in 1910. It was a 
classic Beaux-Arts style building designed by the famed architecture firm of McKim, Mead, & 
White that covered the superblock from West 31st to West 33rd Streets and Seventh to Eighth 
Avenues. In addition to the Penn Station superblocks, the Pennsylvania Railroad purchased the 
two blockfronts on the east side of Seventh Avenue, from West 31st to West 33rd Streets. The 
railroad opened the Hotel Pennsylvania in 1919. At the time of its opening, the Hotel Pennsylvania 
was the largest hotel in the world with 2,200 rooms. The railroad sold the other parcel on the east 
side of Seventh Avenue (present day 11 Penn Plaza) in 1921, which was developed with a 22-
story office building.  

A decade after Penn Station opened, the Gimbel Brothers opened the New York City branch of 
their department store at West 33rd Street and Sixth Avenue, which was converted to the present-
day Manhattan Mall and office building above (Site 8). Upon its opening in New York, Gimbels 
grew increasingly popular with shoppers and soon rivaled Macy’s, whose flagship store was 
located one block to the north between West 34th and West 35th Streets—its present day location. 
Below Gimbels were underground passageways that took subway and PATH riders directly to the 
store’s entrances, including the Gimbels passageway running from Seventh Avenue to Herald 
Square. The 34th Street corridor has endured over the years as one of the City’s most popular 
shopping districts and a tourist destination. Macy’s flagship store on 34th Street is a defining 
feature of neighborhood character.    

In the 1950s, the declining Pennsylvania Railroad sold the air rights to the property and reduced 
the size of the railroad station. In 1963, the above-ground train station was demolished. Over the 
next nine years, the below-grade concourses and waiting areas were reconstructed, creating the 
Penn Station that commuters and visitors use today, while MSG and the high-rise office buildings 
at 1 Penn Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza, between West 31st and West 34th Streets and Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues, were constructed above. The current station has three underground levels: 
concourses on the upper two levels and train platforms on the lowest. A total of 11 platforms and 
21 platform tracks are shared by Amtrak, Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), and NJT. The platform 
tracks are connected to a network of tracks to the east and west. On the west, Amtrak and NJT 
trains enter and leave the station using the two tracks of the existing North River Tunnel; Amtrak 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/McKim,_Mead,_and_White
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Air_rights
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pennsylvania_Plaza
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trains from the Empire Line serving Albany and points north also connect into Penn Station on 
the west.  

The study area includes the iconic Moynihan Train Hall and MSG—defining features of neigh-
borhood character—as well as large office buildings like 1 Penn Plaza, 2 Penn Plaza, and 11 Penn 
Plaza. The landmark Farley Post Office Building, located on the block bounded by West 31st and 
West 33rd Streets and Eighth and Ninth Avenues, had been underutilized for more than two 
decades and has been transformed into the Moynihan Train Hall, retail space, and corporate 
offices. The Moynihan Train Hall provides additional concourse space and new entrances to Penn 
Station. Moynihan Train Hall provides wayfinding and amenities for LIRR and Amtrak 
passengers, access to nine platforms and 17 tracks (of the total 11 platforms and 21 tracks), and a 
direct connection to the Eighth Avenue [A, C, and E] Subway Line. 

The north and east portions of the study area—the Garment District and Midtown South—are 
dominated by commercial uses. To the northeast is Herald Square, a major retail destination that 
includes Macy’s flagship store and other national brands. The blocks between West 31st and West 
33rd Streets, Broadway, and Fifth Avenue are known as Koreatown and are occupied by mainly 
12- to 17-story commercial buildings with first- and second-story retail uses. The upper floors 
often also contain restaurant, retail, and service uses rather than traditional commercial office uses. 
North of Koreatown, on the eastern end of the block bounded by West 33rd and West 34th Streets, 
Broadway, and Fifth Avenue, is the landmarked Empire State Building, a defining feature of 
neighborhood character and a major tourist destination. The Empire State Building is a 102-story 
Art Deco skyscraper that contains primarily commercial office uses. The Garment District, located 
north of 34th Street, consists of mainly commercial uses, with some industrial and manufacturing 
uses that have remained from its history as a fashion manufacturing center. 

Because the study area is well-served by transit and located near major tourist destinations, hotels 
are common (see Figure 19-2). Hotels are located on Sites 1, 3, and 7 (Hotel Pennsylvania is 
currently being demolished), and to the west of Site 4 on 33rd Street north of Moynihan Train 
Hall. Beyond the Project Area, hotels are mainly found east of Seventh Avenue in Midtown South, 
Chelsea, and along Broadway. A relatively recent trend has been the development of hotels in the 
Flower District on West 28th Street, between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Recent hotel 
development has resulted in the displacement of some of the flower shops; however, a 
concentration of flower shops still remain on the block. Hotels are also prevalent west of Eighth 
Avenue in Hell’s Kitchen. Compared to other neighborhoods in the study area, the Garment 
District has relatively few hotels. Residential and community facility uses are more common in 
portions of the study area that are farther from Midtown—generally west of Eighth Avenue and 
south of West 31st Street (see Figure 19-2). Several houses of worship are located in the study 
area: among them are St. John the Baptist Church on West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues; the Church of the Holy Apostles on West 28th Street and Ninth Avenue; the Church of 
St. Michael on West 34th Street between Dyer and Ninth Avenues; Congregation Beit Simchat 
Torah on West 30th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues; the Hudson Yards Synagogue on 
West 34th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues; and the Masjid Awliya of Allah Mosque on 
West 37th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues.  

Other community facilities include the Clinton Community Center on West 37th Street between 
Dyer and Tenth Avenues and several graduate schools that are part of the Touro College and 
University System’s West 31st Street campus between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. The Fashion 
Institute of Technology (FIT), part of the State University of New York, occupies the entire block 
bounded by West 27th and West 28th Streets and Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The FIT Art 
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Museum is located on West 27th Street within the FIT campus. As discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” the study area also includes community facilities that serve 
the homeless, including the Olivieri Center, on West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues and the St. Francis of Assisi Breadline (part of the St. Francis of Assisi Church complex) 
on West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues.   

Chelsea is located in the southern half of the study area, to the south of Sites 1, 2, and 3. As shown 
in Figure 19-2, residential uses are most prevalent west of Eighth Avenue and commercial and 
mixed-use buildings predominate in the blocks between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. Residential 
use east of Eighth Avenue is generally contained in mixed-use buildings that include retail or other 
commercial space. Higher-density commercial buildings are typically located along the avenues, 
such as the office building at 350 Seventh Avenue between West 29th and West 30th Streets, and 
the office building at 330 Seventh Avenue (on the southwest corner of West 29th Street and 
Seventh Avenue). Commercial buildings in the midblocks are smaller and generally constructed 
to lower densities. 

To the west of the Project Area is Hudson Yards—a high-density mixed-use neighborhood largely 
constructed above the MTA John D. Caemmerer West Side Yard that spans the superblocks 
between West 30th and West 33rd Streets and Tenth and Twelfth Avenues. The yard opened in 
1986 for LIRR train storage; prior to this it was used as a train depot for the Hudson River Railroad. 
Hudson Yards was designed in conjunction with New York City Transit’s (NYCT) No. 7 Subway 
Line extension to 34th Street/Hudson Yards, pairing high-density development with transit access 
and improvements.  

The development on the Eastern Rail Yard site opened in 2019 with almost 12 million sf of mostly 
commercial development in four office buildings, a shopping mall, an arts center (the Shed), and 
an art installation known as the Vessel. Among the notable commercial buildings in Hudson Yards 
are 10 Hudson Yards, a 48-story office building; the Shops and Restaurants at Hudson Yards, a 
seven-story retail shopping mall; and 30 Hudson Yards, a 68-story office building.  

South of Hudson Yards, the 6.73-acre High Line Park traverses the southwest portion of the study 
area, terminating at Gansevoort Street in the Meatpacking District. The 1.45-mile-long park was 
created from a repurposed railroad viaduct that has become a popular destination for residents and 
tourists. When it was last used for rail purposes, the High Line transported meat, dairy, and pro-
duce to markets to the south along the west side of Manhattan. In 2019, a spur of the elevated 
viaduct that extends east along West 30th Street, terminating at Tenth Avenue, was converted to 
open space and incorporated into the park. 

The blocks west of Penn Station are occupied by substantial transportation infrastructure located 
below-grade, including approach tracks that provide access to and from Penn Station. These tracks 
are used for cross-Hudson rail service to the station for Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor Line, NJT 
lines, LIRR’s rail connections to John D. Caemmerer West Side Yard, and is used by LIRR for 
midday train storage and light maintenance. Tracks east of the station proceed eastward to the 
four-track East River Tunnel, which provides a continuing connection for Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor Line to New England, and for LIRR’s rail lines to Queens and Long Island. The East 
River Runnels also provide access to Sunnyside Yard in Queens, a large Amtrak train storage and 
maintenance yard that is also used for midday train storage by NJT.  

Penn Station has two levels of passenger space above the tracks and platforms. The main passenger 
hall, Amtrak ticketing and waiting area, and NJT concourse are located on the upper passenger 
level. The upper level also provides connections to street level. The lower passenger level consists 
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of LIRR’s concourse in the station, with connections to the Seventh and Eighth Avenue subway 
lines and NJT passenger access to its platforms.  

Unlike Penn Station’s infrastructure, most of which is below-grade, traversing the western portion 
of the study area is Dyer Avenue and the Lincoln Tunnel Expressway. The Lincoln Tunnel 
Expressway is a mostly depressed, four-lane, north–south arterial road between the portals of the 
Lincoln Tunnel at West 38th Street to the north and West 30th Street to the south. Dyer Avenue 
is an at-grade roadway that runs parallel to the Lincoln Tunnel Expressway. Dyer Avenue serves 
traffic entering and leaving the expressway and the tubes of the Lincoln Tunnel. Just beyond the 
study area to the north is the Port Authority Bus Terminal (PABT)—among the busiest bus 
terminals in the world—and a network of access and egress ramps.  

PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR ACTIVITY 

The character of the study area is defined by high levels of pedestrian activity and vehicular traffic, 
which in turn contribute to relatively high ambient noise, typical of dense urban areas and central 
business districts. Major streets and avenues—such as West 34th Street and Sixth, Seventh, and 
Eighth Avenues—serve as important pedestrian corridors, particularly in the vicinity of storefront 
retail, bus stops, and subway stations. Along Broadway at the north end of the study area, the 
pedestrian plazas known as Broadway Boulevard Plazas are located along the east side of 
Broadway; they contain seating and planters and include areas dedicated for use by bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Dedicated bike lanes—separated by pavement striping and in some locations, 
protected from adjacent vehicular traffic with planted traffic islands, jersey barriers, and parking—
extend along a number of the avenues in the study area, including Broadway, the west side of 
Eighth Avenue, and the east side of Ninth Avenue north of West 33rd Street. 

Pedestrian flow varies along study area sidewalks as pedestrians tend to crowd near subway 
entrances, bus stops, store entrances, and newspaper kiosks—particularly during the morning and 
evening peak hours—causing sidewalk congestion. Pedestrian congestion can also occur where 
adjacent crosswalks account for much of the walkway’s pedestrian volume. The study area 
contains a number of access points to subway stations at 34th Street–Herald Square and 34th 
Street–Penn Station on the Seventh and Eighth Avenue lines, as well as bus stops for several local 
bus routes and numerous inter-borough express bus routes. In addition, the study area contains 
numerous access points for the 33rd Street PATH Station, Penn Station, and PABT. Pedestrian 
flow in the vicinity of these transit facility entrance and egress locations tends to be heavy, 
particularly during the morning and evening peak hours.  

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” a level of service (LOS) analysis is used to indicate 
the quality of pedestrian movement and comfort. LOS analyses are used to measure sidewalk, 
crosswalk, and corner reservoir capacities. The CEQR Technical Manual specifies acceptable 
mid-LOS D or better in central business districts such as the study area. Sidewalks, crosswalks, 
and corner reservoirs perform at LOS D or worse in the weekday AM, Midday, and PM peak 
hours in several locations: along portions Eighth Avenue, generally north of 35th Street; Seventh 
Avenue in the vicinity of 2 Penn Plaza; and the west side of Sixth Avenue near Herald Square (see 
Figures 14-18a through 14-18c in Chapter 14, “Transportation”). At approximately 20 feet wide, 
West 34th Street has the widest sidewalks in the study area. Locations such as West 34th Street 
and Broadway (adjacent to Greeley and Herald Squares) are characterized by high levels of 
pedestrian activity, but these sidewalks and walkways have a greater effective width to 
accommodate pedestrian activity. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dyer_Avenue
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/At-grade_intersection
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Traffic on area streets is also a contributing element to neighborhood character. Streets in the study 
area are characteristically busy, carrying cars, buses, delivery trucks, and emergency vehicles. The 
most congested intersections in the study area are West 34th Street and Ninth Avenue, West 33rd 
Street and Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street and Broadway. Moving roadway traffic is the 
dominant noise source in the study area. The noisiest locations are West 34th Street between 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, where 
noise levels generally range between 75 dBA and 80 dBA. In addition to the area’s busy streets, 
construction activity, sirens, and other sources of urban noise contribute to neighborhood 
character.    

VARIATION OF BUILDING FORMS 

Buildings in the study area vary considerably in terms of height and form. The interspersing of 
smaller buildings alongside more modern high-rise towers is a defining feature of neighborhood 
character. An intermixture of several high-density commercial buildings and lower-scale (and, in 
some cases, historic) commercial buildings is a predominant feature of the study area.  

As discussed in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” the study area contains a variety 
of building uses, types, and arrangements. Two Penn Plaza, which shares the superblock with 
MSG, was built in 1967 and is a 30-story, approximately 412-foot-tall office building. It fills the 
Seventh Avenue frontage between West 31st and West 33rd Streets, occupying approximately 
one-third of the superblock on which it is located and serving as the visual terminus of West 32nd 
Street. It rises without setbacks. Large recessed entrances to MSG (and associated digital MSG 
signage) are located along the Seventh Avenue façade.  

MSG, built in 1968, is an indoor arena located above Penn Station. MSG occupies approximately 
the western two-thirds of the superblock shared with 2 Penn Plaza. This building has a circular 
plan and is clad primarily with precast concrete panels with projecting glazed extensions that 
contain escalators. MSG rises to a height of approximately 145 feet. A shorter section of the 
building with a flat, windowless façade and with sections of ventilation louvers fronts along Eighth 
Avenue. There are no retail or pedestrian amenities along this stretch of Eighth Avenue, except 
for a restaurant at West 33rd Street. Prominent digital signage is affixed to the MSG façade at the 
corners of West 31st and West 33rd Streets and along the midblock portion of the MSG 
overlooking Eighth Avenue, across from Moynihan Train Hall.  

One Penn Plaza is located one block north of 2 Penn Plaza and MSG. The 57-story, approximately 
750-foot-tall office tower is set in the center of multiple paved plaza areas above the street level. 
The glass- and metal-clad building sets back at the seventh and 12th floors before rising 
uninterrupted to its full height. The block also includes two one-story retail buildings along 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues. 

The block north of the Farley Building and Moynihan Train Hall, between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues and West 33rd and West 34th Streets, contains several buildings of varying heights. A 
24-story office building occupies the Eighth Avenue frontage. Adjacent to this development at 
316 West 33rd Street, in the midblock, is a 33-story mixed-use commercial and residential 
building. Further west along 33rd Street, the block contains a 22-story hotel, an 18-story office 
building, a 14-story residential building with ground floor retail space, and a 4-story mixed use 
residential and commercial building (at the corner of Ninth Avenue). Further north in the Garment 
District, relatively newer residential developments stand alongside smaller, older commercial and 
residential buildings. A 27-story (approximately 300-foot) residential building at 352 West 37th 
Street, constructed in 2008, is adjacent to 3- and 4-story residential buildings. The southeast corner 
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of Ninth Avenue and West 37th Street contains a 1-story retail building. Across the street at 335 
West 37th Street, stands a 24-story mixed-use building and two 6-story residential buildings. 
Eleven Penn Plaza, a historic resource built in 1926, occupies the east side of Seventh Avenue 
between West 31st and West 32nd Streets. This 26-story, approximately 390-foot-tall office 
building contains 1.1 million gsf and is built to the sidewalk on Seventh Avenue and its cross 
streets with an approximately 200-foot-by-275-foot footprint. The building is designed with a 
three-story stone base with a two-story arched entrance centrally located on the Seventh Avenue 
façade, ground-floor stores with large plate glass windows, and with upper stories clad in brick. 
The building initially steps back from the cross streets at the 15th floor with additional setbacks 
along Seventh Avenue, West 31st, and West 32nd Streets. Immediately to the east of 11 Penn 
Plaza is the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex, a historic resource that includes a church 
and an adjacent 5-story monastery. The St. Francis Church Complex is located between 
substantially taller neighboring buildings—11 Penn Plaza to the west, and to the east at 132 West 
32nd Street, a through-block, 59-story mixed-use residential and commercial development that 
has a 5-story commercial component along West 31st Street and a residential tower set back from 
the street.  

Several commercial and residential buildings of varying height occupy the north side of 31st Street 
between Broadway and Fifth Avenue in Midtown South. A 40-story commercial building known 
as NoMad Tower, constructed in 2014, occupies the east side of Broadway between West 31st 
and West 32nd Streets, and further east along 31st Street is a 41-story residential building 
constructed in 2004. Located between the two buildings are several older and substantially shorter 
mixed-use commercial and residential buildings ranging between 5- and 16-stories in height.  

Commercial office and ground-floor retail uses dominate much of the neighborhood north of 30th 
Street, and are located in former loft and manufacturing buildings and office towers. The western 
portion of the study area, generally west of Ninth Avenue, has experienced large scale develop-
ment in recent years. The Manhattan West development is a six-building, seven-million-sf, mixed-
use development set on an eight-acre superblock that includes the newly completed free standing 
glass towers at One Manhattan West; a 67-story glazed tower with rounded corners containing 
approximately 2.1 million sf that rises without setbacks at Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street; 
and the Eugene at 435 West 31st Street, a 62-story, L-shaped glazed residential tower that rises 
just east of the Dyer Avenue/Lincoln Tunnel approach roadways. Diagonally across from the 
Eugene (and not part of the Manhattan West development) at the southeast corner of West 31st 
Street and Dyer Avenue is 12-story commercial building. Across Dyer Avenue to the east is a 4-
story residential building with commercial space on the ground floor. Further east along 31st Street 
is a 16-story dormitory for the Fashion Institute of Technology (FIT).  

One Manhattan West sits across Ninth Avenue from the Farley Building. Five Manhattan West, a 
recently renovated, glass-clad office building with stepped façades, was originally built as an 
exposed concrete building in the 1960s as the Westyard Distribution Center. This 16-story, 
approximately 260-foot-tall office building occupies the full east frontage of Tenth Avenue 
between West 31st and West 33rd Streets. Also part of the Manhattan West mixed-use 
development is an existing 14-story masonry building containing office space at 424-434 West 
33rd Street adjacent to One Manhattan West. In addition, a proposed 58-story, approximately 850-
foot-tall, 4.9-million-sf mixed-use residential and office tower at Two Manhattan West is under 
construction at Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street. The Pendry Manhattan West Hotel, a 28-story, 
approximately 250-foot-tall luxury hotel on the south side of West 33rd Street between the Dyer 
Avenue/Lincoln Tunnel approach roadways and the office building at 424-434 West 33rd Street, 
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has been completed. This hotel building has a small rectangular footprint and rises without 
setbacks, with an undulating glazed façade. 

As noted above, the development on the Eastern Rail Yard site includes almost 12 million sf of 
development. This development includes 10 Hudson Yards, a 48-story glazed office tower of 
approximately 880 feet in height with an asymmetrical massed tower that largely rises without 
setbacks, terminating with a pyramidal roof at the northwest corner of Tenth Avenue and West 
30th Street; the Shops and Restaurants at Hudson Yards to the north, a seven-story retail shopping 
mall that has a primarily glazed sidewalk frontage with metal clad upper stories; and 30 Hudson 
Yards, an approximately 2.6-million-gsf office building at the southwest corner of Tenth Avenue 
and West 33rd Street. This approximately 1,300-foot-tall glass and steel tower has a contemporary 
asymmetrical massed design with a projecting, cantilevered observation deck and is among the 
tallest buildings in New York City. Other recent development in Hudson Yards includes the 
commercial office tower under construction at 50 Hudson Yards, which will occupy the full city 
block bounded by Tenth Avenue, Hudson Boulevard, and West 33rd and West 34th Streets, which 
will be an approximately 1,010-foot-tall glass- and stone-clad building containing 2.58 million sf; 
and the Spiral at 66 Hudson Boulevard, a 65-story, approximately 1,030-foot-tall glass office 
tower under construction, to be articulated with a series of exterior cascading landscaped terraces 
that will contain 2.55 million sf and will occupy the full block bounded by Tenth Avenue, Hudson 
Boulevard, and West 34th and West 35th Streets.  

Tenth Avenue south of West 30th Street has been recently developed with new residential towers, 
including the 37-story glazed residential tower (507 West Chelsea) at 507 West 28th Street 
occupying most of the west Tenth Avenue frontage between West 28th and West 29th Streets built 
in 2017, and Abington House at 500 West 30th Street, a 33-story, approximately 370-foot-tall 
brick-clad residential building designed with an L-Plan, a number of setbacks, and built in 2013, 
occupying most of the west Tenth Avenue frontage between West 29th and West 30th Streets. The 
residential towers south of 30th Street stand in contrast to the United States Postal Service (USPS) 
Morgan Processing and Distribution Facility, which occupies the superblock between Ninth and 
Tenth Avenues and West 28th and West 30th Streets. The Morgan Facility is a lower-scale 
development with heights varying between 5-, 8-, and 10-stories. The tall buildings constructed in 
the second half of the 20th century, and particularly those built within the past 20 years, tend to 
have more contemporary designs, such as glass and metal curtain wall and façades designed with 
continuous strips of windows at each floor rather than more traditional masonry façades with 
single or grouped punched window openings. Other buildings with more contemporary façades, 
of a lower scale, are located throughout the study area; these include, among others, a 25-story 
building at 112 West 34th Street with a glass and metal curtain wall façade across from Macy’s 
built in 1954 and the Hollingsworth, a 24-story residential building at 70 West 37th Street built in 
1986 that occupies the blockfront along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 36th and 
West 37th Streets, which was designed with a four-story base with rounded corners and with a 
tower with projecting balconies above. Other smaller-scale buildings in the study area have glazed 
façades including older buildings that have been re-clad or redesigned, such as a number of 
commercial buildings along West 34th Street; the nine-story Herald Center commercial building 
that houses a large clothing retailer at 1311 Broadway, occupying the west side of Sixth 
Avenue/Broadway between West 34th and West 35th Streets. 

Residential buildings include smaller tenement-style buildings, taller apartment houses, and much 
taller, more recently built residential towers. West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
and the area south in Chelsea contain primarily residential buildings, including low-scale buildings 
on West 29th and West 30th Streets, and the taller 22-story Penn South residential complex farther 
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south. The shorter three- to six-story buildings along West 30th Street on Block 754 (on which 
Site 1 is located) exist in a mixed context with other adjacent, relatively large, bulky buildings 
closer to Ninth Avenue, including a 17-story, approximately 240-foot-tall office building at the 
southeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street, and a 12-story, approximately 135-foot-
tall residential building constructed in 2000 at the northeast corner of Ninth Avenue and West 
30th Street.   

ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL TO AFFECT THE DEFINING FEATURES OF 
THE NEIGHBORHOOD  

The sections below discuss potential changes resulting from the Proposed Project in the 2033 and 
2044 analysis years with respect to the following technical areas that are considered in the assess-
ment of neighborhood character: land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; 
open space; shadows; historic and cultural resources; urban design and visual resources; transpor-
tation; and noise. The assessment relies on conclusions from the respective chapters of the EIS to 
identify whether the Proposed Project would result in any significant adverse impacts or moderate 
adverse effects in these technical areas and whether any such changes would have the potential to 
affect the defining features of neighborhood character. As described below, the Proposed Project 
would not result in a significant adverse impact to the defining elements of neighborhood 
character, nor would a combination of effects result in a significant adverse impact to a defining 
feature.  

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential effects of 
the Proposed Project on land use, zoning, and public policy, either individually or in combination 
with potential impacts in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. The Proposed 
Project would not result in a significant adverse impact to land use, zoning, and public policy.  

2033 
In the 2033 With Action condition, Sites 1, 4 and 7 would be developed with a mix of office, 
residential, retail, hotel and community facility space—similar to the mix of uses expected on 
Sites 4 and 7 in the future without the Proposed Project (No Action condition), but developed at a 
higher density. The proposed residential uses and density on Site 1 (specifically Site 1A) would 
be compatible with the existing residential character of the Chelsea neighborhood, while the 
proposed mixed-use residential and commercial uses and density on Sites 4 and 7 would be 
compatible with and would complement the existing mixed-use and transportation-related uses in 
the immediate study area. Specifically, mixed-use development with residential space on Site 4 
would be consistent with other mixed-use buildings on West 34th Street. Development on Site 7 
would be consistent with the commercial office development in the Project Area, such as the 
commercial office uses at 1 Penn Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza (and the density approved in 2010 by 
CPC as part of the 15 Penn Special Permit) and consistent with the new developments immediately 
west of the Project Area described above. Overall, the new development on Sites 1, 4 and 7 would 
contribute to the creation of a cohesive, high-density mixed-use commercial and residential district 
surrounding Penn Station.  

In addition, the potential expansion of Penn Station is assumed to be completed by 2033. The 
Proposed Project would support the extension of transportation infrastructure to the blocks south 
of the existing station. The reconstruction of the existing Penn Station would improve conditions 
for transit users, and likewise be supportive of the trend towards high-density commercial devel-
opment by further improving transit access to the area. As noted in Chapter 20, “Construction,” 
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upon completion of the potential expansion of Penn Station, Sites 2 and 3 would be mostly vacant, 
and surrounded by construction fencing at-grade. The effects of the long-term construction activity 
on Sites 2 and 3 on neighborhood character are discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction.”  

2044 
By 2044, it is assumed that the eight sites would be developed with a mix of Class A office, 
residential, hotel, and retail space. As discussed in Chapter 3, “Land Use,” two development 
scenarios are contemplated—a Maximum Residential Scenario and a Maximum Commercial 
Scenario, which vary in the amount of residential and commercial floor area. The Proposed Project 
would increase residential and commercial density and would be consistent with broader land use 
trends of high-density mixed-use development in adjacent areas of Manhattan and capitalize on 
the area’s unparalleled transit access. The Proposed Project would enhance the public realm and 
generate revenue for much-needed public transportation improvements at Penn Station and area 
subway stations. The Proposed Project would support the planned expansion of Penn Station, 
which would serve New York’s future transportation needs. Overall, the Proposed Project would 
reinvigorate the Project Area by creating a modern, transit-oriented mixed-use district centered 
around Penn Station and would help create a corridor of high-density developments linking the 
Midtown Central Business District, Penn Station, and Hudson Yards. 

As shown in Figure 19-2, the blocks south of West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
are the most residential blocks within the study area, with no other land uses except for open space 
and a few retail businesses along Eighth and Ninth Avenues north of 29th Street. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the Proposed Project would introduce higher 
density development on Site 1; however, significant adverse impacts with respect to the 
predominantly lower-scale, residential character of the blocks south of 30th Street in Chelsea are 
not expected to occur. The juxtaposition of existing smaller-scale residential buildings relative to 
the proposed office building on Site 1 along Eighth Avenue and the midblock hotel along West 
31st Street would be consistent with the prevailing pattern of development on the portion of the 
block closer to Ninth Avenue, and the common juxtaposition found in other parts of the study area 
of taller buildings on avenues and smaller buildings in the midblock area of cross streets.  

The override of existing use, bulk, and density regulations would be necessary to achieve the goals 
and objectives of the Proposed Project, and permit the densities and bulk that would further public 
policies to support high-density development in areas well-served by public transit. The commer-
cial densities permitted with the GPP would be consistent with higher densities allowed in parts 
of Hudson Yards and Midtown (near Grand Central Terminal). As shown in Figure 19-2, 
approximately half of the study area is occupied by office and hotel uses. The Proposed Project 
would reinforce the commercial and transportation-related character of the study area and support 
the City’s economy by providing jobs and the space for firms to locate or expand into. In addition, 
the Proposed Project would provide residential space, including needed affordable housing. The 
Proposed Project would not directly displace any land uses so as to adversely affect surrounding 
land uses, nor would it generate land uses that would be incompatible with surrounding land uses, 
zoning, or public policies. 

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential effects of 
the Proposed Project on socioeconomic conditions, either singularly or in combination with 
potential impacts in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. 
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The Proposed Project would generate substantial economic benefits for New York City and New 
York State and would not result in significant adverse socioeconomic impacts for any of the five 
areas of analysis considered in accordance with CEQR Technical Manual guidance: (1) direct 
residential displacement, (2) direct business and institutional displacement, (3) indirect residential 
displacement, (4) indirect business and institutional displacement, and (5) adverse effects on 
specific industries. 

2033 
In Phase 1, the Proposed Project would directly displace an estimated 214 residents living in 128 
residential units, and 3,747 employees at 353 firms. The displacement would not result in 
significant adverse direct residential or business and institutional impacts in the study area. The 
directly displaced residents do not represent a significant portion of the study area population, and 
they do not have socioeconomic characteristics that differ markedly from the study area population 
as a whole. The potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide goods and services that 
would still be found within the study area and would continue to be available to local residents 
and businesses. None of the businesses or institutions serve a customer base that is uniquely 
dependent upon their location within the study area, nor are they subject to regulations or publicly 
adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, or otherwise protecting them in their current 
location. With respect to indirect residential displacement, the Proposed Project would result in a 
population with higher average incomes than the existing population. However, the ¼-mile study 
area is already experiencing a trend of increasing rents, and the Proposed Project would not 
accelerate this trend. Absent the Proposed Project, the ¼-mile and ½-mile study area are expected 
to continue to experience the existing trend of increasing rents and increasing household incomes. 
The affordability requirement of the Proposed Project would also result in more affordable units 
as compared to the No Action condition. 

Based on available information, the Proposed Project would displace 17 music-related businesses1 
that provide services to musicians and artists. The music-related businesses serve a broader trade 
area beyond the local economy and the ¼-mile study area. Thus, the direct displacement of some 
of these music-related businesses would not cause a significant adverse socioeconomic impact as 
there are alternative venues that provide comparable services and employment opportunities 
within the ¼-mile study area, borough, and City at large. 

2044 
As described in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” all of the direct residential displacement 
due to the Proposed Project would occur by 2033—no additional direct residential displacement 
is expected to occur in the 2044 analysis year. In Phase 2, an estimated 5,190 additional employees 
at 119 firms would be displaced. The potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide 
goods and services that would still be found within the study area and would continue to be 
available to local residents and businesses. None of the businesses or institutions serve a customer 
base that is uniquely dependent upon their location within the study area, nor are they subject to 
regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, or otherwise protecting them 
in their current location. The study area is a well-established commercial center with a mix of 
residential, commercial, and institutional uses, such that the Proposed Project would not introduce 

 
1 Reference USA Data (2019), fieldwork research (May 2020 – July 2020), and desktop research were used 

to identify specific businesses in the study area. As of March 2022, some of these businesses may have 
closed or relocated to new locations outside the Project Area. 
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a new economic activity or add to a concentration of a particular sector of the local economy 
enough to significantly alter or accelerate existing economic patterns. The Proposed Project would 
not directly displace uses that provide substantial direct support for businesses in the area (such as 
ambulance services for hospitals) or that bring people into the area who form a substantial portion 
of the customer base for local businesses. The Proposed Project would not directly or indirectly 
displace residents, workers, or visitors who form a substantial portion of the customer base of 
existing businesses in the study area. The Proposed Project would increase the number of daytime 
workers and visitors relative to existing numbers who live in and visit the study area.  

Overall, many of the types of services displaced would eventually be re-introduced into the Project 
Area in newer spaces and with greater capacity for expansion. Potentially displaced businesses 
would also be able to find comparable space within the study area or the City at large. While the 
potentially displaced establishments and jobs are valuable individually and collectively to the City, 
the Proposed Project would provide modern residential, office, retail, and hotel space in an area 
of the City where the commercial building stock is aging and in need of revitalization. The 
Proposed Project would strengthen the City’s economic base by providing new, modern office 
space in Manhattan’s central business district. In addition, the Proposed Project would create new 
retail options to meet the needs of local residents, workers, and visitors. The Proposed Project is 
necessary to maintain the Project Area’s competitiveness and connectivity as a business district 
within the City and region. Although the Proposed Project would directly displace a total of 8,937 
employees, it would support 48,400 to 54,400 new permanent jobs within the study area. Existing 
businesses could capitalize on new demand from the worker population such that an increase in 
sales and services rendered could offset potential increased rents. 

The Proposed Project would increase the density and capacity for additional businesses and firms 
through new commercial spaces within the Project Area. The new commercial spaces within the 
Proposed Project would support greater business activity for current and new establishments located 
in the study area. Additionally, the improved transportation infrastructure would allow for greater 
rail and transit capacity, as well as improved accessibility for commuters, facilitating job growth 
within the study area and in New York City. The Proposed Project would provide substantial new 
high-density commercial and residential development proximate to Penn Station. The generation of 
new, permanent direct and indirect jobs would produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York 
City and New York State, including income and sales tax revenues. The Proposed Project would add 
residents to the area that would spend a portion of their incomes on sales-tax-applicable items and 
would generate fiscal benefits to both New York City and New York State. Operation of the new 
commercial space would generate income tax revenues from employee wages, sales tax revenues 
from employee and business expenditures, and hotel occupancy tax revenues from hotel activity 
on Site 4. The economic benefits expected with the Proposed Project would support the mixed-use 
character of the of the study area and would not result in an impact to neighborhood character.  

OPEN SPACE 

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential effects of 
the Proposed Project on publicly accessible open space, either singularly or in combination with 
potential impacts in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. As described in 
Chapter 6, “Open Space,” the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse indirect open 
space impact, which is due primarily to the addition of new office workers to the study area as 
well as a direct open space impact, which is due to the elimination of a plaza on the 1 Penn Plaza 
privately owned public space (POPS). While the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse impacts under CEQR methodology, it would result in a net increase of more than a half-
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acre of new passive open space over No Action conditions. Further, open space is not a defining 
feature of neighborhood character. 

2033 
No changes are anticipated to open space by 2033 and no significant adverse impacts would result 
in Phase 1.  

2044 
The Proposed Project would eliminate the through-block east plaza that is part of the 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS with the development of Site 5. The elimination of the plaza represents a reduction of 
approximately 0.16 acres of passive open space, which would result in a direct significant adverse 
impact. As discussed in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” the Proposed Project would cast incremental 
shadows on six open space resources, including the MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, 
Chelsea Park, the Penn South open spaces, and the Farley Building’s Eighth Avenue steps; 
however, the shadows that would be cast on these open spaces would not result in an impact to 
neighborhood character because open space is not a defining feature of the neighborhood’s 
character.  

With respect to the indirect effects of the Proposed Project, the introduction of a substantial new 
worker population associated with the commercial development on the eight sites would result in 
a decrease in the passive open space ratio of approximately 7.27 percent. Taking into account the 
combined residential and worker populations within the study area, there would be a 6.43 percent 
decrease in the combined open space ratio. These decreases would exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual threshold of a five percent decrease for a potential indirect open space impact. Notwith-
standing the significant adverse open space impact, the Proposed Project would result in a net 
increase in passive open space with the inclusion of a public plaza (or plazas) on Site 2. The plaza 
(or plazas) would be approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) and would be developed with a variety 
of hard and soft scape features to support passive recreation use. The configuration of the open 
space on Site 2 would depend on whether the proposed train hall is developed as a midblock train 
hall or a Seventh Avenue-facing train hall; however, under either configuration, the same amount 
of publicly accessible open space would be created. If a midblock train hall is developed, there 
would be one plaza on Site 2 located in the midblock portion of the site. If a Seventh Avenue-
facing train hall is developed, there would two smaller plazas on Site 2: a midblock plaza and a 
smaller plaza along Seventh Avenue. Although detailed designs for the proposed plaza have not 
yet been prepared, it is expected that it would include a variety of seating options and a mix of 
paved and planted areas, with planted areas.  

Under existing conditions, the study area exhibits a shortage of passive open space. The study area 
contains a total of 8.34 acres of passive open space. The non-residential (worker) population 
typically uses passive open space during the day, so the passive open space ratio is the most 
relevant ratio for consideration. With an estimated worker population of approximately 250,000, 
the worker study area has a passive open space ratio of 0.033 acres per 1,000 workers. This is 
below the City’s goal of 0.15 acres of passive space per 1,000 workers. The combined passive 
open space ratio of 0.030 acres per 1,000 workers and residents is also below the goal of 0.18 
acres of passive space per 1,000 workers and residents.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, “Open Space,” the new residential population introduced with the 
Proposed Project in the 2033 and 2044 analysis years would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts to open space. 
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The lack of open space in the study area indicates that open space is not a defining feature of 
neighborhood character, but the Proposed Project would introduce a sizeable new open space on 
Site 2 that would not occur absent the Proposed Project. The new midblock open space would 
provide an amenity for the residents of the surrounding neighborhoods, as well as commuters and 
visitors to the area. The new plaza would add functional passive open space and make the area 
around Penn Station more attractive. Furthermore, coupled with other public realm improvements 
planned for the area, such as wider sidewalks and potential shared streets, the plaza would serve 
to unify the area around Penn Station with the neighborhoods that surround it.  

SHADOWS 

Defining features of neighborhood character would not be adversely affected due to potential 
shadows-related effects of the Proposed Project, either singularly or in combination with potential 
impacts in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. 

2033 
The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts in 2033. In Phase 1, the 
Proposed Project would cast incremental shadows on 39 sunlight-sensitive resources. However, 
in most cases, the new shadows would be of limited extent and duration and would not cause any 
significant adverse shadow impacts. In two cases, the incremental shadow would be substantial 
enough to significantly impact the use or appreciation of the resource, or, in the case of the historic 
resources, obscure a sunlight-dependent feature. Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse shadow impacts to the MSG POPS, and the skylights and Eighth Avenue steps 
of the Farley Building. 

2044 
The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to the following nine 
sunlight-sensitive resources: MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn 
South open spaces, the Farley Building (the skylights, Eighth Avenue steps, and colonnade), St. 
Michael’s Roman Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former Greenwich 
Savings Bank.  

As noted above, open space is not a defining feature of neighborhood character. While incremental 
shadow may affect the usability of the six open spaces (including the steps of the Farley Building), 
the shadow impacts would not constitute a significant impact to neighborhood character because 
these open spaces do not contribute substantially to the existing character of the study area.  

Of the four architectural historic resources that would experience a significant adverse shadow 
impact, the Farley Building is the only resource that is a defining feature of neighborhood 
character. The Farley Building, a New York City Landmark (NYCL) and State- and National 
Register (S/NR)-listed structure, has multiple elements identified as sunlight-sensitive: the front 
steps of the building on Eighth Avenue (which are often utilized by workers and visitors for lunch-
time seating and people watching); the monumental colonnade at the entrance at the top of the 
steps (the architectural significance of which depends partly on the interplay of light and shadow), 
and the skylights (including the large skylight providing daylight to the new Moynihan Train 
Hall).  

In the winter months, incremental shadow would block most or sometimes all direct sun to the 
large central skylight throughout the day. In the early spring and fall months represented by March 
21/September 21, incremental shadow would block part or sometimes all direct sun to the 
skylights at certain times intermittently throughout the day. In the late spring and summer months, 
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the effect of incremental shadow would be much less severe, allowing some or all of the skylights 
to be in sun for much of the day, particularly in the afternoons.   

Although the large central skylight would continue to receive ambient daylight throughout the day, 
incremental shadow from the new buildings would result in a substantial reduction in direct sunlight 
to this historic architectural feature, and the train hall below it, particularly in the fall, winter, and 
early spring, eliminating most or all the direct sun for periods of time over the course of the day. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse shadow impact to the skylights 
of the Farley Building. 

Incremental shadow would fall on large portions of the Eighth Avenue colonnade for long periods 
of the day in the fall, winter, and early spring. In the late spring and summer months, incremental 
shadow would eliminate sun briefly in the morning, then shade portions of the colonnade inter-
mittently in the late morning and midday. Incremental shadow would fall on large areas of the 
Eighth Avenue steps for much of the day in all seasons.  

The incremental shadows would affect the appreciation of the colonnade and recessed entrance 
under the portico and affect the public’s use of the steps as an open space resource. However, the 
shadows would not significantly diminish the Farley Building’s unique context and its imposing 
presence on Eighth Avenue, which contributes to the overall character of the neighborhood. The 
Farley Building would continue to occupy the full superblock between West 31st and West 33rd 
Streets and would be across the street from MSG, which is also a relatively lower-scale building, 
located among the higher density buildings of Hudson Yards and the Project Area. Therefore, the 
potential shadow impact to the Farley Building would not result in a significant adverse impact on 
neighborhood character. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential impacts 
of the Proposed Project on historic and cultural resources, either singularly or in combination with 
potential impacts in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. 

The Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts to archaeological re-
sources, but it has the potential to result in significant adverse direct impacts on seven architectural 
resources that would be removed to allow for the development of the Proposed Project and an 
additional architectural resource that could be removed. In addition, indirect or contextual impacts 
would occur to six architectural resources. The indirect or contextual impacts include the visual 
impacts associated with views to the Empire State Building and the shadow impacts to the historic 
resources described above.  

2033 
In Phase 1, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse direct impacts on six archi-
tectural resources located on Sites 1, 2 and 3 that would be removed for the potential below-grade 
expansion of Penn Station, and one architectural resource on Site 7 that would be demolished to 
allow for new commercial development on Site 7. The resources are presented below.  

• Lithuanian Alliance of America, 307 West 30th Street (S/NR-eligible) 
• Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 West 31st Street (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible);  
• Fairmont Building, 239-241 West 30th Street (S/NR-eligible); 
• St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, 207-215 West 30th Street (S/NR-

eligible, NYCL-eligible); 
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• Penn Terminal Building, 370 Seventh Avenue (S/NR-eligible) 
• Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible); and  
• Hotel Pennsylvania, 401 Seventh Avenue (S/NR-eligible). 

The removal of these historic buildings would not alter the overall character of the study area, as 
the study area exhibits a varied context of older, smaller buildings interspersed with taller, modern 
buildings. It would also not change the predominant commercial and transportation-related char-
acter of the neighborhood surrounding Penn Station. In addition, the individual iconic historic 
structures that are defining features of the study area’s neighborhood character—the Farley 
Building, R. H Macy & Company Store (also known as Macy’s), and the Empire State Building—
would not be displaced. Shadow-related impacts on the Eighth Avenue façade of the Farley 
Building are discussed in “Shadows,” above. The remaining resources affected by shadows are 
not defining elements of neighborhood character. 

2044 
In Phase 2, the Proposed Project could result in the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
over West 32nd Street, which is anchored to the existing building on Site 8 at its northern end. As 
described below under “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” removal of the skybridge would 
not change neighborhood character because it is not a defining feature of the neighborhood. In 
addition, the Proposed Project in Phase 2 would result in significant adverse visual impacts on the 
Empire State Building from certain vantage points. These potential impacts would not affect 
neighborhood character.  

As discussed in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” the Proposed Project would 
partially obstruct certain prominent views of the Empire State Building from the western portion 
of the study area, resulting in a significant adverse visual impact from certain vantage points. 
Views would be partially obstructed along West 34th Street, west of Sixth Avenue, by the 
proposed development on Site 6. West 34th Street is a wide view corridor that provides prominent 
and largely unobstructed views. The proposed developments on Sites 5 and 6 would also partially 
obstruct views east along West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue. In addition, portions of the Empire 
State Building visible in views northeast from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street and northeast 
from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue would be fully obstructed by the 
proposed developments on Site 2 (although some views would be available from this portion of 
Chelsea Park in leaf-off conditions).  

The obstruction of some views looking east and northeast to the Empire State Building would not 
constitute an impact to neighborhood character, because views would continue to be available 
from other street-level, publicly accessible locations in the study area. Views of the Empire State 
Building would be unobstructed from other locations in the study area. More proximate and 
complete views of the Empire State Building would remain unaffected in views from the north 
and south on Fifth Avenue, from vantage points east of the Empire State Building looking west, 
and in views looking east from areas east of Sixth Avenue. Furthermore, although not considered 
in the CEQR Technical Manual methodology for assessing impacts to visual resources, views of 
the Empire State Building would also be visible from the upper levels of taller buildings in the 
study area, including buildings in the west portion of the study area. The obstruction of views to 
the Empire State Building from a limited number of vantage points in the neighborhood would 
not result in a significant impact to neighborhood character.  
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URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential effects of 
the Proposed Project on urban design and visual resources, either singularly or in combination 
with potential impacts in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. As discussed 
below, the Proposed Project would introduce improvements to the public realm that are expected 
to enhance neighborhood character.   

2033 
The Proposed Project would result in demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2, 
which would result in a significant adverse visual resource impact. However, the Church of St. 
John the Baptist is not a defining feature of neighborhood character. Therefore, its demolition 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact on neighborhood character. The new mixed-use 
and commercial developments on Sites 1, 4 and 7 would result in wider sidewalks and public 
space requirements on each development site. The GPP would require that a certain percentage of 
each site be set aside for public space, such as additional sidewalk widenings, pedestrian 
circulation space in front of transit or building entrances, or potential landscaped areas that may 
contain seating and passive activities for pedestrians in the surrounding neighborhood. The new 
buildings could be designed with base and setback tower massings or could be designed with other 
configurations consistent with modern mixed-use and office development, such as towers that are 
not set on a base and are set back from the property lines, as set forth in the Design Guidelines. 
The new buildings are anticipated to be of contemporary designs, and would contain a mix of 
office, residential, retail, and hotel uses. The uses and design features of the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with the urban design characteristics of the secondary study area, and the 
ground-floor retail uses would provide visual interest to the pedestrian. The Proposed Project 
would enhance neighborhood character by making the public realm more attractive and improve 
pedestrian facilities.  

2044 
The Proposed Project is assumed to be completed by 2044, including construction on all develop-
ment sites, all public transportation and public realm improvements, the Penn Station 
reconstruction, and the Penn Station expansion. A visual impact attributed to the obstruction of 
views of the Empire State building from certain vantage points would occur in 2044; however, as 
discussed above in “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the visual impact would not alter 
neighborhood character. The development of Site 8 may result in the demolition of the copper 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge spanning from Site 8 across West 32nd Street, causing a significant 
adverse visual resource impact, but its removal would not change neighborhood character because 
the skybridge is not a defining feature of the neighborhood.  

In addition to the development completed by 2033 on Sites 1, 4, and 7, development between 2033 
and 2044 would include new buildings on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 and associated public 
transportation and public realm improvements, including construction of a new open space on Site 
2, wider sidewalks at all sites adjoining City streets, and creation of public space at each 
development site.  

As part of the GPP, ESD has prepared Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project, which would 
specify the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning. The Design Guidelines set 
forth building bulk and massing parameters, including establishing tower setbacks and maximum 
base heights, as well as tower coverage controls to encourage varied tower forms that would result 
in a varied skyline. The Design Guidelines also set forth requirements for active ground floor uses 
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and transparency requirements at street level to foster an active street experience for the pedestrian. 
In addition, the Design Guidelines permit advertising signage on the Seventh Avenue frontages of 
new buildings on Sites 2B, 3, 5, 6, and 7, the Eighth Avenue frontage of new the building on Site 
4, and on the east-west cross streets with frontage along these sites for a distance of 100 feet from 
Seventh and Eighth Avenues (200 feet along 34th Street on the west side of Seventh Avenue). The 
Design Guidelines stipulate that advertising signage be incorporated into the building architecture 
to avoid having billboards rising from the rooftops of buildings on metal framing structures. The 
area already contains large-scale advertising signage including on Seventh Avenue and in other 
locations, and, therefore, signage at the development sites would not result in a neighborhood 
character impact. As set forth in the Design Guidelines with respect to transit signage, signage for 
the MTA and Penn Station railroads would be prioritized such that advertising signage and other 
accessory signage does not infringe upon transit signage, thereby better organizing signage, clearly 
delineating entry points to transit, and reducing way-finding confusion for the pedestrian. 

The Proposed Project would revitalize the study area by creating a revitalized, transit-oriented 
mixed-use district centered around Penn Station. The proposed developments, which could consist 
of base and tower configurations and other configurations consistent with modern mixed-use and 
office construction such as buildings that rise from the ground without a base, would be consistent 
with the urban design of the study area—particularly the larger, taller, and more recently 
constructed buildings. The proposed developments would introduce much needed public 
transportation and public realm improvements, including new public open space that would 
enhance the pedestrian experience, activate the area, and create an attractive environment in which 
to shop, work, and visit.  

A new through-block open space would be created on Site 2 between West 30th and West 31st 
Streets. The proposed open space would be a public plaza (or plazas) constructed in connection 
with the commercial buildings on Site 2. The plaza would provide a variety of hard- and soft-
scape features to support passive recreation The plaza is expected to include access and egress 
points to the expanded Penn Station. The proposed public plaza would provide new open space 
amenities directly above a modernized and expanded Penn Station, and would serve the new 
mixed-use district surrounding Penn Station and the adjacent neighborhoods.  

The Proposed Project envisions the future provision of shared streets to enhance the pedestrian 
realm and provide space for functional elements such as seating, plantings, and furniture. With 
shared streets, a roadway is converted to a full-time configuration that allows pedestrians and 
cyclists to share space with slow-moving vehicles. Shared streets are designed to accommodate 
high pedestrian volumes and low traffic volumes and speeds. These corridors are contemplated 
along West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and West 33rd Street between Sixth 
and Ninth Avenues , and potentially along West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
subject to future DOT study, review, and approval. The Proposed Project would allow for the 
enhancement of existing bicycle lane infrastructure along Seventh and Eighth Avenues and—in 
connection with the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3—would accommodate bicycle lanes between 
Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Avenues along West 31st Street.  

The public realm and public transportation improvements introduced with the Proposed Project 
would unify the area around Penn Station and the surrounding neighborhoods with an integrated, 
multi-modal circulation plan that includes a network of walkways, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and 
plazas above-grade, and improved passenger circulation and wayfinding below-grade. The 
changes to the public realm would make the area more attractive and inviting. New entrances to 
Penn Station and area subway stations would be provided in connection with the commercial 
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developments. Wider subway platforms and below-grade concourses would help accommodate 
the flow of visitors and workers to the area. The urban design benefits of the Proposed Project 
would enhance neighborhood character in the study area.  

Compared to conditions in the future without the Proposed Project, in which conditions that detract 
from the overall visual character of the neighborhood are expected to remain, the improvements 
brought about with the Proposed Project would address substandard and insanitary conditions, and 
make the area more attractive. The Proposed Project would include active ground-floor uses that 
would enliven the streetscape of the study area. These project components, and the other 
improvements discussed above, would enhance the pedestrian experience in the Project Area and 
in the surrounding neighborhood. Overall, the Proposed Project would provide benefits to 
neighborhood character by enhancing urban design conditions and would not result in a significant 
adverse impact to neighborhood character.  

TRANSPORTATION 

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential effects of 
the proposed project on transportation, either singularly or in combination with potential impacts 
in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. The study areas for the traffic, transit, 
and pedestrian analyses are determined on assigned incremental trips and not dependent on a 
specified distance, such as a ¼-mile from the boundaries of the Project Area. As discussed in 
Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the Proposed Project would result in traffic and subway line-haul 
impacts at certain intersections and subway lines, respectively, in Manhattan that are beyond the 
neighborhood character study area. However, these impacts would not constitute an impact to 
neighborhood character in these neighborhoods because traffic congestion and crowded subway 
trains would not be out of character in other built-up Manhattan neighborhoods, including parts of 
Midtown.   

2033 
Traffic would increase in the future with the Proposed Project. As described in detail in Chapter 
14, “Transportation,” the traffic analysis indicates the potential for significant adverse impacts at 
92 intersections during one or more analyzed peak hours. Potential mitigation measures are dis-
cussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” However, even with mitigation measures in place, there would 
still be some significant adverse traffic impacts that could not be fully mitigated. Even with these 
unmitigatable impacts, the overall effects of traffic would not be out of character with the study 
area, which is already defined by high levels of vehicular activity; therefore, the incremental 
changes would not constitute a significant impact on neighborhood character. Further, the analysis 
presented in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” conservatively did not account for potential effects 
from initiatives undertaken by the City, the MTA, and other regional transportation agencies to 
address congestion in New York City, particularly in the Midtown. These initiatives include 
enhancing the bicycle travel infrastructure, improving subway service and accessibility, and 
planning for the implementation of the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, which 
is currently being studied as part of a separate federal environmental review. 

With respect to transit, the Proposed Project would incorporate several major public transit 
improvements that would address some of the existing substandard public realm facilities and 
enhance the area’s subway and rail mass transit networks. These include new/improved 
underground concourse and passageway connections, certain in-station improvements, and 
connections made possible by development easements at several of the development sites. A 
prominent feature of the Proposed Project is the establishment of a concourse system that would 
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allow Penn Station passengers, whose destinations are mainly to the east and northeast of Penn 
Station, to cross Seventh Avenue underground and redirect them away from the highly congested 
at-grade crossings along Seventh Avenue. The specific improvements that have been assumed by 
2033 are discussed in more detail in Chapter 14, “Transportation.” 

The analysis found no significant adverse impacts to bus service, but significant adverse impacts 
would occur at the 34th Street–Herald Square and 34th Street–Seventh Avenue subway stations. 
Stairways and escalators would be impacted at the Herald Square station and stairways would be 
impacted at the Seventh Avenue station. Most of the impacted elements could be fully mitigated 
by potential mitigation measures discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” Some impacts would 
remain unmitigated due to existing station constraints, resulting in congestion at unmitigated 
subway station elements. Overall, the changes to these subway station elements resulting with the 
Proposed Project would not be out of character with the study area, and would not result in 
significant adverse impacts on neighborhood character. 

The analysis of pedestrian conditions identified 41 pedestrian elements—comprising 11 side-
walks, 4 corners, and 26 crosswalks—that would experience significant adverse impacts during 
one or more peak hours. Potential mitigation measures are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 
However, even with mitigation measures in place, many of the significant adverse pedestrian 
impacts could not be fully mitigated. Even with these impacts, the overall effects of pedestrians 
would not be out of character with the study area, which is already defined by high levels of 
pedestrian activity; therefore, the incremental changes would not constitute a significant impact 
on neighborhood character. Additionally, the Proposed Project would result in wider sidewalks 
adjacent to Sites 1 (on Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street), 4 (on Eighth Avenue), and 7 (on 
Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street) as compared to the future No Action condition, providing 
additional pedestrian circulation space.   

2044 
The proposed developments are assumed to be completed and in operation by 2044. Significant 
adverse traffic impacts would occur at 104 intersections during one or more analyzed peak hours. 
The number of impacted intersections is largely associated with the baseline traffic and reduced 
roadway capacity along several corridors. Vehicle trips generated by other as-of-right and planned 
development projects and changes to the roadway network would result in increased congestion 
in 2044 absent the Proposed Project. Even small increases in incremental traffic attributed to the 
Proposed Project at some of the congested intersections would result in significant adverse impacts 
under the CEQR Technical Manual methodology that could not be fully mitigated during one or 
more analysis peak hours, and almost any new development in the Project Area could result in 
unmitigated traffic impacts. Potential measures to mitigate these impacts include signal timing 
changes, restriping, and changes to parking regulations. These measures are described in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation.” However, even with mitigation measures in place, there would still be significant 
adverse traffic impacts that could not be fully mitigated. Like conditions in 2033, the effects 
related to traffic conditions would not be out of character with the study area, and the incremental 
changes would not constitute a significant impact on neighborhood character. Further, as noted 
above, the analysis presented in Chapter 14, “Transportation” conservatively did not account for 
potential effects from initiatives undertaken by the City, the MTA, and other regional 
transportation agencies to address congestion in New York City, particularly in Midtown. These 
initiatives include enhancements to bicycle infrastructure, improvements to subway service and 
accessibility, and planning for the implementation of the CBD Tolling Program. 
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By 2044, the Proposed Project would provide additional public transportation improvements with 
the development on Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8, as discussed in more detail in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation.” 

With respect to transit, the Proposed Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse 
bus impacts. However, the Proposed Project would result in numerous impacts at subway station 
elements (vertical circulation elements, control areas, and subway platforms) at the 34th Street 
stations on the Seventh and Eighth Avenue lines and 34th Street-Herald Square. These significant 
adverse impacts would be attributed to a combination of the development associated with the 
Proposed Project, and ridership growth from the various regional rail improvements that could 
only be accommodated with the expansion of Penn Station. As discussed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation,” measures could be implemented to reduce or eliminate some of the impacts; 
however, some impacts would remain unmitigated due to existing station constraints, resulting in 
congestion at unmitigated subway station elements.  

The Proposed Project would cause significant adverse subway line haul impacts, potentially 
resulting in crowded subway trains on the following lines that serve area subway stations: 
southbound 2 and 3, southbound E, northbound 1, northbound 2 and 3, northbound D, and 
northbound A and E subway lines. Potential mitigation measures for the subway line haul impact 
include the addition of more trains during the affected peak hours to increase service frequency, 
subject to NYCT’s operational constraints.  

Significant adverse pedestrian impacts were identified at 23 sidewalks (18 during the AM peak 
hour, six during the midday peak hour, and 19 during the PM peak hour), 17 corners (10 during 
the AM peak hour and 15 during the PM peak hour), and 53 crosswalks (40 during the AM peak 
hour, 36 during the midday peak hour, and 43 during the PM peak hour). Many area pedestrian 
elements would be operating at congested levels irrespective of the Proposed Project. Mitigation 
measures for sidewalk impacts typically involve the relocation of obstructions, such as planters, 
to increase the capacity of the sidewalk to handle pedestrians. Measures to mitigate impacts at 
crosswalks generally include widening the crosswalks. Mitigation measures for pedestrian impacts 
at corners typically involve extending the corner or relocation of obstructions to accommodate 
pedestrian volumes.  

Penn Station is the busiest passenger transportation hub in North America, and offers unmatched 
connectivity between intercity rail service, commuter rail service, and local subway service. As 
described above, the avenues and cross streets in the study area generally carry substantial 
numbers of pedestrians and vehicles. The thoroughfares, transit elements, and sidewalks in the 
study area are already heavily trafficked, and this would continue in the No Action condition. 
While the Proposed Project would result in incremental increases in traffic, transit, and pedestrian 
activity, the resulting conditions—even if unmitigated—would be substantially similar to 
conditions that presently exist in the study area. Further, with the implementation of the Proposed 
Project’s many above- and below-grade improvements, the pedestrian experience within the 
Project Area is generally anticipated to improve, particularly at the most congested sidewalk, 
corner, and crosswalk locations, or remain similar to existing conditions. The pedestrian elements 
that are farther away from the development sites where improvements are not proposed are 
expected to experience deteriorations in level of service. As detailed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” 
certain improvement measures could be implemented at these locations to mitigate the identified 
impacts to the extent practicable; however, some of these impacts are expected to remain 
unmitigated or partially mitigated. After considering the resulting conditions and the relevant 
improvements to transportation facilities such as Penn Station, subway station entrances and 
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platforms, sidewalks, and shared streets, the changes in transportation conditions due to the 
Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on neighborhood character.  

NOISE 

Defining features of the neighborhood would not be adversely affected due to potential noise-
related effects of the Proposed Action, either singularly or in combination with potential impacts 
in other relevant technical areas discussed in this section. 

2033 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not have the potential to result in any significant adverse 
impacts, as the predicted increases in noise levels would fall below the applicable CEQR Technical 
Manual significant adverse impact threshold (3.0 dBA).  

2044 
Due to traffic generated by the Proposed Project, significant adverse noise impacts would occur 
in the 2044 analysis year. The greatest predicted noise increments would occur along West 30th 
and West 31st Streets, primarily due to project-generated trucks traveling on these streets. West 
30th and West 31st Streets are eastbound and westbound truck routes, respectively, and all trucks 
traveling eastbound and westbound in this area must travel along this corridor. Noise-sensitive 
land uses, such as residential buildings, with frontage along these streets would experience just 
noticeable to clearly noticeable increases in noise during hours of peak truck traffic. Mitigation 
measures to address the noise impact include the installation of double-glazed/storm windows and 
alternative ventilation at no cost to owners/occupants of the residences to the extent the measures 
are not already in place on the affected portions of the West 30th and West 31st Street façades.  

In addition, the Proposed Project would result in noise levels at the newly introduced open space 
at Site 2 that would exceed the 55 dBA L10(1) noise level for outdoor areas requiring serenity and 
quiet. However, the existing noise levels at these locations are currently in the low- to mid-70s 
dBA, exceeding the acceptable threshold, and the predicted levels at the proposed plaza would be 
comparable to those at many open spaces in New York City. As noted above, relatively high levels 
of ambient noise are characteristic of the study area and noise increases due to the Proposed Project 
would not result in a significant adverse impact to neighborhood character. The noise levels in 
proximity to the Project Area are typical of many neighborhoods in New York City and would 
remain so with the Proposed Project; noise is not a defining feature of the neighborhood, and the 
incremental increase in noise levels resulting from the Proposed Project would not constitute a 
significant adverse impact on neighborhood character.  
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Chapter 20:  Construction 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter assesses the potential impacts associated with the construction of the Proposed 
Project. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project would involve 
redevelopment on eight sites in the Project Area to create a revitalized transit-oriented mixed-use 
district centered around Penn Station and would introduce public transportation and public realm 
improvements to the area. The Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction and 
potential expansion of Penn Station. For analysis purposes, construction of the Proposed Project 
is assumed to be completed in two phases—an interim completion year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a 
full completion year (Phase 2) of 2044. 

The Project Area is generally bounded by Sixth and Ninth Avenues to the east and west and West 
30th and West 34th Streets to the south and north in Midtown Manhattan. The Project Area 
includes all or portions of Blocks 754, 755, 780, 781, 783, 806, 807, 808, and 809 that encompass 
Penn Station, Madison Square Garden (MSG), Moynihan Train Hall, and surrounding blocks. 
However, the Proposed Project would not result in any new buildings at the existing Penn Station, 
MSG, or Moynihan Train Hall. The eight development sites within the Project Area are identified 
in Figure 1-1 of Chapter 1, “Project Description.” 

This chapter provides a discussion of an illustrative construction schedule, the activities likely to occur 
during construction, the types of equipment that are likely to be used, and the anticipated construction 
logistics (i.e., equipment operation and staging area locations). Based on this information, potential 
impacts on transportation, air quality, noise and vibration, land use and neighborhood character, 
socioeconomic conditions, community facilities, open space, historic and cultural resources, natural 
resources, and hazardous materials from construction activities are analyzed.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” this FEIS considers two potential 
development scenarios for the Proposed Project—a Maximum Commercial Scenario and a 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis 
is analyzed for each technical area. For this assessment of construction, the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario is the basis for the illustrative construction schedule, as it would result in more demolition 
and excavation activities and more floor area than the Maximum Residential Scenario. As 
appropriate, the potential for the Proposed Project to introduce sensitive receptors, such as new 
dwelling units, under the Maximum Residential Scenario is also analyzed in this chapter.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the Metropolitan Transportation Authority of 
the State of New York (MTA); the National Railroad Passenger Corporation doing business as 
Amtrak (Amtrak); and the New Jersey Transit Corporation, branded as NJ Transit (NJT) 
(collectively, the Railroads) are considering taking actions with respect to the potential expansion 
of Penn Station. While the information necessary for a detailed examination of the impacts of 
those separate actions is not available as of the date of the preparation of this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS), the New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State 
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Development (ESD) has considered the potential impacts related to the construction and operation 
of the potential southward Penn Station expansion at a conceptual level. To the extent that new 
information regarding the potential Penn Station expansion (e.g., more specific design 
information, etc.) becomes available in the future, additional environmental analyses and findings 
would thereafter be prepared to the extent appropriate by one or more of the governmental 
sponsors prior to acquisition, clearing or development of station expansion sites.  

In addition, development under the Proposed Project would support the reconstruction of Penn 
Station. Because the Penn Station reconstruction activities are interrelated with other Proposed 
Project construction activities (e.g., they would likely occur at the same time and adjacent to the 
development sites and potential Penn Station expansion activities), the construction analyses 
presented in this chapter conservatively account for the activities associated with the Penn Station 
reconstruction. However, since the detailed plans and engineering necessary for a detailed 
examination of the reconstruction of existing Penn Station are not available as of the date of the 
preparation of the FEIS, ESD has considered these construction impacts at a conceptual level. 

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 
Construction associated with the Proposed Project would result in temporary disruptions in the 
surrounding area. The construction impact assessment presented in this chapter is based on an 
illustrative construction schedule intended to reflect a reasonable worst-case scenario for the 
potential sequencing of construction events. However, if the construction schedule were to extend 
beyond the timetable assumed in this analysis, then construction activities for the Proposed Project 
as a whole would occur over a longer period of time. This scenario (“Extended Schedule 
Scenario”) was also assessed and presented in this chapter under Section G, “Extended Schedule 
Scenario.” 

For each of the various technical areas presented below, appropriate construction analysis periods 
were selected to represent reasonable worst-case conditions relevant to that technical area, which 
can occur at different times for different analyses. For example, the noisiest part of the construction 
may not be at the same time as the heaviest construction traffic. Therefore, the analysis periods 
may differ for different analysis areas. 

The illustrative construction schedule for the Proposed Project assumes that construction activities 
would typically occur from 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM, five days a week on weekdays. However, for 
the below-grade work for the potential expansion of Penn Station during Phase 1 construction, 
construction activity in close proximity to existing train tracks would be conducted primarily 
during nights and weekends to avoid disruptions to daytime train service; night and weekend work 
may also be necessary in order to meet the project construction schedule or to make up time due 
to weather delays and/or other circumstances. This scenario (“Alternative Construction Schedule 
Scenario”) was also assessed and presented in this chapter under Section H, “Alternative 
Construction Schedule Scenario.”   

As described below, the Proposed Project’s construction activities would result in significant 
adverse impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, localized neighborhood character, and 
historic and cultural resources. For all other technical areas, construction activities associated with 
the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts. Analysis results specific to 
each of the technical areas are summarized below. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

The Proposed Project’s construction transportation analysis is based on peak two-year running 
average construction conditions. As detailed in the later sections of this chapter, the Proposed 
Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse parking, transit, and pedestrian impacts 
during construction. 

TRAFFIC 

For traffic, conditions during construction were evaluated at 16 and 67 intersections for the Phase 
1 and Phase 2 construction conditions, respectively, for the weekday AM and PM construction 
peak hours. During the Phase 1 construction condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were 
identified at 10 intersections during the weekday AM construction peak hour and 10 intersections 
during the weekday PM construction peak hour. During the Phase 2 construction condition, sig-
nificant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 39 intersections during the weekday AM con-
struction peak hour and 45 intersections during the weekday PM construction peak hour. Table 
20-1 summarizes the projected significant adverse traffic impacts for both the Phase 1 and Phase 
2 construction conditions. Potential improvement measures that may be implemented to mitigate 
these impacts are discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Table 20-1 
Summary of Significant Adverse Construction Traffic Impacts 

Analysis Peak Hour 
Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

Phase 1 Peak Construction Condition Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition 
Weekday AM 10/13 39/60 
Weekday PM 10/13 45/87 

Totals During Any Peak Hour 13/19 52/104 
Notes: In total, 16 and 67 intersections, comprised of approximately 50 and 250 lane groups, were included the 

traffic study area for analysis for Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction analyses, respectively.  
 

PEDESTRIANS 

Construction worker trips would be dispersed to pedestrian elements surrounding the Project Area. 
These peak construction pedestrian increments would also take place during hours when 
background pedestrian levels are lower than they would be in the 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 5:00 
PM to 6:00 PM commuter peak hours. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project is not 
expected to result in any significant adverse pedestrian impacts. With regard to pedestrian facilities 
surrounding the construction sites, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) plans that are 
subject to approvals and stipulations from the New York City Department of Transportation 
(DOT)’s Office of Construction Mitigation and Coordination (OCMC) would be implemented to 
appropriately protect and facilitate pedestrian flow, as well as to avoid impacts to pedestrian 
circulation. As with standard practices for construction projects in New York City, the temporary 
effects from these measures would change over time and across different parts of construction 
sites. 

TRANSIT 

Construction worker-related transit trips would be dispersed to the numerous subway 
stations/lines, local bus routes, and commuter rail/bus options described above. These trips would 
also be made outside of the commuter peak hours, which correspond with lower background 
transit levels and are typically not subject to concern or assessment of operating conditions. 
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Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse 
transit impacts. 

PARKING 

Under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition, public parking utilization would increase to 80 
and 130 percent within ¼-mile of the Project Area during the weekday AM and PM construction 
time periods, respectively. A shortfall of 1,974 parking spaces would occur during the weekday 
PM construction time period. These levels are expected to increase, under the Phase 2 Peak 
Construction condition, to 81 and 135 percent within ¼-mile of the Project Area during the 
weekday AM and PM construction time periods, respectively. A shortfall of 2,321 parking spaces 
would occur during the weekday PM construction time period. As stated in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a 
significant adverse impact, due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation. 
If the projected level of parking demand materializes in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Peak Construction 
conditions, some motorists may alter their modes of transportation or would have to seek parking 
availability farther from the Project Area.  

AIR QUALITY 

The construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of both non-road construction 
equipment and on-road vehicles. Non-road construction equipment includes equipment operating 
on-site, such as cranes, loaders, and excavators. On-road vehicles include worker vehicles and 
construction trucks arriving to and departing from the construction site as well as operating on-
site. The dispersion modeling analysis of construction-related air emissions for both non-road and 
on-road sources determined that particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), annual average nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), and carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations would be below their National Air 
Quality Ambient Standards (NAAQS), respectively. In addition, the requirement to use Tier 4 non-
road diesel engines would reduce NOx emissions and address the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS. An 
emissions reduction program would be implemented for the Proposed Project to minimize the 
effects of construction activities on the surrounding community. Measures would include, to the 
extent practicable, dust suppression measures, use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel, idling 
restrictions, diesel equipment reduction, the utilization of newer equipment (i.e., equipment 
meeting the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s [EPA] Tier 4 emission standard), and best 
available tailpipe reduction technologies. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would 
not result in significant adverse air quality impacts due to construction sources. 

NOISE 

Based on the construction predicted to occur at each development site, noise resulting from 
construction is expected to exceed the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical 
Manual noise impact thresholds as well as result in “objectionable” and “very objectionable” noise 
level increases at some receptors. Twelve time periods were analyzed over the course of the Pro-
posed Project’s assumed construction schedule. As described in detail below, the construction 
noise analysis has conservatively assessed the construction schedule established in the DEIS rather 
than the revised construction schedule. The differences in schedule would not change the 
conclusions of the detailed construction noise analysis conducted using the DEIS illustrative 
construction schedule, as the significant adverse noise impacts that would be expected with the 
updated construction schedule would not result in impacts not previously addressed in the analysis 
using the DEIS construction schedule. Receptors where noise level increases were predicted to 
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exceed the construction noise evaluation thresholds for extended durations were identified. The 
noise analysis results show that the predicted noise levels would exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise impact criteria at numerous receptors near the Project Area.  

For development sites at which noise-sensitive uses (e.g., residential, hotel, community facility 
spaces) would be completed and occupied while other project construction would occur immedi-
ately adjacent, construction is predicted to result in “clearly unacceptable” noise levels and interior 
noise levels exceeding the 45 dBA criterion considered acceptable by up to 5 dBA. These exceed-
ances would be intermittent and temporary, and would not occur during the nighttime hour when 
residences and hotel guest rooms are most sensitive to noise. Consequently, noise resulting from 
construction of the proposed developments would not result in significant adverse noise impacts 
at completed project buildings. 

At locations predicted to experience an exceedance of the noise impact threshold criteria, the 
exceedances would be due primarily to noise generated by on-site construction activities (rather 
than construction-related traffic). However, the noise analysis examined the reasonable worst-case 
peak hourly noise levels that would result from construction in a specific month selected for anal-
ysis, and consequently is conservative in predicting significant increases in noise levels. Typically, 
the loudest hourly noise level during each month of construction would not persist throughout the 
entire month. Furthermore, this analysis is based on conceptual site plans and construction sched-
ules. If construction on multiple development sites do not overlap, construction noise would be less 
intense than the analysis predicts. However, if the construction schedule were to extend beyond the 
timetable assumed in the analysis, then construction activities for the Proposed Project as a whole 
would occur over a longer period of time. This would increase the duration of elevated construction 
noise levels at some locations, particularly those with line of sight to two or more Proposed Project 
buildings that are assumed to be constructed simultaneously rather than consecutively in the 
quantified analysis presented in this chapter, although avoiding the overlap in construction 
activities for those specific receptors would reduce the maximum level of construction noise. 

VIBRATION 

The buildings of most concern with regard to the potential for structural or architectural damage 
due to vibration would be historic buildings (see Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” 
for a list of historic structures) immediately adjacent to the development sites. Since these historic 
buildings and structures would be within 90 feet of the development sites, DOB TPPN #10/88 
regulations would require acceptable levels of vibration and require vibration monitoring at these 
structures. For non-historic buildings and other structures immediately adjacent to the 
development sites, vibration levels would be in the range generally considered acceptable for a 
non-historic buildings or structures. In terms of potential vibration levels that would be perceptible 
and annoying, construction would have the potential to produce perceptible vibration levels at 
receptor locations within a distance of approximately 550 feet depending on soil conditions. 
However, the operation would only occur for limited periods of time at a particular location and 
therefore would not result in any significant adverse impacts. Consequently, significant adverse 
vibration impacts would not result from construction of the Proposed Project. 
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LAND USE AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

LAND USE 

Construction activities would affect land use on the development sites, but would not affect land 
use conditions and patterns outside of these areas. As is typical with construction projects, during 
periods of peak activity, there would be some disruption to nearby areas. There would be 
construction trucks and construction workers coming to the Project Area as well as trucks and other 
vehicles backing up, loading, and unloading. These disruptions would have limited effects on land 
uses in the larger study area, as most construction activities would take place within the Project Area. 
Overall, the temporary and localized nature of construction would not result in any significant 
adverse impacts on local land use patterns of the nearby area. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Long-term construction activity associated with the potential expansion of Penn Station and new 
buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant adverse localized neighborhood character 
impacts in the immediate vicinity of these development sites during construction. Construction 
activities would be disruptive and concentrated on these sites for an extended period of time. 
Throughout the construction period, measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, 
and vibration on the construction sites, including the erection of construction fencing and in some 
areas fencing incorporating sound reducing measures. This fencing would reduce potentially 
undesirable views of construction sites and buffer noise emitted from construction activities. 
Furthermore, in the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the expansion 
of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 
3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites with 
temporary uses or other programming. Nonetheless, long-term construction activities on Sites 1, 
2, and 3 would constitute a substantial change to the character of these blocks, especially given 
their location in Midtown Manhattan adjacent to Penn Station to the north and residential uses to 
the south and west. Therefore, construction activity associated with the Proposed Project would 
have significant adverse localized neighborhood character impacts in the immediate vicinity of 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 during construction. However, the impacts would be localized and would not alter 
the character of the larger neighborhoods surrounding these development sites. 

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Construction activities could temporarily affect pedestrian and vehicular access to businesses near 
the development sites. However, MPT plans would be developed and implemented to ensure that 
access to existing businesses near the Project Area would be maintained throughout the 
construction period. Construction would create direct benefits resulting from expenditures on 
labor, materials, and services, and indirect benefits near the Project Area created by expenditures 
by material suppliers, construction workers, and other employees involved in the construction 
activity. Construction also would contribute to increased tax revenues for the City and state, 
including those from personal income taxes. Construction activities associated with the Proposed 
Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic conditions. 

OPEN SPACES 

Construction of the Proposed Project would directly affect three publicly accessible open spaces—
the through-block east plaza at 1 Penn Plaza, Plaza 33, and the proposed plaza space on Site 2. At 
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Site 5, the through-block east plaza of 1 Penn Plaza would be displaced by construction activities. 
As discussed in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” this would constitute a significant adverse impact on 
open space under operational conditions. Construction of Site 5 would also likely use a portion of 
the adjacent Plaza 33 for construction staging activities, which would temporarily reduce the 
amount of open space in Plaza 33. This would be a temporary adverse effect on Plaza 33 and 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact to open space. At Site 2, in the event that there 
is an extended period between the completion of the expansion of Penn Station and the 
commencement of construction of the new buildings above-ground, the proposed plaza space 
could be opened on a temporary basis after the completion of the potential expansion of Penn 
Station, and then returned to use for construction staging activities during construction of one or 
both buildings on the site. After completion of the new buildings on Site 2, the proposed plaza 
space would be opened on a permanent basis. Therefore, the displacement of temporary Site 2 
plaza space would not constitute a significant adverse impact to open space.  

Other open space resources would not be used for construction staging, and access to other 
resources would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction period. While 
construction of the Proposed Project may cause temporary disruptions to the other nearby open 
spaces, it is expected that such disruptions in any given area would be temporary and would not 
be ongoing for the full duration of the construction period. Throughout the construction period, 
measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, and vibration within the construction 
areas. Therefore, construction associated with the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts on nearby open spaces.  

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

For Phase 1 construction, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for 
a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed Project would 
result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural resources 
currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 is currently being 
demolished to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or without the Proposed 
Project. This is conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact for the construction of the 
Proposed Project and is considered in the consultation with the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) under the New York State Historic Preservation 
Act. In addition, during Phase 2 construction, one architectural resource could be removed for the 
redevelopment of Site 8. Although the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would occur within the 
envelope permitted by the GPP, a design of the redevelopment has not been determined. 
Accordingly, it is not known based on current information whether the proposed redevelopment 
of Site 8 would involve the removal of  the architectural resource. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
could have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. The seven 
architectural resources that would experience significant adverse direct impacts in Phase 1, and the 
one architectural resource that could experience a significant adverse direct impact in Phase 2, are 
described and summarized in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” Measures that could 
partially mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 
These measures were developed in consultation with OPRHP. 

HAZARDOUS AND CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous mater-
ials. As described in Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,” a hazardous materials assessment was 
performed to identify the potential for contamination in the buildings and the subsurface, based 
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on past and current use. Potential contamination may be present in both the subsurface (related 
primarily to localized former gas stations, historic fill, current and abandoned heating oil under-
ground storage tanks [USTs], and historical operations) and inside buildings (primarily related to 
asbestos, lead-based paint [LBP], and polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs]). With the implementa-
tion of a variety of standard precautionary measures (e.g., identification of hazardous materials as 
part of Phase I and Phase II investigations,1 and handling/disposal of hazardous materials in ac-
cordance with applicable regulations and under the direction of material management plans and 
health and safety plans), no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be 
expected to occur as a result of construction of the Proposed Project. Following construction of 
the Proposed Project with the proposed measures, there would be no further potential for signifi-
cant adverse impacts. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

Infrastructure activities at the Project Area would include utility connections and potential 
upgrades to existing water, sewer, electric, gas, and telecommunications. These activities would 
be coordinated with DEP, Con Edison, or the appropriate private utility company to ensure that 
service to customers in nearby areas is not disrupted. All utility lines would be located either in 
the streetbed or within the below-grade space. Residents and workers in nearby buildings are not 
expected to experience substantial disruptions to water supply or wastewater removal. Any 
disruption to service that may occur when new equipment (e.g., a transformer, or a sewer or water 
line) is put into operation is expected to be very short-term (i.e., hours). Therefore, the construction 
of the Proposed Project’s infrastructure improvements would not cause any significant adverse 
impacts to nearby users of these services. 

C. GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION AND OVERSIGHT 
Construction oversight involves several City, state, and federal agencies. Table 20-2 lists the 
primary involved agencies and their areas of responsibility. For projects in New York City, 
primary construction oversight lies with the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB), 
which ensures that construction projects meet the requirements of the New York City Building 
Code and that buildings are structurally, electrically, and mechanically safe. In addition, DOB 
enforces safety regulations to protect workers and the general public during construction; the areas 
of oversight include installation and operation of equipment such as cranes, sidewalk sheds, and 
safety netting and scaffolding. The New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) enforces the New York City Noise Code, reviews and approves any needed Remedial 
Action Work Plans (RAWPs) and Construction Health and Safety Plans (CHASP), and regulates 
water disposal into the sewer system as well as abatement of hazardous materials. The City of 
New York Department of Sanitation (DSNY) has regulatory and enforcement oversight of the 
storage, transport, and disposal of asbestos waste. The New York City Fire Department (FDNY) 
has primary oversight of compliance with the New York City Fire Code and the installation of 
tanks containing flammable materials. DOT’s OCMC reviews and approves any traffic lane and 
sidewalk closures. ESD is consulting with the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) regarding any required archaeological testing or monitoring, as LPC is the 

 
1 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and any subsequent subsurface investigations (Phase II 

Environmental Site Investigations), which may be required based on the conclusions of the Phase I ESA, 
as well as any necessary remedial plans would be required by ESD and prepared prior to site development. 
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expert agency in matters related to archaeology in New York City. The GPP would not override 
the requirements of the New York City Building Code, or the other local requirements relating to 
the construction activities discussed above. 

Table 20-2 
Construction Oversight in New York City 

Agency Areas of Responsibility 
New York City 

Department of Buildings Primary oversight for Building Code and site safety 
Department of Environmental Protection Noise, RAPs/CHASPs, dewatering, hazardous materials abatement 
City of New York Department of Sanitation Storage, transport, and disposal of asbestos waste 
Fire Department Compliance with Fire Code, fuel tank installation 
Department of Transportation Lane and sidewalk closures 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority / Amtrak 
/ New Jersey Transit 

Below-grade tracks and platforms to facilitate a potential southward 
expansion of Penn Station  

Landmarks Preservation Commission Archaeological resources consultation 
New York State 

Empire State Development Consistency with General Project Plan (GPP) and environmental 
commitments 

Department of Labor Asbestos Workers 
Department of Environmental Conservation Hazardous materials and fuel/chemical storage tanks 
Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic 
Preservation Cultural and architectural resources consultation. 

United States 
Environmental Protection Agency Air emissions, noise, hazardous materials, poisons 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration Worker safety 

 

The Railroads coordinate construction work for the Proposed Project’s below-grade work to 
implement the potential southward expansion of Penn Station.  

At the state level, ESD monitors construction activities for consistency with the GPP and environ-
mental commitments identified through the Proposed Project’s environmental review process. 
OPRHP reviews and approves the construction protection plans (CPPs) and any monitoring meas-
ures necessary to prevent damage to historic structures. The New York State Department of Labor 
(DOL) licenses asbestos workers. The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(DEC) regulates disposal of hazardous materials, and construction and operation of bulk petroleum 
and chemical storage tanks. At the federal level, EPA has wide-ranging authority over environ-
mental matters, including air emissions, noise, hazardous materials, and the use of poisons—
although much of the responsibility is delegated to the state level. The Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) sets standards for work site safety and construction equipment.  

D. CONSTRUCTION PHASING AND SCHEDULE 
The illustrative construction schedule for the Proposed Project is shown on Figure 20-1 and Table 
20-3. As discussed in the Foreword to this FEIS, the illustrative construction schedule has been 
updated since the DEIS. It should be noted that it is difficult to predict with precision the timetable 
for a project as large and complex as the Proposed Project at the early stage of planning, because 
that timetable can be affected by numerous social, economic, and political factors—including, but 
not limited to, market conditions, resource and labor availability, and the practicalities of 
construction. Accordingly, the actual schedule for the Proposed Project over the course of its 
implementation may differ materially from the one assumed for analysis purposes in this chapter. 



PROJECT COMPONENT
YEAR

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044

PHASE 1

Reconstruction of  
Existing Penn Station

Site 7*

Demolition at Sites 1A/1B, 2, and 3 

Expansion of Penn Station Below-
Grade on Sites 1A/1B, 2, and 3

New Penn Station Service Building

Site 1A/1B

Site 4

PHASE 2

Site 5

Site 2B (East)

Site 6

Site 8

Site 3

Sites 2A (West)

6.23.22

Illustrative Construction Schedule
Figure 20-1

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA  
CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Source: Empire State Development, Vornado, MTA, January 2022

NOTE: This illustrative construction schedule has been prepared to allow an assessment of the potential for significant construction-related environmental impacts under  
reasonable worst-case conditions, which would involve the concurrent construction of several project components, but the actual schedule for the Proposed Project over the 
course of its implementation may differ.

*Start month for each site, including Site 7, indicates the start of interior demolition activities, except for Sites 1, 2, and 3, where demolition activities are included as a separate 
task in the table above. Construction of the proposed building on Site 7 would not begin until after approval of the proposed GPP.
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The schedule that has been developed for analysis is intended to reflect a reasonable worst-case 
scenario for the potential sequencing of construction events. Because there is uncertainty as to the 
construction schedule for the Proposed Project, which will depend in part on the demand for the 
substantial commercial office space that comprises a significant component of the Proposed Project, 
the illustrative construction schedule has been prepared to allow an assessment of the potential for 
significant construction-related environmental impacts under reasonable worst-case conditions, 
which would involve the concurrent construction of several project components. In the event that 
the actual schedule for project implementation were to extend beyond the assumed timetable, such 
impacts generally would be less intrusive, but last for a longer period of time. The effects of a longer 
construction schedule are discussed in more detail in Section G, “Extended Schedule Scenario.” 

The construction impact assessment presented in this chapter was based on the illustrative 
construction schedule shown in Figure 20-1 and Table 20-3 within this FEIS except for the 
construction noise analysis which is based on the illustrative schedule presented in the DEIS (see 
discussion below under “Noise”), preliminary logistics, on-site construction activities, and other 
relevant activities. For each of the technical areas, appropriate construction analysis year(s) have 
been selected to represent reasonable worst-case conditions relevant to that technical area, which 
can occur at different times for different analyses. 

Table 20-3 
Illustrative Construction Schedule1 

Construction Component Start Month Finish Month 
Approximate Duration 

(months) 
Phase 1 

Reconstruction of Existing Penn Station  March 2024 May 2029 63 
Site 72 November 2021 September 2028 83 
Demolition at Sites 1, 2, and 3  January 2026 December 2027 24 
Expansion of Penn Station Below-Grade on Sites 1, 2, and 3 October 2026 March 2032 66 
New Penn Station Service Building October 2029 June 2031 21 
Site 1A and 1B July 2029 December 2033 54 
Site 4 January 2024 December 2028 60 

Phase 2 
Site 5 January 2030 December 2034 60 
Site 6 July 2032 June 2038 72 
Site 8 January 2034 December 2039 72 
Site 2B (East)  September 2035 December 2041 76 
Site 3 July 2039 June 2044 60 
Site 2A (West)  January 2040 December 2044 60 
Notes: 
1 This illustrative construction schedule has been prepared to allow an assessment of the potential for significant construction-

related environmental impacts under reasonable worst-case conditions, which would involve the concurrent construction of 
several project components, but the actual schedule for the Proposed Project over the course of its implementation may 
differ. 

2 Start month for each site, including Site 7, indicates the start of interior demolition activities, except for Sites 1, 2, and 3, 
where demolition activities are included as a separate task in the table above. Construction of the proposed building on Site 7 
would not begin until after approval of the proposed GPP. 

Source:  Empire State Development, Vornado, MTA January 2022 

 

As shown in Figure 20-1 and Table 20-3, construction of the Proposed Project is assumed to be 
completed in two phases—an interim completion year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a full completion year 
(Phase 2) of 2044, compared to the completion years of 2028 and 2038, respectively, assumed in the 
DEIS. Phase 1 would include the potential expansion of Penn Station below-grade on Sites 1, 2, and 
3. In addition, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and its expansion would be 
constructed on Site 2A. Besides the new service building, the above-grade uses on Sites 1, 2, and 3 
would be cleared to facilitate the southward Penn Station expansion. Furthermore, Phase 1 is 
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assumed to include the reconstruction of the existing Penn Station and the construction of the 
developments on Sites 1, 4, and 7, along with associated public transportation and public realm 
improvements. The remaining components of the Proposed Project are assumed to be constructed 
during Phase 2, including the construction of the commercial developments on Sites 2A, 2B, 3, 5, 6, 
and 8 and their associated public transportation and public realm improvements. In the DEIS, 
developments on Sites 1 and 4 were assumed to be constructed during Phase 2 instead of Phase 1. 

E. CONSTRUCTION DESCRIPTION 
The following provides a description of the general construction practices and activities, which 
would occur during the construction of Proposed Project.  

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES 

This section describes the construction practices that would likely be employed during construc-
tion of the Proposed Project, including hours of work, access, deliveries; and staging areas, public 
safety, and rodent control. 

HOURS OF WORK 

Building Construction 
Building construction activities would be carried out in accordance with New York City laws and 
regulations, which generally allow construction activities between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on 
weekdays. Construction work would typically begin at 7:00 AM on weekdays, with most workers 
arriving between 6:00 AM and 7:00 AM. Normally work would end at 3:30 PM, but it can be 
expected that, in order to complete certain critical tasks (e.g., finishing a concrete pour for a floor 
deck), the workday may be extended beyond normal work hours. Extended workdays would 
generally last until approximately 6:00 PM and would not include all construction workers on-
site, but only those involved in the specific task requiring additional work time. 

In addition, weekend or night work may also be required in order to meet the project construction 
schedule due to weather delays or other circumstances. Appropriate work permits from DOB 
would be obtained for any necessary work outside of the permissible construction hours (7:00 AM 
to 6:00 PM on weekdays) for weekend or night work. 

Below-Grade Construction Work for Expansion of Penn Station 
Construction activities associated with the below-grade work for the expansion of Penn Station is 
assumed to be carried out between 7:00 AM and 3:30 PM on weekdays. However, pursuant to 
MTA’s enabling legislation, its transportation projects generally are not subject to local laws and 
codes. To minimize the duration of construction and to avoid disruptions to daytime train service, 
the contractors could work more than one shift per day and more than five days per week. Much 
of the work would be below ground, so construction impacts due to noise and at-grade activity 
would be less than that associated with above-grade construction projects. The effects of potential 
night and weekend construction work are also assessed in this chapter under Section H, 
“Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario.” 

ACCESS, DELIVERIES, AND STAGING AREAS 

During construction, access to the development sites would be fully controlled. Work areas would 
be fenced off and limited access points for workers and trucks would be provided. Material 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 20-12  

deliveries to the construction site would be controlled and scheduled. As is typical with New York 
City construction in a confined urban environment, parking lanes and sidewalks immediately 
adjacent to the construction site may need to be closed or narrowed for varying periods of time 
during the construction period. MPT plans would be developed for any required temporary 
sidewalk and lane narrowing and/or closures to protect the safety of the construction workers and 
the public passing through the area. Approval of these plans and implementation of the closures 
would be coordinated with DOT’s OCMC. Measures specified in the MPT plans that are 
anticipated to be implemented would include parking lane closures, safety signs, safety barriers, 
and construction fencing.  

It is anticipated that construction staging of materials and equipment would primarily occur within 
the development sites themselves and the curb lanes adjacent to the development sites. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

A variety of measures would be employed to protect public safety during the construction, includ-
ing sidewalk bridges to provide overhead protection; safety signs to alert the public about active 
construction work; safety barriers to protect the safety of the public passing by construction areas; 
flag persons to control trucks entering and exiting the construction areas and/or to provide guid-
ance for pedestrians and bicyclists safety; and safety nettings as the superstructure work advances 
upward to prevent debris from falling to the ground. All DOB safety requirements would be 
followed to ensure the safety of the community and the construction workers themselves. 

RODENT CONTROL 

Construction contracts would include provisions for a rodent (i.e., mouse and rat) control program. 
Before the start of construction, the contractor would survey and bait the appropriate areas and 
provide for proper site sanitation. During construction, the contractor would carry out a mainten-
ance program, as necessary. Signage would be posted and coordination would be conducted with 
appropriate agencies.  

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION TASKS 

CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDINGS 

The GPP for the Proposed Project would result in the development of up to approximately 18 
million gross square feet (gsf) of primarily commercial office, retail, residential, and hotel space 
in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. Construction of new high-
rise buildings in New York City typically follows a general pattern. The first task is construction 
startup, which involves the siting of work trailers, installation of temporary power and 
communication lines, and the erection of site perimeter fencing. Then, if there is an existing 
building on the site, any potential hazardous materials (such as asbestos) are abated, and the 
building is demolished with some of the materials recycled and the debris taken to a licensed 
disposal facility. Once the site clearing activities are complete, excavation is typically the next 
step, followed by construction of building foundations. Specific to the Proposed Project, the 
potential expansion of Penn Station would occupy the below-grade level of Sites 1, 2, and 3 and 
is discussed in more detail under “Penn Station Expansion,” below. As discussed above, under 
“Construction Schedule and Phasing,” the site clearing activities on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and the 
potential Penn Station expansion below these development sites are assumed to occur in Phase 1, 
along with the above-grade development on Site 1A and 1B and the completion of the Penn Station 
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service building on Site 2A. The above-grade developments on Sites 2A, 2B, and 3 are assumed 
to be constructed in Phase 2.  

When the below-grade construction is complete, construction of the core and shell of the new 
building begins. The core is the central part of the building and is the main part of the structural 
system. It contains the elevators and the mechanical systems for heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC). The shell is the outside of the building. As the core and floor decks of the 
building are being erected, installation of the mechanical and electrical internal networks would 
start. As the building progresses upward, the exterior cladding is placed, and the interior fit out 
work begins. During the busiest time of construction, the buildings’ upper cores and structures are 
built while the mechanical/electrical connections, exterior cladding, and interior finishing progress 
on lower floors. Finally, site work, including landscaping and other site work associated with a 
particular development site (such as resurfacing of sidewalks) is undertaken. As described in 
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project includes transit improvements at each 
development site in connection with new building construction. The transit improvements would 
include station improvements, new station entrances, new stairways, widening existing stairways 
and platforms, installation of below-grade corridors, and other improvement measures. In 
addition, ESD, through the GPP, would require the construction of public realm improvements in 
the Project Area in connection with the proposed developments. The public realm improvements 
under consideration include widening sidewalks and creating new plaza space in the Project Area. 

The primary stages of building construction are described in greater detail below. 

Site Preparation 
In the site preparation task, the work area would be prepared for construction. The construction 
areas would be fenced off to minimize interference between passersby and the construction work. 
Additional public safety measures, such as signs, would be installed. Access points to the con-
struction area and measures specified in the MPT would also be established and construction 
trailers, portable toilets, and dumpsters for trash would be brought to the site and installed.  

Abatement and Demolition 
The existing buildings on the development sites would first be abated of asbestos and any other 
hazardous materials before the start of demolition. A New York City-certified asbestos investigator 
would inspect the building for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and those materials would be 
removed by a DOL-licensed asbestos abatement contractor prior to interior demolition. Asbestos 
abatement is strictly regulated by DEP, DOL, EPA, and OSHA to protect the health and safety of 
construction workers and nearby residents and workers. Depending on the extent and type of ACM, 
these agencies would be notified of the asbestos removal project and may inspect the abatement 
site to ensure that work is being performed in accordance with applicable regulations. Any activities 
with the potential to disturb LBP would be performed in accordance with the applicable OSHA 
regulation (including federal OSHA regulation 29 CFR 1926.62—Lead Exposure in Construction). 
In addition, any suspected polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing equipment (such as 
fluorescent light ballasts) that would be disturbed would be evaluated prior to disturbance. Unless 
labeling or test data indicate that the suspected PCB-containing equipment does not contain PCBs, 
such equipment would be assumed to contain PCBs, and would be removed and disposed of at 
properly licensed facilities in accordance with all applicable regulatory requirements. 

General demolition is the next step. First, any economically salvageable materials would be removed. 
Then the interior of the building would be deconstructed to the floor plates and structural columns. 
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Enclosed chutes would be used to move the debris from the upper floors to the ground level. Netting 
around the exterior of the building would be used to prevent materials from falling into public areas. 
Hand tools and excavators with hoe ram attachments would mainly be used in the demolition of the 
existing structure and loaders would be used to load the debris onto dump trucks. The demolition 
debris would be sorted prior to being disposed at landfills to maximize recycling opportunities.  

Excavation and Foundation 
For building construction, first, sheet piles would be installed (if necessary) along the perimeter of 
the construction site to hold back soil around the excavation area. Next, excavators would be used 
for the task of excavation. The soil would be loaded onto dump trucks for transport to a licensed 
disposal facility or for reuse on a construction site that needs fill. As the excavation becomes deeper, 
a temporary ramp would be built to provide access for the dump trucks to the work site. This stage 
of construction would also include the construction of the Proposed Project’s foundation and 
below-grade elements. Columns and concrete walls would be built to grade level. Concrete trucks 
would be used to pour the foundation and the below-grade structures. These trucks would typically 
be staged on the closest curb lane where they would pump the concrete. During the foundation 
stage of construction, permanent utility connections to existing water, sewer, electric, gas, and 
telecommunications would also be made. Excavation and foundation activities would also involve 
the use of drill rigs, loaders, generators, and compressors.  

Dewatering 
Water from rain and snow collected in the excavation area during construction would be removed 
using a dewatering pump. If groundwater dewatering is required, it would be performed in accord-
ance with DEP sewer use requirements.  

Superstructure 
The superstructure of the proposed buildings would include the building’s framework (beams and 
columns) and floor decks. Construction of the interior structure, or core, of the building would include 
elevator shafts; vertical risers for mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems; electrical and 
mechanical equipment rooms; core stairs; and restroom areas. A tower crane would first be brought onto 
the construction site during the superstructure task and would be used to lift structural components, 
façade elements, and other large materials. The crane would be on-site for both the superstructure and 
exterior stages of construction. Superstructure activities would also require the use of mobile cranes, 
concrete pumps, and variety of trucks. In addition, temporary construction elevators (hoists) would be 
used for the delivery of materials and vertical movement of workers during superstructure activities.  

Exteriors 
During this stage of construction, the exterior envelope systems of the proposed buildings would 
be installed. The exterior units would arrive on trucks and be lifted into place for attachment or 
transported via a hoist to the appropriate floors for installation.  

Interior Fit-Out 
Activities during the interior fit-out stage would include the construction of interior partitions, 
installation of lighting fixtures and interior finishes (e.g., flooring, painting, etc.), and mechanical 
and electrical work, such as the installation of elevators and lobby finishes. Final cleanup and 
touchup of the building and final building system (e.g., electrical system, fire alarm, plumbing, 
etc.) testing and inspections would be part of this stage of construction. Equipment used during 
interior fit-out would include a hoist, welders, and a variety of small handheld tools.  
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Interior fit-out would typically be the quietest period of construction in terms of its effect on the 
public, because most of the construction activities would occur inside the building with the façades 
substantially complete and the proposed building enclosed.  

Penn Station Expansion 
The Proposed Project would be designed and constructed to accommodate rail infrastructure on 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event that those sites are selected for the potential future expansion of Penn 
Station. Prior to excavation, support walls would be installed to retain the soil. Excavation for the 
potential future expansion of Penn Station is anticipated to extend to approximately 53 to 62 feet 
below-grade on Sites 1, 2, and 3, which is at a greater depth and size than required for Sites 4 
through 8. Therefore, slurry walls are likely to be used as the support walls for Sites 1, 2, and 3. 
Slurry walls are concrete walls constructed through the use of a slurry of bentonite, a natural, clay-
like, heavy liquid material that is mixed on-site and pumped into the trench during excavation, 
and then replaced by concrete and steel reinforcing bars placed once the excavation reaches its 
final depth. Any bedrock encountered would likely be excavated using controlled drilling and/or 
blasting or by mechanical breakage using hydraulic rams. Slurry walls extending into rock for 
excavation support would also serve to cut off groundwater inflow to the excavation area and 
facilitate dewatering of the construction site. Construction would then proceed with site-clearing 
and excavation activities. The excavated spoils (i.e., soil, rocks) could be temporarily stored on-
site before being removed from the development sites by rail or by trucks. However, the analysis 
presented in this chapter conservatively assumes that most of the excavated spoils would be 
removed by trucks. Dust control procedures such as the use of water spray for roads, trucks, 
excavation areas, and stockpiles and the use of tarps to cover stockpiles would be used to control 
dust in the construction areas.  

Next, foundations and supercolumns to support the new station mezzanine and roof, streets, at-
grade plaza, and the future buildings, would be constructed within and surrounding the excavation 
of Sites 1, 2 and 3 in a pattern that would not interfere with the configuration of the new tracks 
and platforms, with the supercolumns extended above grade level. In the future, large steel trusses 
integrated into the design of the buildings would transfer the loads from the more regular building 
column grids to the waiting supercolumns. Construction activities associated with the Penn Station 
expansion would also include installation of the various railroad systems, including tracks, signals, 
communications, both third rail and overhead catenary traction power, and ventilation, as well as 
structural elements of the station, including platforms, walls and slabs, and vertical circulation 
elements and entrances. As necessary, any work in close proximity to existing train tracks would 
be scheduled around Railroads’ operations so as not to hinder the existing Penn Station functions. 

New Service Building 
The Penn Station Service Building is located at 236-248 West 31st Street, directly across from 
Penn Station. The Penn Station Service Building houses mechanical, electrical, and plumbing 
systems that serve Penn Station, including steam piping and chiller units, as well as systems that 
service tracks, including switches and compressors, which control train movements beyond Penn 
Station. As part of the Proposed Project, a new service building for the existing Penn Station and 
its expansion would be constructed on Site 2A. The new service building would be designed and 
constructed to form part of the podium of the west building, supported on the supercolumns. 
Construction of the new service building would involve typical construction methods for building 
construction, including superstructure, exteriors, and interior fit-out work (such as the installation 
of mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems, as well as fire and life safety equipment).  
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Penn Station Improvements 
Revenue from the Proposed Project’s new development would support improvements to transit 
infrastructure and the public realm in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, which would include 
contribution of funding for improvements to the existing Penn Station. Although the detailed plans 
and engineering necessary for a detailed examination of the reconstruction of existing Penn Station 
are not available, station renovation activities were assumed for Penn Station and were included 
as part of the construction assessment under a reasonable worst-case condition that considers the 
concurrent construction of several project components.  

F. CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
Construction activities can be disruptive to the surrounding area for periods of time. The following 
analyses describe the potential impacts that could result from construction of the Proposed Project 
with respect to transportation, air quality, and noise and vibration as well as land use and 
neighborhood character, socioeconomic conditions, historic and cultural resources, hazardous 
materials, and water and sewer infrastructure. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The construction transportation analysis assesses the potential for construction activities to result in 
significant adverse impacts on traffic, parking conditions, and transit and pedestrian facilities based 
on the peak construction generated worker and truck traffic. Corresponding with the construction 
sequencing and worker/truck projections, detailed trip generation estimates were developed to 
identify the construction-related peak hour trip-making activities. These estimates were then used as 
the basis for assessing the potential transportation-related impacts during construction. 

TRAFFIC 

An evaluation of construction sequencing and worker/truck projections was undertaken to assess 
potential traffic impacts.  

Construction Trip Generation 
As discussed in Section D above, “Construction Phasing and Schedule,” construction activities 
are assumed to be completed in two phases—an interim completion year (Phase 1) of 2033 and a 
full completion year (Phase 2) of 2044.  

Average daily construction worker and truck activities by month were projected for the entire 
construction period. Phase 1 and Phase 2 worker and truck trip projections were refined to account 
for worker modal splits and vehicle occupancy, arrival and departure distribution, and passenger 
car equivalent (PCE) factors for construction truck traffic. 

Construction Worker Modal Splits and Vehicle Occupancy 
Based on the 2006 travel survey conducted for construction workers at the New York Times office 
building in Manhattan, approximately 28.9 percent of construction workers would be expected to 
travel to the Proposed Project’s construction sites by private autos at an average occupancy of 2.04 
persons per vehicle. Auto trips generated by the average daily construction workers were combined 
with truck trips to determine the peak construction daily vehicle trips expected by month.  
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Daily Workforce and Truck Deliveries 
Due to the extended length of construction for each phase and the fluctuation in volumes by month, 
a two-year running average of the construction activities was used to determine the peak period 
during each construction phase.  

The peak two-year running average of total construction vehicles was determined for Phase 1 and 
Phase 2. For a reasonable worst-case analysis of potential transportation-related impacts during 
construction, the average daily workforce and truck trip projections during this period were used 
as the basis for estimating peak hour construction trips.  

For Phase 1, under the construction scenario used for the analysis, the peak two-year running 
average of total construction vehicles was determined to be February 2026 through January 2028. 
During this peak period, construction activities would generate an estimated average of 202 
worker vehicles and 120 truck deliveries per weekday during the period of February 2026 through 
January 2028 (see Appendix J for details).  

For Phase 2, under the construction scenario used for the analysis, the peak two-year running 
average of total construction vehicles was determined to be April 2036 to March 2038. During 
this peak period, construction activities would generate an estimated average of 130 worker 
vehicles and 61 truck deliveries per weekday (see Appendix J for details).  

The peak daily workforce and truck trip projections during each peak period were used to estimate 
peak hour construction trips and to provide an assessment of the maximum transportation impacts 
during construction of the Proposed Project. Worker auto trips and truck delivery projections were 
refined to account for the daily distribution of arrival and departure trips to and from the 
development sites under construction.  

Peak Hour Construction Worker Vehicle and Truck Trips 
Site activities would mostly take place on weekdays during the construction shift of 7:00 AM to 
3:30 PM. While construction truck trips would be made throughout the day (with more trips made 
during the early morning), most trucks would remain in the area for short durations, and construc-
tion workers would typically commute during the hours before and after the work shift. For 
analysis purposes, each worker vehicle was assumed to arrive in the morning and depart in the 
afternoon or early evening, whereas each truck delivery was assumed to result in two truck trips 
during the same hour (one “in” and one “out”), with the exception of the first two hours of 
activities. Furthermore, in accordance with the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual, the traffic analysis 
assumed that each truck has a PCE of 2.0.  

The estimated daily vehicle trips were distributed throughout the workday based on projected 
work shift allocations and conventional arrival/departure patterns of construction workers and 
trucks. For construction workers, the majority (approximately 80 percent) of the arrival and de-
parture trips would take place during the hour before and after each shift (between 6:00 AM and 
7:00 AM and between 3:00 PM and 4:00 PM, respectively). For construction trucks, deliveries 
would occur throughout the day when the construction site is active. Construction truck deliveries 
typically peak during the early morning (approximately 25 percent in and 12.5 percent out), over-
lapping with construction worker arrival traffic. The peak construction hourly trip projections for 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction are summarized in Tables 20-4 and Table 20-5, respectively.  
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Table 20-4 
Phase 1 Construction Vehicle Trip Projections (PCEs) 

Hour 

Auto Trips Truck Trips 
Total Vehicle Trips In Out 

Total 
In Out 

Total % # % # % # % # In Out Total 
6:00 AM - 7:00 AM 80% 162 0% 0 162 25% 60 12.5% 30 90 222 30 252 
7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 20% 40 0% 0 40 10% 24 12.5% 30 54 64 30 94 
8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 24 10% 24 48 24 24 48 
9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 24 10% 24 48 24 24 48 

10:00 AM - 11:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 24 10% 24 48 24 24 48 
11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 24 10% 24 48 24 24 48 
12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 24 10% 24 48 24 24 48 
1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0 5% 12 10% 24 36 12 24 36 
2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 0% 0 5% 10 10 5% 12 10% 24 36 12 34 46 
3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 0% 0 80% 162 162 5% 12 5% 12 24 12 174 186 
4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 0% 0 15% 30 30 0% 0 0% 0 0 0 30 30 

Daily Total 100% 202 100% 202 404 100% 240 100% 240 480 442 442 884 
Notes:  
1. Hourly construction worker and truck trips were derived from an estimated 24-month running average number of construction workers 

and truck deliveries per day, with each truck delivery resulting in two daily trips (arrival and departure). 
2. Columns labeled as "%" represent the temporal distribution of the construction trips provided by the developer. 
3. Volumes may not add up due to rounding. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Table 20-5 
Phase 2 Construction Vehicle Trip Projections (PCEs) 

Hour 

Auto Trips Truck Trips 
Total Vehicle Trips In Out 

Total 
In Out 

Total % # % # % # % # In Out Total 
6:00 AM - 7:00 AM 80% 104 0% 0 104 25% 31 12.5% 15 46 135 15 150 
7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 20% 26 0% 0 26 10% 12 12.5% 15 27 38 15 53 
8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 12 10% 12 24 12 12 24 
9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 12 10% 12 24 12 12 24 

10:00 AM - 11:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 12 10% 12 24 12 12 24 
11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 12 10% 12 24 12 12 24 
12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0 10% 12 10% 12 24 12 12 24 
1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0 5% 6 10% 12 18 6 12 18 
2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 0% 0 5% 7 7 5% 6 10% 12 18 6 19 25 
3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 0% 0 80% 104 104 5% 6 5% 6 12 6 110 116 
4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 0% 0 15% 20 20 0% 0 0% 0 0 0 20 20 

Daily Total 100% 130 100% 130 260 100% 122 100% 122 244 252 252 504 
Notes:  
1. Hourly construction worker and truck trips were derived from an estimated 24-month running average number of construction workers 

and truck deliveries per day, with each truck delivery resulting in two daily trips (arrival and departure). 
2. Columns labeled as "%" represent the temporal distribution of the construction trips provided by the developer. 
3. Volumes may not add up due to rounding. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS. 

 

Phase 1 construction activities would result in 252 PCEs between 6:00 AM and 7:00 AM and 186 
PCEs between 3:00 PM and 4:00 PM on weekdays during the February 2026 through January 
2028 period. During Phase 1 construction, the projected peak construction traffic would be lower 
than the Phase 1 full build-out of the proposed project would generate, although during different 
peak hours. However, the combination of construction worker auto and truck trips would be 
different than the operational trips, with a higher number of truck trips than during the full build-
out of the Proposed Project. 

Phase 2 construction activities would result in 150 PCEs between 6:00 AM and 7:00 AM and 116 
PCEs between 3:00 PM and 4:00 PM on weekdays during the period between April 2036 and 
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March 2038. During Phase 2 construction, peak activities generated by construction workers and 
truck deliveries would be substantially lower than those during Phase 2 full build-out of the 
proposed project. However, the combination of the Phase 2 construction with the new trips gen-
erated by the operational uses of the completed Phase 1 may also create a potential for significant 
adverse traffic impacts during Phase 2 construction. 

Since construction activities would generate more than 50 trips during the weekday AM and PM 
construction peak hours during both Phase 1 and Phase 2, in accordance with the CEQR Technical 
Manual, a detailed analysis of the construction peak hours of 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM and 3:00 to 
4:00 PM was prepared to identify the potential traffic impacts during Phase 1 and Phase 2 
construction. 

CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC CAPACITY ANALYSIS  

Phase 1 Construction 
A total of 252 PCE vehicle trips would be generated during the Phase 1 weekday AM construction 
peak hour (6:00 AM to 7:00 AM) and a total of 186 PCE vehicle trips would be generated during the 
Phase 1 weekday PM construction peak hour (3:00 PM to 4:00 PM). Weekday AM and PM construc-
tion peak hour PCE vehicle trips were assigned to the study area intersections to determine the 
weekday AM and PM construction vehicle increment, as shown in Appendix J. The results show 
that Phase 1 construction activities would result in 50 or more PCE vehicle trips at 16 intersections 
during at least one of the study peak hours, as shown in Table 20-6. Therefore, those 16 intersections 
were selected as the study intersections for the Phase 1 construction analysis as shown in Figure 20-2.  

Traffic volumes from the 2033 No Action operational condition were used as the baseline and 
adjusted for the detailed Phase 1 construction traffic analysis. Background traffic growth and 
PABT bus ridership demands were grown to 2028. However, this analysis approach is 
conservative because it assumes all No Action projects through 2033 would be added to the 
roadway network by 2026 to 2028. It was also assumed for the Phase 1 No Action construction 
condition that there would be no new development on the development sites before 2033.  

In addition, all No Action roadway improvements described in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” to 
be implemented by the 2033 operational analysis year were assumed to be implemented by the 
Phase 1 No Action construction condition.  

Based on the available Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) traffic volume data collected adjacent 
to study area intersections for the operational analysis (see Chapter 14, “Transportation”), overall 
background traffic volumes during the 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM construction peak hour are approxi-
mately 15 percent lower than the 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM peak hour analyzed for Phase 1 and Phase 
2 operational conditions, and overall traffic volumes during the 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM construction 
peak hour are about two percent lower than the 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM operational peak hour. 
Therefore, No Action traffic volumes were reduced by approximately 15 percent for the AM peak 
hour to arrive at the representative 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM Phase 1 No Action construction peak 
hour traffic volumes. Since the aggregate ATR data did not show a significant difference in 
volumes between the 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM construction and 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM operational 
weekday PM peak hours, the No Action 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM operational traffic volumes were 
conservatively not adjusted and were used at the basis for the 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM No Action 
construction peak hour traffic volumes for Phase 1.  
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Table 20-6 
Intersections with Construction of the Proposed Project (Phase 1) Vehicle Trips 

Greater than 50 Vehicles - Weekday Analysis Peak Hours 
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37th Street                                             
36th Street                                             
35th Street                   X           X   X         
34th Street                   X           X             
33rd Street                   X                         
32nd Street                                             
31st Street                   X X X X X X X             
30th Street             X X X                           
29th Street                                             
28th Street                                             
27th Street                                             
26th Street                                             
25th Street                                             
24th Street                                             
23rd Street                                             
Legend                        

X Intersection with Construction Increment Vehicle Volumes Greater than 50 vehicles in Any Peak Hour 
  Study Location 

  Not an Intersection 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
 

A total of 16 signalized intersections were selected for the Phase 1 construction analysis, as shown 
in Table 20-6. The Phase 1 No Action traffic volumes for the weekday AM and PM construction 
peak hours are shown in Appendix J. Based on the analysis results presented in Appendix J, and 
as summarized by lane group in Table 20-7, the majority of the approaches/lane groups under the 
Phase 1 No Action construction condition are projected to operate at level of service (LOS) C or 
better during the weekday AM construction peak hour.  

Under the Phase 1 No Action condition for the signalized intersections, 32 of the 52 total analyzed 
lane groups during the weekday AM construction peak hour and 27 of the 51 total analyzed lane 
groups during the weekday PM construction peak hour would operate at LOS C or better. Marginal 
or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) would occur at 20 lane groups during the 
weekday AM construction peak hour and 24 lane groups during the weekday PM construction 
peak hour. 
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Table 20-7 
Phase 1 No Action Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 32 27 
Lane Groups at LOS D 6 4 
Lane Groups at LOS E 6 1 
Lane Groups at LOS F 8 19 

Total 52 51 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 19 26 
Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 

 

Peak construction-related trips associated with the construction of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project 
(generated by construction activities) were added to the Phase 1 No Action construction condition 
volumes to formulate the “Phase 1 Peak Construction” condition traffic volumes for the weekday 
AM and PM construction peak hours. According to projections presented above (see Table 20-4), 
peak Phase 1 construction activities would generate 162 auto and 90 truck trips during the 6:00 
AM to 7:00 AM construction peak hour (trip assignment presented in Appendix J) and 162 auto 
and 24 truck trips during the 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM construction peak hour (trip assignment 
presented in Appendix J). It is expected that construction workers who drive would park off-street 
in existing parking garages near the Project Area. Construction worker traffic patterns within the 
study area—the anticipated routes between worker residences and the development sites under 
construction—were developed based on U.S. Census Reverse Journey-to-Work (RJTW) origin-
destination (O-D) data. Construction truck trips were assigned to the local street network, using 
truck routes where feasible, based on the anticipated entry location to the construction sites on 
each of the development sites’ building frontages.  

The Phase 1 Peak Construction traffic volumes for the weekday AM and PM construction peak 
hours are shown in Appendix J. Based on the analysis results presented in Appendix J, and as 
summarized by lane group in Table 20-8, under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition for 
signalized intersections, 32 of the 52 total analyzed lane groups during the weekday AM 
construction peak hour and 26 of the 51 total analyzed lane groups during the weekday PM 
construction peak hour would operate at LOS C or better. Marginal or congested operating 
conditions (LOS D or worse) would occur at 20 lane groups during the weekday AM construction 
peak hour and 25 lane groups during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 

Table 20-8 
Phase 1 Peak Construction Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 32 26 
Lane Groups at LOS D 6 5 
Lane Groups at LOS E 4 1 
Lane Groups at LOS F 10 19 

Total 52 51 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 21 27 
Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 
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Figures 20-3a through 20-4b provide illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study area 
intersections for the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours, respectively. 

Under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 13 
lane groups at 10 intersections in the weekday AM construction peak hour and 13 lane groups at 
10 intersections in the weekday PM construction peak hour, as shown in Table 20-9. Overall, 19 
lane groups at 13 intersections would be significantly impacted during one or more analysis peak 
hours. 

Table 20-9 
Phase 1 Peak Construction Condition - Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

QMT Exit St E 35th St SB-R   
Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT   
Lexington Ave E 34th St   EB-T 

    WB-T   
    SB-LT   

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L   
    WB-T   

Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR 
Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR 

      NB-LT 
Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L 
Seventh Ave W 31st St   WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 34th St   EB-TR 

      WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 35th St WB-T WB-T 
Eighth Ave W 30th St   EB-T 

        

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
10/13 10/13 

Totals During Any  
Analysis Peak Hour 13/19 

Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Overall, the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for significant adverse traffic impacts would be 
exceeded at 13 of the 16 intersections identified for study during the Phase 1 Peak Construction 
period, including:  

• At the Queens-Midtown Tunnel (QMT) Exit Street and East 35th Street, the southbound right-
turn lane group would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday AM 
construction peak hour. 

• At Lexington Avenue and East 31st Street, the westbound left-turn/through lane group would 
experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday AM construction peak hour. 

• At Lexington Avenue and East 34th Street, the westbound through and southbound left-
turn/through lane groups would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday 
AM construction peak hour. The eastbound through lane group would experience a significant 
adverse impact during the weekday PM construction peak hour.  

• At Lexington Avenue and East 35th Street, the westbound left-turn and through lane groups 
would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday AM construction peak 
hour. 
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• At Park Avenue and East 31st Street, the westbound shared left-turn/through/right-turn lane 
group would experience a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours. 

• At Madison Avenue and East 31st Street, the westbound through/right-turn lane group would 
experience a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours. The northbound left-
turn/through lane would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday PM 
construction peak hour.  

• At Fifth Avenue and 31st Street, the westbound left-turn/through lane group would experience 
a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours.  

• At Broadway and West 31st Street, the westbound left-turn/through lane group would 
experience a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours.  

• At Sixth Avenue and West 31st Street, the northbound left-turn and westbound through lane 
groups would experience a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours. 

• At Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street, the westbound through lane group would experience 
a significant adverse impact during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 

• At Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, the eastbound through/right-turn and westbound 
through lane groups would experience a significant adverse impact during the weekday PM 
construction peak hour. 

• At Seventh Avenue and West 35th Street, the westbound through lane group would experience 
a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours.  

• At Eighth Avenue and West 30th Street, the eastbound through lane group would experience 
a significant adverse impact during the weekday PM construction peak hour.  

Phase 2 Construction 
A total of 150 PCE vehicle trips would be generated during the Phase 2 weekday AM construction 
peak hour (6:00 AM to 7:00 AM) and a total of 116 PCE vehicle trips would be generated during 
the Phase 2 weekday PM construction peak hour (3:00 PM to 4:00 PM). Weekday AM and PM 
construction peak hour vehicle trips were assigned to the study area intersections to determine the 
weekday AM and PM construction vehicle increment, as shown in Appendix J. In addition, it is 
expected that Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be completed and occupied by the beginning of Phase 2 
construction activities. Therefore, the operational trips generated by Sites 1, 4, and 7 were included 
in the analysis increment for the Phase 2 construction analysis. The results show that the sum of 
the trips generated by Phase 2 construction activities and the operational trips generated by Sites 
1, 4, and 7 would result in 50 or more vehicle trips at 76 intersections during at least one of the 
study peak hours, as shown in Table 20-10. The 67 intersections as shown in Table 20-10 and 
Figure 20-5 were chosen as the study intersections for the Phase 2 construction analysis to capture 
the potential traffic impacts during the Phase 2 construction period. 

Traffic volumes from the 2044 No Action operational condition were used as the baseline and 
adjusted for the detailed Phase 2 construction traffic analysis. Background traffic growth and 
PABT bus ridership demands were grown to 2038. However, this analysis approach is 
conservative because it assumes all No Action projects through 2044 would be added to the 
roadway network by 2036 to 2038, with the exception of the PABT overbuild development, as 
that would not be completed until 2040. It was also assumed for the Phase 2 No Action 
construction condition that there would be no new development on the development sites before 
2044. 
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Table 20-10 
Intersections with Construction of the Proposed Project (Phase 2) Vehicle Trips 

Greater than 50 Vehicles - Weekday Analysis Peak Hours 
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56th Street X                                           
54th Street X                                           
44th Street X                                           
43rd Street X                                           
42nd Street X                                           
41st Street X                                           
40th Street X                                           
39th Street X                                           
38th Street X                                           
37th Street                             X X X X         
36th Street X           X X X X     X X X X X   X       
35th Street                 X X   X X     X X X         
34th Street X X     X X X X X X   X X X X X X X X X X X 
33rd Street X               X X   X X     X             
32nd Street                   X X X       X             
31st Street             X X X X X X X X X X             
30th Street             X X X X   X                     
29th Street                                             
28th Street                                             
27th Street                                             
26th Street                 X                           
25th Street                                             
24th Street                                             
23rd Street                                             
Legend                        

X Intersection with Construction Increment Vehicle Volumes Greater than 50 vehicles in Any Peak Hour 
  Study Location 

  Not an Intersection 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
 

In addition to the No Action development projects, all No Action roadway improvements 
described in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” to be implemented by the 2044 operational analysis 
year were assumed to be implemented by the Phase 2 No Action construction condition. 

As described for the Phase 1 construction condition above, ATR traffic volume data were used to 
proportionally adjust the operational weekday AM and PM peak hours to the construction 
weekday AM and PM construction peak hours for the Phase 2 No Action construction condition. 

A total of 66 signalized intersections and one unsignalized intersection were selected for the Phase 
2 construction analysis, as shown on Table 20-10. The Phase 2 No Action traffic volumes for the 
weekday AM and PM construction peak hours are shown in Appendix J. Based on the analysis 
results presented in Appendix J, and as summarized by lane group in Table 20-11, the majority 
of the approaches/lane-groups under the Phase 2 No Action Construction condition are projected 
to operate at LOS C or better during the weekday AM construction peak hour and LOS D or better 
during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 
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Table 20-11 
Phase 2 No Action Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 141 103 
Lane Groups at LOS D 46 43 
Lane Groups at LOS E 16 11 
Lane Groups at LOS F 46 89 

Total 249 246 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 82 132 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS D 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 1 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 0 1 

Total 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 0 1 
Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio. 

 
Under the Phase 2 No Action condition for the signalized intersections, 142 of the 250 total analyzed 
lane groups during the weekday AM construction peak hour and 103 of the 247 total analyzed lane 
groups during the weekday PM construction peak hour would operate at LOS C or better. Marginal or 
congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) would occur at 108 lane groups during the weekday 
AM construction peak hour and 144 lane groups during the weekday PM construction peak hour. For 
the unsignalized intersection, the analyzed lane group is expected to operate at marginal or congested 
operating conditions during both analysis peak hours under the Phase 2 No Action condition. 

Peak construction-related trips associated with the construction of Phase 2 of the Proposed Project 
were added to the Phase 2 No Action construction condition volumes. According to projections 
presented above (see Table 20-5), peak Phase 2 construction activities would generate 104 auto 
and 46 truck trips during the 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM construction peak hour (trip assignment 
presented in Appendix J) and 104 auto and 12 truck trips during the 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM con-
struction peak hour (trip assignment presented in Appendix J). It is expected that construction 
workers who drive would park off-street in existing parking garages near the Project Area. 
Construction worker traffic patterns within the study area were developed based on U.S. Census 
RJTW O-D data. Construction truck trips were assigned to the local street network, using truck 
routes where feasible, based on the anticipated entry location to the construction sites on each of 
the development sites’ building frontages. In addition, operational trips generated by the 
completed Sites 1, 4, and 7 were added to the Phase 2 No Action construction volumes and the 
Phase 2 peak construction-related trips to formulate the “Phase 2 Peak Construction” condition 
traffic volumes for the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours. 

The Phase 2 Peak Construction traffic volumes for the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours 
are shown in Appendix J. Based on the analysis results presented in Appendix J, and as summarized 
by lane group in Table 20-12, under the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition for signalized 
intersections, 132 of the 249 total analyzed lane groups during the weekday AM construction peak 
hour and 100 of the 246 total analyzed lane groups during the weekday PM construction peak hour 
would operate at LOS C or better. Marginal or congested operating conditions (LOS D or worse) 
would occur at 117 lane groups during the weekday AM construction peak hour and 146 lane groups 
during the weekday PM construction peak hour. For the unsignalized intersection, the analyzed lane 
group is expected to operate at marginal or congested operating conditions during both analysis peak 
hours under the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition. 
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Table 20-12 
Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition Traffic Analysis Results 

Level of Service 
Analysis Peak Hours 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Signalized Intersections 

Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 132 100 
Lane Groups at LOS D 43 32 
Lane Groups at LOS E 13 16 
Lane Groups at LOS F 61 98 

Total 249 246 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 97 139 

Unsignalized Intersections 
Lane Groups at LOS A/B/C 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS D 1 0 
Lane Groups at LOS E 0 0 
Lane Groups at LOS F 0 1 

Total 1 1 
Lane Groups with v/c > 0.90 0 1 
Notes: LOS = Level of service; v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio.  

 

Figures 20-6a through 20-7b provide illustrations of the overall LOS results at the study area 
intersections for the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours, respectively. 

Under the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 60 
lane groups at 39 intersections in the weekday AM construction peak hour and 87 lane groups at 45 
intersections in the weekday PM construction peak hour, as shown in Table 20-13. Overall, 104 lane 
groups at 52 intersections would be significantly impacted during one or more analysis peak hours.  

Table 20-13 
Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition - Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St   EB-L 
    EB-LTR EB-LTR 
      NB-L 
    NB-LTR NB-LTR 

First Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T 
      WB-T 
      NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T 
    WB-R WB-R 

Second Ave E 34th St   EB-T 
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR   
QMT Exit St E 35th St   SB-LT 

    SB-R SB-R 
Third Ave E 34th St   EB-T 

      WB-T 
Third Ave E 35th St WB-T   
Third Ave E 37th St WB-T WB-T 

Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT   
Lexington Ave E 32nd St SB-LT   
Lexington Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T 
    SB-LT   

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L   
    WB-T   

Lexington Ave E 37th St WB-T   
Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR 
Park Ave E 34th St   EB-T 

      WB-T 
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Table 20-13 (cont’d) 
Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition - Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

Park Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR 
      NB-TR 

Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR 
      NB-LT 

Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T 
      NB-LT 

Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
      SB-TR 

Fifth Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T 
      WB-T 
    SB-T   

Fifth Ave E 35th St WB-L   
    WB-T   
      SB-T 
      SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 36th St   EB-TR 
    SB-T   

Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L 
Sixth Ave W 32nd St EB-LT   
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 30th St   EB-T 

      SB-L 
Seventh Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T 

      SB-R 
Seventh Ave W 33rd St   WB-L 
Seventh Ave W 34th St EB-TR EB-TR 

    WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 35th St WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 36th St   EB-TR 
Eighth Ave W 26th St   EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St   WB-R 

      NB-L 
      NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St NB-L NB-L 
    NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T 
    NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St   EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T 
    NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R 

Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T 
      SB-L 

Ninth Ave W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T 

      EB-R 
      WB-T 

Dyer Ave W 34th St   EB-T 
Tenth Ave W 34th St EB-L EB-L 

    WB-T WB-T 
      NB-R 

Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L   
      EB-T 
    EB-R   
    WB-L   
    WB-TR WB-TR 

Route 9A W 34th St   WB-LR 
    NB-T NB-T 
      SB-L 
      SB-T 
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Table 20-13 (cont’d) 
Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition - Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

Route 9A W 40th St   NB-TR 
    SB-R   

Route 9A W 42nd St   NB-T 
      SB-T 

Route 9A W 54th St   NB-TR 
Route 9A W 56th St   NB-T 
Route 9A W 33rd St   WB-R 

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
39/60 45/87 

Totals During Any  
Analysis Peak Hour 52/104 

Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Overall, the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for significant adverse traffic impacts would be 
exceeded at 52 of the 67 intersections identified for study during the Phase 2 Peak Construction 
period.  

• On FDR Drive Service Road, the intersection with East 34th Street would experience a 
significant adverse impact on the northbound and eastbound approaches during both analysis 
peak hours. 

• On First Avenue, the intersection with East 34th Street would experience a significant adverse 
impact on at least one approach during both analysis peak hours. 

• At QMT Approach Street and East 34th Street, the eastbound and westbound approaches would 
experience significant adverse impacts during both analysis peak hours. 

• On Second Avenue, the intersections with East 34th Street and East 36th Streets would 
experience a significant adverse impact on the eastbound approach during one analysis peak 
hour. 

• At QMT Exit Street and East 35th Street, the southbound approach would experience at least 
one significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours. 

• On Third Avenue, the intersections with East 34th, East 35th Street, and East 37th Streets 
would experience a significant adverse impact in the eastbound and/or westbound through 
lane groups during at least one analysis peak hour. 

• On Lexington Avenue, the intersections with East 31st, East 32nd, East 34th, East 35th, and 
East 37th Streets would experience a significant adverse impact on at least one approach 
during at least one analysis peak hour. 

• On Park Avenue, the intersections with East 31st, East 34th, and East 36th Streets would 
experience a significant adverse impact on at least one approach during at least one analysis 
peak hour. 

• On Madison Avenue, the intersections with East 31st and East 34th Streets would experience 
a significant adverse impact on at least one approach during both analysis peak hours. 

• On Fifth Avenue, the intersections with 31st, 34th, 35th, and 36th Streets would experience a 
significant adverse impact on at least one approach during at least one analysis peak hour.  
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• At Broadway and West 31st Street, the westbound left-turn/through lane group would 
experience a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours.  

• On Sixth Avenue, the intersections with West 30th, West 31st, West 32nd, and West 34th 
Streets would experience a significant adverse impact on at least one approach during at least 
one analysis peak hour.  

• On Seventh Avenue, the intersections with West 30th, West 31st, West 33rd, West 34th, West 
35th, and West 36th Streets would experience a significant adverse impact on at least one 
approach during at least one analysis peak hour. 

• On Eighth Avenue, the intersections with West 26th, West 30th, West 31st, West 33rd, West 
34th, and West 36th Streets would experience a significant adverse impact on at least one 
approach during at least one analysis peak hour. 

• On Ninth Avenue, the intersections with West 30th, West 31st, and West 34th Streets would 
experience a significant adverse impact on at least one approach during both analysis peak hours. 

• At Dyer Avenue and West 34th Street, the eastbound through lane group would experience a 
significant adverse impact during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 

• At Tenth Avenue and West 34th Street, the eastbound left-turn and westbound through lane 
groups would experience a significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours. The 
northbound right-turn lane group would experience a significant adverse impact during the 
weekday PM construction peak hour. 

• At Eleventh Avenue, the eastbound and westbound approaches would experience at least one 
significant adverse impact during both analysis peak hours. 

• On Route 9A, the intersections with West 33rd, West 34th, West 40th, West 42nd, West 54th, 
and West 56th Streets would experience a significant adverse impact during at least one 
analysis peak hour. 

PARKING 

The parking analyses during the Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction conditions assess the parking 
demand generated by construction workers and trips generated by development sites that would 
be operational. A detailed parking analysis was conducted for Phase 1 and Phase 2 weekday AM 
and PM construction peak hours. 

Phase 1 Construction 
Similar to the construction traffic analysis, parking demand from the 2033 No Action condition, 
absent the demand from as-of-right development, was used as the baseline and adjusted for the 
detailed Phase 1 No Action construction parking analysis, with background growth projected to 
2028 to reflect the earlier analysis year. The operational weekday overnight parking demand was 
used as the basis to generate the Phase 1 No Action construction weekday AM parking demand, 
as it would more closely reflect the parking demand at the time when construction workers would 
arrive at the Proposed Project’s construction sites. Parking demand during weekday AM and PM 
construction peak hours, rather than from the operational weekday AM and PM peak hours, was 
included for all No Action projects through 2033.  

Table 20-14 shows the Phase 1 No Action construction parking supply and utilization. The results 
indicate that within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the utilization for the Phase 1 No Action 
construction condition would be 59 and 98 percent during the weekday AM and PM construction 
time periods, respectively. 
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Table 20-14 
Phase 1 No Action Construction Parking Supply and Utilization—1/4-mile 

Public Parking Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Phase 1 No Action Supply 8,758 8,758 

Phase 1 No Action Background Growth 4,697 6,396 
Phase 1 No Action Project Development Sites Incremental Demand 428 2,198 

Phase 1 No Action Total Demand 5,125 8,594 
Phase 1 No Action Utilization 59% 98% 

Phase 1 No Action Available Spaces 3,633 164 
 

Under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition, the parking demand generated by construction 
activities was assumed to be accommodated by off-site parking garages within a ¼-mile radius of 
the Project Area. In addition, four existing parking garages (nos. 5, 34, 41, and 44 in Table 14-63 
in Chapter 14, “Transportation”) would be reduced in size (no. 5, reduced from 665 to 400 spaces) 
or removed (nos. 34, 41, and 44) as part of the construction of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, 
resulting in the elimination of approximately 2,100 parking spaces from the overall off-street 
parking supply. 

A comparison of the Phase 1 No Action construction condition and Phase 1 Peak Construction 
condition parking supply and utilization is presented in Table 20-15. The results indicate that 
within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the off-street parking utilization for the Phase 1 Peak 
Construction condition would increase to 80 and 130 percent during the weekday AM and PM 
construction time periods, respectively. A shortfall of 1,974 parking spaces would occur during 
the weekday PM construction time period. 

Table 20-15 
Phase 1 No Action and Peak Construction Parking Supply and Utilization—1/4-mile 

Public Parking Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Phase 1 No Action Supply 8,758 8,758 

Phase 1 No Action Total Demand 5,125 8,594 
Phase 1 No Action Utilization 59% 98% 
Phase 1 With Action Supply 6,650 6,650 

Phase 1 GPP With Action Project Incremental Demand 162 30 
Phase 1 With Action Total Demand 5,287 8,624 

Phase 1 With Action Utilization 80% 130% 
Phase 1 With Action Available Spaces 1,363  (1,974) 

 

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if a parking analysis concludes a shortfall in parking 
within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the parking study area can be extended to a ½-mile 
radius to identify additional parking supply. As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” 
additional off-street parking facilities research was conducted within a ½-mile radius of the Project 
Area, which identified an additional 61 off-street public parking facilities with a total capacity of 
10,875 publicly accessible, off-street parking spaces. However, given the extent of the parking 
shortfall identified in the ¼-mile radius and the estimated daytime utilization for these additional 
off-street facilities in the ½-mile radius, it is possible that the expansion of the parking study area 
to a ½-mile radius would continue to result in off-street parking supply shortfalls during the 
weekday PM construction time period. In consultation with DOT, this document provides the 
detailed parking assessment results for the ¼-mile radius only.  
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Phase 2 Construction 
Similar to the construction traffic analysis, parking demand from the 2044 No Action condition, 
absent the demand from as-of-right development, was used as the baseline and adjusted for the 
detailed Phase 2 No Action construction parking analysis. The operational weekday overnight 
parking demand was used as the basis to generate the Phase 2 No Action construction weekday 
AM parking demand, as it would more closely reflect the parking demand at the time when 
construction workers would arrive at the Proposed Project’s construction sites. Parking demand 
during weekday AM and PM construction peak hours, rather than from the operational weekday 
AM and PM peak hours, was included for all No Action projects through 2044.  

Table 20-16 shows the Phase 2 No Action construction parking supply and utilization. The results 
indicate that within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the utilization for the Phase 2 No Action 
Construction condition would be 59 and 99 percent during the weekday AM and PM construction 
time periods, respectively. 

Table 20-16 
Phase 2 No Action Construction Parking Supply and Utilization—1/4-mile 

Public Parking Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Phase 2 No Action Supply 8,758 8,758 

Phase 2 No Action Background Growth 4,756 6,476 
Phase 2 No Action Project Development Sites Incremental 

Demand 428 2,198 

Phase 2 No Action Total Demand 5,184 8,674 
Phase 2 No Action Utilization 59% 99% 

Phase 2 No Action Available Spaces  3,574  84 
 
Under the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition, the parking demand generated by construction 
activities was assumed to be accommodated by the off-site parking garages within a ¼-mile radius of 
the Project Area. Sites 1, 4, and 7 would be operational by the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition, 
and parking demand from the trips generated by Sites 1, 4, and 7 was also included in the Phase 2 
Peak Construction parking demand. In addition, as described for Phase 1 Construction, four existing 
parking garages (nos. 5, 34, 41, and 44 in Table 14-63 in Chapter 14, “Transportation”) would be 
reduced in size or removed as part of the construction of Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, resulting in 
the elimination of approximately 2,100 parking spaces from the overall off-street parking supply. 

A comparison of the Phase 2 No Action construction condition and Phase 2 Peak Construction 
condition parking supply and utilization is presented in Table 20-17. The results indicate that 
within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the off-street parking utilization for the Phase 2 Peak 
Construction condition would increase to 81 and 135 percent during the weekday AM and PM 
construction time periods, respectively. A shortfall of 2,321 parking spaces would occur during 
the weekday PM construction time period.  

Table 20-17 
Phase 2 No Action and Peak Construction Parking Supply and Utilization—1/4-mile 

Public Parking Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Phase 2 No Action Supply 8,758 8,758 

Phase 2 No Action Total Demand 5,184 8,674 
Phase 2 No Action Utilization 59% 99% 
Phase 2 With Action Supply 6,650 6,650 

Phase 2 GPP With Action Project Incremental Demand 170 297 
Phase 2 With Action Total Demand 5,354 8,971 

Phase 2 With Action Utilization 81% 135% 
Phase 2 With Action Available Spaces  1,296 (2,321) 
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The CEQR Technical Manual states that if a parking analysis concludes a shortfall in parking 
within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area, the parking study area can be extended to a ½-mile 
radius to identify additional parking supply. Similarly, as discussed in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation,” additional off-street parking facilities research within a ½-mile radius of the 
Project Area identified 61 additional off-street public parking facilities with a total capacity of 
10,875 publicly accessible, off-street parking spaces. However, given the extent of the parking 
shortfall identified in the ¼-mile radius and based on estimated daytime utilization for these 
additional off-street facilities, it is possible the expansion of the parking study area to a ½-mile 
radius would continue to result in off-street parking supply shortfalls during the weekday PM 
construction time period. In consultation with DOT, this document provides the detailed parking 
assessment results for the ¼-mile radius only.  

However, per the CEQR Technical Manual, this projected parking shortfall does not constitute a 
significant adverse impact due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation 
in the study area. 

TRANSIT 

It is anticipated that approximately 70 percent of construction workers would commute to the 
Project Area via transit. The Project Area is located in a transit-rich area with numerous mass 
transit options including the New York City Transit (NYCT) 34th Street-Herald Square Station 
(B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines), 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station (Nos. 1, 
2, and 3 Subway Lines), and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station (A, C, and E Subway 
Lines). The Project Area is also served by the M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M7, M11, M20, M34/34A 
SBS, M55, and Q32 local bus routes, and numerous inter-borough express bus routes. In addition 
to the subway stations and New York City bus routes, the Project Area is served by the 33rd Street 
PATH Station, Penn Station (Long Island Rail Road [LIRR], NJT, and Amtrak), and the Port 
Authority Bus Terminal (PABT). For Phase 1, the peak two-year running average of total 
construction workers was determined to be February 2026 to January 2028, with an estimated 
1,428 average daily construction workers, approximately 1,000 of whom would travel by transit. 
For Phase 2, the peak two-year running average of total construction workers was determined to 
be February 2036 to January 2038, with an estimated 919 average daily construction workers; 
approximately 643 would travel by transit. With 80 percent of these workers arriving or departing 
during the construction peak hours (6:00 AM to 7:00 AM and 3:00 PM to 4:00 PM), the estimated 
number of peak-hour transit trips would be 800 for Phase 1 and 514 for Phase 2. These totals are 
well below the Phase 1 and Phase 2 operational transit trip increments. They would be further 
dispersed to the numerous subway stations/lines, local bus routes, and commuter rail/bus options 
described above. Furthermore, these trips would be made outside of the commuter peak hours, 
which correspond with lower background transit levels and are typically not subject to concern or 
assessment of operating conditions. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project is not 
expected to result in any significant adverse transit impacts. 

PEDESTRIANS 

As summarized above, 1,428 average daily construction workers for Phase 1 and 919 for Phase 2 
are projected in the 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM shift during peak construction. With 80 percent of these 
workers arriving or departing during the construction peak hours (6:00 AM to 7:00 AM and 3:00 
PM to 4:00 PM), the corresponding numbers of peak-hour pedestrian trips traversing the study 
area’s sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks would be 1,142 for Phase 1 and 735 for Phase 2. These 
totals are well below the Phase 1 and Phase 2 operational pedestrian trip increments. As discussed 
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above, the majority of these construction worker trips are expected to arrive by transit. The 
remaining construction worker trips would arrive by private auto and would be dispersed to the 
multiple off-street parking facilities near the Project Area. Overall, the construction worker trips 
would be further dispersed to pedestrian elements surrounding the Project Area. Furthermore, 
these peak construction pedestrian increments would take place during hours when background 
pedestrian levels are lower than they would be in the 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM to 6:00 
PM commuter peak hours. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to result 
in any significant adverse pedestrian impacts. 

With regard to pedestrian facilities surrounding the construction sites, as discussed above, MPT 
plans that are subject to approvals and stipulations from DOT’s OCMC would be implemented to 
appropriately protect and facilitate pedestrian flow, as well as to avoid impacts to pedestrian 
circulation. As with standard practices for construction projects in New York City, the temporary 
effects from these measures would change over time and across different parts of construction 
sites. 

AIR QUALITY 

The construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of both non-road construction 
equipment and on-road vehicles. Non-road construction equipment includes equipment operating 
on-site, such as cranes, loaders, and excavators. On-road vehicles include worker vehicles and 
construction trucks arriving to and departing from the construction site as well as operating on-
site.  

Emissions from non-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles have the potential to affect 
air quality. In addition, emissions from dust-generating construction activities (i.e., truck loading 
and unloading operations) also have the potential to affect air quality. A quantitative analysis of 
the overall combined impact of both non-road and on-road sources of construction-related air 
emissions, including dust emissions, was performed to determine the potential for significant 
adverse impacts from these sources of air emissions generated during construction of the Proposed 
Project. Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” contains a review of these air pollutants; applicable 
regulations, standards, and benchmarks; and general methodology for the air quality analyses. 
Additional details relevant only to the construction air quality analysis methodology are presented 
in this section. 

FEIS Construction Schedule  
The analysis of construction air quality presented in the DEIS was based on the conceptual 
construction schedule developed for construction analysis in that document (see Table 20-3 in 
DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction”). As shown above and discussed in the Foreword to this FEIS, 
the illustrative schedule of construction has been updated. The quantitative analysis of the overall 
combined impact of both non-road and on-road sources of construction-related air emissions, 
including dust emissions, was updated using the FEIS construction schedule to determine the 
potential for significant adverse impacts from these sources of air emissions generated during 
construction of the Proposed Project. The results of the updated analysis are presented in this 
section. 

CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

As required by the Clean Air Act, primary and secondary NAAQS have been established for six 
major criteria air pollutants: CO, NO2, ozone, respirable particulate matter (PM) (both PM2.5 and 
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PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. In general, much of the heavy equipment used in 
construction is powered by diesel engines that have the potential to produce relatively high levels 
of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and PM emissions. Dust generated by construction activities is also a 
source of PM. Gasoline engines produce relatively high levels of CO. Since EPA mandates the 
use of ULSD fuel for all highway and non-road diesel engines, sulfur oxides (SOx) emitted from 
the Proposed Project’s construction activities would be negligible. Therefore, the pollutants 
analyzed for the construction period were NO2 (a component of NOx), PM10, PM2.5, and CO. NO2, 
CO, PM2.5, and PM10 emissions from on-site construction equipment were evaluated. CO and 
PM10/PM2.5 emissions from on-road vehicles and PM10/PM2.5 emissions from fugitive dust 
generating activities were also evaluated. 

1-Hour NO2 
The 1-hour average NAAQS for NO2 was promulgated in 2010. As a result, local ground-level 
sources of this pollutant, such as non-road construction sources, may be a focus of analysis in the 
future. However, for non-road construction sources, the monthly/annual variation in the types of 
equipment deployed on the construction site and the utilization of the equipment would fluctuate 
on an hourly basis—making it difficult to quantify emissions from such sources in any given hour. 
In addition, the statistical basis of the 1-hour NO2 standard (a three-year statistical average of 
modeled concentrations), makes it difficult to accurately model construction sources. The reason 
for this is that construction equipment—unlike stationary air pollution sources (such as an exhaust 
stack on a building) that operate on a regular basis at a defined location—would move throughout 
a particular development site over the entire construction period. EPA guidance on modeling 1-
hour NO2 discusses intermittent emissions,2 stating that  

the intermittent nature of the actual emissions … in many cases, when coupled with the 
probabilistic form of the standard, could result in modeled impacts being significantly 
higher than actual impacts would realistically be expected to be for these emission 
scenarios.3  

Furthermore, EPA  

recommends that compliance demonstrations for the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS be based on 
emission scenarios that can logically be assumed to be relatively continuous or which 
occur frequently enough to contribute significantly to the annual distribution of daily 
maximum 1-hour concentrations.4  

This is not the case with equipment operating episodically at various locations across a construc-
tion site. Moreover, substantial uncertainty still exists as to 1-hour NO2 background concentrations 
at ground level, especially near roadways, since these concentrations have not yet been adequately 
measured by DEC and no attainment determinations have been made by EPA although initial 
monitored concentrations are below the NAAQS. Therefore, given the limitations on information 
available regarding NO2 near-road background values, and the current lack of guidance and 
uncertainties regarding analysis methodologies, a 1-hour NO2 analysis was not conducted for 
construction sources. 

 
2 EPA Memorandum, “Additional Clarification Regarding Application of Appendix W, Modeling 

Guidance for the 1-Hour NO2 National Ambient Air Quality Standard,” March 1, 2011. 
3 Ibid.  
4 Ibid.  
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As discussed below, under “Emissions Reduction Measures,” non-road diesel-powered vehicles 
and construction equipment rated Tier 4 or higher would be used during construction of the 
Proposed Project. The Tier 4 engines meet NOx emission limits that are much more stringent than 
the limits applicable to older construction equipment. The Tier 4 emissions standards for newly 
manufactured non-road diesel engines have a phase-in period of 2008 to 2015. Over time, 
irrespective of any project-specific commitments, there would be an increasing percentage of non-
road diesel engines on-site conforming to the Tier 4 emissions standards, resulting in reduced NOx 
(including NO2) emissions during construction activities. Further, the electrification and idling 
restrictions mentioned below, under “Emissions Reduction Measures,” would also reduce NOX 
emissions and, consequently, NO2 concentration levels. 

EMISSIONS REDUCTION MEASURES 
Construction activity in general, and large-scale construction in particular, has the potential to 
adversely affect air quality as a result of diesel emissions. Measures would be taken to reduce 
pollutant emissions during construction in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and 
building codes. In addition, contractors would be required under contract specifications to 
implement an emissions reduction program to minimize the air quality effects from construction 
of the Proposed Project, consisting of the following components:  

• Dust Control. To minimize dust emissions from construction activities, a dust control plan 
including a robust watering program would be required. For example, all trucks hauling loose 
material would be equipped with tight-fitting tailgates and their loads securely covered prior 
to leaving the Project Area; and water sprays would be used for all demolition, excavation, 
and transfer of soils so that materials would be dampened as necessary to avoid the suspension 
of dust into the air. Stockpiled soils or debris would be watered, stabilized with a chemical 
suppressing agent, or covered. All measures required by DEP’s Construction Dust Rules 
regulating construction-related dust emissions would be implemented. 

• Idling Restriction. In addition to adhering to the local law restricting unnecessary idling on 
roadways, on-site vehicle idle time would be restricted to three minutes for all equipment and 
vehicles that are not using their engines to operate a loading, unloading, or processing device 
(e.g., concrete mixing trucks) or are otherwise required for the proper operation of the engine. 

• Clean Fuel. ULSD fuel would be used exclusively for all diesel engines throughout the Project 
Area. 

• Diesel Equipment Reduction. In accordance with the New York City Noise Control Code as 
discussed below, under “Noise,” electrically powered equipment would be preferred over 
diesel-powered and gasoline-powered versions of that equipment to the extent practicable. 
Equipment that would use grid power in lieu of diesel engines includes, but may not be limited 
to, hoists and small equipment (such as welders). 

• Utilization of Newer Equipment. EPA’s Tier 1 through 4 standards for non-road diesel engines 
regulate the emission of criteria pollutants from new engines, including PM, CO, NOx, and 
hydrocarbons. To the extent practicable, all diesel-powered non-road construction equipment 
would meet at least the Tier 45 emissions standard.  

 
5 The first federal regulations for new non-road diesel engines were adopted in 1994, and adopted by EPA 

into regulation in a 1998 Final Rulemaking. The 1998 regulation introduces Tier 1 emissions standards for 
all equipment 50 hp and greater and phases in the increasingly stringent Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards for 
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• Best Available Tailpipe Reduction Technologies. Non-road diesel engines with a power rating 
of 50 horsepower (hp) or greater and controlled truck fleets (i.e., truck fleets under long-term 
contract with the project) including but not limited to concrete mixing and pumping trucks 
would utilize the best available tailpipe (BAT) technology for reducing diesel particulate 
matter (DPM) emissions. Diesel particulate filters (DPFs) have been identified as being the 
tailpipe technology currently proven to have the highest reduction capability. Construction 
contracts would specify that all diesel nonroad engines rated at 50 hp or greater would utilize 
DPFs, either installed by the original equipment manufacturer or retrofitted. Retrofitted DPFs 
must be verified by EPA or the California Air Resources Board. Active DPFs or other 
technologies proven to achieve an equivalent reduction may also be used. 

Overall, this emissions reduction program is expected to substantially reduce diesel emissions and 
would exceed the reduction levels that would be achieved by applying the currently defined best 
available control technologies under New York City Local Law 77 (which are required only for 
publicly funded City projects).  

The analysis accounts for the emissions reduction measures listed above that would be implemented 
during construction of the Proposed Project. Although construction of the Proposed Project may not 
achieve full compliance rate with the measures above, a Quality Control program would be 
established to ensure that these environmental requirements would be met to the maximum extent 
practicable. In addition, an increasing percentage of in-use newer and cleaner vehicles and engines 
reasonably may be anticipated in future construction years, which would result in reduced air pollutant 
emissions during construction activities and fewer instances where compliant equipment is not 
available. Therefore, the potential instances for temporary use of non-compliant construction 
equipment would not affect the conclusions of the analyses of air quality impacts of construction. 

ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY ASSESSMENT` 

Analysis Periods 
To determine which construction periods constitute the worst-case periods for the pollutants of 
concern (PM, CO, NO2), construction-related emissions were calculated for each calendar year 
throughout the duration of construction on a rolling annual and peak day basis for PM2.5. PM2.5 
was selected for determining the worst-case periods for all pollutants analyzed, because the ratio 
of predicted PM2.5 incremental concentrations to impact criteria is anticipated to be higher than 
for other pollutants. Therefore, initial estimates of PM2.5 emissions throughout the construction 
years were used for determining the worst-case periods for analysis of all pollutants. Generally, 
emission patterns of PM10 and NO2 would follow PM2.5 emissions, since they are related to diesel 
engines by horsepower. CO emissions may have a somewhat different pattern but would also be 
anticipated to be highest during periods when the most activity would occur.  

Based on the resulting multi-year profiles of annual average and peak day average emissions of 
PM2.5 (see Appendix J) and the proximity of the construction activities to residences, other 
sensitive uses, and publicly accessible open spaces, two worst-case short-term and annual periods 
were identified for dispersion modeling of annual and short-term (i.e., 24-hour, 8-hour, and 1-

 
equipment manufactured in 2000 through 2008. In 2004, the EPA introduced Tier 4 emissions standards 
with a phased-in period of 2008 to 2015. The Tier 1 through 4 standards regulate the EPA criteria pollutants, 
including PM, hydrocarbons (HC), NOx and carbon monoxide (CO). Prior to 1998, emissions from non-
road diesel engines were unregulated. These engines are typically referred to as Tier 0.  
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hour) averaging periods. July 2027 and the 12-month period from April 2027 to March 2028 were 
identified as worst-case short-term and annual periods during Phase 1 construction, respectively, 
since the highest project-wide emissions were predicted in these periods. During these times, 
construction activities are projected to occur simultaneously for the expansion of Penn Station 
below-grade on Sites 1 and 2, the reconstruction of existing Penn Station, construction at Site 4, 
and construction at Site 7, as well as demolition activities at Site 2 under the assumed schedule 
and sequence as presented above in Table 20-3. In addition, these peak periods include 
construction activities that would take place in close proximity to existing residential locations on 
West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues near Site 1, and residential locations along 
the south side of West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues across from Site 2. 

October 2035 and the 12-month period from July 2035 to June 2036 were identified as worst-case 
short-term and annual periods during Phase 2 construction, respectively, since the highest project-
wide emissions were predicted in these periods. During these times, building construction 
activities are projected to occur simultaneously at Sites 2B, , 6, and 8 under the assumed schedule 
and sequence as presented above in Table 20-3. In addition, these peak periods include 
construction activities that would take place in close proximity to existing residential locations 
along the south side of West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues across from Site 2, 
residential locations along the south side of West 34th Street near Site 6, and residential locations 
along the south side of West 32nd Street across from Site 8, as well as Greely Square Park (east 
of Site 8 across Sixth Avenue).  

Dispersion of the relevant air pollutants from the construction sites during these periods were 
analyzed. Broader conclusions regarding potential concentrations during non-peak periods are 
discussed qualitatively, based on the reasonable worst-case analysis period results.  

Engine Emissions 
The sizes, types, and number of units of construction equipment was estimated based on the 
construction activity schedule developed for the Proposed Project. Emission rates for NOx, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5 from truck engines was developed using the EPA Motor Vehicle Emission 
Simulator (MOVES2014b) emission model. Emission factors for NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 from 
on-site construction engines were developed using the NONROAD emission module included in 
the MOVES2014b emission model. The emission factor calculations took into account any 
emissions reduction measures as described above, under “Emissions Reduction Measures,” that 
would be required for the Proposed Project. 

On-Site Dust Emissions 
In addition to engine emissions, dust emissions from operations (e.g., excavation and transferring 
of excavated materials into dump trucks) was calculated based on EPA procedures delineated in 
AP-42 Table 13.2.3-1. Since construction is required to follow DEP’s Construction Dust Rules 
regarding construction-related dust emissions, a 50 percent reduction in particulate emissions from 
fugitive dust was conservatively assumed in the calculation (dust control methods, such as wet 
suppression, would often provide at least a 50 percent reduction in particulate emissions). 

Dispersion Modeling 
Potential impacts from the Proposed Project’s construction sources was evaluated using a refined 
dispersion model, the EPA/AMS AERMOD dispersion model. AERMOD is a state-of-the-art 
dispersion model, applicable to rural and urban areas, flat and complex terrain, surface and 
elevated releases, and multiple sources (including point, area, and volume sources). AERMOD is 
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a steady-state plume model that incorporates current concepts about flow and dispersion in 
complex terrain and includes updated treatments of the boundary layer theory, understanding of 
turbulence and dispersion, and handling of terrain interactions.  

Source Simulation 
For short-term model scenarios (predicting concentration averages for periods of 24 hours or less), 
all stationary sources—such as compressors, cranes, or concrete trucks, which are expected to 
operate in a single location—were simulated as point sources. Other engines, such as excavators 
and loaders, which would move around the site on any given day, were simulated as area sources. 
All sources, with the exception of tower cranes, would move around the site throughout the year 
and were therefore simulated as area sources in the annual analyses.  

Meteorological Data 
The meteorological data set consists of five consecutive years of meteorological data: surface data 
collected at the LaGuardia Airport National Weather Service Station (2015 to 2019), and concur-
rent upper air data collected at Brookhaven, New York. The meteorological data provide hour-by-
hour wind speeds and directions, stability states, and temperature inversion elevation over the five-
year period. These data were processed using the EPA AERMET program to develop data in a 
format which can be readily processed by the AERMOD model. The land uses around the site 
where meteorological surface data were available was classified using categories defined in digital 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) maps.  

Background Concentrations 
To estimate the maximum expected total pollutant concentrations, the calculated impacts from the 
emission sources must be added to a background value that accounts for existing pollutant concen-
trations from other sources. The background levels were based on concentrations monitored at the 
nearest DEC ambient air monitoring stations and were consistent with the background concentra-
tions used for the operational stationary source air quality analysis (see Chapter 15, “Air Quality”).  

Receptor Locations 
Receptors were placed at locations that would be publicly accessible, at residential and other sen-
sitive uses at both ground level and elevated locations, at adjacent sidewalk locations, at publicly 
accessible open spaces, and at completed portions of the Proposed Project, where applicable. In 
addition, a ground-level receptor grid was placed to enable extrapolation of concentrations 
throughout the study area at locations more distant from construction activities. 

ON-ROAD SOURCES 

Since emissions from on‐site construction equipment and on‐road construction‐related vehicles 
may contribute to concentration increments concurrently, on‐road emissions adjacent to the con-
struction sites was included with on‐site emissions in the dispersion analysis (in addition to on‐
site truck and non‐road engine activity) to address all local project‐related emissions cumulatively. 

On-Road Vehicle Emissions 
Vehicular engine emission factors were computed using the EPA mobile source emissions model, 
MOVES2014b.6 This emissions model is capable of calculating engine emission factors for 

 
6 EPA, Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES), User Guide for MOVES2014a, November 2015. 
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various vehicle types, based on the fuel type (gasoline, diesel, or natural gas), meteorological 
conditions, vehicle speeds, vehicle age, roadway type and grade, number of starts per day, engine 
soak time, inspection and maintenance programs and various other factors that influence emis-
sions. The inputs and use of MOVES incorporate the most current resource available from DEC7. 
In addition, the Phase 2 construction analysis includes mobile source emissions generated by 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, which is assumed to be completed and operational. 

On-Road Dust Emissions 
PM2.5 emission rates were determined with road dust to account for their impacts. However, road 
dust was not included in the annual average PM2.5 microscale analyses, as per current CEQR 
Technical Manual guidance used for mobile source analysis. Road dust emission factors were 
calculated according to the latest procedure delineated by EPA.8 An average weight of 20 tons 
and 2.5 tons was assumed for construction trucks and worker vehicles in the analyses, respectively. 

CONSTRUCTION AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Maximum predicted concentrations during the representative worst-case construction periods for 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction activities are presented in Tables 20-18 and 20-19, respectively. 
To estimate the maximum total pollutant NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 concentrations, the modeled 
concentrations from the Proposed Project were added to a background value that accounts for 
existing pollutant concentrations from other nearby sources.  

As shown in Tables 20-18 and 20-19, the maximum predicted total concentrations of NO2, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5 are below the applicable NAAQS for both construction phases.  

Table 20-18 
Maximum Pollutant Concentrations from Phase 1 Construction  

Pollutant Averaging Period Units 

Maximum 
Modeled 
Impact 

Background 
Concentration (1)  

Total 
Concentration NAAQS  

NO2  Annual µg/m3  7.4 37.9 45.3 100  

CO 1-hour ppm  8.3 2.5 10.8 35  
8-hour ppm  1.9 1.2 3.1 9  

PM10 24-hour µg/m3  58.4 39.3 97.7 150  

PM2.5 
24-hour µg/m3  7.2 19.7 26.9 35  

Annual—Local µg/m3  0.29 9.0 9.3 12  
Annual—Neighborhood µg/m3  0.01 9.0 9.0 12  

Notes: 
1 The background levels are based on the most representative concentrations monitored at DEC ambient air monitoring stations 

(see Table 15-3 in Chapter 15, “Air Quality”). 
 

 

 
7 DEC, Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the 1997 Annual and 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 

NAAQS Appendix D - New York State On-Road Motor Vehicle Emission Budget MOVES Technical 
Support Documentation, June 2013. 

8 EPA, Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point 
and Area Sources, Ch. 13.2.1, NC, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42, January 2011. 
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Table 20-19 
Maximum Pollutant Concentrations from Phase 2 Construction  

Pollutant Averaging Period Units 

Maximum 
Modeled 
Impact 

Background 
Concentration (1)  

Total 
Concentration NAAQS 

NO2  Annual µg/m3  5.1 37.9 43.0 100 

CO 1-hour ppm  0.1 2.5 2.6 35  
8-hour ppm  0.03 1.2 1.23 9 

PM10 24-hour µg/m3  3.6 39.3 42.9 150 

PM2.5 
24-hour µg/m3  2.7 19.7 22.4 35 

Annual—Local µg/m3  0.23 9.0 9.2 12 
Annual—Neighborhood µg/m3  0.01 9.0 9.0 12 

Notes: 
1 The background levels are based on the most representative concentrations monitored at DEC ambient air monitoring stations 

(see Table 15-3 in Chapter 15, “Air Quality”). 
 

 

Emissions from the other less intensive construction periods would be less than the emissions 
during the modeled worst case periods; therefore, the resulting concentrations from these non-
peak periods are expected to be less than the concentrations presented in Tables 20-18 and 20-19. 

NOISE 

Construction of the Proposed Project has the potential to result in noise impacts generated by the 
operation of construction equipment on the various construction sites and construction-related 
vehicles traveling to and from the Project Area on adjacent roadways. The potential for noise 
impacts due to the construction of the Proposed Project is discussed below.  

CONSTRUCTION NOISE ANALYSIS FUNDAMENTALS 

Construction activities increase noise levels as a result of (1) the operation of construction 
equipment on site; and (2) the movement of construction-related vehicles (i.e., worker trips, and 
material and equipment trips) on the roadways to and from the construction site. The combined 
effect of each of these noise sources was evaluated. 

Noise from the on-site operation of construction equipment at a specific receptor location near a 
construction site is generally calculated by computing the sum of the noise produced by all pieces 
of equipment operating at the construction site. For each piece of equipment, the noise level at a 
receptor location is a function of the following: 

• The noise emission level of the equipment; 
• The distance between the piece of equipment and the receptor; 
• Topography and ground effects; and 
• Shielding. 

Similarly, noise levels due to construction-related traffic are a function of the following: 

• The noise emission levels of the type of vehicle (e.g., auto, light-duty truck, heavy-duty truck, 
bus, etc.); 

• Volume of vehicular traffic on each roadway segment; 
• Vehicular speed; 
• The distance between the roadway and the receptor; 
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• Topography and ground effects; and 
• Shielding. 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

A detailed modeling analysis was conducted to quantify potential construction noise effects at 
nearby areas of noise-sensitive land use (i.e., “noise receptors” such as residences, open space, 
houses of worship, schools, etc.). The analysis is consistent with the guidance contained in the 
2020 CEQR Technical Manual as well as the DEC Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts policy 
manual, revised February 2001. 

FEIS Construction Schedule  
The analysis of construction noise presented in the DEIS was based on the conceptual construction 
schedule developed for construction analysis in that document (see Table 20-3 in DEIS Chapter 
20, “Construction”). As shown above and discussed in the Foreword to this FEIS, the illustrative 
schedule of construction has been updated. The current illustrative construction schedule, as 
shown in Figure 20-1 and Table 20-3, differs from the schedule used for the DEIS construction 
noise analysis as follows: 

• Phase 1 construction would occur from 2021 to 2033 rather than 2021 to 2028. 
• Construction on Sites 1 and 4 is expected to occur during Phase 1, and those sites would be 

completed and occupied during construction for Phase 2 such that they would constitute 
receptors that could experience noise during construction of Phase 2.  

• Construction of the above-grade development at Site 1 would overlap with construction 
activities for the below-grade expansion of Penn Station at that site. 

• Phase 2 construction would occur from 2030 to 2044 rather than 2029 to 2038.  
The above differences in schedule would not change the conclusions of the detailed construction 
noise analysis conducted using the DEIS illustrative construction schedule, as the significant 
adverse noise impacts that would be expected with the updated construction schedule would not 
result in impacts not previously addressed in the analysis using the DEIS construction schedule. 
Each of the above-described changes to the construction schedule would result in either a 
reduction in the potential for significant adverse noise impacts or impacts of comparable 
magnitude and duration in the same locations as those that would occur in the previously analyzed 
schedule. The specific schedule changes and their respective potential to affect construction noise 
analysis conclusions are each discussed below.  

Under the FEIS illustrative construction schedule, construction at Site 4 would overlap with the 
following construction activities: reconstruction of Penn Station; demolition at Sites 1, 2, and 3; 
below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3; and construction at Site 7. Since all 
of the receptors proximate to Site 4 (receptors 56-61, 66-69, and 128-133) were already found to 
experience significant adverse construction noise impacts, the new overlap would not result in 
additional significant adverse noise impacts not previously identified. Further, due to the distance 
of Site 4 from the newly overlapping construction, the overlap would not result in a greater 
magnitude of construction noise impacts. The expected duration of construction on Site 4 remains 
unchanged from the DEIS, so the identified impacts would not be of a longer duration.  

Under the FEIS illustrative construction schedule, construction at Sites 1 and 5 would overlap 
with below-grade expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and construction of the new Penn 
Station service building on Site 2A. Since all of the receptors proximate to Sites 1 and 5 (receptors 
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70-86, 88-94, 98-100, 128-139, 140-143, 153-159) were already found to experience significant 
adverse construction noise impacts, the new overlap would not result in additional significant 
adverse noise impacts not previously identified. Further, due to the distance of Site 5 from the 
newly overlapping construction, the overlap would not result in a greater magnitude of 
construction noise impacts. The expected duration of construction on Sites 1 and 5 remains 
unchanged from the DEIS, so the identified impacts would not be of a longer duration.  

The proposed buildings at Sites 1 and 4 were expected to be completed and occupied during 
ongoing construction under the DEIS illustrative construction schedule and the potential effects 
of construction noise on these buildings were considered. While the FEIS illustrative construction 
schedule would result in these buildings being completed and occupied earlier such that they may 
experience construction noise over a longer period, these buildings would still be required to be 
constructed with window/wall attenuation measures as described in Chapter 17, “Noise,” such that 
interior noise levels during further Proposed Project construction would not exceed the acceptable 
level by more than 5 dBA at Site 1 or at all at Site 4. Consequently, the change in duration of 
construction noise exposure would not change the significance of construction noise impacts at 
these receptors, and the change in schedule would not affect the conclusions of the construction 
noise analysis for these receptors.  

Under the FEIS illustrative construction schedule, construction of Phase 2 would occur over the 
course of 15 years rather than 10 years as in the DEIS. However, the construction duration for 
each individual building would remain unchanged; the revised construction schedule is longer 
because there would be less overlapping construction. A review was undertaken of receptors 
where construction under the DEIS illustrative schedule was predicted to result in noise level 
increments exceeding the 3 dBA screening threshold, but the duration of the exceedance was 
predicted to be less than 24 consecutive months under that schedule and therefore the predicted 
impact was not considered significant. The location of these receptors relative to the various 
development sites and the duration of development at each site were considered to determine 
whether the FEIS illustrative schedule would have the potential to extend the construction noise 
increments such that it would result in a significant adverse impact. Based on the location of these 
receptors and the duration of construction at each development site under the FEIS illustrative 
construction schedule, it was determined that the new schedule would not prolong the period of 
time that each receptor would experience construction in such a way as to result in significant 
adverse impacts not already identified. Since the duration of construction noise impacts at each 
receptor would not be expected to increase and the reduced overlap would reduce or not affect the 
magnitude of predicted construction noise impacts, construction according to the FEIS illustrative 
construction schedule would not result in significant adverse noise impacts not previously 
identified using the DEIS illustrative construction schedule.  

Since, as described above, analysis of construction noise using the FEIS illustrative construction 
schedule would not result in significant construction noise impacts at additional locations, nor 
would it exacerbate the magnitude or duration of impacts predicted using the DEIS illustrative 
construction schedule, the construction noise analysis presented below continues to use the DEIS 
illustrative construction schedule. The results of the analysis, as presented below, provide a 
conservative representation of the potential construction noise impacts of the Proposed Project.  

Detailed Construction Noise Analysis Methodology 
The methodology used for the detailed construction noise analysis is as follows: 
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1. Select analysis hours for construction mobile source noise analysis. The 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM 
hour was selected as the analysis hour because this would be the hour when the highest 
number of construction worker auto and construction truck trips to and from the construction 
site would simultaneously occur. 

2. Conduct construction mobile source noise analysis. At each of the roadway segments 
analyzed for construction traffic, the construction worker vehicle and construction truck trips 
during the analysis hour were converted to Noise PCEs and compared to the existing level of 
Noise PCEs to determine whether there would be a potential doubling, which would result in 
an exceedance of CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds (i.e., a 3 
dBA increase in noise levels). 

3. Select analysis hours for cumulative on-site equipment and construction truck noise analysis. 
The 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM hour was selected as the analysis hour because this would be the 
hour when the highest number of truck trips to and from the construction site would overlap 
with on-site equipment operation. 

4. Select receptor locations for cumulative on-site equipment and construction truck noise 
analysis. Noise receptors, as defined in Chapter 19, section 124 of the CEQR Technical 
Manual, were selected based on their proximity to construction work areas and/or along 
routes taken to and from the development sites by construction trucks. The selected receptors 
represent open space, residential, or other noise-sensitive uses potentially affected by the 
construction associated with the Proposed Project. 

5. Establish weekday existing noise levels at selected receptors. As described in Chapter 17, 
“Noise,” measured noise levels from the Expanded Moynihan/Penn Station Redevelopment 
Project in 2007 and 2008 (the “2007/2008 Moynihan Station data”) have been used to 
establish existing noise levels in the operational noise analysis, and were relied upon for the 
construction noise analysis as well. A CadnaA model representing the weekday existing con-
ditions (including existing building geometry and existing condition traffic levels) was 
validated based on the existing condition noise levels established for the operational noise 
analysis and used to calculate baseline noise levels at the other noise receptor locations 
included in the analysis. 

6. Establish weekend existing noise levels at selected receptors. By comparing measured noise 
levels from the 2007/2008 Moynihan Station data during the Saturday midday hour to the 
measured levels from the weekday AM hour, weekend baseline adjustment factors were 
determined for each receptor. Applying these adjustment factors to the weekday existing 
noise levels, weekend existing noise levels were determined for comparison to construction 
noise levels in the Alternative Construction Schedule scenario where construction would 
regularly occur six days per week. 

7. Establish worst-case noise analysis periods under the anticipated construction schedule. The 
worst-case noise analysis periods are the periods during the construction schedule that are 
expected to have the greatest potential to result in construction noise impacts. The selected 
time periods are described below, in the “Analysis Periods” section. As described above, the 
construction noise analysis has conservatively employed the DEIS illustrative construction 
schedule rather than the revised FEIS illustrative construction schedule.  

8. Calculate construction noise levels for each analysis period at each receptor location. Given the 
on-site equipment and construction truck trips expected during each of the analysis periods, and 
the location of the equipment, which is based on construction logistics diagrams and 
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construction truck and worker vehicle trip assignments, a CadnaA model for each analysis 
period was created. The construction model for each analysis period includes each of the 
construction noise sources during the analysis period and hour, calculation points representing 
multiple locations on various façades and floors of the associated receptors previously 
identified, as well as the noise control measures that would be used on the construction site. 

9. Determine total noise levels and noise level increments during construction for the weekday-
only construction scenario. For each analysis period and each noise receptor, the calculated 
level of construction noise was logarithmically added to the weekday existing noise level to 
determine the cumulative total noise level. The existing noise level at each receptor was then 
arithmetically subtracted from the cumulative noise level in each analysis period to determine 
the noise level increments. 

10. Determine total noise levels and noise level increments during construction for the scenario 
under which construction would occur six days per week. For each analysis period and each 
noise receptor, the calculated level of construction noise was logarithmically added to the 
weekend existing noise level to determine the cumulative total noise level. The existing noise 
level at each receptor was then arithmetically subtracted from the cumulative noise level in 
each analysis period to determine the noise level increments.  

11. Compare construction noise increments to impact criteria. For each analysis period and each 
noise receptor, the predicted noise increments due to construction were compared to CEQR 
Technical Manual noise impact thresholds and additional incremental noise impact criteria 
as described below. 

12. Establish construction noise duration. For each receptor, the noise level increments in each 
analysis period were evaluated to determine the duration during construction that the receptor 
would experience exceedances of impact criteria. 

13. Identify potential significant construction noise impacts for the weekday-only construction 
scenario. At each existing receptor where exceedances of construction noise impact criteria 
are predicted, a determination was made as to whether the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse construction noise impacts for this scenario. 

14. Identify potential significant construction noise impacts for the scenario under the Alternative 
Construction Schedule scenario, under which construction would occur six days per week. At 
each existing receptor where exceedances of construction noise impact criteria are predicted, 
a determination was made as to whether the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse construction noise impacts for this scenario.  

15. Evaluate construction noise exposure at completed and occupied project elements. As part of 
the assessment of noise impacts during each of the selected worst-case analysis periods, an 
assessment was performed of the predicted level of construction noise exposure at each of the 
project elements assumed to be completed and occupied prior to the commencement of such 
analysis period. The necessary level of window/wall attenuation for those project elements, 
as established in the operational noise analysis, was used to estimate and evaluate interior 
noise levels during construction.  

Construction Mobile Source Analysis 
A Noise PCE screening analysis was conducted for noise levels from construction mobile sources. 
At each of the roadway segments analyzed for construction traffic, the construction worker vehicle 
and construction truck trips during the analysis hour were converted to Noise PCEs and compared 
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to the existing level of Noise PCEs to determine whether there would be a potential doubling, 
which would result in an exceedance of CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening 
thresholds (i.e., a 3 dBA increase in noise levels). The 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM hour was selected as 
the analysis hour because this would be the hour when the highest number of worker vehicle and 
construction truck trips to and from the construction site would occur.  

Construction truck trips that would occur during the construction work day (i.e., after 7:00 AM) 
were included in the modeling of construction noise as discussed below.  

Noise Receptor Sites 
A noise-sensitive receptor is defined in Chapter 19, Section 124 of the 2020 CEQR Technical 
Manual and includes indoor receptors such as residences, hotels, health care facilities, nursing 
homes, schools, houses of worship, court houses, public meeting facilities, museums, libraries, 
and theaters. Outdoor sensitive receptors include parks, outdoor theaters, golf courses, zoos, 
campgrounds, and beaches. 

Within the study area, multiple receptor locations that have the potential to experience elevated 
noise as a result of construction were selected for the construction noise analysis to represent 
buildings and future buildings anticipated to be completed and occupied during the construction 
analysis periods. These receptors are located adjacent to development sites, planned areas of 
activity, or streets where construction trucks would pass. At some buildings, multiple façades were 
analyzed as receptors. At high-rise buildings, noise receptors at multiple elevations were analyzed. 
The receptor sites selected for detailed analysis represent locations where maximum project effects 
due to construction noise would be expected.  

Within the study area, 313 receptor locations were selected for the construction noise analysis. 
Figure 20-8 shows the locations of the noise receptor sites, and Table 20-20 lists the noise 
measurement sites (i.e., sites M1 to M8) as well as the noise receptor sites (i.e., sites 1 to 313) and 
the associated land use at these sites. 

Construction Noise Modeling 
Noise effects from construction activities were evaluated using the CadnaA model, a computerized 
model developed by DataKustik for noise prediction and assessment. The model can be used for 
the analysis of a wide variety of noise sources, including stationary sources (e.g., construction 
equipment, industrial equipment, power generation equipment), transportation sources (e.g., 
roads, highways, railroad lines, busways, airports), and other specialized sources (e.g., sporting 
facilities). The model takes into account the reference sound pressure levels of the noise sources 
at 50 feet, attenuation with distance, ground contours, reflections from barriers and structures, 
attenuation due to shielding, etc. The CadnaA model is based on the acoustic propagation stand-
ards promulgated in International Standard ISO 9613-2. This standard is currently under review 
for adoption by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) as an American Standard. The 
CadnaA model is a state-of-the-art tool for noise analysis and is approved for construction noise 
level prediction by the CEQR Technical Manual.  

Geographic input data used with the CadnaA model included site work areas, adjacent building 
footprints and heights, locations of streets, and locations of sensitive receptors. For each analysis 
period, the approximate geographic location and operational characteristics—including equipment 
usage rates (percentage of time operating at full power) for each piece of construction equipment 
operating at the proposed development site, as well as noise control measures—were input to the 
model.  
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Table 20-20 
Noise Receptor Locations 

Receptor Location Associated Land Use 

M1 West 34th Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M2 West 33rd Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M3 West 33rd Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M4 West 33rd Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M5 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M6 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M7 West 32nd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

M8 West 31st Street between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues Noise Measurement Location 

1 517 West 29th Street  Future Development Project - Residential 
2 400 West 37th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
3 410 West 36th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
4 411 West 35th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
5 433 West 34th Street  Residential 
6 444 West 35th Street  Residential 
7 419 West 34th Street  Residential 
8 430 West 34th Street  Residential 
9 424 West 34th Street  Place of Worship 

10 408 West 34th Street  Residential 
11 417 Ninth Avenue  Residential 

12, 13 442 West 33rd Street  Future Development Project - Hotel 

14 401 West 31st Street  Future Development Project - Mixed 
Residential & Commercial 

15, 16 435 West 31st Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
17-20 432 West 31st Street  Future Development Project - Hotel 

21 450 West 27th Street  Open Space 
22, 23 303 Ninth Avenue  Healthcare Facility 

24 281 Ninth Avenue  School 
25 484 Ninth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
26 345 West 37th Street  Residential 
27 307 West 37th Street  Hotel 

28, 29 350 West 37th Street  Residential 
30 470 Ninth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

31, 32 357 West 36th Street  Residential 
33, 34 315 West 36th Street  Residential 
35, 36 303 West 36th Street  Hotel 
37, 38 454 Ninth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
39-42 360 West 36th Street  Residential 
43-45 338 West 36th Street  Hotel 
46-49 320 West 36th Street  Hotel 
50, 51 345 West 35th Street  Hotel 

52 335 West 35th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
53-55 369 West 34th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
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Table 20-20 (cont’d) 
Noise Receptor Locations 

Receptor Location Associated Land Use 
56, 57 311 West 34th Street  Performance Venue 
58-61 481 Eighth Avenue  Hotel 
62-65 420 Ninth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
66-69 360 West 33rd Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
70-73 363 West 30th Street  Residential 
74, 75 345 West 30th Street  Residential 
76, 77 327 West 30th Street  Residential 

78 323 West 30th Street  Residential 
79 314 West 31st Street  Residential 

80-82 309 West 30th Street  Residential 
83-86 370 West 30th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

87 357 West 29th Street  Residential 
88-91 330 West 30th Street  Residential 
92-94 308 West 30th Street  Residential 
95-97 329 West 29th Street  Residential 

98-100 389 Eighth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
101-103 365 West 28th Street  Residential 
104-109 305 West 28th Street  Residential 
110, 111 296 Ninth Avenue  Place of Worship 
112-115 340 West 28th Street  Residential 
116-118 345 Eighth Avenue  Residential 
119-121 290 Ninth Avenue  Residential 

122 West 26th Street  Open Space 
123, 124 241 West 36th Street  Residential 
125, 126 488 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

127 474 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

128-133 245 - 263 West 34th Street  Future Development Project - Mixed 
Residential & Commercial 

134-137 212 West 35th Street  Hotel 
138, 139 211 West 34th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
140-143 252 West 30th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

144 243 West 30th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
145-147 214 West 30th Street  Residential 
148, 149 360 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

150 221 West 29th Street  Residential 
151, 152 215 West 29th Street  Residential 
153-156 249 West 29th Street  Residential 
157-159 382 Eighth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
160, 161 376 Eighth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
162-164 254 West 29th Street  Performance Venue 
165-168 364 Eighth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
169-171 232 West 29th Street  Hotel  

172, 173 215-225 West 28th Street  Future Development Project - Mixed 
Residential & Commercial 

174-177, 181 227 West 27th Street  University (Fashion Institute of Technology) 
178 330 Eighth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
179 236 West 27th Street  Residential 
180 230 West 27th Street  Residential 

182, 183 485 Seventh Avenue  Hotel 
184 126 West 37th Street  Place of Worship 
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Table 20-20 (cont’d) 
Noise Receptor Locations 

Receptor Location Associated Land Use 
185, 186 124 West 36th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

187 1315 Broadway  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
188 919-923 Sixth Avenue  Open Space 

189, 190 150 West 34th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
191 130 West 34th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
192 119 West 33rd Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

193-195 135 West 31st Street  Place of Worship 
196 142 West 32nd Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

197-201 126 West 32nd Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

202-205 885 Sixth Avenue, Proposed 
Development Site 8  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

206-208 145 West 30th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
209-212 100 West 31st Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

213 355 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
214-216 345 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
217-219 130 West 30th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

220 112 West 30th Street  Open Space 
221-224 851 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

225 146 West 29th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
226-229 128 West 29th Street  Hotel 
230, 231 111-113 West 28th Street  Hotel 
232, 233 815 Sixth Avenue  Hotel 
234, 235 315 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
236, 237 132 West 28th Street  Future Development Project - Hotel 

238 116 West 28th Street  Hotel 
239 801 Sixth Avenue Mixed Residential & Commercial 
240 293 Seventh Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
241 144 West 27th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
242 1008 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
243 1000 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
244 33 West 37th Street  Hotel 

245-247 69 West 36th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
248 400 Fifth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

249-251 960 Sixth Avenue  Hotel 
252, 253 52 West 36th Street  Hotel 

254 40 West 35th Street  Hotel 
255-258 50 West 34th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

259 Between 32nd and 33rd Streets, 
Broadway and, Sixth Avenue  Open Space 

260-264 1260 Broadway  Hotel 
265-268 42 West 33rd Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

269 25 West 32nd Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
270-273 9 West 31st Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
274, 275 6 West 32nd Street  Hotel 

276 870 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
277 874 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

278, 279 40 West 31st Street  Hotel 
280-282 11 West 30th Street  Residential 
283-286 844 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
287-290 1227 Broadway  Hotel 
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Table 20-20 (cont’d) 
Noise Receptor Locations 

Receptor Location Associated Land Use 
291-293 24 West 30th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
294-296 17 West 29th Street  Residential 

297 824 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
298, 299 44 West 29th Street  Residential 

300 50 West 29th Street  Hotel 
301 48 West 28th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

302, 303 29 West 28th Street  Hotel 
304 20 West 29th Street  Hotel 
305 800 Sixth Avenue  Mixed Residential & Commercial 
306 28 West 28th Street  Mixed Residential & Commercial 

307-309 Proposed Development Site 1A/1B Future Mixed Residential, Commercial, & 
Community Facility 

310-313 Proposed Development Site 4 Future Hotel and/or Residential  
Notes: 
1 Conservative analysis receptors were also placed at key locations identified as potential future residential 

development sites to conservatively evaluate the Project’s effect on potential future land use changes. 
 

Construction equipment source strength was determined by the Lmax levels presented in Table 22-1 
of the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual. For construction equipment not included in this table, 
manufacturer specifications or field measured noise levels were used. 

In addition, construction-related vehicles were assigned to the adjacent roadways. The model 
calculated A-weighted Leq(1) noise levels at each receptor location for each analysis period, as well 
as the contribution from each noise source. The L10(1) noise levels were conservatively estimated 
by adding 3 dBA to the Leq(1) noise levels, as is standard practice.  

Determination of Non-Construction Noise Levels 
Noise generated by construction activities (calculated using the CadnaA model as described above) 
were added to baseline (i.e., non-construction) noise levels, including noise generated by non-
construction traffic on adjacent roadways, to determine the total noise levels at each receptor location. 
Baseline noise levels were calculated using the CadnaA model using existing condition traffic data. 
The existing condition CadnaA model included the noise measurement locations described in Chapter 
17, “Noise,” for the purpose of validating the calculated existing condition noise level modeling.  

Analysis Time Period Selection 
The construction noise analysis estimated construction noise levels based on projected activity and 
equipment usage as well as the level of construction traffic for various stages of construction of the 
Proposed Project. As described above, the construction noise analysis has conservatively employed 
the DEIS illustrative construction schedule rather than the revised FEIS illustrative construction 
schedule. Based on the anticipated construction schedule and preliminary construction estimates de-
veloped for the Proposed Project, specific time periods during construction were selected for detailed 
analysis. These were selected to capture the most noise-intensive construction activities (e.g., exca-
vation/foundation work) at each development site as well as occurrence of major construction stages 
at two or more individual construction sites at the same time to evaluate worst-case noise levels and 
to capture less noise-intensive activities (e.g., interior fit-out work) to determine the expected 
variability in construction noise during the schedule. The selected analysis periods include those 
with the potential to result in the maximum incremental construction noise at nearby receptors (i.e., 
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time periods when multiple buildings would be under construction using noisy equipment) as well 
as those resulting in the maximum levels of construction noise at the proposed buildings that would 
be completed and occupied during subsequent construction associated with the Proposed Project. 

The selected analysis periods are shown in Table 20-21. 

Table 20-21 
Summary of Initially Selected Construction Noise Analysis Periods1 

Analysis Period Construction Activities 
April 2023 through 

March 2024 Site 7 (Demolition, Excavation, Foundation) 

April 2024 Site 7 (Concrete Operations) 
September 2024 

through April 2025 
Site 1 (Demolition), Site 2 (Demolition, Excavation, Foundation), Site 7 

(Excavation, Foundation, Concrete Operations) 
November 2026 Site 2 (Concrete Operations) 
September 2029 
through February 

2030 

Site 5 (Excavation, Foundation), Site 1 (Excavation, Foundation, 
Concrete Operations), Site 2 Building 1 (Excavation, Foundation) 

July 2030 Site 5 (Concrete Operations), Site 1 (Concrete Operations), Site 4 
(Demolition), Site 2 Building 1 (Concrete Operations) 

November 2030 
through December 

2030 

Site 5 (Concrete Operations, Curtain Wall), Site 1 (Concrete Operations, 
Curtain Wall), Site 4 (Excavation, Foundation) 

September 2031 Site 5 (Concrete Operations, Curtain Wall), Site 4 (Concrete 
Operations), Site 2 Building 1 (Concrete Operations, Curtain Wall) 

October 2032 
through December 

2032 

Site 4 (Concrete Operations, Curtain Wall), Site 6 (Excavation, 
Foundation) 

April 2033 Site 6 (Concrete Operations), Site 8 (Demolition) 

September 2033 
through June 2034 

Site 6 (Concrete operations, Curtain Wall), Site 2 Building 2 
(Excavation, Foundation), Site 8 (Demolition, Excavation, Foundation), 

Site 3 (Excavation, Foundation, Concrete Operations) 

February 2035 Site 2 Building 2 (Concrete Operations), Site 8 (Concrete Operations), 
Site 3 (Concrete Operations, Curtain Wall) 

Notes: 1 As described above, the construction noise analysis has conservatively employed the 
DEIS illustrative construction schedule rather than the revised FEIS illustrative construction 
schedule. 

 

Construction Noise Impact Criteria 
Chapter 22 of the CEQR Technical Manual breaks construction duration into “short-term” and “long-
term” and states that construction noise is not likely to require analysis unless it “affects a sensitive 
receptor over a long period of time.” Consequently, the construction noise analysis considers the 
potential for construction of a project to create high noise levels (the “intensity”), whether construction 
noise would occur for an extended period of time (the “duration”), and the locations where construction 
has the potential to produce noise (“receptors”) in evaluating potential construction noise effects. 

The noise impact criteria described in Chapter 19, Section 410 of the CEQR Technical Manual serve 
as a screening-level threshold for potential construction noise impacts. If construction of the 
proposed project would not result in any exceedances of these criteria at a given receptor, then that 
receptor would not have the potential to experience a significant construction noise impact. The 
screening level noise impact criteria for mobile and on-site construction activities are as follows: 
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• If the No Action noise level is less than 60 dBA Leq(1), a 5 dBA Leq(1) or greater increase would 
require further consideration. 

• If the No Action noise level is between 60 dBA Leq(1) and 62 dBA Leq(1), a resultant Leq(1) of 
65 dBA or greater would require further consideration. 

• If the No Action noise level is equal to or greater than 62 dBA Leq(1), or if the analysis period 
is a nighttime period (defined in the CEQR Technical Manual criteria as being between 10:00 
PM and 7:00 AM), the threshold requiring further consideration would be a 3 dBA Leq(1) or 
greater increase. 

If construction of the Proposed Project would result in exceedances of these noise impact criteria 
at a receptor, then further consideration of the intensity and duration of construction noise is war-
ranted at that receptor. Generally, exceedances of these criteria on work days for 24 consecutive 
months or longer are considered to be significant impacts. Noise level increases on work days that 
would be considered objectionable (i.e., equal to or greater than 15 dBA) lasting 12 consecutive 
months or longer and noise level increases on work days considered very objectionable (i.e., equal 
to or greater than 20 dBA) lasting 3 consecutive months or longer would also be considered sig-
nificant impacts. 

In addition to the above noise level increment criteria, the total noise exposure during construction 
will also be discussed in comparison to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines. These 
guidelines, as shown in Table 17-2 in Chapter 17, “Noise,” are evaluated using the L10(1) noise 
descriptor. 

Evaluation of Construction Noise Levels 
Existing Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

The predicted exterior noise level increments during construction of the Proposed Project at the analyzed 
receptor sites were compared to the construction noise impact thresholds described above. At the noise-
sensitive receptors that experience exceedances of these thresholds during the analysis periods, as 
determined above, the duration of exceedance of each impact threshold was determined. The 
significance of the exceedances was determined based on the predicted magnitude and duration of the 
construction noise at these locations according to the criteria described above. Based on the incremental 
noise level increase, overall exterior noise levels for each analysis period were also determined. 

Proposed Buildings Completed and Occupied During Subsequent Construction 
For analysis time periods during which one or more proposed buildings would be completed and 
occupied, construction noise was projected at those occupied buildings. The predicted construc-
tion noise levels were compared to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines, and ex-
ceedances of recommended noise exposure levels were identified. 

NOISE REDUCTION MEASURES 

Construction of the proposed buildings at the development sites would be required to follow the 
requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code for construction noise control measures. 
Specific noise control measures would be incorporated in noise mitigation plan(s) required under 
the New York City Noise Code. These measures could include a variety of source and path controls. 

In terms of source controls (i.e., reducing noise levels at the source or during the most sensitive 
time periods), the following measures would be implemented in accordance with the New York 
City Noise Code:  
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• Equipment that meets the sound level standards specified in Subchapter 5 of the New York 
City Noise Control Code would be utilized from the start of construction. Table 20-22 shows 
the noise levels for typical construction equipment and the mandated noise levels for the 
equipment that would be used for construction under the Proposed Actions.  

• As early in the construction period as logistics would allow, diesel- or gas-powered equipment 
would be replaced with electrical-powered equipment such as welders, water pumps, bench 
saws, and table saws (i.e., early electrification) to the extent feasible and practicable.  

• Where feasible and practicable, construction sites would be configured to minimize back-up 
alarm noise. In addition, trucks would be prohibited from idling in violation of Title 24, 
Chapter 1, Subchapter 7, Section 24-163 of the New York City Administrative Code. 

• Contractors and subcontractors would be required to properly maintain their equipment and 
mufflers. 

Table 20-22 
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels (dBA) 
Equipment List Lmax @ 50 feet1 

All Other Equipment > 5 HP 85 
Bar Bender 80 
Compactor 80 
Compressor 80 

Concrete Pump Truck 82 
Concrete Trowel 672 
Concrete Truck 85 

Concrete Vibrator 80 
Crane 85 

Drill Rig / Impact Pile Driver 95 
Drum Mixer 80 

Hoist 753 
Dump Truck 84 
Excavator 85 

Flat Bed Truck 84 
Forklift 644 

Front End Loader 80 
Generator 82 

Impact Wrench 722 

Jackhammer 85 
Mounted Impact Hammer 90 

Pavement Scarifier 85 
Paver 85 
Pump 77 
Roller 85 

Scissor Lift 85 
Torch / Welder 73 

Sources:  
1 Table 22-1 of Chapter 22, CEQR Technical Manual, December 2020 Edition, except where 

noted. 
2 Columbia Manhattanville Noise Certification. 
3 “Noise Control for Construction Equipment…” Report for Hydro Quebec, 1985. 
4 East New York Rezoning FEIS, 2016. 
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In terms of path controls (e.g., placement of equipment, implementation of barriers or enclosures 
between equipment and sensitive receptors), the following measures for construction would be 
implemented to the extent feasible and practicable: 

• Where logistics allow, noisy equipment—such as cranes, concrete pumps, concrete trucks, 
and delivery trucks—would be located away from and shielded from sensitive receptor 
locations. 

• Noise barriers at least 8 feet tall constructed from plywood or other materials consistent with 
the noise barrier performance requirements set forth in DEP’s “Rules for Citywide Construc-
tion Noise Mitigation.” would be erected to provide shielding; and 

• Path noise control measures (i.e., portable noise barriers, panels, enclosures, and acoustical 
tents, where feasible) for certain dominant noise equipment would be employed to the extent 
feasible and practical. The requirements for construction of portable noise barriers, enclosures, 
tents, etc. are set forth in DEP’s “Rules for Citywide Construction Noise Mitigation.” 

As discussed above, under “Air Quality,” a Quality Control program would be established to 
ensure that these environmental requirements would be met to the maximum extent practicable. 

The foregoing New York City Noise Control Code requirements are not legally applicable to MTA 
construction of a potential southward Penn Station expansion by the Railroads, but the Railroads 
would comply with these requirements to the extent feasible.  

CONSTRUCTION NOISE ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Construction Mobile Sources (6:00 AM TO 7:00 AM) 
Construction worker vehicles and trucks traveling on roadways prior to the start of the construction 
work day would have the potential to generate noise at receptors along the routes used to access 
the construction sites. A screening analysis using the methodology described above found that 
construction worker vehicles and trucks would not result in a significant increase in noise levels 
(i.e., would not result in a doubling of Noise PCEs, which would be necessary to produce a 3 dBA 
noise level increase) on any roadways from 6:00 AM to 7:00 AM. Construction vehicles traveling 
to and from construction sites during the construction workday are included the detailed 
construction noise analysis described below. 

Cumulative On-Site and Mobile Construction Noise Sources (Weekday Only)  
Using the methodology described and considering the noise abatement reduction measures specified 
above, noise analyses for the scenario in which construction would occur only on weekdays were 
performed to determine maximum noise levels that would be expected at each of the noise receptor 
locations during each of the 12 selected construction analysis periods. This resulted in a predicted 
range of peak hourly construction noise levels throughout the construction period as well as peak 
noise level increments as compared to weekday baseline noise levels. At receptors 1 through 16, 21 
through 34, 37 through 55, 87, 122 through 124, 160, 161, 184 through 186, 188, 239, 242 through 
244, 247, 248, 252 through 254, 270 through 276, 278 through 282, 291 through 296, 297 through 
304, and 306, the maximum construction noise levels were less than the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise screening thresholds identified above or were in the range considered 
“acceptable” by CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines throughout the entire construc-
tion period. At the remaining receptors, construction of the Proposed Project would exceed the 
construction noise screening thresholds, leading to further consideration of the magnitude and 
duration of predicted construction noise. The results of the construction noise analysis at these 
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receptors are summarized in Table 20-23. A summary of significant impact locations is presented 
in Figure 20-9. Locations highlighted in this figure represent the areas with noise-sensitive land uses 
that are expected to experience significant adverse noise impacts resulting from construction of the 
Proposed Project; locations that are not highlighted either would not experience construction noise 
that would rise to the level of a significant impact or are not considered to be noise-sensitive.    

Table 20-23 
Weekday Noise Analysis Results in dBA 

Receptor Location 
Existing 

L10 
Total 
L10 

Max 
Change 

in L10 

Maximum Continuous Duration 
(months) 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 3 dBA 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 15 

dBA 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 20 

dBA  
17 - 20 432 W 31st St 71.0 71.3 3.2 12 0 0 
35 - 36 303 W 36th St 71.6 73.6 6.0 11 0 0 
56 - 57 311 W 34th St 71.6 76.9 8.7 34 0 0 
58 - 61 481 Eighth Ave 74.7 79.1 11.0 58 0 0 
62 - 65 420 Ninth Ave 69.5 71.6 4.8 18 0 0 
66 - 69 360 W 33rd St 66.7 73.8 7.1 105 0 0 
70 - 73 363 W 30th St 72.1 72.5 5.7 29 0 0 
74 - 75 345 W 30th St 68.8 78.2 11.7 88 0 0 
76 - 77 327 W 30th St 69.2 81.4 14.9 113 0 0 

78 323 W 30th St 70.0 75.1 5.6 29 0 0 
79 314 W 31st St 66.5 83.5 17.0 88 12 0 

80 - 82 309 W 30th St 69.2 83.8 15.6 130 17 0 
83 - 86 370 W 30th St 71.4 72.6 4.4 30 0 0 
88 - 91 330 W 30th St 71.4 78.9 12.4 130 0 0 
92 - 94 308 W 30th St 71.2 80.5 12.8 130 0 0 
95 - 97 329 W 29th St 70.8 74.0 7.5 17 0 0 

98 - 100 389 Eighth Ave 72.1 79.2 7.8 59 0 0 
101 - 103 365 W 28th St 71.4 71.6 4.6 11 0 0 
104 - 109 305 W 28th St 70.8 76.9 10.2 105 0 0 
110 - 111 296 Ninth Ave 66.7 71.0 4.5 11 0 0 
112 - 115 340 W 28th St 66.5 72.8 6.3 30 0 0 
116 - 118 345 Eighth Ave 70.6 72.2 4.1 30 0 0 
119 - 121 290 Ninth Ave 70.4 70.4 3.2 11 0 0 
125 - 126 488 Seventh Ave 72.0 74.7 5.7 17 0 0 

127 474 Seventh Ave 68.0 74.4 7.0 28 0 0 
128 - 133 245 - 263 W 34th St 71.8 81.3 13.7 75 0 0 
134 - 137 212 W 35th St 67.4 77.7 10.3 105 0 0 
138 - 139 211 W 34th St 72.0 79.8 11.0 75 0 0 
140 - 143 252 W 30th St 70.1 87.0 18.8 130 30 0 

144 243 W 30th St 70.0 81.1 11.6 105 0 0 
145 - 147 214 W 30th St 70.0 82.4 14.9 105 0 0 
148 - 149 360 Seventh Ave 73.3 81.6 11.8 105 0 0 

150 221 W 29th St 67.1 75.1 8.0 18 0 0 
151 - 152 215 W 29th St 71.4 76.9 9.8 105 0 0 
153 - 156 249 W 29th St 71.1 83.8 16.7 89 30 0 
157 - 159 382 Eighth Ave 73.0 75.3 6.5 30 0 0 
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Table 20-23 (cont’d) 
Weekday Noise Analysis Results in dBA 

Receptor Location 
Existing 

L10 
Total 
L10 

Max 
Change 

in L10 

Maximum Continuous Duration 
(months) 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 3 dBA 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 15 

dBA 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 20 

dBA  
162 - 164 254 W 29th St 71.3 75.1 5.0 30 0 0 
165 - 168 364 Eighth Ave 71.9 73.1 6.0 30 0 0 
169 - 171 232 W 29th St 69.1 73.1 6.0 18 0 0 
172 - 173 215-225 W 28th St 68.0 73.2 6.1 18 0 0 
174 - 177, 

181 227 W 27th St 72.7 74.1 3.9 18 0 0 
178 330 Eighth Ave 66.5 70.9 4.4 18 0 0 
179 236 W 27th St 67.1 70.3 3.2 18 0 0 
180 230 W 27th St 67.1 70.8 3.7 18 0 0 

182 - 183 485 Seventh Ave 72.0 72.9 5.5 12 0 0 
187 1315 Broadway 72.7 75.7 3.7 17 0 0 

189 - 190 150 W 34th St 72.3 86.4 19.0 84 17 0 
191 130 W 34th St 72.3 79.8 8.7 76 0 0 
192 119 W 33rd St 72.4 74.8 3.9 16 0 0 

193 - 195 135 W 31st St 69.4 81.9 12.9 84 0 0 
196 142 W 32nd St 69.4 81.7 13.3 84 0 0 

197 - 201 126 W 32nd St 70.4 81.0 14.0 84 0 0 
202 - 205 885 Sixth Ave 67.2 82.9 15.9 84 17 0 
206 - 208 145 W 30th St 69.7 87.3 20.2 59 35 17 
209 - 212 100 W 31st St 67.1 75.8 8.7 35 0 0 

213 355 Seventh Ave 73.0 77.9 5.5 35 0 0 
214 - 216 345 Seventh Ave 73.4 83.9 13.5 89 0 0 
217 - 219 130 W 30th St 69.9 76.7 9.5 71 0 0 

220 112 W 30th St 67.1 74.6 7.5 29 0 0 
221 - 224 851 Sixth Ave 69.3 72.3 5.2 59 0 0 

225 146 W 29th St 71.2 76.5 5.5 18 0 0 
226 - 229 128 W 29th St 68.0 74.2 7.1 35 0 0 
230 - 231 111-113 W 28th St 67.1 72.1 5.0 35 0 0 
232 - 233 815 Sixth Ave 75.0 75.4 3.6 18 0 0 
234 - 235 315 Seventh Ave 73.0 74.2 5.4 18 0 0 
236 - 237 132 W 28th St 68.3 72.2 5.1 35 0 0 

238 116 W 28th St 67.1 71.7 4.6 18 0 0 
240 293 Seventh Ave 67.1 70.3 3.2 11 0 0 
241 144 W 27th St 67.1 70.3 3.2 18 0 0 

245 - 246 69 W 36th St 74.3 74.9 3.9 17 0 0 
249 - 251 960 Sixth Ave 75.1 76.7 4.9 35 0 0 
255 - 258 50 W 34th St 72.6 79.4 11.1 59 0 0 

259 

Between 32nd and 33rd 
Streets, Broadway and 

Sixth Ave 72.4 79.7 7.3 35 0 0 
260 - 264 1260 Broadway 68.9 79.3 11.6 42 0 0 
265 - 268 42 W 33rd St 66.7 75.2 8.5 35 0 0 
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Table 20-23 (cont’d) 
Weekday Noise Analysis Results in dBA 

Receptor Location 
Existing 

L10 
Total 
L10 

Max 
Change 

in L10 

Maximum Continuous Duration 
(months) 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 3 dBA 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 15 

dBA 

With a 
Noise Level 

Increase 
Equal to or 

Greater 
than 20 

dBA  
269 25 W 32nd St 69.0 71.2 3.1 17 0 0 
277 874 Sixth Ave 69.9 74.0 4.6 17 0 0 

283 - 286 844 Sixth Ave 75.0 76.4 4.6 35 0 0 
287 - 290 1227 Broadway 67.1 71.4 4.3 35 0 0 

305 800 Sixth Ave 70.9 71.9 3.3 18 0 0 
 

Open Space along Broadway between West 32nd and West 35th Streets 
Receptors 188 and 259 are located at the open space along Broadway between West 32nd and 
West 35th Streets. Existing noise levels at these receptors are in the low 70s dBA depending on 
proximity to the adjacent roadways. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 7 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction. The predicted noise level increases at these open space locations would exceed 
CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds, and the total noise levels would 
exceed the levels recommended for passive open spaces (55 dBA L10). (Noise levels in these areas 
already exceed CEQR Technical Manual recommended values under the existing condition.) 

With respect to duration, the greatest noise level increases are predicted to occur during construction 
activity at Site 8 (specifically support of excavation [SOE], foundation, concrete, and curtainwall 
construction) for up to approximately 35 months. Throughout the remainder of construction, noise 
levels in this area of open space would be lower and within the typical range for open space areas in 
Manhattan, although they would still exceed the CEQR Technical Manual impact criteria. 

Construction noise levels are predicted to reach the high 70s dBA at these open space receptors 
resulting in construction noise level increments up to approximately 7 dBA, exceedances of the 
CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up 
to 35 months, and total levels exceeding the recommended threshold for open spaces requiring 
serenity and quiet. However, the total noise levels would be in the range considered typical for 
Manhattan, and for the surrounding area. Many New York City parks and open space areas located 
near heavily trafficked roadways and/or near construction sites experience comparable, and 
sometimes higher, noise levels. Consequently, construction noise associated with the Proposed 
Project would not result in a temporary significant adverse impact at the open space along 
Broadway between West 32nd and West 35th Streets. 

Receptors on Block 754 
The receptors on Block 754, including receptors 70 through 82, are located along West 30th Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. Existing noise levels at these receptors range from the mid-
60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade 
(i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally 
unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  
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At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 17 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 1), which would have a duration of approximately 
four months. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, 
at these receptors would occur for up to approximately 17 months of construction and noise level 
increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds would 
occur for up to approximately eleven years. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally 
unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 17 dBA, which would be considered 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to four months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
754. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on Block 779 
The receptors on Block 779, including receptors 140 through 159, are located along West 29th 
Street and West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. Existing noise levels at these 
receptors range from the mid-60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding 
roadways and height above grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 19 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2). Impact pile driving on Site 2 would occur during 
approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity and approximately five months 
during Building 2 construction activity. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA at these 
receptors, which would be considered objectionable, would occur for up to approximately 12 
months and noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately nine years. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the mid-70s to mid-80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the “marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 
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Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 19 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 12 months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
779. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on Block 809 
The receptors on Block 809, including receptors 189 through 192, are located along West 34th 
Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing noise levels at these receptors range from the 
mid-60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above 
grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to 
“marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 19 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 6 and Site 8). Impact pile driving on Site 6 would 
occur for up to approximately five months and impact pile driving on Site 8 would occur for up to 
approximately five months. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA at these receptors, which 
would be considered objectionable, would occur for up to approximately 10 months and noise 
level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds 
would occur for up to approximately seven years. During this time, total noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the high 70s to mid-80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise 
exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA resulting in construc-
tion noise level increments up to approximately 19 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to seven years, 
construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant 
adverse impact at receptors on Block 809. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation.” 

330-340 West 28th Street 
Receptors 112 through 115 represent the residential receptors at 330-340 West 28th Street. 
Existing noise levels at these receptors are in the mid-60s dBA, which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 6 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of construc-
tion (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2). Impact pile driving on Site 2 would occur during approx-
imately seven months during trainshed construction activity and approximately five months during 
Building 2 construction activity. Noise level increases greater than the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 30 months. During 
this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR 
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Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in construc-
tion noise level increments up to approximately 6 dBA, with exceedances of the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 30 months, 
construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant 
adverse impact at receptors located at 330-340 West 28th Street. These receptors are discussed 
further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

345-355 Eighth Avenue 
Receptors 116 through 118 represent the residential receptors at 345-355 Eighth Avenue. Existing 
noise levels at these receptors range from the mid-60s to low 70s dBA, which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 6 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2). Impact pile driving on Site 2 would occur during 
approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity and approximately five months 
during Building 2 construction activity. Noise level increases greater than the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 30 months. 
During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to 
CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 6 dBA, with exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 30 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 345-355 Eighth Avenue. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along the South Side of West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
The receptors 83 through 86 and 88 through 94 are located along the south side of West 30th Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, Existing noise levels at these receptors range from the mid-
60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade 
(i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally 
unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 13 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Sites 1 and 2). Impact pile driving would occur during 
approximately four months on Site 1, approximately seven months during trainshed construction 
activity on Site 2, and approximately five months during Building 2 construction activity. Noise 
level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds 
would occur for up to approximately 11 years. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the mid- to high 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally 
unacceptable” category. 
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Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s resulting in construction 
noise level increments up to approximately 13 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 11 years, 
construction noise associated with the Proposed Project result in a temporary significant adverse 
impact at receptors located along the south side of West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along Eighth Avenue between West 28th and West 30th Streets 
The receptors 98 through 100, 104 through 109, and 165 through 168 are located along Eighth 
Avenue between West 28th and West 30th Streets. Existing noise levels at these receptors range 
from the mid-60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height 
above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to 
“marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 10 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2 for the trainshed building). Impact pile driving 
would occur during approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity. Noise 
level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds 
would occur for up to approximately nine years. During this time, total noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the mid- to high 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise 
exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the high 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 10 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to nine 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors along Eighth Avenue between West 28th and West 29th 
Streets. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on Block 784 
The receptors on Block 784, including receptors 128 through 139, are located along West 34th 
and West 35th Streets between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. Existing noise levels at these 
receptors range from the mid-60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding 
roadways and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 14 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 4), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately nine years. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the “marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
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Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 14 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to nine 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed would result in a temporary significant 
adverse impact Project at receptors on Block 784. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation.” 

474-478 Seventh Avenue 
Receptor 127 represents the residential receptors at 474-478 Seventh Avenue. Existing noise 
levels at this receptor are in the mid-60s dBA, which would be considered “marginally acceptable” 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 7 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 4), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur at these receptors for up to approximately 28 months. During 
this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR 
Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 7 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 28 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 474-478 Seventh Avenue. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on Block 805 
The receptors on Block 805, including receptors 213 through 224, are located on the block south 
of West 30th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing noise levels at these receptors 
range from the mid-60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and 
height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally accep-
table” to “marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 14 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 3), which would have a duration of approximately 
three months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur at these receptors for up to approximately seven years. During 
this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According 
to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category.  

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
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throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 14 dBA, and noise level increases 
exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over 
the course of approximately seven years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project 
would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 805. These receptors 
are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

School at 252 West 29th Street 
Receptors 162 through 164 represent the school receptors at 252 West 29th Street. Existing noise 
levels at these receptors range from the mid-60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to 
surrounding roadways and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be 
considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 5 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of construc-
tion (i.e., concrete operations associated with Building 2 on Site 2). Building 2 concrete operations 
on Site 2 would occur over approximately 18 months. Noise level increases greater than the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 
30 months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low to mid-70s 
dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 5 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 30 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at the school at 252 West 29th Street. These 
receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along West 28th and West 29th Streets between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
Receptors 225 through 231, 236, and 237 are located along West 28th and West 29th Streets 
between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing noise levels at these receptors range from the mid-
60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade 
(i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally 
unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 7 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., concrete operations at Site 3). Site 3 concrete operations would occur over 
approximately 18 months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construc-
tion noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, 
total noise levels at these receptors would be in the mid-70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in construc-
tion noise level increments up to approximately 7 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 months, 
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construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant 
adverse impact at receptors located along West 28th and West 29th Streets between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along West 33rd Street between Broadway and Fifth Avenue 
Receptors 265 through 268 are located along West 33rd Street between Broadway and Fifth 
Avenue. Existing noise levels at these receptors are in the mid-60s dBA, which would be 
considered “marginally acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 9 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low to mid-70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 9 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located along West 33rd Street between Broadway and 
Fifth Avenue. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along East Side of Broadway between West 32nd and West 34th Streets 
Receptors 255 through 258 and 260 through 264 are located along the east side of Broadway 
between West 32nd and West 34th Streets. Existing noise levels at these receptors are in the mid-
60s to low 70s dBA, which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally unaccep-
table” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 12 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately five years. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the mid- to high 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the high 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 12 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to five 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located along West 33rd Street between Broadway and 
Fifth Avenue. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along the East Side of Sixth Avenue between West 29th and West 30th Streets 
Receptors 283 through 286 are located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 29th 
and West 30th Streets. Existing noise levels at these receptors range from the mid-60s to mid-70s 
dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the 
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building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 5 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of construc-
tion (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 5 months. 
Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening 
thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise levels at 
these receptors would be in the low to mid-70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise 
exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 5 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 
29th and West 30th Streets. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Future Development Project at 1227 Broadway 
Receptors 287 through 290 represent hotel receptors included in the future development project at 
1227 Broadway (expected to be complete and occupied by the 2033 analysis year). Existing noise 
levels at these receptors are in the mid-60s dBA, which would be considered “marginally 
acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 4 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 4 dBA, with exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 1227 Broadway. These receptors are discussed 
further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

315 West 33rd Street 
Receptors 66 through 69 represent residential receptors located at 315 West 33rd Street. Existing 
noise levels at these receptors are in the mid-60s dBA, which would be considered “marginally 
acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 7 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2 for the trainshed building). Impact pile driving 
would occur during approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity. Noise 
level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds 
would occur for up to approximately nine years. During this time, total noise levels at these 
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receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally 
unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 7 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to nine 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 315 West 33rd Street. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on the Eastern Half of Block 758 
The receptors on the eastern half of Block 758, including receptors 56 through 61, are located 
along West 34th Street and West 35th Street immediately east of Eighth Avenue. Existing noise 
levels at these receptors are in the mid-60s to low 70s dBA, which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 11 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 4), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 5 years. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the mid- to high 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the high 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 11 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to five 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors on the eastern half of Block 758. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on Block 807 
The receptors on Block 807, including receptors 193 through 205, are located along West 31st and 
West 32nd Streets between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing noise levels at these receptors 
are in the mid-60s to low 70s dBA, which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to 
“marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 16 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 3 and Site 8). Impact pile driving on Site 3 would 
occur for up to approximately five months and impact pile driving on Site 8 would occur for 
approximately five months. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered 
objectionable, at these receptors would occur for up to approximately 17 months of construction 
and noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening 
thresholds would occur for up to approximately seven years. During this time, total noise levels at 
these receptors would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 
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The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 15 dBA, which would be considered 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 17 months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
807. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors on Block 806 
The receptors on Block 806, including receptors 206 through 212, are located along West 30th 
and West 31st Streets between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing noise levels at these receptors 
are in the mid- to high 60s dBA, which would be considered “marginally acceptable” according 
to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 20 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 3), which would occur for up to approximately five 
months. Noise level increases greater than 20 dBA, which would be considered very objectionable, 
at these receptors would occur for up to approximately five months of construction and noise level 
increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, would occur for up to 
approximately 18 months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
mid-70s to mid-80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, 
maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” 
to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 20 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to five months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
806. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Receptors along East Side of Sixth Avenue between West 35th and West 36th Streets 
The receptors 249 through 251 are located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 35th 
and West 36th Streets. Existing noise levels at these receptors range from the high 60s to mid-70s 
dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the 
building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally unacceptable” 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 5 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
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construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the mid-70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in construction 
noise level increments up to approximately 5 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 months, construction 
noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at 
receptors located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 35th and West 36th Streets. 
These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Other Nearby Receptors  
At the remaining receptors, including 17 through 20, 35, 36, 62 through 65, 95 through 97, 101 
through 103, 110, 111, 119 through 121, 125, 126, 169 through 183, 187, 232 through 235, 238, 
240, 241, 245, 246, 269, 277, and 305, construction of the Proposed Project would, for some portion 
of the construction period, result in noise level increases that would exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds, and in some cases would exceed the 15 dBA 
threshold for an objectionable noise level increase. However, at these receptors, any exceedances of 
the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for less than 24 
consecutive months, and any exceedances of the objectionable noise level increase threshold would 
occur for less than 12 consecutive months. Consequently, while construction noise would be 
perceptible at these receptors, the predicted construction noise levels would not rise to the level of a 
significant impact at these receptors according to the impact criteria described above.  

Construction Noise Exposure at Completed/Occupied Proposed Buildings 
Since the Proposed Project would introduce noise-sensitive uses (i.e., residential, hotel guest 
room, and community facility uses) that would have the potential to experience construction noise 
(i.e., when a building is completed and occupied, but remaining development associated with the 
Proposed Project is still under construction), the level of noise exposure at these buildings during 
construction was considered. Consistent with CEQR Technical Manual guidance, noise exposure 
is evaluated using the L10(1) noise level. Table 20-24 shows the projected L10(1) noise levels at the 
Proposed Project buildings including noise-sensitive uses that would be completed and occupied 
prior to completion of all construction, under the construction schedule. As described above, the 
construction noise analysis has conservatively employed the construction schedule established in 
the DEIS rather than the revised construction schedule. 

Table 20-24 
Construction Noise Exposure at Project-Generated Receptors in dBA 

Development Site Façade(s) 
Minimum Attenuation 

Requirement1 
Construction Noise 

Receptor 
Maximum 

Construction L10 

1A/1B 
North 35 307 79.9 
East 33 308 83.1 

South, West 33 309 78.7 

4 

North 37 310 80.3 
East 33 311 77.1 

South 31 312 74.9 
West 37 313 80.3 

Notes: 1 See Table 17-12 in Chapter 17, “Noise.” 
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Site 1A/1B 
The analysis assumes that proposed development at Site 1 would be completed and occupied 
during approximately three and a half years of construction on Sites 2, 3, 6, and 8. At Site 1, 
construction would result in L10(1) noise levels ranging from the low 60s to low 80s dBA with a 
maximum total noise exposure of approximately 83 dBA, during the most noise-intensive stages 
of construction (i.e., pile driving on Site 2), which would have a duration of approximately five 
months. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum noise levels at 
these receptors during construction would be in the “clearly unacceptable” category, whereas 
With-Action noise levels would be in the “marginally unacceptable” range category in the 
completed/operational condition of the Proposed Project.  

Based on the 33 dBA minimum window/wall attenuation required to be included in the design for 
the façades of this building (see Table 17-13 in Chapter 17, “Noise”), interior noise levels at these 
buildings are predicted to exceed 45 dBA, which is the acceptable criterion for residential use 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, by up to approximately 5 dBA. 
These exceedances would be intermittent and temporary, and would not occur during the nighttime 
hour when residences are most sensitive to noise. Consequently, noise resulting from construction 
of the remaining project buildings would not result in a significant adverse impact at this 
completed project element. 

Site 4 
The analysis assumes that proposed development at Site 4 would be completed and occupied 
during approximately two years of construction on Sites 2, 3, 6, and 8. At Site 4, construction 
would result in L10(1) noise levels ranging from the high 50s to mid-60s dBA with a maximum 
total noise exposure of approximately 80.3 dBA, which is the same as the With Action noise level 
predicted at this site for the completed/operational condition of the Proposed Project. According 
to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum noise levels at these receptors 
during construction would be in the “clearly unacceptable” category, which is the same category 
as in the completed/operational condition of the Proposed Project. 

Based on the 31 to 37 dBA minimum window/wall attenuation required to be included in the 
design for the façades of this building (see Table 17-13 in Chapter 17, “Noise”), interior noise 
levels at these buildings are not predicted to exceed 45 dBA, which is the acceptable criterion for 
residential use according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. Consequently, noise 
resulting from construction of the remaining project buildings would not result in a significant 
adverse impact at this completed project element. 

Site 8 
The analysis assumes that proposed development at Site 8 would be completed and occupied 
during approximately five years of construction on Sites 2A, 2B, and 3. At Site 8, construction 
activities on Sites 2A, 2B, and 3 would result in L10(1) noise levels at the Site 8 building ranging 
from the high 50s to high 70s dBA with a maximum total noise exposure of approximately 79.9 
dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of construction (i.e., pile driving on Site 3), which 
would have a duration of approximately three months. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum noise levels at these receptors during construction would be in 
the “clearly unacceptable” category, which is the same category as in the completed/operational 
condition of the Proposed Project. 

Based on the 35 dBA minimum window/wall attenuation required to be included in the design for 
the south façade of this building (see Table 17-13 in Chapter 17, “Noise”), interior noise levels at 
these buildings are not predicted to exceed 45 dBA, which is the acceptable criterion for residential 
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use according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. Consequently, noise resulting 
from construction of the remaining project buildings would not result in a significant adverse 
impact at this completed project element. 

VIBRATION 

Construction activities have the potential to result in vibration levels that may cause structural or 
architectural damage, and/or annoyance or interference with vibration-sensitive activities. 
Vibratory levels at a receiver are a function of the source strength (which is dependent upon the 
construction equipment and methods utilized), the distance between the equipment and the 
receiver, the characteristics of the transmitting medium, and the receiver building construction. 
Construction equipment operation causes ground vibrations which spread through the ground and 
decrease in strength with distance. Vehicular traffic, even in locations close to major roadways, 
typically does not result in perceptible vibration levels unless there are discontinuities in the 
roadway surface. With the exception of the case of fragile and possibly historically significant 
structures or buildings, construction activities generally do not reach the levels that can cause 
architectural or structural damage, but can achieve levels that may be perceptible and annoying in 
buildings very close to a construction site. An assessment has been prepared to quantify potential 
vibration impacts of construction activities on structures and residences near the Project Area. 

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION CRITERIA 

For purposes of assessing potential structural or architectural damage, the determination of a 
significant impact was based on the vibration impact criterion used by LPC of a PPV of 0.50 
inches/second as specified in the DOB TPPN #10/88. For non-fragile buildings, vibration levels 
between 0.5 inches/second and 2.0 inches/second would typically not be expected to result in any 
structural or architectural damage.  

For purposes of evaluating potential annoyance or interference with vibration-sensitive activities, 
vibration levels greater than 65 VdB would have the potential to result in significant adverse 
impacts if they were to occur for a prolonged period of time. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

For purposes of assessing potential structural or architectural damage, the following formula was used: 

PPVequip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5 

where: PPVequip is the peak particle velocity in in/sec of the equipment at the receiver 
location;  

PPVref is the reference vibration level in in/sec at 25 feet; and 

D is the distance from the equipment to the received location in feet. 

For purposes of assessing potential annoyance or interference with vibration sensitive activities, 
the following formula was used: 

Lv(D) = Lv(ref) – 30log(D/25) 

where: Lv(D) is the vibration level in VdB of the equipment at the receiver location;  

Lv(ref) is the reference vibration level in VdB at 25 feet; and 

D is the distance from the equipment to the receiver location in feet. 
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Table 20-25 shows vibration source levels for typical construction equipment. 

Table 20-25 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment PPVref (in/sec) Approximate Lv (ref) (VdB) 

Pile Driver (impact) Upper Range 1.518 112 
Typical 0.644 104 

Bulldozer 0.089 87 
Loaded trucks 0.076 86 
Jackhammer 0.035 79 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006. 

 

The source vibration levels shown in Table 20-25 were projected to nearby receptors to estimate 
the levels of construction vibration that would occur in the study area.  

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION ANALYSIS RESULTS  

The buildings of most concern with regard to the potential for structural or architectural damage 
due to vibration would be historic buildings (see Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” 
for a list of historic structures) immediately adjacent to the development sites. Vibration levels at 
these buildings and structures within 55 feet of a development site may exceed the 0.50 in/sec 
PPV during pile driving. Since these historic buildings and structures would be within 90 feet of 
the development sites, vibration monitoring at these structures would be required per DOB TPPN 
#10/88 regulations, and PPV during construction would be prohibited from exceeding the 0.50 
inches/second threshold.  

For non-historic buildings and other structures immediately adjacent to the development sites, 
vibration levels within 25 feet may result in PPV levels between 0.50 and 2.0 in/sec, which is 
generally considered acceptable for a non-historic building or structure. 

In terms of potential vibration levels that would be perceptible and annoying, the equipment that 
would have the most potential for producing levels that exceed the 65 VdB limit is also the pile 
driver. It would have the potential to produce perceptible vibration levels (i.e., vibration levels 
exceeding 65 VdB) at receptor locations within a distance of approximately 550 feet depending 
on soil conditions. However, the operation would only occur for limited periods of time at a 
particular location and therefore would not result in any significant adverse impacts.  

Consequently, significant adverse vibration impacts would not result from construction of the 
Proposed Project. 

OTHER TECHNICAL AREAS 

LAND USE AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Construction activities would affect land use on the development sites, but would not affect land 
use conditions and patterns outside of these areas. As is typical with construction projects, during 
periods of peak activity, there would be some disruption to nearby areas. There would be 
construction trucks and construction workers coming to the Project Area as well as trucks and other 
vehicles backing up, loading, and unloading. These disruptions would have limited effects on land 
uses in the larger study area, as most construction activities would take place within the Project Area. 
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Overall, the temporary and localized nature of construction would not result in any significant 
adverse impacts on local land use patterns of the nearby area. 

Construction activities would adhere to the provisions of the New York City Building Code and 
other applicable regulations. In addition, throughout the construction period, measures would be 
implemented to control air quality, noise, and vibration within the construction areas. For example, 
as discussed above, under “Air Quality,” a mandatory emissions reduction program would be im-
plemented for the Proposed Project to minimize the air quality effects of construction activities on 
the surrounding community. Measures would include, to the extent practicable, dust suppression 
measures (e.g., a watering program), idling restrictions, use of ULSD fuel for construction vehicles, 
diesel equipment reduction, utilization of newer equipment, and best available technologies. As 
discussed under “Noise and Vibration,” a number of measures would be implemented during con-
struction to reduce potential noise effects, including the erection of construction barriers, location of 
noisy equipment away from sensitive receptor locations where practicable, early electrification, 
idling restrictions, proper maintenance of equipment, and use of path noise control measures such 
as portable noise barriers for certain dominant noise equipment to the extent practicable. However, 
with these measures in place, the construction noise analysis results show that the predicted noise 
levels would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise impact criteria at numerous 
receptors near the Project Area. These impacts would be localized, confined largely to streets 
surrounding the Project Area, and no immediate area would experience the effects of the Proposed 
Project’s construction activities for the full project construction duration. 

During construction, the Project Area and the immediately surrounding area would be subject to 
added traffic from construction trucks and worker vehicles and partial sidewalk and lane closures. 
In addition, staging activities, temporary sidewalks, construction fencing, and construction 
equipment and building superstructure would be visible to pedestrians in the immediate vicinity 
of the Project Area. However, the effects would be localized, confined largely to streets 
surrounding the Project Area, and no immediate area would experience the effects of the Proposed 
Project’s construction activities for the full project construction duration. MPT plans would be 
developed for any temporary sidewalk, lane, and/or street closures and traffic improvement 
measures as described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” would ameliorate traffic issues.  

Fencing would be erected to reduce potentially undesirable views of construction areas, to buffer 
noise emitted from construction activities, and to protect the safety of pedestrians during 
construction. Access to surrounding residences, businesses, and Penn Station would be maintained 
throughout the duration of the construction period.  

As discussed above, Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be subject to construction activity for approximately 18 
years under the illustrative construction schedule, as the potential expansion of Penn Station and the 
new commercial buildings above it are constructed. Construction activities would be disruptive and 
concentrated on these sites for an extended period of time. During Phase 1, Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
be under construction at the same time for the potential expansion of Penn Station is completed. 
Upon completion of Phase 1, Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared and devoid of buildings except for the 
new service building for Penn Station and entrances to the Penn Station expansion. The sites would 
not have any ground-floor amenities or elements of visual interest to the pedestrian except, and are 
expected to be surrounded by construction fencing except for access points to the potential Penn 
Station expansion. This would constitute a substantial change to the character of these blocks, 
especially given their location in Midtown Manhattan adjacent to Penn Station to the north and 
residential uses to the south and west. Therefore, construction activity associated with the Proposed 
Project would have significant adverse localized neighborhood character impacts in the immediate 
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vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 3 during construction. However, the impacts would be localized and would 
not alter the character of the larger neighborhoods surrounding these development sites. 

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Construction activities could temporarily affect pedestrian and vehicular access to businesses near 
the development sites. However, the lane and/or sidewalk closures needed to accommodate 
construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to obstruct entrances to any existing busines-
ses and businesses are not expected to be significantly affected by any temporary reductions in the 
amount of pedestrian foot traffic or vehicular delays that could occur as a result of construction 
activities. MPT plans would be developed and implemented to ensure that access to existing 
businesses near the Project Area would be maintained throughout the construction period.  

Construction would create direct benefits resulting from expenditures on labor, materials, and 
services, and indirect benefits near the Project Area created by expenditures by material suppliers, 
construction workers, and other employees involved in the construction activity. Construction also 
would contribute to increased tax revenues for the City and state, including those from personal 
income taxes. Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic conditions. 

OPEN SPACE 

Construction of the Proposed Project would directly affect three publicly accessible open spaces—
the through-block east plaza at 1 Penn Plaza, Plaza 33, and the proposed plaza space on Site 2. At 
Site 5, the through-block east plaza of 1 Penn Plaza would be displaced by construction activities. 
As discussed in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” this would constitute a significant adverse impact on 
open space under operational conditions. Construction of Site 5 would also likely use a portion of 
the adjacent Plaza 33 for construction staging activities, which would temporarily reduce the 
amount of open space in Plaza 33. This would be a temporary adverse effect on Plaza 33 and 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact to open space. At Site 2, in the event that there 
is an extended period between the completion of the potential expansion of Penn Station and the 
commencement of construction of the new buildings above, the proposed plaza space could be 
opened on a temporary basis after the completion of the potential expansion of Penn Station, and 
then returned to use for construction staging activities during construction of one or both buildings 
on the site. After completion of the new buildings on Site 2, the proposed plaza space would be 
opened on a permanent basis. Therefore, the displacement of temporary Site 2 plaza space would 
not constitute a significant adverse impact to open space. 

Other open space resources would not be used for construction staging, and access to other resources 
would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction period. While construction of the 
Proposed Project may cause temporary disruptions to other nearby open spaces, it is expected that 
such disruptions in any given area would be temporary and would not be ongoing for the full duration 
of the construction period. Throughout the construction period, measures would be implemented to 
control air quality, noise, and vibration within the construction areas. Therefore, construction assoc-
iated with the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on nearby open spaces.  

HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A detailed assessment of potential impacts on historic and cultural resources is described in 
Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.”  
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Archaeological Resources 
There are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. LPC reviewed the blocks 
and lots included within the development sites and advised ESD in a letter dated July 14, 2020 
that Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 were not potentially archaeologically significant. After considering 
such advice, ESD as the lead agency has determined that no further archaeological analysis is 
required for those sites. An Archaeological Documentary Study of Site 7 and the adjacent streetbed 
of West 32nd Street prepared in September 2020 determined that the development site and the 
adjacent streetbed are not archaeologically sensitive due to the extensive excavation that occurred 
during the construction of the existing railroad easements and Hotel Pennsylvania. In comment 
letters dated December 10 and December 14, 2020, OPRHP and LPC (respectively) concurred 
with the conclusions and recommendations of the Archaeological Documentary Study. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources. 

Architectural Resources 
For Phase 1 construction, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for 
a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed Project would 
result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural resources 
currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 would be 
demolished to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or without the Proposed 
Project. This is conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact for the construction of the 
Proposed Project and is considered in the OPRHP consultation under the New York State Historic 
Preservation Act. In addition, during Phase 2 construction one architectural resource (the Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge, which is anchored to the existing building on Site 8) could be removed for 
the redevelopment of Site 8. Although the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would occur within 
the envelope permitted by the GPP, a design of the redevelopment of this site has not been 
determined. Accordingly, it is not known based on current information whether the proposed 
redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the architectural resource. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project could have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. The 
seven architectural resources that would experience significant adverse direct impacts in Phase 1, 
and the one architectural resource that could experience a significant adverse direct impact in 
Phase 2, are summarized in Table 20-26. A description of each of these resources is provided in 
Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” Measures that could partially mitigate these 
significant adverse impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation;” these measures were 
developed in consultation with OPRHP.  

Phase 1 construction of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical impacts on 14 additional 
architectural resources (see Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”) that are located within 90 
feet of proposed construction activities on Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, close enough to potentially experience 
adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling debris, 
subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction machinery. The 14 resources that could experience 
adverse physical impacts are summarized in Table 20-26. A description of each of these resources is 
provided in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” Thirteen of the architectural resources, plus 
two additional architectural resources, could be adversely affected by adjacent Phase 2 construction on 
Sites 2, 3, 5, and 8. Therefore, Construction Protection Plans to protect the 15 architectural resources 
within 90 feet of construction would be required to be developed and implemented in coordination 
with OPRHP. For New York City Landmark designated and eligible properties potentially affected by 
construction impacts, the construction protection plans would also be submitted to LPC for review and 
comment. The CPPs would be prepared as set forth in Section 522 of the CEQR Technical Manual 
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and in compliance with the procedures included in the DOB’s Technical Policy and Procedure Notice 
(TPPN) #10/88 and LPC’s Guidelines for Construction Adjacent to a Historic Landmark and 
Protection Programs for Landmark Buildings. The CPPs would be prepared and implemented prior to 
demolition and construction activities on the proposed development sites, and project-related 
demolition and construction activities would be monitored as specified in the CPP. 

Table 20-26 
Summary of Adverse Impacts on Architectural Resources  

Resource 

Adverse Impact 
from Removal 

Potential Adverse 
Impact from 

Adjacent 
Construction* Notes 

(#1) Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 West 31st 
Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

X  Significant Adverse Impact from Development on Site 2 

(#2) Fairmont Building, 239-241 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible 

X  Significant Adverse Impact from Development on Site 2 

(#3) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, 
207-215 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

X  Significant Adverse Impact from Development on Site 2 

(#4) Penn Terminal Building, 370 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-
eligibile 

X  Significant Adverse Impact from Development on Site 2 

(#5) Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-
eligible. NYCL-eligible 

X  Significant Adverse Impact from Development on Site 3 

(#6) Hotel Pennsylvania, 401 Seventh Avenue, S/NR-
eligible 

X  Significant Adverse Impact from Development on Site 7 

(#7) U.S. General Post Office, Block bounded by Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd Streets, 

S/NR, NYCL 

 X 
(Phase 1) Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 

Construction on Site 1 

(#8) Former Equitable Life Assurance Company, 393 
Seventh Avenue, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 3 and 7 

(#22) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex, 129-
143 West 31st Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 3 ** 

(#25) 23rd Police Precinct Station House, 134-138 West 
30th Street, S/NR-eligible, NYCL 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(#27) Loft Building, 144-154 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(#30) Fur Craft Building, 242-246 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(B) Madison Square Garden, Block bounded by Seventh 
and Eighth Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd Streets, 

S/NR-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 

Construction on Sites 2 and 4 

(B) Penn Station, Block bounded by Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd Streets, S/NR-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 2, 4, and 5 

(B) 2 Penn Plaza (plaza portion), 397 Seventh Avenue, 
S/NR-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Sites 2 and 5 

(C) Gimbel Brothers Administration Building, 116 West 
32nd Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 8 

(D) Gimbel Brothers Skybridge over West 32nd Street 
(S/NR-eligible) 

X X 
(Phase 2) 

Potential Significant Adverse Impact from Development on 
Site 8 

(E) FDNY Hook and Ladder 24, Engine 1, 142 West 31st 
Street, S/NR-eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 3 

(F) The Fralber Building, 224 West 30th Street, S/NR-
eligible 

 X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(G) Loft building, 236 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(H) Fire Patrol No. 3, 240 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X 
(Phase 1 and 2) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 2 

(I) Irwin House, 308 West 30th Street, S/NR-eligible  X 
(Phase 1) 

Potential Adverse Construction-Related Impacts from 
Construction on Site 1 

Note: *Resources that may experience an adverse impact from adjacent construction are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities. 
**The DEIS noted that the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex could also experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on 
Site 7. However, the portions of the complex that are located within 90 feet of Site 7 (which are later additions to the church on West 32nd Street) are non-
contributing to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible resource. The contributing buildings of the church complex are approximately 115 feet south of Site 7. Therefore, 
the church would not experience potential adverse construction-related impacts from construction on Site 7. 

 

The siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction of the Penn Station expansion on Sites 
1, 2, and 3 would proceed only if a southern expansion alternative is selected for a potential 
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expansion of Penn Station and would be subject to separate actions and approvals by or for the 
involved public transportation agencies and separate environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act and consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (Section 106). Section 106 mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of 
their actions on any properties listed on or determined eligible for State and National Registers of 
Historic Places (S/NR) listing on the National Register of Historic Places and affords the federal 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such under-
takings. Section 106 requires consultation with the SHPO, federally recognized Indian tribes that 
might attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties affected by the project, and 
additional consulting parties with a demonstrated interest in the project based on a legal or 
economic relation to affected properties or on an interest in the project’s effects on historic pro-
perties. The lead federal agency, in consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties, must de-
termine whether a proposed project would have any adverse effects on historic properties within 
the project’s area of potential effect. When adverse effects are identified, Section 106 consultation 
typically results in a Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreement, outlining agreed-
upon measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the project’s effects on historic properties. 
Likewise, historic reviews on the state level typically result in the documentation of any 
agreements stemming from the consultation process in Letters of Resolution.   

In addition, it is expected that the involved public transportation agencies would also comply with 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (Section 4(f)), which prohibits 
actions by the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and Federal 
Railroad Administration that require the “use” of a historic property that is listed in or eligible for 
S/NR listing, unless a determination is made that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to 
such use, and all possible planning has been undertaken to minimize harm to the 4(f) property or 
that the use would have a “de minimis” impact. The involved public transportation agencies for 
the potential expansion of Penn Station will undertake the necessary evaluations, reviews, and 
consultations related to historic properties to comply with Section 106 and Section 4(f). 

Since the reviews under Section 106 and Section 4(f) have not commenced, no determination has 
yet been made as to whether Sites 1, 2, or 3 would be selected as the location of a Penn Station 
expansion, or whether one or more of the architectural resources on those sites could be preserved 
in the event a southward expansion is selected. Notwithstanding these separate reviews, because 
the Proposed Project would support a potential southward expansion of Penn Station onto Sites 1, 
2, and 3 (in the event they are selected in the federal review process as the preferred alternative 
for the expansion), the potential effects of that expansion on those architectural resources are 
addressed in this EIS. To assess the reasonable worst-case development scenario, the FEIS 
assumes that the construction of a below-grade southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 
2, and 3 would require removal of the architectural resources on those sites. It is anticipated, 
however, that alternatives to an expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and the feasibility 
of preserving one or more of these architectural resources—even with the construction of a 
potential southward expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3—will be assessed during the 
separate NEPA environmental review, Section 106 consultation, and Section 4(f) evaluation. If an 
alternative location for the Penn Station expansion is selected or the preservation of one or more 
of these resources is determined to be feasible and is required as a condition of federal approval 
of a Penn Station expansion, ESD would evaluate potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 
2, and 3 to conform to that determination. In the event a southward expansion of Penn Station on 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 is not selected, there would be no significant adverse effects on architectural 
resources on those sites. 
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As noted above, the Proposed Project would also support the reconstruction of Penn Station, which 
has been determined eligible for S/NR listing. Therefore, the MTA would consult with OPRHP 
under either SHPA or NHPA to address any potential impacts on architectural resources prior to 
construction activities for the Penn Station reconstruction project. 

This EIS identifies the potential impacts from development of all eight sites within the boundaries 
of the GPP and identifies mitigation measures to fully or partially address adverse impacts on 
historic and cultural resources. Measures to mitigate the adverse impacts resulting from 
construction on Sites 4 5, 6, 7, and 8 are stipulated in a Letter of Resolution (LOR) among ESD, 
Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic Preservation Act. 
The LOR is included in Appendix G of this FEIS. If a southward expansion alternative is selected 
and pursued for expansion of Penn Station, mitigation measures to address adverse effects to 
architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be developed through the Section 106 
consultation process and stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreement 
among the lead federal agency, OPRHP acting in its capacity as the SHPO, and other applicable 
parties pursuant to the separate Section 106 consultation. ESD will seek designation as a 
consulting party in the Section 106 process. 

HAZARDOUS AND CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

A detailed assessment of the potential risks related to construction with respect to any hazardous 
materials is described in Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials.” 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous mater-
ials. As described in Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,” a hazardous materials assessment was 
performed to identify the potential for contamination in the buildings and the subsurface, based 
on past and current use. Potential contamination may be present in both the subsurface (related 
primarily to localized former gas stations, historic fill, current and abandoned heating oil USTs, 
and historical operations) and inside buildings (primarily related to asbestos, LBP, and PCBs). 
With the implementation of a variety of standard precautionary measures (e.g., identification of 
hazardous materials as part of Phase I and Phase II investigations,9 and handling/disposal of 
hazardous materials in accordance with applicable regulations and under the direction of material 
management plans and health and safety plans), no significant adverse impacts related to hazar-
dous materials would be expected to occur as a result of construction of the Proposed Project. 
Following construction of the Proposed Project with the proposed measures, there would be no 
further potential for significant adverse impacts. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

A detailed assessment of potential impacts on water and sewer infrastructure is described in 
Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure.”  

Infrastructure activities at the Project Area would include utility connections to existing water, 
sewer, electric, gas, and telecommunications. These activities would be coordinated with DEP, 
Con Edison, or the appropriate private utility company to ensure that service to customers in 
nearby areas is not disrupted. All utility lines would be located either in the streetbed or within the 

 
9 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and any subsequent subsurface investigations (Phase II 

Environmental Site Investigations), which may be required based on the conclusions of the Phase I ESA, 
as well as any necessary remedial plans would be required by ESD and prepared prior to site development. 
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below-grade space. Residents and workers in nearby buildings are not expected to experience 
substantial disruptions to water supply or wastewater removal. Any disruption to service that may 
occur when new equipment (e.g., a transformer, or a sewer or water line) is put into operation is 
expected to be very short-term (i.e., hours).  

There may also be the potential for sewer system upgrades in the project area and the surrounding 
area if determined to be necessary by the future hydraulic analyses that may be required to 
determine whether the existing sewer system is capable of supporting higher density development 
and related increases in sanitary flows in order to be issued a permit to connect to the City sewer. 
As described in Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” connecting to the City’s sewer 
system requires certification from DEP as part of the building permit process. Utility work for the 
upgrade of a sewer line, if an upgrade is needed, would require trenching in the streets, which 
would either be filled and patched, or covered with steel plates during non-working times. This 
work would involve the use of backhoes to excavate the trenches and place the backfill, and cranes 
to lift the utility lines into place. Flatbed delivery trucks would be used to transport the lines and 
pipes to the site. In addition, dump trucks would bring the bedding material and fill, if needed, to 
the work site and asphalt trucks and rollers would be used to patch the streets. Utility relocation 
activities would typically proceed along the corridor alignment such that no one location is 
expected to experience significant construction activities associated with the utility work for an 
extended duration. 

Therefore, the construction of the Proposed Project’s infrastructure improvements would not cause 
any significant adverse impacts to nearby users of these services. 

EFFECT OF MACY’S PROJECT 

As noted in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the Macy’s project is in the early planning phases. 
If the project sponsor files an application with the Department of City Planning for the 
discretionary land use actions that would be required to facilitate the project, the project would be 
subject to its own land use review and approval process. At this time, it is unclear whether the 
project will move forward, but if it does, the potential for cumulative construction impacts 
resulting from the Macy’s project and the Proposed Project would depend on the location of the 
various construction activities and the construction schedules. Even if construction of the Macy’s 
project is to occur at the same time as construction under the Proposed Project, the cumulative 
effects on sensitive receptors would be diminished by the distances between the Macy’s project 
and a particular Proposed Project development site, which in general are some distance away with 
the exception of Site 6 which is located to the south of the Macy’s block across West 34th Street. 
However, since 34th Street is a major two-way east–west arterial that is heavily used by vehicles 
and pedestrians, it can be expected that construction staging for the Macy’s project would 
primarily occur on West 35th Street and away from Site 6, to minimize disruption on the 34th 
Street corridor. Furthermore, construction of the Macy’s project would need to be conducted in 
accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and building codes such that construction effects 
would be minimized. Moreover, the Macy’s project would be subject to environmental review 
under CEQR and measures would be developed during the review process to minimize the effects 
of construction, including any potential cumulative construction impacts with the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, to the extent that the Macy’s project occurs, the cumulative construction effects 
of the Macy’s project and the Proposed Project are expected to be minimal. 
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G. EXTENDED SCHEDULE SCENARIO 
The construction impact assessment presented above is based on an illustrative construction 
schedule intended to reflect a reasonable worst-case scenario for the potential sequencing of 
construction events. However, if the construction schedule were to extend beyond the timetable 
assumed in this analysis, then construction activities for the Proposed Project as a whole would 
occur over a longer period of time. Under this scenario (“Extended Schedule Scenario”), 
construction would be completed on a prolonged schedule compared to that analyzed above. 
However, the schedule for construction of each individual building would not change, and there 
would be less overlapping of construction activities among the different project sites. Therefore, 
the intensity of construction activity at any period would be similar or reduced under this scenario. 
Overall, the same or similar impacts would be expected to occur under this scenario in the areas 
of vibration, land use, socioeconomic conditions, historic and cultural resources, hazardous 
materials, and water and sewer infrastructure. Additional information for the areas of 
transportation, air quality, noise, and neighborhood character are discussed in more detail in this 
section. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The number of construction workers and truck deliveries would be lower at any given time over 
the course of project construction than those considered for the above analyses if the construction 
schedule is extended beyond the current Phase 1 and/or Phase 2 completion years. Therefore, the 
incremental construction activities and their associated worker and truck trips, which are the 
primary contributor to potential construction-period transportation impacts, would 
correspondingly be less. Accordingly, the Extended Schedule Scenario is not expected to result in 
new transportation-related impacts or worse impacts than those described above. 

AIR QUALITY 

The Extended Construction Schedule Scenario would have a longer construction schedule for the 
Proposed Project as a whole, but each building and construction task would be completed under 
the same schedule duration analyzed above. Moreover, there would be less simultaneous work on 
multiple development sites and buildings and potentially more time in between the start of each 
building’s construction activities. The number of units of construction equipment simultaneously 
operating on the development sites at any time would be expected to be similar or less (throughout 
the Project Area) than that which was assumed during a comparable period of construction for the 
analysis presented above. Therefore, the resulting concentration levels for the Extended Schedule 
Scenario would be similar or less than those presented above. 

NOISE 

With the Extended Schedule Scenario, construction of the Proposed Project as a whole would 
occur over a longer period of time, but each task for construction of each building would have the 
same duration and involve the same means and methods as was assumed for the construction noise 
analysis described above. Consequently, maximum noise levels at each receptor would be the 
same as those described above, or for those receptors at which the maximum construction noise 
would occur as a result of simultaneous construction at multiple Proposed Project buildings that 
may not occur with the Extended Schedule Scenario, maximum noise levels could be lower than 
described above. The duration over which time each receptor would experience construction noise 
could be extended at some locations, particularly those with line of sight to two or more buildings 
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if those buildings are assumed to be constructed simultaneously rather than consecutively in the 
quantified analysis presented above but could be constructed consecutively under the Extended 
Schedule Scenario. However, the extended duration would not apply to the maximum predicted 
construction noise levels, which tend to result from construction at a single Proposed Project 
building. In addition, the duration of elevated noise from construction would not extend 
throughout the entirety of the extended schedule because construction would move throughout the 
Project Area over the course of the full construction period. Therefore, the resulting construction 
noise effects for the Extended Schedule Scenario would be similar or less than those presented 
above. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

For the Extended Schedule Scenario, there would be continued localized adverse impacts on 
adjacent streets; however, effects associated with construction activity would be less intense 
because there would be less simultaneous activity in the Project Area. As each building is 
completed, it would be occupied by its permanent intended uses. The amount of time and effort 
required to complete each component of the Proposed Project would be similar regardless of 
whether several buildings are constructed concurrently or they are sequenced one at a time over a 
longer period of time. There would be an incremental realization of the Proposed Project as 
buildings are completed in a sequential manner with less continuous construction activity. Devel-
opment sites not under active construction are expected to be maintained in their existing condition.  

At Sites 1, 2, and 3, if delays occur after the construction of the potential expansion of Penn Station, 
the sites would be cleared and devoid of buildings (except for the new service building for Penn 
Station and entrances to the Penn Station expansion) for longer than anticipated under the reasonable 
worst-case construction schedule. The sites would not have ground-floor amenities or elements of 
visual interest to the pedestrian, and are expected to be surrounded by construction fencing except 
for access points to the potential Penn Station expansion. This condition would have a negative effect 
on the pedestrian experience.  In the event that there is an extended period between the completion 
of the expansion of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on 
Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the 
sites with temporary uses or other programming. Nonetheless, this would constitute a substantial 
change to the character of these blocks, especially given their location in Midtown Manhattan 
adjacent to Penn Station to the north and residential uses to the south and west, and the extended 
construction schedule would leave these sites in an unbuilt condition for a longer period of time. 
Therefore, construction activity associated with the with the Extended Schedule Scenario for the 
Proposed Project would have significant adverse localized neighborhood character impacts in the 
immediate vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 3 during construction. However, the impacts would be localized 
and would not alter the character of the larger neighborhoods surrounding these development sites.  

H. ALTERNATIVE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE SCENARIO 
As described above, the illustrative construction schedule for the Proposed Project assumes that 
construction activities would typically occur from 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM, five days a week on weekdays. 
However, for the below-grade work for the expansion of Penn Station during Phase 1 construction, 
construction activity in close proximity to existing train tracks would be conducted primarily during 
nights and weekends to avoid disruptions to daytime train service; night and weekend work may also 
be necessary in order to meet the project construction schedule or to make up time due to weather 
delays and/or other circumstances. Overall, if regular weekend work becomes necessary for the 
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expansion of Penn Station, the same or similar impacts as would occur during normal workdays would 
be expected to occur on nights and weekends in the areas of vibration, land use and neighborhood 
character, socioeconomic conditions, historic and cultural resources, hazardous materials, and water 
and sewer infrastructure. This scenario (“Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario”) may result in 
impacts that are different from those identified above for the Proposed Project in the areas of 
transportation, air quality, and noise, and are discussed in more detail in this section. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario, with night and weekend work for the expansion 
of Penn Station, was reviewed to determine if it would have the potential to cause potential 
significant transportation impacts compared to those identified for the weekday-only construction 
schedule scenario. The transportation analysis prepared for the weekday-only construction 
schedule generally considered peak hours of traffic volumes in the study area and peak hours of 
construction-generated traffic, during which the likelihood of potential construction impacts 
would be greatest. Under the Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario, fewer potential 
construction impacts are expected as background traffic volumes are typically lower during 
nighttime and weekend periods, especially if the alternative construction hours are selected with 
the intention of minimizing disruption to rail operations, at times when ridership levels are lower. 
In addition, construction-generated traffic volumes would be lower since they would only be 
associated with the expansion of Penn Station as opposed to construction activities at multiple 
development sites, as was considered for the weekday-only construction schedule. The 
construction workforce levels during the nighttime and weekend hours for the Penn Station 
expansion site may also be lower than those during typical daytime construction hours. Therefore, 
the Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario, which would add night and weekend work, would 
not have the potential to result in additional significant adverse transportation impacts during 
construction compared to the weekday-only construction schedule scenario.  

AIR QUALITY 

The construction air quality analysis presented for the Proposed Project’s construction schedule 
(i.e., weekday only) above was reviewed to determine if the Alternative Construction Schedule 
Scenario with nights and weekend work for the expansion of Penn Station would have the potential 
to cause potential significant adverse air quality impacts. The air quality modeling analysis 
performed for the weekday construction schedule reflects the maximum reasonable worst-case air 
quality concentrations predicted during the period of the worst-case construction activities during 
the construction period and that construction during this period would typically occur in one 8-hour 
shift from 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM, five days a week on weekdays. If regular weekend or night work 
is needed to avoid disruptions to daytime train service or in order to meet the construction schedule, 
the annual analysis period results presented above for the illustrative construction schedule would 
be similar for the Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario since the level of construction 
activities that needs to be completed over an annual period would be comparable in order to meet 
the interim completion year (Phase 1) of 2033. Similarly, the 1-hour and 8-hour short-term analysis 
period presented above for the illustrative construction schedule would be similar for the 
Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario since the level of construction activities during a 1-
hour or 8-hour period on nights and weekends would be comparable to those for a weekday 
workday. The 24-hour air quality concentrations due to construction would be higher for the 
Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario since there would potentially be more construction 
activities (potentially up to 24 hours of work instead of 8 hours of work). However, as presented 
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above in Table 20-18, the maximum predicted PM2.5 and PM10 24-hour concentrations during the 
worst-case analysis periods are well below the applicable thresholds and therefore, an increase of 
construction activities over a 24-hour period under the Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario 
would not have the potential to result in significant adverse air quality impacts during construction. 

NOISE 

Using the methodology described and considering the noise abatement reduction measures 
specified above, noise analyses for the scenario in which construction would occur on weekends 
were performed to determine maximum noise levels that would be expected at each of the noise 
receptor locations. While construction activity is also expected to occur during the nighttime hours 
under the Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario, most overnight work would occur below-
grade with no line of sight to receptors at or above grade level. Consequently, there would be no 
potential for construction noise at noise receptors during this time. As such, the detailed 
construction noise analysis determines daytime construction noise impacts. 

The analysis under the Alternative Construction Schedule Scenario resulted in a predicted range 
of peak hourly construction noise levels throughout the construction period as well as peak noise 
level increments as compared to weekend baseline noise levels. At receptors 1 through 34, 37 
through 55, 87, 101 through 103, 110, 111, 116 through 124, 178 through 180, 184, 239 through 
244, 247, 248, 252 through 254, 269 through 275, 278 through 282, 291 through 296, and 298 
through 306, the maximum construction noise levels were less than the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise screening thresholds identified above or were in the range considered 
“acceptable” by CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines throughout the entire con-
struction period. At the remaining receptors, construction of the Proposed Project would exceed 
the construction noise screening thresholds, leading to further consideration of the magnitude and 
duration of predicted construction noise. The results of the construction noise analysis at these 
receptors are summarized in Table 20-27 and presented in Figure 20-10.  

OPEN SPACE ALONG BROADWAY BETWEEN WEST 32ND AND WEST 35TH STREETS 

Receptors 188 and 259 are located at the open space along Broadway between West 32nd and 
West 35th Streets. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors are in the mid- to high 60s 
dBA depending on proximity to the adjacent roadways. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, re-
sulting in noise level increases up to 13 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of construc-
tion. The predicted noise level increases at these open space locations would exceed CEQR Tech-
nical Manual construction noise screening thresholds, and the total noise levels would exceed the 
levels recommended for passive open spaces (55 dBA L10). (Noise levels in these areas already 
exceed CEQR Technical Manual recommended values under the existing condition).  

With respect to duration, the greatest noise level increases are predicted to occur during construc-
tion activity at Site 8 (specifically SOE, foundation, concrete, and curtain wall construction) for 
up to approximately 35 months. Throughout the remainder of construction, noise levels in this 
area of open space would be lower and would be within the typical range for open space areas in 
Manhattan, although they would still exceed the CEQR Technical Manual impact criteria. 

Construction noise levels are predicted to reach the high 70s dBA resulting in construction noise 
level increments up to approximately 13 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 42 months, and total 
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levels exceeding the recommended threshold for open spaces requiring serenity and quiet. 
However, the total noise levels would be in the range considered typical for Manhattan, and for 
the surrounding area. Many New York City parks and open space areas located near heavily 
trafficked roadways and/or near construction sites experience comparable, and sometimes higher, 
noise levels. Consequently, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would not 
have the potential to result in a temporary significant adverse impact at the open space along 
Broadway between West 32nd and West 35th Streets. 

Table 20-27 
Alternative Construction Schedula Scenario Noise Analysis Results in dBA 

Receptor Location 
Existing 

L10 
Total 
L10 

Max 
Change 

in L10 

Maximum Continuous Duration 
(months) 

3+ 
Increments 

15+ 
Increments 

20+ 
Increments 

35 - 36 303 West 36th St 66.5 72.6 10.3 17 0 0 
56 - 57 311 West 34th St 66.5 76.4 13.4 34 0 0 
58 - 61 481 Eighth Ave 69.6 78.8 15.8 70 11 0 
62 - 65 420 Ninth Ave 64.5 70.4 8.7 18 0 0 
66 - 69 360 West 33rd St 61.7 73.2 11.5 105 0 0 
70 - 73 363 West 30th St 67.3 71.4 9.7 30 0 0 
74 - 75 345 West 30th St 64.0 78.0 16.3 88 12 0 
76 - 77 327 West 30th St 64.4 81.3 19.6 113 12 0 

78 323 West 30th St 65.2 74.2 9.5 106 0 0 
79 314 West 31st St 61.7 83.4 21.7 113 12 12 

80 - 82 309 West 30th St 64.4 83.7 20.3 130 30 12 
83 - 86 370 West 30th St 66.6 70.3 8.0 30 0 0 
88 - 91 330 West 30th St 66.6 78.7 17.0 130 12 0 
92 - 94 308 West 30th St 66.4 80.2 17.5 130 30 0 
95 - 97 329 West 29th St 66.0 73.5 11.8 17 0 0 
98 - 100 389 Eighth Ave 66.2 78.6 13.1 105 0 0 

104 - 109 305 West 28th St 64.9 76.5 15.8 130 30 0 
112 - 115 340 West 28th St 61.7 72.1 10.4 88 0 0 
125 - 126 488 Seventh Ave 66.9 72.8 10.0 17 0 0 

127 474 Seventh Ave 62.9 73.7 11.4 117 0 0 
128 - 133 245 - 263 West 34th St 66.7 81.2 18.7 130 12 0 
134 - 137 212 West 35th St 62.3 77.4 15.1 172 12 0 
138 - 139 211 West 34th St 66.9 79.4 15.8 172 11 0 
140 - 143 252 West 30th St 65.4 86.9 23.4 130 71 30 

144 243 West 30th St 65.3 80.9 16.1 105 30 0 
145 - 147 214 West 30th St 65.3 82.3 19.5 105 46 0 
148 - 149 360 Seventh Ave 68.6 81.4 16.3 147 30 0 

150 221 West 29th St 62.4 74.7 12.3 18 0 0 
151 - 152 215 West 29th St 66.7 76.6 14.2 105 0 0 
153 - 156 249 West 29th St 66.4 83.7 21.3 89 30 30 
157 - 159 382 Eighth Ave 67.1 73.7 11.6 105 0 0 
160 - 161 376 Eighth Ave 66.5 71.3 6.1 89 0 0 
162 - 164 254 West 29th St 66.6 73.8 8.7 35 0 0 
165 - 168 364 Eighth Ave 66.0 71.7 11.1 105 0 0 
169 - 171 232 West 29th St 64.4 72.3 9.9 18 0 0 
172 - 173 215-225 West 28th St 63.3 72.5 10.1 18 0 0 

174 - 177, 181 227 West 27th St 68.0 71.5 7.5 18 0 0 
182 - 183 485 Seventh Ave 66.9 71.9 9.6 17 0 0 
185 - 186 124 West 36th St 66.9 70.6 5.2 17 0 0 
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Table 20-27 (cont’d) 
Alternative Construction Schedula Scenario Noise Analysis Results in dBA 

Receptor Location 
Existing 

L10 
Total 
L10 

Max 
Change 

in L10 

Maximum Continuous Duration 
(months) 

3+ 
Increments 

15+ 
Increments 

20+ 
Increments 

187 1315 Broadway 67.6 74.2 7.3 35 0 0 
188 919-923 Sixth Ave 68.7 72.9 4.2 35 0 0 

189 - 190 150 West 34th St 67.2 86.3 24.0 117 84 17 
191 130 West 34th St 67.2 79.4 13.4 147 0 0 
192 119 West 33rd St 67.3 73.3 7.6 117 0 0 

193 - 195 135 West 31st St 63.6 81.8 18.6 84 55 0 
196 142 West 32nd St 63.6 81.6 19.0 84 55 0 

197 - 201 126 West 32nd St 64.6 80.8 19.6 147 30 0 
202 - 205 885 Sixth Ave 61.4 82.8 21.6 84 42 17 
206 - 208 145 West 30th St 65.0 87.3 24.9 89 35 17 
209 - 212 100 West 31st St 62.4 75.4 13.0 41 0 0 

213 355 Seventh Ave 68.3 77.0 9.3 105 0 0 
214 - 216 345 Seventh Ave 68.7 83.8 18.1 147 17 0 
217 - 219 130 West 30th St 65.2 76.3 13.9 105 0 0 

220 112 West 30th St 62.4 74.0 11.6 29 0 0 
221 - 224 851 Sixth Ave 64.6 71.4 9.0 59 0 0 

225 146 West 29th St 66.5 75.6 9.3 18 0 0 
226 - 229 128 West 29th St 63.3 73.5 11.1 35 0 0 
230 - 231 111-113 West 28th St 62.4 71.0 8.6 35 0 0 
232 - 233 815 Sixth Ave 70.3 71.5 6.8 18 0 0 
234 - 235 315 Seventh Ave 68.3 71.6 9.2 35 0 0 
236 - 237 132 West 28th St 63.6 71.2 8.8 35 0 0 

238 116 West 28th St 62.4 70.6 8.2 18 0 0 
245 - 246 69 West 36th St 69.2 70.9 7.6 17 0 0 
249 - 251 960 Sixth Ave 70.0 73.9 8.9 35 0 0 
255 - 258 50 West 34th St 67.6 79.0 15.9 84 17 0 

259 

Between 32nd and 33rd 
Streets, Broadway and 

Sixth Ave 66.6 79.1 12.5 42 0 0 
260 - 264 1260 Broadway 63.1 79.0 17.2 42 17 0 
265 - 268 42 West 33rd St 61.7 74.7 13.0 58 0 0 

276 870 Sixth Ave 70.5 72.8 3.0 17 0 0 
277 874 Sixth Ave 66.8 73.1 6.8 35 0 0 

283 - 286 844 Sixth Ave 70.3 73.7 8.1 35 0 0 
287 - 290 1227 Broadway 62.4 70.2 7.8 35 0 0 

297 824 Sixth Ave 69.8 73.4 3.9 18 0 0 
 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 754 

The receptors on Block 754, including receptors 70 through 82, are located along West 30th Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors range from 
the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-
grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” according 
to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 22 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
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construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 1), which would have a duration of approximately 
four months. Noise level increases greater than 20 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, at these receptors would occur for up to approximately four months of construction 
and noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, would 
occur for up to approximately 30 months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally 
unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 22 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to four months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
754. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 779 

The receptors on Block 779, including receptors 140 through 159, are located along West 29th 
Street and West 30th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels 
at these receptors range from the low to high 60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding 
roadways and height above grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 24 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2). Impact pile driving on Site 2 would occur during 
approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity and approximately five months 
during Building 2 construction activity. Noise level increases greater than 20 dBA at these 
receptors, which would be considered very objectionable, would occur for up to approximately 12 
months and noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, 
would occur for up to approximately six years. During this time, total noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise 
exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 24 dBA, which would be considered very 
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objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 12 months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
779. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 809 

The receptors on Block 809, including receptors 189 through 192, are located along West 34th 
Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors range 
from the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height 
above grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 24 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 6 and Site 8). Impact pile driving on Site 6 would 
occur for up to approximately five months and impact pile driving on Site 8 would occur for up to 
approximately five months. Noise level increases greater than 20 dBA at these receptors, which 
would be considered very objectionable, would occur for up to approximately 10 months and noise 
level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, would occur for 
up to approximately seven years. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be 
in the low to high 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, 
maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” 
to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 24 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 10 months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
809. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

330-340 WEST 28TH STREET 

Receptors 112 through 115 represent the residential receptors at 330-340 West 28th Street. 
Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be 
considered “acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 11 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2). Impact pile driving on Site 2 would occur during 
approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity and approximately five months 
during Building 2 construction activity. Noise level increases greater than the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately seven years. 
During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to 
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CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 11 dBA, with exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 7 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 330-340 West 28th Street. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG THE SOUTH SIDE OF WEST 30TH STREET BETWEEN EIGHTH AND 
NINTH AVENUES 

Receptors 83 through 86 and 88 through 94 are located along the south side of West 30th Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors range from 
the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-
grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” according 
to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 18 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Sites 1 and 2). Impact pile driving would occur during 
approximately four months on Site 1, approximately seven months during trainshed construction 
activity on Site 2, and approximately five months during Building 2 construction activity. Noise 
level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, would occur for 
up to approximately sixteen months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would 
be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, 
maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” 
category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s resulting in construction 
noise level increments up to approximately 18 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, 
occurring over the course of up to 16 months, construction noise associated with the Proposed 
Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors located along the south 
side of West 30th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. These receptors are discussed further 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG EIGHTH AVENUE BETWEEN WEST 28TH AND WEST 30TH STREETS 

Receptors 98 through 100, 104 through 109, 160, 161, and 165 through 168 are located along 
Eighth Avenue between West 28th and West 30th Streets. Existing weekend noise levels at these 
receptors range from the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways 
and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally 
acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 16 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2 for the trainshed building). Impact pile driving 
would occur during approximately seven months during trainshed construction activity. Noise 
level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds 
would occur for up to approximately eleven years. During this time, total noise levels at these 
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receptors would be in the low to mid-70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise 
exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 16 dBA, and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 11 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project at receptors along Eighth Avenue 
between West 28th and West 29th Streets would result in a temporary significant adverse impact. 
These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 784 

The receptors on Block 784, including receptors 128 through 139, are located along West 34th 
and West 35th Streets between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels at 
these receptors range from the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding 
roadways and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 19 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 4), which would have a duration of approximately 5 
months. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, 
would occur for approximately 12 months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “clearly 
unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 19 dBA, which would be considered 
objectionable, occurring over the course of 12 months, construction noise associated with the 
Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
784. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

474-478 SEVENTH AVENUE 

Receptor 127 represents the residential receptors at 474-478 Seventh Avenue. Existing weekend 
noise levels at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be considered “acceptable” 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 12 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 4), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur at these receptors for up to approximately 10 years. During this 
time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR 
Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 12 dBA, and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 10 
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years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 474-478 Seventh Avenue. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 805 

The receptors on Block 805, including receptors 213 through 224, are located on the block south 
of West 30th Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels at these 
receptors range from the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways 
and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally 
acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 18 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 3), which would have a duration of approximately 
three months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur at these receptors for up to approximately 12 years. During this 
time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to 
CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 18 dBA, and noise level increases 
exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over 
the course of approximately 12 years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project 
would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 805. These receptors 
are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

SCHOOL AT 252 WEST 29TH STREET 

Receptors 162 through 164 represent the school receptors at 252 West 29th Street. Existing 
weekend noise levels at these receptors range from the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of 
sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would 
be considered “marginally acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 9 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., concrete operations associated with Building 2 on Site 2). Building 2 concrete 
operations on Site 2 would occur over approximately 18 months. Noise level increases greater 
than the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to 
approximately 30 months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum 
construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 
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Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 9 dBA, and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 30 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at the school at 252 West 29th Street. These 
receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG WEST 28TH AND WEST 29TH STREETS BETWEEN SIXTH AND 
SEVENTH AVENUES 

Receptors 225 through 231 and 234 through 238 are located along West 28th and West 29th Streets 
between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors range from 
the low to mid-60s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-
grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” according 
to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 11 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., concrete operations at Site 3). Site 3 concrete operations would occur over 
approximately 18 months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual 
construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During 
this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR 
Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 11 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located along West 28th and West 29th Streets between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG WEST 33RD STREET BETWEEN BROADWAY AND FIFTH AVENUE 

Receptors 265 through 268 are located along West 33rd Street between Broadway and Fifth 
Avenue. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be 
considered “acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 13 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 42 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 13 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 42 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
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significant adverse impact at receptors located along West 33rd Street between Broadway and 
Fifth Avenue. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG EAST SIDE OF BROADWAY BETWEEN WEST 32ND AND WEST 34TH 
STREETS 

Receptors 255 through 258 and 260 through 264 are located along the east side of Broadway 
between West 32nd and West 34th Streets. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors are in 
the low 60s dBA, which would be considered “acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 17 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, 
would occur for up to approximately 17 months. During this time, total noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the mid- to high 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise 
exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the high 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 17 dBA, which would be considered 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 17 months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors located 
along West 33rd Street between Broadway and Fifth Avenue. These receptors are discussed 
further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF SIXTH AVENUE BETWEEN WEST 29TH AND 
WEST 31ST STREETS 

Receptors 276, 277, and 283 through 286 are located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between 
West 29th and West 31st Streets. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors range from the 
low 60s to low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-
grade (i.e., floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to 
“marginally unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 8 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 8 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 
29th and West 31st Streets. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 
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FUTURE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AT 1227 BROADWAY 

Receptors 287 through 290 represent hotel receptors included in the future development project at 
1227 Broadway (expected to be complete and occupied by the year 2033 analysis year). Existing 
weekend noise levels at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be considered 
“acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 8 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 9 dBA, with exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project at receptors located at 1227 
Broadway would result in a temporary significant adverse impact. These receptors are discussed 
further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

1313 BROADWAY 

Receptor 187 represents residential receptors at 1313 Broadway. Existing weekend noise levels at 
this receptor are in the mid-60s dBA, which would be considered “marginally acceptable” 
according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At this receptor, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, resulting 
in noise level increases up to approximately 7 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., during peak construction truck traffic along West 34th Street), which would 
have a duration of approximately 17 months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical 
Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. 
During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to 
CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these 
receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 7 dBA, with exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at the receptor located at 1313 Broadway. This receptor is discussed 
further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  

315 WEST 33RD STREET 

Receptors 66 through 69 represent residential receptors located at 315 West 33rd Street. Existing 
weekend noise levels at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be considered 
“acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 
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At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 12 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 2 for the trainshed building). Impact pile driving 
would occur during approximately 7 months during trainshed construction activity. Noise level 
increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds would 
occur for up to approximately nine years. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors 
would be in the mid-60s to low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally 
unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 12 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 9 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located at 315 West 33rd Street. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON THE EASTERN HALF OF BLOCK 758 

The receptors on the eastern half of Block 758, including receptors 56 through 61, are located 
along West 34th Street and West 35th Street immediately east of Eighth Avenue. Existing 
weekend noise levels at these receptors are in the low to mid-60s dBA, which would be considered 
“marginally acceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the high 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 16 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 4), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, 
would occur for approximately 11 months, and noise level increases exceeding the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 
six years. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the mid- to high 70s 
dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the high 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 16 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to six 
years, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors on the eastern half of Block 758. These receptors are 
discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 807 

The receptors on Block 807, including receptors 193 through 205, are located along West 31st 
Street and West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels 
at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be considered “acceptable” according to 
CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 22 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 3 and Site 8). Impact pile driving on Site 3 would 
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occur for up to approximately five months and impact pile driving on Site 8 would occur for 
approximately five months. Noise level increases greater than 20 dBA, which would be considered 
very objectionable, at these receptors would occur for up to approximately 10 months of 
construction and noise level increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered 
objectionable, would occur for up to approximately 55 months. During this time, total noise levels 
at these receptors would be in the low 70s to low 80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 22 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 10 months, construction noise associated with 
the Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
807. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ON BLOCK 806 

The receptors on Block 806, including receptors 206 through 212, are located along West 30th 
Street and West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues. Existing weekend noise levels 
at these receptors are in the low 60s dBA, which would be considered “acceptable” according to 
CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria.  

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 25 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 3), which would occur for up to approximately five 
months. Noise level increases greater than 20 dBA, which would be considered very objectionable, 
at these receptors would occur for up to approximately 5 months of construction and noise level 
increases greater than 15 dBA, which would be considered objectionable, would occur for up to 
approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
mid-70s to mid-80s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria, 
maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the “marginally unacceptable” 
to “clearly unacceptable” category. 

The predicted “clearly unacceptable” noise levels at these receptors would occur at times during 
relatively short periods of peak noise generation, i.e., during times when multiple pieces of noise-
intensive construction equipment would be operating simultaneously adjacent to the receptors. 
Construction noise levels would more generally be in the “marginally unacceptable” range 
throughout the construction period (i.e., times when L10 noise levels would be less than 80 dBA 
as shown in Appendix J). 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the mid-80s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 25 dBA, which would be considered very 
objectionable, occurring over the course of up to 5 months, construction noise associated with the 
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Proposed Project would result in a temporary significant adverse impact at receptors on Block 
806. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

RECEPTORS ALONG EAST SIDE OF SIXTH AVENUE BETWEEN WEST 35TH AND WEST 
36TH STREETS 

The receptors 249 through 251 are located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 35th 
and West 36th Streets. Existing weekend noise levels at these receptors range from the low 60s to 
low 70s dBA depending on line of sight to surrounding roadways and height above-grade (i.e., 
floor of the building), which would be considered “marginally acceptable” to “marginally 
unacceptable” according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure criteria. 

At these receptors, construction is predicted to produce noise levels up to the low 70s dBA, 
resulting in noise level increases up to 9 dBA during the most noise-intensive stages of 
construction (i.e., impact pile driving on Site 8), which would have a duration of approximately 
five months. Noise level increases exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise 
screening thresholds would occur for up to approximately 35 months. During this time, total noise 
levels at these receptors would be in the low 70s dBA. According to CEQR Technical Manual 
noise exposure criteria, maximum construction noise levels at these receptors would be in the 
“marginally unacceptable” category. 

Based on the prediction of construction noise levels up to the low 70s dBA resulting in 
construction noise level increments up to approximately 9 dBA and exceedances of the CEQR 
Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds occurring over the course of up to 35 
months, construction noise associated with the Proposed Project would result in a temporary 
significant adverse impact at receptors located along the east side of Sixth Avenue between West 
35th and West 36th Streets. These receptors are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

OTHER NEARBY RECEPTORS  

At the remaining receptors, including 35, 36, 62 through 65, 95 through 97, 125, 126, 169 through 
177, 181 through 183, 185, 186, 232, 233, 245, 246, and 297, construction of the Proposed Project 
would, for some portion of the construction period, result in noise level increases that would 
exceed the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening thresholds, and in some cases 
would exceed the 15 dBA threshold for an objectionable noise level increase. However, at these 
receptors, any exceedances of the CEQR Technical Manual construction noise screening 
thresholds would occur for less than 24 consecutive months, and any exceedances of the 
objectionable noise level increase threshold would occur for less than 12 consecutive months. 
Consequently, while construction noise would be perceptible at these receptors, the predicted 
construction noise levels would not rise to the level of a significant impact at these receptors 
according to the impact criteria described above.   
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Chapter 21:  Alternatives 

A. INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), this chapter presents 
and analyzes alternatives to the Proposed Project. Alternatives selected for consideration in an EIS 
are generally those that are feasible and have the potential to reduce, eliminate, or avoid adverse 
impacts of a proposed action while meeting some or all of the goals and objectives of the action.  

In addition to a comparative impact analysis, the alternatives in this chapter are assessed to 
determine to what extent they would meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, which 
include: (1) revitalizing the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
mixed-use development; (2) improving passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian 
circulation, access, and safety; (3) supporting improvements to address substandard conditions in 
Penn Station, including by maximizing revenue generated by the new development to fund, in 
part, improvements to Penn Station by MTA, Amtrak, and NJT; and (4) supporting and 
accommodating future capacity increases at Penn Station (see Chapter 1, “Project Description” 
for the discussion of the Proposed Project’s goals and objectives). 
As described in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” subsequent to the adoption of the General 
Project Plan (GPP) for the Proposed Project and issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), ESD worked closely with and consulted the Project’s Community Advisory 
Committee and its larger Working Group (CACWG), including local elected officials and 
community stakeholders. After considering their comments and recommendations, ESD staff 
proposed certain revisions to the plan (the Proposed Revisions) for the Proposed Project. With the 
Proposed Revisions, the Proposed Actions have been updated to permit residential development 
on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units. Consequently, as residential 
development is now analyzed as part of the Proposed Project, the Residential Alternative analyzed 
in the DEIS has been eliminated. Analyses that were presented in the DEIS as part of the 
Residential Alternative are now presented as part of the Proposed Project in the relevant FEIS 
chapters. The Lower Density Alternative has been updated in this chapter to include residential 
uses to reflect a program with the same mix of uses as the Proposed Project, but with a reduction 
in density for the commercial office uses. 

Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework” also explains that in order to account for the inclusion of 
residential development on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8—up to a maximum of 1,798 units—two reasonable 
worst-case development scenarios (RWCDS) were prepared for the With Action condition; one that 
maximizes commercial uses (Maximum Commercial Scenario), and one that maximizes residential 
uses (Maximum Residential Scenario). For some technical areas, the Proposed Project may have 
different potential impacts under the Maximum Commercial Scenario and Maximum Residential 
Scenario. The scenario that would result in the more conservative analysis (i.e., the potential for a 
greater environmental impact) is analyzed for each technical area. Accordingly, the Alternatives 
presented in this chapter provide a comparison of impacts based on the scenario (Maximum 
Commercial or Maximum Residential) analyzed for the Proposed Project in each technical area. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 21-2  

This chapter considers the following three alternatives to the Proposed Project: 

• A No Action Alternative, which is mandated by SEQRA, and is intended to provide the lead 
and involved agencies with an assessment of the expected environmental impacts of no action 
on their part; 

• A No Unmitigated Significant Impact Alternative, which considers development that 
would eliminate the Proposed Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts; 

• A Lower Density Alternative, which considers a project program that would include less 
total square footage of development, including less commercial office, residential, retail, hotel 
rooms, and parking square footage and spaces than the Proposed Project. 

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Consideration of the No Action Alternative is mandated by SEQRA and is intended to provide the 
lead and involved agencies with an assessment of the expected environmental impacts of no action 
on their part. Under the No Action Alternative, Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 would remain unchanged 
from existing conditions. As-of-right development would occur on Sites 5 and 7 and development 
pursuant to a prior ESD approval would occur on Site 4. The No Action Alternative assumes that 
Penn Station would not be expanded and most of the public transportation and public realm 
improvements would not be implemented. Accordingly, this alternative would not support the 
creation of a modern intermodal hub supporting the New York economy. 

The potential for significant adverse impacts anticipated for the Proposed Project would not occur 
with the No Action Alternative, except in the areas of historic resources and construction noise. 
As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would result in the direct impact on Site 
7 due to the demolition of Hotel Pennsylvania to allow for new commercial development on that 
site. Additionally, construction on Site 7 under the No Action Alternative could result in the same 
potential for impacts identified with the Proposed Project to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible 
former Equitable Life Assurance Company.1 Similarly, construction on Site 4 under the No Action 
Alternative could result in accidental construction damage to Madison Square Garden and Penn 
Station, which are located within 90 feet and are contributing components of the Penn Plaza 
architectural resource (B, S/NR-eligible). As with the Proposed Project, ESD would likely require 
a CPP for Madison Square Garden and Penn Station under SHPA in connection with the No Action 
development of Site 4. Absent a CPP, these resources would be offered some protection through 
DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities.  

Furthermore, although the No Action Alternative would not result in the Proposed Project’s 
significant adverse transportation impacts, transportation conditions under this alternative would 
be characterized by increased roadway congestion, increasingly congested subway station 
elements, subway lines, and pedestrian elements. 

Overall, the No Action Alternative would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project. Specifically, the No Action Alternative would not:  

 
1 The likelihood of adverse effects to this resource in the No Action Alternative is further minimized as it 

shares common ownership with Site 7. 
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• revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with a substantial amount of new, sustainable, 
high-density mixed-use development that would eliminate substandard and insanitary 
conditions in the Project Area, foster and support economic growth and tax revenue; and 
maximize the incorporation of sustainable design practices; 

• improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety with 
the implementation of transportation and public realm improvements and the creation of new 
open space;  

• support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station; or  
• support and accommodate future capacity increases at Penn Station. 

NO UNMITIGATED SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ALTERNATIVE 

The No Unmitigated Impact Alternative considers development that would eliminate the Proposed 
Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts. The FEIS analyses identified significant 
adverse impacts for which no practicable mitigation has been identified to fully mitigate the 
impacts in the areas of: community facilities (early childhood program), open space, shadows, 
historic and cultural resources, visual resources, transportation, noise, and construction-period 
traffic, noise, and neighborhood character.  

There is no practicable alternative that could be developed to avoid the unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. Eliminating the Proposed Project’s significant adverse 
impact on early childhood programs would require: 1) limiting the number of affordable housing 
units in the Proposed Project to an extent that would compromise the Proposed Project's objective 
of providing opportunities for the creation of new permanently affordable housing; or 2) providing 
suitable space for an early childhood program center with sufficient capacity on one of the 
development sites, such as in the community facility space planned for Site 1A. In order to 
eliminate the Proposed Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of open 
space, shadows, historic and cultural resources, visual resources, and noise, the Proposed Project 
would have to be reduced in size or modified to a point where it would not realize the goals and 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which include revitalizing the area surrounding Penn Station 
and eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area; fostering and 
supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity; 
improving passenger rail and transit facilities; creating new open space; supporting improvements 
to address substandard conditions in Penn Station; and supporting and accommodating future 
capacity increases at Penn Station. Additionally, any level of development could result in the 
unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of shadows, transportation, and construction. 
Additionally, with a reduction in size of this magnitude, the No Unmitigated Impact Alternative 
would require land acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over significantly less office 
and residential space, which would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and 
residential buildings. Therefore, there is no practicable alternative that could be developed to avoid 
the unmitigated significant adverse impacts of the Proposed Project.  

LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

The Lower Density Alternative considers a project program that would include less total square 
footage of development, including less commercial office, residential, retail, hotel rooms, and 
parking square footage and spaces than the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, the 
commercial density would be reduced on certain sites and Site 8 would not be redeveloped. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative represents a reduction in 
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program density of approximately 28 percent under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, and 
approximately 23 percent under the Maximum Residential Scenario. The purpose of this 
alternative is to evaluate whether there would be a meaningful reduction in the significant adverse 
impacts of the Proposed Project with a smaller program. 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts with respect to: land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; urban 
design; hazardous materials; water and sewer infrastructure; solid waste and sanitation services; 
energy; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; public health; and neighborhood character. 

Under the Lower Density Alternative, significant adverse impacts in the areas of community 
facilities (early childhood programs), open space, historic resources, noise, construction noise 
would be the same as or similar to those of the Proposed Project. The Lower Density Alternative 
would result in significant adverse transportation impacts (operational and during construction), 
but to a lesser extent than with the Proposed Project. With respect to shadows, the Lower Density 
Alternative would result in the same significant adverse impacts as the Proposed Project, with the 
exception of the impact to Herald Square Park. With no new development on Site 8, the Lower 
Density Alternative would cast less incremental shadow on Herald Square Park, and, unlike the 
Proposed Project, would not cause a significant adverse shadow impact to that park. With respect 
to visual resources, the Lower Density Alternative would result in the same significant adverse 
impacts as the Proposed Project, except with respect to the demolition of the copper Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge spanning from the existing building on Site 8 across West 32nd Street. If the 
owner of Site 8 retains the skybridge, the significant adverse impact that would occur with the 
Proposed Project would not occur.  

With respect to traffic, it can be expected that the number of intersections with significant adverse 
impacts resulting from full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would fall within the range 
of impacted intersections of the Proposed Project in Phases 1 and 2, during any analysis peak hour. 
Some of these impacts could be mitigated with the same types of mitigation measures as with the 
Proposed Project. Compared with Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, the number of unmitigated 
intersections under full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would be expected to be fewer 
than the number of unmitigated intersections for Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. The Lower 
Density Alternative could result in unmitigated transit impacts at the same or slightly fewer 
subway station analysis elements as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. As with Phase 
2 of the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in any bus line-haul 
impacts. 

With respect to pedestrians, the Lower Density Alternative is expected to result in moderately 
fewer overall impacted locations as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. However, 
because the existing Site 8 building and uses would remain under the Lower Density Alternative, 
it would not provide the building setbacks along the south side of West 33rd Street portion fronting 
Site 8 and the west side of Sixth Avenue that would otherwise accompany the Proposed Project’s 
Site 8 development in the Maximum Commercial Scenario. Therefore, these two sidewalk 
segments, which are not impacted under the Proposed Project, could potentially be impacted under 
the Lower Density Alternative. Without the additional sidewalk circulation space afforded by the 
building setbacks, these impacts could potentially be unmitigated. Accounting for these potential 
two additional unmitigated sidewalk impacts and the potential reduction of unmitigated impacts 
at other pedestrian analysis elements due to the overall lower trip increments, the Lower Density 
Alternative could result in unmitigated pedestrian impacts at the same or a slightly fewer elements 
as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. 
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Thus, the Lower Density Alternative would not substantially avoid or reduce the significant adverse 
impacts that would occur with the Proposed Project and could result in new unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts with respect to pedestrians that would not occur with the Proposed Project. 

In general, although the Lower Density Alternative would meet a number of the Proposed Project’s 
goals and objectives, it would do so to a lesser degree than the Proposed Project because it would 
introduce less new commercial office and residential use and would not implement all of the public 
transportation and public realm improvements that would occur with the Proposed Project. As with 
the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would address substandard conditions in the 
Project Area by facilitating redevelopment to create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district, 
although the amount of commercial and residential development under this alternative would be 
less than the Proposed Project and would not capitalize on the Project Area’s unmatched rail and 
transit access and would not be consistent with the maximum permitted densities of other transit-
oriented districts in the City.  

By providing for less overall development, the Lower Density Alternative would require land 
acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over less office and residential space, which 
would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and residential buildings, potentially 
delaying or forestalling their construction. Similarly, the Lower Density Alternative would foster 
and support economic growth to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project by creating fewer jobs 
and less economic activity. The Lower Density Alternative would be less supportive of the public 
policy goal of accommodating jobs and future economic growth in areas near transit hubs, and 
therefore a greater proportion of the City and state’s future growth could be located in areas that 
are less transit-accessible than the Project Area under this alternative than with the Proposed 
Project.  

Furthermore, the Lower Density Alternative would implement fewer public transportation and 
public realm improvements than the Proposed Project, as it would not provide the sidewalk 
widenings or public transportation improvements associated with Site 8, and it would generate 
substantially less revenue than the Proposed Project and would therefore be less successful at 
providing support for the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. 
Therefore, the Lower Density Alternative would not meet the project goal of maximizing revenue 
to support those projects. 

B. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

DESCRIPTION 

Consideration of the No Action Alternative is mandated by SEQRA and is intended to provide the 
lead and involved agencies with an assessment of the expected environmental impacts of no action 
on their part. The technical chapters of this FEIS have described the No Action Alternative 
(referred to in preceding chapters as “the Future Without the Proposed Project”) and have used it 
as the basis to assess the potential impacts and associated mitigation for the Proposed Project.  

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Under the No Action Alternative, Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 would remain unchanged from existing 
conditions, and as-of-right development would occur on Sites 4, 5, and 7. The No Action 
Alternative assumes that the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station would not be 
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realized, and most of the public transportation and public realm improvements would not be 
implemented. 

By the 2033 analysis year, Site 7 would be developed with an approximately 1,590,725 gross-
square-foot (gsf) commercial building consisting of 1,259,000 gsf of office space, 29,000 gsf of 
retail, and 302,725 gsf of non-program space (in comparison, the building on Site 7 with the 
Proposed Project would contain approximately 1.9 million gsf of office, 202,000 gsf of retail, 
25,000 gsf of accessory parking uses, and 494,000 gsf of non-program space, under both the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario).2  

Site 4 would also be developed by the 2033 analysis year—per previous approvals through the 
Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project General Project Plan (GPP)—with 
an approximately 1,100,000-gsf mixed-use building consisting of approximately 120,000 gsf of 
retail, 310 hotel rooms, 630 residential units, and 40,000 gsf of non-program area (in comparison, 
the building on Site 4 with the Proposed Project would include 289,160 gsf of office space, 
100,000 gsf of retail space, 734 hotel rooms, 25,000 gsf of accessory parking uses, and 209,000 
gsf of non-program area under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, and 100,000 gsf of retail 
space, 472 hotel rooms, 630 residential units, 25,000 gsf of accessory parking uses, and 209,000 
gsf of non-program area under the Maximum Residential Scenario). 

By the 2044 analysis year, Site 5 would be developed with an approximately 249,481 gsf 
commercial building, consisting of 172,525 gsf of office space, 11,021 gsf of retail, and 65,935 
gsf of non-program space (in comparison, the building on Site 5 with the Proposed Project would 
include 1.3 million gsf of office space, 120,000 gsf of retail, and 330,507 gsf of non-program 
space, under both the Maximum Commercial Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario). The 
Site 5 development under the No Action Alternative would be substantially smaller than with the 
Proposed Project, and would not require the displacement of the easternmost portion of the 
existing 1 Penn Plaza podium (which contains approximately 60,000 gsf of retail space and 60,000 
gsf of office space), or the elimination of the through-block east plaza (approximately 0.16 acres 
of passive open space) that is part of the 1 Penn Plaza privately owned public space (POPS), as 
would the Proposed Project. 

SITE PLANNING, BULK, AND MASSING 

Development under the No Action Alternative would be in accordance with existing zoning or 
previous approvals. The building on Site 4 would be slightly taller than that of the Proposed 
Project, and the buildings on Sites 5 and 7 would be substantially shorter. A comparison of 
illustrative building heights between the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Project is 
presented in Table 21-1. 

 
2 Non-program area includes space for building mechanicals, circulation space associated with transit 

improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the 
building core), certain building core space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and sublevels. 
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Table 21-1 
Project Area Illustrative Heights: 

Comparison of the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Project 

Site 
Illustrative Height (feet) 

No Action Alternative Proposed Project 

1A/1B Same as existing conditions 
1A 350 

1B—605 (Commercial Scenario) 
1B—665 (Residential Scenario) 

2A/2B Same as existing conditions 2A—975 
2B—1,150 

3 Same as existing conditions 915 

4 675 664 (Commercial Scenario) 
915 (Residential Scenario) 

5 330 1,018 
6 Same as existing conditions 1,130 
7 700 1,270 

8 Same as existing conditions 975 (Commercial Scenario) 
715 (Residential Scenario) 

 

Conditions under the No Action Alternative as compared with the future with the Proposed Project 
are summarized below. 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to land use, zoning, or public policy. Under the No Action Alternative, Sites 1, 2, 
3, 6, and 8 would remain unchanged from existing conditions, and development pursuant to 
existing zoning or previous approvals would occur on Sites 4, 5, and 7. The No Action Alternative 
also assumes that Penn Station would not be expanded and most of the public transportation and 
public realm improvements of the Proposed Project would not be implemented. The No Action 
Alternative would result in substantially less high-density commercial and residential 
development than the Proposed Project and as a result the Project Area would not transform into 
a premier transit-oriented mixed-use district with this alternative. The limited overall development 
within the Project Area under the No Action Alternative would not be consistent with broader land 
use trends for high density commercial development in areas of Manhattan adjacent to transit hubs, 
such as the areas adjacent to Grand Central Terminal and would not contain additional entrances 
to Penn Station at-grade and additional passages connecting the train station to transit below grade, 
except at Site 4, where a new Penn Station entrance would be provided. Furthermore, existing 
buildings in the Project Area not subject to redevelopment under this alternative are expected to 
remain in their current predominantly commercial uses, but would likely be of lower quality as 
the office stock and retail spaces continue to age, and the area may become less desirable as a 
commercial office district. 

Neither the Proposed Project nor the No Action Alternative would adversely affect the land use 
character of the primary or secondary study area and would not result in significant adverse land 
use impacts in either the Phase 1 or Phase 2 analysis years. Additionally, neither the Proposed 
Project nor the No Action Alternative would directly displace any land uses so as to adversely 
affect surrounding land uses, nor would they generate land uses that would be incompatible with 
surrounding land uses, zoning, or public policies. However, under the No Action Alternative the 
Project Area would experience limited new development and the No Action Alternative would not 
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address substandard and insanitary conditions on the sites not subject to redevelopment. The 
Project Area would continue to be characterized by outmoded office buildings, low quality retail 
offerings, congested sidewalks, and limited publicly accessible open space, and both the above- 
and below-grade public realm would remain substandard and a deterrent to redevelopment. Unlike 
the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not enhance the above-grade and below-
grade pedestrian circulation network connecting to the Penn Station complex and would not 
generate revenue for much-needed public transportation improvements at Penn Station and area 
subway stations. The No Action Alternative would also not support the potential expansion of 
Penn Station that is needed to serve New York’s future transportation and economic needs. Unlike 
the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not reinvigorate the Project Area by 
creating a modern, transit-oriented commercial district centered around Penn Station that would 
help create a corridor of high-density, predominantly commercial uses linking the Midtown 
Central Business District, Penn Station, and Hudson Yards.  

The No Action Alternative would not provide any new overrides of the existing zoning of the 
Project Area, which limits the development potential of the Project Area. The Project Area consists 
primarily of C6 and M1 zoning districts, and lacks a cohesive zoning framework to encourage 
high-density commercial or residential development appropriate to its location surrounding Penn 
Station. Under the No Action Alternative, the existing zoning would not be overridden (except on 
Site 4, pursuant to the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project GPP) and 
therefore the maximum permitted commercial density under the existing zoning (5.0 to 19.5 FAR 
in the Project Area) would remain substantially lower than the highest allowable commercial 
density in the adjacent Special Hudson Yard District (33 FAR) and in the Special Midtown District 
East Midtown Subdistrict (30 FAR). As a result, the No Action Alternative would not complement 
the long-term essential infrastructure investments in the Project Area (e.g., Moynihan Train Hall, 
East End Gateway, and the LIRR Concourse project) by failing to make improvements to the 
connecting transit infrastructure that would enable a modern intermodal transit system nor 
maximize development potential around these investments. In particular, with the No Action 
Alternative the existing M1-5 and M1-6 zoning (which permits a maximum commercial FAR of 
5.0 and 10.0, respectively) in portions of the Project Area would remain, which would be reflective 
of historic land use in this area of Manhattan and inconsistent with the Project Area’s location 
adjacent to Penn Station and the modern, high density commercial uses that are now typical in 
these areas. 

With respect to public policy, the No Action Alternative would do far less than the Proposed 
Project to further public policies intended to promote sustainability, walkability, transit, 
employment, and economic development. For example, the Proposed Project would facilitate 
transit-oriented development surrounding Penn Station and locate residents and workers in an area 
that contains retail and other amenities, promoting walkability. This would be consistent with the 
strategies in the Draft Scoping Plan released pursuant to the New York State Climate Leadership 
and Community Protection Act (CLCPA), which calls for actions by ESD and other state and 
municipal authorities and agencies to encourage “mobility-oriented development.” These 
strategies aim to reach GHG emissions reduction requirements by emphasizing smart growth land 
use policies and a coordinated investment in and around mobility centers such as Penn Station. 
Unlike the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not be consistent with these 
policies. As noted above, the No Action Alternative would not address substandard and insanitary 
conditions on the sites not subject to redevelopment, nor would it be supportive of the City’s policy 
of encouraging high-density development in areas with significant mass transit access.  
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SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Neither the Proposed Project nor the No Action Alternative would result in significant adverse 
impacts due to direct residential displacement. However, unlike the Proposed Project, the No 
Action Alternative would not displace any residents on Sites 1, 2, and 3. 

The No Action Alternative, unlike the Proposed Project, would not displace any businesses or 
institutional uses on Sites 1, 2, or 3. The No Action Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would 
result in the direct displacement of businesses located on Sites 4, and 5, and 73. As with the 
Proposed Project, the overall business and institutional displacement associated with the No 
Action Alternative would not cause a significant adverse direct business and institutional 
displacement impact because the potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide goods 
and services that would still be found within the ¼-mile study area and would continue to be 
available to local residents and businesses. None of the businesses or institutions serve a customer 
base that is uniquely dependent upon their location within the ¼-mile study area, nor are they 
subject to regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, or otherwise 
protecting them in their current location. As with the Proposed Project, the potentially displaced 
businesses under the No Action Alternative would be able to find comparable space within the ¼-
mile study area or the City at large.4 For example, the new developments under the No Action 
Alternative would replace lost Accommodation and Food Services and Retail Trade employment 
with Site 4 development providing newer hotel and retail offerings. However, under the No Action 
Alternative, the amount of new commercial space would be substantially less than with the 
Proposed Project, creating fewer opportunities for new businesses within the Project Area. 

The new office buildings on Sites 5 and 7 would attract a mix of businesses similar to those that 
exist in the Project Area today, including Professional, Scientific, and Technical service sector 
firms and Information and Technology sector firms. However, the No Action Alternative would 
result in substantially less overall development than the Proposed Project, with development 
occurring only on Sites 4, 5, and 7. The remaining development sites (Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8) would 
not be redeveloped. As such, the No Action Alternative would not provide as much modern office, 
retail, and hotel space as the Proposed Project in an area of the City where the commercial building 
stock is aging and in need of revitalization. The buildings on these sites would continue to age, 
and the office stock in the Project Area may become less desirable as a commercial office hub 
even with transportation improvements. Tenants seeking more updated office stock with amenities 
may opt for neighboring real estate markets with more updated offerings, such as Hudson Yards 
or Midtown East. As described in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” data on office vacancy 
and availability show that the office market in Hudson Yards has lower vacancy rates than other 
office submarkets in the study area. Class A office space has performed particularly well. The 
desirability of Hudson Yards office space can be linked to flight to quality (Class A and trophy 
assets) amongst companies. Class A and trophy office spaces have lower vacancy than Class B 
and C buildings due in part to stronger and more financially resilient tenant rosters, more desirable 
amenities, and modern technologies and layouts that improve office health and safety. As “work 
from home” and hybrid work remain popular options for many workplaces, office spaces and 
workplaces must adapt to meet the needs and desires of their employees. These needs include 

 
3 Hotel Pennsylvania, located on Site 7, closed in May 2020 and it is currently undergoing demolition.  
4 According to CoStar Q4 2019, the office vacancy rates for Midtown Manhattan and Manhattan at large 

were both approximately 8.1 percent. As of Q1 2022, the office vacancy rate for Midtown Manhattan 
was 12.4 percent and the office vacancy rate for Manhattan at large was 12.3 percent. 
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more spacious layouts that encourage collaboration, modern amenities, and proximity to transit 
centers and many older office buildings cannot be adequately renovated to meet these needs.5  

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would result in new residential develop-
ment—630 dwelling units, of which approximately 20 percent (126 units) would be affordable. In 
comparison, the Proposed Project would include up to 1,798 residential units, of which 30 percent 
(up to 540 units) would be permanently affordable. Based on market-rate rents in the ¼-mile study 
area, the household incomes of residents in market-rate units would average $221,353 (see Chapter 
4, Table 4-12). Assuming the affordable units would be affordable to households earning an 
average of 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI), the average income of residents in 
affordable units would be approximately $81,259.6 In total, the No Action Alternative would be 
expected to introduce a population with an average household income of $193,334. This is higher 
than existing average household income in the ¼-mile socioeconomic study area ($144,615 in 
2018) but would mirror existing neighborhood trends of increasing rents and household incomes. 
Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant 
adverse impacts due to indirect residential displacement. 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant indirect 
business or institutional displacement impacts. In general, existing businesses would benefit from 
the larger customer base that would be created by the worker and visitor populations introduced 
by the No Action Alternative, but to a much smaller extent than with the Proposed Project. While 
the introduction of new workers and visitors could alter existing economic patterns in certain 
portions of the study area, these changes would not lead to a substantial amount of indirect 
business or institutional displacement. Although the No Action Alternative would directly displace 
employees, like the Proposed Project it would support new permanent jobs within the Project Area. 
Existing businesses could capitalize on new demand from the worker population such that an 
increase in sales and services rendered could offset potential increased rents. In addition, as with 
the Proposed Project, neighboring submarkets are either consistent in development trends with the 
No Action Alternative, or are well-established commercial districts that have remained relatively 
stable within the Midtown market.  

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on business conditions in any specific industry or any category of businesses. The No 
Action Alternative would support fewer new, permanent direct and indirect jobs in New York City 
and New York State that would produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York City and New 
York State, including income and sales tax revenues. Like the Proposed Project, the No Action 
Alternative would enable greater business activity for current and new establishments located in 
and around Penn Station, but less so than the Proposed Project. Additionally, like the Proposed 
Project, residential development under No Action Alternative would add a new population to the 
area. These residents would spend a portion of their incomes on sales-tax-applicable items and 

 
5 Cushman & Wakefield, Hudson Yards Financing District Development and Revenue Report, September 

2021. HYIC Hudson Yards Revenue Bonds Fiscal 2022 Series A, Hudson Yards Infrastructure 
Corporation (msrb.org) 

6 New York City AMIs are calculated yearly by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD). The estimated income for a single person household at 80 percent of AMI is $74,720; the 
estimated income for a two-person household at 80 percent AMI is $85,440. HUD updates AMI annually. 
This analysis uses 2022 AMI and recent market rents to provide a snapshot of the housing market in 
2022. 

https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf
https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf
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would generate fiscal benefits to both New York City and New York State, but not nearly to the 
extent of the Proposed Project. 

As the No Action Alternative assumes the Penn Station expansion would not occur, the new direct and 
indirect construction-related employment in New York City and New York State that would be 
generated with the Proposed Project would not occur. Additionally, the construction-related 
employment that would generate wages and annual economic activity in New York City and New 
York State would not occur under this alternative. The No Action Alternative would not increase the 
rail capacity needed to accommodate projected future ridership levels and associated economic growth.  

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse im-
pacts on public schools, libraries, outpatient health care facilities, and police and fire protection. 
Because the No Action Alternative would include residential development on Site 4 (630 units, 
including 126 affordable units), it would generate demand for public schools, libraries, and early 
childhood programs; however, this demand would not be expected to result in significant adverse 
impacts to these community facilities and services. In comparison, the Proposed Project would 
include substantially more residential use (up to 1,798 units), and this demand would result in 
significant adverse impacts to early childhood programs, which could be mitigated by including 
an early childhood program facility or facilities in the planning for the Proposed Project 
development. Unlike the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in the 
displacement of the existing Antonio Olivieri Drop-In Center, St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic 
Church, Campus Education (an English language training school), and the non-profit organization 
Lithuanian Alliance of America (see “Other Community Facilities” in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities”). As discussed in Chapter 5, the displacement of these other community facilities would 
not result in significant adverse impacts to community facilities under the Proposed Project 
because comparable services are provided by other organizations and institutions in the vicinity 
of the Project Area. 

In the No Action Alternative, traffic would increase in the vicinity of the Project Area from general 
background growth; other new development in the area; and the new development that would 
occur on Sites 4, 5, and 7 (refer to the discussion in “Transportation” below). Like the Proposed 
Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in adverse effects on the provision of 
emergency response services due to the geographic distribution of New York City Police 
Department (NYPD) and New York City Fire Department (FDNY) facilities in the vicinity of the 
Project Area and their respective coverage areas. 

OPEN SPACE 

Under the No Action Alternative, unlike the Proposed Project, the development of Site 5 would 
not result in the displacement of the east plaza on the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative would not result in the direct impact to open space that would occur with the Proposed 
Project. However, the No Action Alternative also would not introduce the new plaza space on Site 
2 that would occur with the Proposed Project. As a result, there would be less open space in the 
open space study areas with the No Action Alternative as compared to the Proposed Project.  

In terms of open space ratios, as shown in Tables 21-2 and 21-3, the open space ratios for the 
commercial (¼-mile) study area for the No Action Alternative—in contrast to the Proposed 
Project—would not result in significant adverse effects on the worker population, rather the ratios 
would be similar in 2033 and higher in 2044 as compared to conditions with the Proposed Project. 
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Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would introduce a residential population that 
would generate demand for open space within a ½ mile of the Project Area. The open space ratios 
for the residential (½-mile) study area with the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Project 
would be below the guidelines for total and active open space (passive ratios would be above the 
guidelines). However, like the Proposed Project, the additional population introduced under the 
No Action Alternative would result in only a small change in the residential study area open space 
ratios, and therefore the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant adverse impact to 
open space.  

Table 21-2 
Comparison of No Action Alternative and 

Proposed Project Open Space Ratios—2033 

Ratio DCP Open Space Guideline 
Open Space Ratios 

No Action Alternative Proposed Project 
Non-Residential (¼-Mile) Study Area 

Passive/Workers 0.15 0.034 0.034 

Passive/Total Population Weighted 0.030 0.030 0.19 
Residential (½-Mile) Study Area 

Total/Residents 2.5 0.823 0.818 
Passive/Residents 0.5 0.601 0.597 
Active/Residents 2.0 0.222 0.221 

Notes: Ratios in acres per 1,000 people. 
* Weighted average combining 0.15 acres per 1,000 non-residents and 0.50 acres per 1,000 residents and varies between 

worker and residential study areas.  
 

Table 21-3 
Comparison of No Action Alternative and 

Proposed Project Open Space Ratios—2044 

Ratio DCP Open Space Guideline 
Open Space Ratios 

No Action Alternative Proposed Project 
Non-Residential (¼-Mile) Study Area 

Passive/Workers 0.15 0.034 0.031* 

Passive/Total Population Weighted 0.030 0.029* 0.18 
Residential (½-Mile) Study Area 

Total/Residents 2.5 0.813 0.806 
Passive/Residents 0.5 0.594 0.589 
Active/Residents 2.0 0.219 0.216 

Notes: Ratios in acres per 1,000 people. 
            *The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to open spaces in the non-residential study area in 2044. 
See Chapter 5, “Open Space.” 

 

As described above, with the No Action Alternative, there would be no significant adverse impacts 
to open space in either the residential or non-residential study areas in the 2033 or 2044 analysis 
years. 
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SHADOWS 

Under the No Action Alternative, by the 2033 analysis year, Site 4 and 7 would be developed with 
buildings with heights of approximately 675 feet and 700 feet, respectively. Development in 2033 
with the Proposed Project (Sites 1, 4, and 7) would result in significant adverse impacts to the 
Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS, and the skylights and Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley 
Building. The No Action Alternative does not include development on Site 1, and while 
development on Sites 4 and 7 under the No Action Alternative would cast limited incremental 
shadows (compared with existing conditions) on these adjacent and nearby sunlight-sensitive 
resources, these incremental shadows would not result in significant adverse shadow impacts.  

In 2044, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow to nine sunlight-sensitive 
open space and historic architectural resources (including the two significantly impacted in Phase 
1). The No Action Alternative, with substantially less development (only on Sites 4, 5, and 7) 
would cast incremental shadows on adjacent and nearby sunlight-sensitive resources, primarily 
Plaza 33 and 1 Penn Plaza in the spring and fall. However, these incremental shadows would be 
more limited in extent and duration and, unlike the Proposed Project, would not result in any 
significant adverse shadow impacts.  

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

There are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. Therefore, as with the 
Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts on 
archaeological resources in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis years. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

2033 Analysis Year 
In the 2033 analysis year, as the No Action Alternative would not include the potential below-
grade expansion of Penn Station, it would not result in the direct impacts from the removal of six 
architectural resources currently located on those sites, that would be removed for the potential 
expansion (in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a southern 
expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process). As with the Proposed Project, the No 
Action Alternative would result in the direct impact on Site 7 (the S/NR-eligible Hotel 
Pennsylvania) that would be demolished to allow for new commercial development on that site. 
As this development would occur as of right, measures to mitigate this impact would not be 
required. 

Construction on Site 7 under the No Action Alternative could result in the same potential for 
impacts identified with the Proposed Project from accidental construction damage to the S/NR-
eligible and NYCL-eligible former Equitable Life Assurance Company. Similarly, Site 4 would 
be redeveloped under the No Action Alternative by the 2033 analysis year, and construction on 
this site could result in accidental construction damage to Madison Square Garden and Penn 
Station, which are located within 90 feet and are contributing components of the Penn Plaza 
architectural resource (B, S/NR-eligible). As with the Proposed Project, ESD would likely require 
a CPP for Madison Square Garden and Penn Station under SHPA in connection with the No Action 
development of Site 4. Absent a CPP, these resources would be offered some protection through 
DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 21-14  

By the 2033 analysis year, development of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical 
impacts on 14 architectural resources (including the three listed above that could be impacted by 
construction on Sites 4 and 7) that are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities, 
close enough to potentially experience adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne 
construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction 
machinery. These impacts would occur as a result of construction on Sites 1, 2, and 3, 4, and 7. 
As the No Action Alternative would not include construction on Sites 1, 2, and 3, the potential 
construction-related impacts of the Proposed Project due to construction on those sites would not 
occur.  

2044 Analysis Year 
The Proposed Project’s significant adverse impact with respect to the possible demolition of the 
copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge spanning from Site 8 across West 32nd Street would not occur 
under the No Action alternative, as it is assumed that Site 8 would remain as in existing conditions. 

Site 5 would be redeveloped under the No Action Alternative by the 2044 analysis year, and 
construction on this site could result in accidental construction damage to Penn Station (S/NR-
eligible), and the plaza portion of 2 Penn Plaza (S/NR-eligible) which are located within 90 feet. 
Unlike the Proposed Project, under the No Action Alternative, a CPP to protect these resources 
would not be required or implemented in coordination with OPRHP and LPC. However, these 
resources would be offered some protection through DOB controls governing the protection of 
adjacent properties from construction activities. 

By the 2044 analysis year, development of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical 
impacts on 15 architectural resources (including the two listed above that could be impacted by 
construction on Site 5) that are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities, from 
construction activities on Sites 2, 3, 5, and 8. As the No Action Alternative would not include 
construction on Sites 2, 3, and 8, the potential construction-related impacts of the Proposed Project 
due to construction on those sites would not occur. 

Unlike the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
shadows impacts on four architectural resources in the primary and secondary study areas and one 
architectural resource that is located north of the secondary study area. In addition, the No Action 
Alternative would not result in the significant adverse visual impacts of the Proposed Project’s 
partial obstruction of views east and northeast towards the Empire State Building. With the 
Proposed Project, this impact would occur as a result of development on Sites 2, 5, and 6, and 
Sites 2 and 6 would not be redeveloped under the No Action Alternative. 

Unlike the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not include the expansion of Penn 
Station. Therefore, it would not involve separate actions and approvals by the involved public 
transportation agencies, or be subject to separate environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), or evaluation in accordance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department 
of Transportation Act.  

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Under the No Action Alternative, Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 would remain unchanged from existing 
conditions, and development would occur pursuant to existing zoning or previous approvals on 
Sites 4, 5, and 7. The No Action Alternative assumes that Penn Station would not be expanded 
and most of the public transportation and public realm improvements would not be implemented. 
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Development under the No Action Alternative would be in accordance with existing zoning or 
previous approvals. The building on Site 4 would be slightly taller than that of the Proposed Project 
under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, but substantially shorter under the Maximum 
Residential Scenario. The buildings on Sites 5 and 7 would be substantially shorter than those of 
the Proposed Project. 

URBAN DESIGN 

As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to urban design in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis years. In 2033, the development on 
Sites 4 and 7 would occur and, like the Proposed Project, would be in keeping with the urban 
design of the secondary study area. Unlike the Proposed Project, under the No Action Alternative, 
Sites 2 and 3 would not be cleared of buildings (except for the new service building for Penn 
Station and entrances to the potential Penn Station expansion) in the 2033 analysis year. 

The No Action Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would also not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to urban design in the 2044 analysis year. The No Action Alternative would not 
alter the location and arrangement of streets, street hierarchy, or block shapes in the secondary 
study area. With the Proposed Project, the proposed widened sidewalks adjacent to the develop-
ment sites and potential landscaping and other potential pedestrian amenities that could be 
included in the public space required at each development site, as well as proposed landscaping 
and trees on the proposed shared streets would provide plantings and publicly accessible spaces 
for pedestrians to utilize and enjoy. The No Action Alternative would not include widened 
sidewalks, shared streets, or the new public spaces of the Proposed Project that would serve 
pedestrians circulating through the Project Area. 

As with the Proposed Project, under the No Action Alternative, the anticipated building massings 
would be consistent with the urban design of the larger, taller, and more recent buildings 
constructed (i.e., in the second half of the 20th century or buildings recently built or under 
construction within the past 20 years) in the secondary study area. As with the Proposed Project, 
the buildings developed under the No Action Alternative would be consistent with trends in the 
secondary study area that have included and continue to include the development of tall, large 
buildings. Like the Proposed Project, when viewed in context with other tall towers visible to 
pedestrians within and outside the primary and secondary study areas, the buildings developed under 
the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts to the pedestrian 
experience. However, the No Action Alternative, unlike the Proposed Project, would perpetuate 
existing conditions that detract from the overall visual character and urban design of the Project 
Area. The Project Area would experience limited new development with the No Action 
Alternative and therefore would continue to be characterized by outmoded office buildings, low 
quality retail offerings, congested sidewalks, and limited publicly accessible open space. The No 
Action Alternative would not address substandard and insanitary conditions on the sites not subject 
to redevelopment, and the building stock on these sites would continue to age. The Project Area 
would continue to lack a cohesive zoning framework to encourage high-density commercial 
development appropriate to its location surrounding Penn Station. Furthermore, the No Action 
Alternative would not be as responsive to the design needs of modern mixed-use buildings as the 
Proposed Project, as it would continue to be subject to the bulk and design controls of existing 
zoning.  
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VISUAL RESOURCES 

As the No Action Alternative would not include development on Site 2, the demolition of the 
Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2 would not occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s 
significant adverse impact with respect to this resource would not occur with the No Action 
Alternative. Similarly, the Proposed Project’s significant adverse impact with respect to the 
possible demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge connected to the existing building 
on Site 8 and spanning across West 32nd Street would not occur under this alternative, as it is 
assumed that Site 8 would remain as in existing conditions. In addition, the No Action Alternative 
would not result in the obstruction of certain views east and northeast towards the Empire State 
Building in the 2044 analysis year, which would constitute a significant adverse impact to visual 
resources with the Proposed Project. This impact would occur as a result of development on Sites 
2, 5, and 6 with the Proposed Project, and development on Sites 2 and 6 is not anticipated under 
the No Action Alternative. However, like the Proposed Project, the No Action building on Site 4 
will also partially obstruct distant views to the Empire State Building from Hudson River Park at 
the foot of West 34th Street. Unlike the Proposed Project, the No Action building on Site 5 would 
not obstruct views of the Empire State Building. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Sites 4, 5, and 7 are expected to undergo redevelopment under the No Action Alternative, and 
there is the potential for exposure of construction workers and nearby residents to hazardous 
material contamination during demolition of the existing structures, excavation, and construction 
of the new buildings.  

It is expected that any development on Site 4, which would occur in accordance with previous 
approvals through the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project GPP, would 
be subject to the pre-construction surveys and Health and Safety Plans for demolition and 
construction specified in the SEQRA Findings Statement for that project. In the No Action 
Alternative, Sites 5 and 7 would not be subject to these requirements. Therefore, soil disturbance 
on Sites 5 and 7 would not necessarily be conducted in accordance with these procedures (e.g., 
testing before commencing excavation and implementing health and safety plans during 
construction).However, for both Sites 5 and 7, the local, state, and federal regulatory requirements 
pertaining to any identified petroleum tanks and/or spills, requirements for disturbance and 
handling of suspect lead-based paint (LBP) and asbestos-containing materials (ACMs), and 
requirements for off-site disposal of soil/fill would need to be followed.  

Under the No Action Alternative, the amount of soil disturbance would be less than that associated 
with the Proposed Project, and controls would, at a minimum, comply with applicable legal 
requirements, but may potentially be less stringent than with the Proposed Project. As with the 
Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts with 
respect to hazardous materials. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on the City’s water supply, wastewater treatment, or stormwater management infrastruc-
ture in either analysis year. The No Action Alternative would include substantially less overall 
development than the Proposed Project, resulting in less overall water demand and sanitary flow 
to the combined sewer system. Under the No Action Alternative in the 2044 analysis year, the 
overall volume of stormwater runoff is anticipated to be substantially the same as with the 
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Proposed Project. Additionally, like the Proposed Project, the new buildings in the No Action 
Alternative would implement DEP design standards, reducing the peak stormwater runoff rate 
from the development sites. With the incorporation of selected best management practices (BMPs) 
(specifically on-site detention), the peak stormwater runoff rates for the No Action Alternative are 
expected to be reduced as compared to existing conditions but would be higher than conditions 
with the Proposed Project across the eight development sites because the existing buildings, unlike 
the Proposed Project, would not be subject to DEP’s Unified Stormwater Rule. In addition, with 
the use of low-flow plumbing fixtures, the sanitary sewer flow for the No Action Alternative is 
expected to be reduced as compared to existing conditions. Like the Proposed Project, the No 
Action Alternative is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of combined 
sewer overflow (CSO) events. 

SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES 

Neither the Proposed Project nor the No Action Alternative would result in significant adverse 
impacts on solid waste and sanitation services in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis years. In 
addition, the No Action Alternative would not directly affect a solid waste management facility. 
With substantially less development than the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would 
result in less overall solid waste generated. The No Action Alternative would result in less 
residential and commercial solid waste than the Proposed Project. However, as with the Proposed 
Project, these increases in solid waste generation over existing conditions would be a negligible 
increase relative to the amount of solid waste handled by the City of New York Department of 
Sanitation (DSNY) or the by private carters per day.7 As such, the No Action Alternative would 
not result in an increase in solid waste that would overburden available waste management 
capacity and there would be no significant adverse impact to solid waste. The No Action 
Alternative would not conflict with, or require any amendment to, the City’s solid waste 
management objectives as stated in the City’s Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). 

ENERGY 

As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant adverse 
impact related to energy in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis year. With significantly less 
development than the Proposed Action, the No Action Alternative would result in less overall 
energy use. In addition, the No Action Alternative would be required to comply with the New 
York City Energy Conservation Code (NYCECC), which imposes performance requirements for 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, as well as the exterior building 
envelope of new buildings. In compliance with this code, new development must meet standards 
for energy conservation, which include requirements relating to energy efficiency and combined 
thermal transmittance. Therefore, like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not 
result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Under the No Action Alternative, the significant adverse traffic, transit, and pedestrian impacts 
resulting from the Proposed Project would not occur and there would be no parking shortfalls 
within ¼-mile of the Project Area. With this alternative, traffic and pedestrian volumes in the study 
area would increase due to the No Action developments on Sites 4, 5, and 7; general background 

 
7 About DSNY: https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/about, accessed July 2020. 
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growth; and other planned developments in the study area. Since the Project Area is centrally 
located in Manhattan and characterized by extremely high and often congested levels of activities 
including traffic and pedestrians, the traffic and pedestrian volume increases under this alternative 
are expected to further worsen congestion levels in the study area. The No Action Alternative 
assumes the transit improvements and public realm improvements would not be implemented 
except for the new Penn Station entrance as part of the Site 4 as-of-right development. This 
alternative would also not provide a potential source of funding for the potential Penn Station 
expansion and reconstruction.  

As detailed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the 2044 No Action Alternative would have up to 
198 congested lane groups (i.e., operating at LOS E or F) during any one analysis peak hour 
compared to up to 224 congested lane groups in the 2044 With Action condition for the Proposed 
Project. Even without project-generated trips with the Proposed Project, there would be a 
degradation of operations over existing conditions attributed to additional trips generated by other 
development projects within and surrounding the Project Area and changes to the roadway 
network. With the Proposed Project, there would not be any improvements that are expected to 
enhance roadway capacities. As a result, the overall operations at study area intersections are 
projected to be notably worse with the Proposed Project than under the No Action Alternative. 

For transit, out of the 101 subway station analysis elements across the three 34th Street subway 
stations, there would be up to 29 analysis elements at congested levels of service (LOS D/E/F) 
during one or more analysis peak hour under the No Action Alternative, compared to up to 29 
analysis elements under the Proposed Project. In terms of subway lines, two fewer subway lines 
would operate above capacity in the No Action Alternative as compared to the Proposed Project. 
Compared to existing conditions, the No Action Alternative can be characterized by an increase 
in congested subway station elements and subway lines, making the transit experience generally 
less comfortable and convenient than during existing conditions. Under the Proposed Project, the 
proposed underground transit improvements and resulting commuter rail and subway passenger 
diversions would alleviate some of the congestion levels that would be experienced under the No 
Action Alternative, but overall, among all elements in the transit study area, the number of 
congested subway station elements and subway lines would be slightly greater.  

For pedestrians, out of the 272 pedestrian analysis elements, there would be up to 76 analysis 
elements operating at congested levels of service (LOS E/F) during one or more analysis peak 
hours under the No Action Alternative, compared to up to 96 analysis elements under the Proposed 
Project. Compared to existing conditions, the No Action Alternative can be characterized by an 
increase in congested pedestrian elements, making the pedestrian experience in the study area 
generally less comfortable and convenient than during existing conditions. Under the Proposed 
Project, the proposed underground transit improvements and resulting commuter rail and subway 
passenger diversions and some sidewalk widenings related to the redevelopment of the project 
sites would alleviate these congestion levels that would be experienced under the No Action 
alternative, but overall, among all elements in the pedestrian study area, the number of congested 
pedestrian elements would be slightly greater. 

Overall, the No Action Alternative would not result in the incremental trips generated by the 
Proposed Project, and with lower overall traffic and pedestrian volumes than the Proposed Project, 
the No Action Alternative would not result in the significant adverse traffic, transit, and pedestrian 
impacts that would occur with the Proposed Project. 
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AIR QUALITY 

The No Action Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips and lower mobile source emissions 
than the Proposed Project, and the parking garages on Sites 6 and 8 would not be constructed. Like 
the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in the significant adverse air 
quality impacts due to mobile sources of emissions. The No Action Alternative would result 
incremental pollutant emissions from new heat and hot water systems at Sites 4, 5, and 7, which 
would not be required to have fully electric systems, unlike the Proposed Project. Like the 
Proposed Project, there would be no potential for significant adverse air quality impacts from 
heating and hot water systems for the No Action Alternative; however, the air quality restrictions 
on air intakes on portions of Sites 4, 5 and 7 due to emissions from the existing combined heat and 
power (CHP) plant at 1 Penn Plaza would not be required.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

As discussed in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” the climate change analysis differs 
from most other technical areas in that it does not account for only the increment between the 
condition with and without the Proposed Project; instead, the focus is on the total emissions 
associated with the uses and on the effect of measures to reduce those emissions. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, most buildings over 25,000 square feet under the No Action 
Alternative (existing and No Action Alternative buildings on Sites 1 through 8) would be required 
to comply with Local Law 97 (as it may be clarified or amended over time), or be subject to 
prescribed financial penalties (as further explained in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”). 
Smaller buildings (less than 25,000 square feet) existing on Sites 1 through 8 and in the Project 
Area would not be required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from their current rates. Since the 
total square footage of the existing and No Action Alternative buildings would be smaller than the 
development with the Proposed Project, the building greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated 
with the No Action Alternative may be less than the Proposed Project. Similarly, under the No 
Action Alternative there would be less construction activity due to the smaller development size 
and construction emissions and embedded carbon would be less than under the Proposed Project. 
However, the GPP requires the use of fully electric heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) and hot water systems as well compliance with the CMA in future years. Therefore, 
operational building GHG emissions would be minimized with the Proposed Project and would 
be significantly or completely reduced as both New York City and New York State make progress 
towards achieving 100 percent renewable electric grids and would offset higher construction 
emissions. 

As the No Action Alternative would result in less development than the Proposed Project, it is 
assumed that some of the region’s growth that would be accommodated under the Proposed 
Project would instead occur in areas outside of the Project Area under the No Action Alternative. 
New York State’s Draft Scoping Plan under the CLCPA prioritizes the promotion of “mobility-
oriented development” within the state and makes the specific recommendation that ESD should 
“designate priority development areas to concentrate development and make it easier to build in 
areas that facilitate low-carbon transportation modes.” Constructing high-density mobility-oriented 
development near transit results in more efficient use of land—if most users of the development 
are commuting by transit, less space is required for parking and less vehicular traffic is generated 
on a per capita basis. Locating high-density mobility-oriented uses near transit also ensures that 
ridership will be high. Since the Project Area is exactly such an area, the No Action Alternative 
would not be consistent with this recommendation. Additionally, without the potential expansion 
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of Penn Station the No Action Alternative would likely result in increased GHG emissions 
associated with regional transportation. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is anticipated to 
result in higher indirect GHG emissions than the Proposed Project associated with travel. 

NOISE 

As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not have the potential to result in 
significant adverse noise impacts in the 2033 analysis year. As described in Chapter 17, “Noise,” 
in the 2044 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse noise impacts at 
receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, along West 31st Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. These 
operational noise impacts are projected to occur upon the completion and occupancy of 
approximately 4.75 million gsf of office space on the proposed development sites. As the No 
Action Alternative would only include the development of approximately 1.4 million gsf of office 
space, it is expected that the noise impacts of the Proposed Project would not occur under the No 
Action Alternative.  

Under the No Action Alternative, up to 35 dBA window/wall attenuation at Site 4 would be 
required per previous approvals through the Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement 
Project GPP. Unlike the Proposed Project, window/wall attenuation would not be required at Sites 
5 and 7 under the No Action Alternative, although new commercial office construction would be 
expected to achieve the same attenuation requirements as the Proposed Project. As with the 
Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in any significant adverse impacts 
at the newly introduced noise receptors. 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to public health.  

As described in the relevant analyses in this chapter, the No Action Alternative would not result 
in unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of hazardous materials, water quality, or 
air quality, and therefore would not have the potential for a public health impact related to these 
technical areas. As noted under “Construction,” like the Proposed Project, construction activities 
for the No Action Alternative would have the potential to result in unmitigated significant adverse 
noise impacts at several sensitive receptor locations, as defined by CEQR Technical Manual 
thresholds, during certain phases of project construction. As with the Proposed Project, under the 
No Action Alternative, the predicted noise exposure that would be experienced by people 
inhabiting affected areas would be comparable to existing noise exposure at other nearby areas, 
and it would not exceed the threshold that would be expected to result in health effects. Therefore, 
the No Action Alternative’s unmitigated noise impacts would not result in a significant adverse 
public health impact. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Like the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on neighborhood character. As discussed in Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the 
defining features of neighborhood character are a mixture of several high-density commercial 
buildings and lower-scale (and, in some cases, historic) commercial buildings and transportation 
infrastructure; high levels of pedestrian and vehicular activity and associated noise; and a varied 
neighborhood context with smaller buildings interspersed among taller buildings and iconic New 
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York City landmarks. Unlike the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not enhance 
existing neighborhood character by reinforcing these defining features while improving pedestrian 
facilities and transit accessibility. The No Action Alternative would not include the public realm 
or transportation improvements associated with the Proposed Project. It would do little to address 
the substandard conditions in the Project Area, as it would not facilitate redevelopment to create 
a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district in place of the outmoded commercial, residential, 
and industrial buildings currently in the Project Area, nor would it introduce much-needed public 
transportation and public realm improvements in the area, and/or support the reconstruction and 
potential expansion of Penn Station.  

As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts to land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; or urban design. It 
would also not result in the Proposed Project’ significant adverse impacts with respect to shadows, 
visual resources, transportation and noise. The No Action Alternative would, however, result in 
significant adverse impacts to historic resources. As with the Proposed Project, these impacts 
would not result in a significant adverse impact to the defining elements of neighborhood 
character. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The amount of new construction under the No Action Alternative would be substantially less than 
that for the Proposed Project. Specifically, under the No Action Alternative, the development sizes 
at Sites 5 and 7 would be less than those for the Proposed Project and no construction would occur 
on Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8, as the existing buildings on these sites would remain in their current 
condition.  

With the No Action Alternative, it is anticipated that construction would be much smaller in scale 
and of a shorter duration than what would be undertaken for the Proposed Project. Therefore, the 
No Action Alternative would not generate as much temporary construction disruption as compared 
to the Proposed Project. However, construction activities associated with the No Action Alterna-
tive could still increase traffic congestion at a number of intersections near the Project Area. In 
addition, development at Sites 4, 5, and 7 under the No Action Alternative would require a com-
parable level of demolition, excavation, and foundation construction work to that of the Proposed 
Project, which would result in comparable maximum construction noise levels for a comparable 
duration at receptors near these development sites. Consequently, maximum interior noise levels 
at these receptors would be comparable to those predicted for the Proposed Project, i.e., up to 
approximately 17 dBA greater than the level considered acceptable according to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure guidelines. Therefore, similar to the Proposed Project, the No Action 
Alternative would have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts with respect to 
construction noise. As construction of the No Action Alternative on Sites 5 and 7 can occur as-of-
right without any discretionary approvals, the mitigation measures proposed under the Proposed 
Project would not be implemented and potential effects would remain unmitigated.  

Unlike the Proposed Project, the potential expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
not occur under the No Action Alternative. Sites 1, 2, and 3 would not be redeveloped or subject 
to long-term construction activity under this alternative. Therefore, the significant adverse 
localized neighborhood character impacts in the immediate vicinity of these sites that would occur 
with the Proposed Project would not occur with this alternative. 
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CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Consideration of the No Action Alternative is mandated by SEQRA and is intended to provide the 
lead and involved agencies with an assessment of the expected environmental impacts of no action 
on their part. Under the No Action Alternative, Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 would remain unchanged 
from existing conditions. As-of-right development would occur on Sites 5 and 7 and development 
pursuant to a prior ESD approval would occur on Site 4. The No Action Alternative assumes that 
Penn Station would not be expanded and most of the public transportation and public realm 
improvements would not be implemented. Accordingly, this alternative would not support the 
creation of a modern intermodal hub supporting the New York economy. 

The potential for significant adverse impacts anticipated for the Proposed Project would not occur 
with the No Action Alternative, except in the areas of historic resources and construction noise. 
As with the Proposed Project, the No Action Alternative would result in the direct impact on Site 
7 due to the demolition of Hotel Pennsylvania to allow for new commercial development on that 
site. Additionally, construction on Site 7 under the No Action Alternative could result in the same 
potential for impacts identified with the Proposed Project to the S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible 
former Equitable Life Assurance Company.8 Similarly, construction on Site 4 under the No Action 
Alternative could result in accidental construction damage to Madison Square Garden and Penn 
Station, which are located within 90 feet and are contributing components of the Penn Plaza 
architectural resource (B, S/NR-eligible). As with the Proposed Project, ESD would likely require 
a CPP for Madison Square Garden and Penn Station under SHPA in connection with the No Action 
development of Site 4. Absent a CPP, these resources would be offered some protection through 
DOB controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities.  

Furthermore, although the No Action Alternative would not result in the Proposed Project’s 
significant adverse transportation impacts, transportation conditions under this alternative would 
be characterized by increased roadway congestion, increasingly congested subway station 
elements, subway lines, and pedestrian elements. 

Overall, the No Action Alternative would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project. Specifically, the No Action Alternative would not:  

• revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with a substantial amount of new, sustainable, 
high-density mixed-use development that would eliminate substandard and insanitary 
conditions in the Project Area, foster and support economic growth and tax revenue; and 
maximize the incorporation of sustainable design practices; 

• improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety with 
the implementation of transportation and public realm improvements and the creation of new 
open space;  

• support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station; or  
• support and accommodate future capacity increases at Penn Station. 

No Action Alternative on Site 1 
The No Action Alternative assumptions described above are the same as those analyzed for the 
No Action condition in the preceding chapters of this FEIS. In accordance with the guidance of 

 
8 The likelihood of adverse effects to this resource in the No Action Alternative is further minimized as it 

shares common ownership with Site 7. 
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the CEQR Technical Manual, the No Action condition incorporates 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 property owners for Block 754, Lots 51 (and potentially Lots 39 through 41 and 
44) and 63 on Site 1 provided comments on the Draft Scope of Work and DEIS discussing 
preliminary plans for the development of these lots. However, these potential developments were 
not included in the No Action condition as there were no redevelopment plans for the referenced 
properties reflected in public documents at the time the DEIS and FEIS were being prepared, 
including New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) permits. This FEIS continues to assume 
that the referenced properties would not be redeveloped in the future absent the Proposed Project 
because this assumption 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 FEIS assumption, resulting in the potential for greater 
environmental impacts. 

If these developments were to move forward, Site 1 would include a seven-story enlargement over 
the existing 4-story building on Lot 51 with primarily commercial uses, (and a potential expansion 
into Lots 39 through 41 and 44), and a 16-story primarily residential mixed-use building on Lot 
63. While these developments have not been included in the analyses for the No Action Alternative 
for the reasons listed above, if developed, they would result in similar effects as the developments 
considered in the No Action Alternative. For example, residential development on Site 1 would 
introduce a residential population that would generate demand for open space within a ½ mile of 
the Project Area. Construction on these sites could have adverse physical construction-related 
impacts on the U.S. General Post Office (now the James A. Farley Building, S/NR, NYCL) and 
the Lithuanian Alliance of America, 307 West 30th Street (S/NR-eligible), as they are located 
within 90 feet of those sites, close enough to potentially experience adverse construction-related 
impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or 
damage from construction machinery. Under the No Action Alternative, a Construction Protection 
Plan to protect these resources would not be required and or implemented in coordination with 
OPRHP and LPC. However, these resources would be offered some protection through DOB 
controls governing the protection of adjacent properties from construction activities. Construction 
activities on Site 1 would also generate temporary construction disruption and noise, and would 
increase traffic congestion at a number of intersections near the Project Area. These developments 
would add to traffic, transit and pedestrian congestion in an area that is already characterized by 
extremely high and often congested levels of activities. Additionally, any development on the west 
side of Site 1 over 150 feet in height would cast shadows on the Farley Building skylights over 
Moynihan Train Hall. 

If these developments were assumed on Site 1 in the No Action Alternative, the overall 
conclusions regarding the No Action Alternative would not change. The alternative would not 
revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station, and while new development on Lots 51 and 63 may 
improve conditions on their specific sites, they would not eliminate substandard and insanitary 
conditions throughout the Project Area, nor would they support economic growth and tax revenue, 
provide public realm and transportation improvements, or support the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of Penn Station.  
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C. NO UNMITIGATED SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ALTERNATIVE 
This alternative considers development that would not result in any identified significant adverse 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated. The FEIS analyses identify significant adverse impacts 
for which no practicable mitigation has been identified to fully mitigate the impacts. Specifically, 
unmitigated impacts were identified in the areas of community facilities (early childhood 
programs), open space, shadows, historic and cultural resources, visual resources, transportation, 
noise, construction (traffic, noise, localized neighborhood character, and historic and cultural 
resources). Alternatives to the Proposed Project that would eliminate these unmitigated significant 
impacts are examined below. 

The assessment focuses only on the technical analyses mentioned above. There are no summary 
comparative assessments for technical analyses where there were no significant adverse impacts 
or where such impacts were fully mitigated for the Proposed Project. 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES – EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS 

As discussed in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” the Proposed Project may result in a 
significant adverse impact to publicly funded early childhood programs under the Maximum 
Residential Scenario. As noted in Chapter 22, "Mitigation," measures to mitigate the significant 
adverse impact have been identified by ESD and would be further developed in consultation with 
the New York City Department of Education’s (DOE) Division of Early Childhood Education. 
Absent the implementation of mitigation measures, the Proposed Project could have an 
unmitigated significant adverse impact on publicly funded early childhood programs. To avoid 
this impact, the Proposed Project would have to be limited to fewer than 192 affordable dwelling 
units (DUs) targeted to house-holds earning up to 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI). 
Limiting the number of affordable housing units in the Proposed Project to this amount would not 
be a practicable alternative to the Proposed Project, as it would compromise the Proposed Project's 
objective of providing opportunities for the creation of new permanently affordable housing. 
Alternatively, suitable space for an early childhood program center with sufficient capacity could 
be provided on one of the development sites, such as in the community facility space planned for 
Site 1A.  

OPEN SPACE 

Chapter 6, “Open Space,” identifies direct and indirect impacts on open space resources. Specif-
ically, the Proposed Project would result in the following significant adverse impacts to open 
space: 

• Direct impact due to the elimination of portion of the through-block east plaza on Site 5 that 
is part of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. The elimination of the plaza represents a reduction of 
approximately 0.16 acres of passive open space as compared to the No Action condition. 

• Indirect impact due to the introduction of a substantial new worker population, causing a de-
crease in the passive open space ratio of approximately 7.27 percent. Taking into account the 
combined residential and worker populations within the study area, there would be a 6.43 
percent decrease in the combined open space ratio for workers and residents (see “Assessment 
of Open Space Adequacy” section of Chapter 6, “Open Space.” 

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” mitigation measures have been explored preliminarily 
by ESD and will be further developed in consultation with the New York City Department of 
Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks). If it is determined that there are no practicable mitigation 
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measures that would reduce or eliminate the impacts, the significant adverse impact would remain 
unmitigated. 

The direct impact would occur with the elimination of the through-block east plaza at the 
commencement of construction at Site 5. This impact could be addressed by excluding the 
through-block east plaza from the building footprint for Site 5. However, this would reduce the 
building footprint by approximately 48 percent. Reducing the size of the building footprint on Site 
5 would constrain the ability of the new building to accommodate the new Penn Station entrance 
and new subway entrances, and would make it difficult to meet the various other ground floor 
programmatic needs of the site, which include appropriately sized lobbies for a Class A office 
building and retail space along Seventh Avenue. This would compromise the ability of the 
Proposed Project to meet the goal of implementing transit improvements at this site to better 
accommodate rail and subway passenger volumes. In addition, it would not be practicable to 
accommodate the proposed density on Site 5 within this smaller footprint. Therefore, the amount 
of floor area on Site 5 would be reduced to approximately 800,000 gsf or less (a 54 percent 
reduction compared to the Proposed Project). The resulting building would not contribute to the 
same degree as the Proposed Project to the goals of creating a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-
use district and maximizing revenue to support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn 
Station. Additionally, the quality of the through-block east plaza would be diminished by replacing 
a one-story storefront along the eastern face of the plaza to an approximately 600-foot tall tower 
wall with the potential for little activation at-grade.  

The significant adverse open space impact due to indirect effects would occur with the completion 
and occupancy of approximately 8.0 million gsf of office floor area. The amount of office space 
in the Proposed Project would have to be reduced by approximately 63 percent under the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, or by approximately 31 percent under the Maximum Residential 
Scenario (to 8.0 million gsf) to fully eliminate the indirect open space impact (or to approximately 
9.25 million gsf, if, as discussed above, the through-block east plaza on Site 5 is not eliminated). 
Limiting development to this level would substantially reduce the revenue that could be generated 
by development, limiting the ability of the Proposed Project to support the reconstruction and 
potential expansion of Penn Station. This level of development would not be a practicable 
alternative to the Proposed Project, as it would compromise important goals and objectives of the 
Proposed Project. 

Conversely, the significant adverse indirect impact on open space could be fully mitigated with 
the addition of approximately 0.37 acres (or approximately 16,000 square feet [sf]) of new passive 
open space. This amount of open space would be in addition to the open space introduced with the 
Proposed Project. This open space could be provided within the Project Area by increasing the 
size of the proposed public plaza (or plazas) on Site 2. However, the size of this open space has 
already been maximized in consideration of other site constraints. There are several competing 
demands for the ground-floor space on Site 2, including public amenities, the need to provide a 
vibrant pedestrian realm, and commercial office building entrance lobbies and loading docks, , all 
of which must be accommodated to achieve an optimized balance. The proposed 15 foot sidewalk 
widenings into the property lines on both the Seventh and Eighth Avenue frontages would limit 
the available width of the proposed open space. In addition, the 5 foot sidewalk widenings on both 
West 31st and West 30th Streets would further reduce the footprint available for the proposed 
buildings. Increasing the size of the public plaza area would not be practicable because it would 
reduce the footprint for development on the site by approximately 13 percent. The buildings on 
Site 2 require large footprints, owing to several program elements including a potential major train 
hall entrance and other entrances to the potential expansion of Penn Station and adjoining public 
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space, passenger and service elevators, transit easements, transit infrastructure service docks, 
ground floor lobbies, office tenant needs, and retail space. Reducing the footprint of the 
development would make it infeasible to accommodate the various ground floor programmatic 
needs of the site. Therefore, this alternative would compromise the ability of the Project to 
accommodate the potential southward expansion of Penn Station, transit improvements, public 
realm improvements and marketable commercial space that would further the goals and objectives 
of the Proposed Project.  

Additional passive open space could be created on the development sites under the “public space” 
requirements of the Design Guidelines. Under the Design Guidelines, a certain percentage of each 
site must be set aside for public space. Public space can include transit entrances and sidewalk 
widenings and need not consist of “open space.” However, the public space requirements could 
also be satisfied by the provision of passive open spaces such as plazas with seating or other 
amenities. At this time, it is not known which sites (other than Site 2) may include passive open 
spaces or the specific details and features of these spaces. If the provision of approximately 16,000 
sf of passive open space across the development sites is determined to be practicable as design for 
each site progresses, the significant adverse open space impact could be fully mitigated.  

The Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse direct impacts to open space due to 
shadows. Potential alternatives to avoid these impacts are discussed under “Shadows,” below. 

SHADOWS 

As discussed in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” in the 2033 analysis year (Phase 1), the Proposed Project 
would cause significant adverse shadow impacts to one open space resource and one historic 
architectural resource with sunlight-sensitive features. The completion of the Proposed Project in 
the 2044 analysis year would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to nine sunlight-
sensitive open space and historic architectural resources (including the same two that would be 
impacted in Phase 1). These are: Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square 
Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open spaces, the Farley Building, St. Michael’s Roman 
Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former Greenwich Savings Bank. 

As described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” to avoid these significant adverse impacts, the heights 
of the proposed developments would have to be substantially reduced. Table 21-4 lists the 
building sites that would cause the significant shadow impacts and the height limits for each site 
that would have to be imposed to avoid most of those impacts. These reductions would avoid all 
the shadows except the impacts to the MSG POPS and Plaza 33 which, because they are located 
in the center of the Project Area, would require substantially greater reductions in height to the 
buildings on Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7. These reductions assume that new or enlarged buildings are 
constructed on all eight development sites. Combinations of height reductions that do not include 
the reductions to the sites listed in Table 21-4 in at least the amounts shown would not avoid the 
significant adverse impacts to all impacted resources (except MSG POPS and Plaza 33, as noted 
above). 
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Table 21-4 
Height Limits to Avoid Impacts 

Site 

Illustrative 
Building Height 

(feet)* 

Height Limit to 
Avoid Impact 

(feet) 
Needed to Avoid Impact 

to: 

Reduction from Illustrative 
Building Height 
In Feet Percent 

1A 275 150 Farley Building skylights  -125 -45 
1B 

(Commercial 
Scenario) 605 200 Farley Building skylights  -405 -67 

2A  975 150 
Farley Building colonnade 

and steps -825 -85 
2B 1,150 400 Penn South open spaces  750 -65 
3 915 685 Penn South open spaces -230 -25 
4 No Reduction Needed 
5 1,018 820 Greenwich Savings Bank -198 -19 
6 1,130 880 Penn South open spaces -250 -22 

7 1,270 720 

Penn South open spaces, 
Herald Square Park, and 
Greenwich Savings Bank -550 -43 

8 (Commercial 
Scenario) 975  675** Herald Square Park -300 -30 

Notes:  
* The analysis heights presented in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” account for the maximum illustrative building height 

(as analyzed in the DEIS), plus an additional 150 feet to provide for future design flexibility, rooftop mechani-
cal space, and other potential rooftop structures, such as spires. This table presents the illustrative building 
height and corresponding reduction based on the heights presented in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of 
this FEIS. 

** In addition to height limit, upper portion of Site 8 would have to maintain the 70-foot setback from Sixth 
Avenue as currently included in the illustrative building. 

 

These reductions to the height of the proposed developments would substantially compromise the 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” a 
goal of the Proposed Project is to provide a substantial amount of new mixed-use development to 
create a cohesive, transit-oriented district that would capitalize on the Project Area’s central 
Manhattan location and maximize revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, 
improvements to Penn Station and the potential expansion of Penn Station. The substantial 
reductions in building height would result in smaller buildings with less floor area that would be 
less successful in creating a transit-oriented mixed-use district and would generate substantially 
less revenue than the Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative is considered impracticable 
because it would hinder the realization of the Proposed Project’s goals of revitalizing the area 
surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density transit-oriented mixed-use 
development, fostering and supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of 
jobs and economic activity, accommodating New York City’s long-term growth targeting the 
modern needs of commercial tenants at a transit-accessible location, and generating significant 
revenues to support the work needed to improve and expand Penn Station. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

As discussed elsewhere, the Hotel Pennsylvania site would be redeveloped with or without the 
Proposed Project, and is currently undergoing demolition. Accordingly, there is no practicable 
alternative to avoid the unmitigated significant adverse impact to Site 7, which is S/NR-eligible. 
As described in greater detail in the Alternatives Analysis for the Hotel Pennsylvania building 
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prepared for OPRHP on January 20, 2021, and supplemented with memoranda dated June 22, 
2021 and July 14, 2021 and letters from AAI Architects, P.C. dated June 22, 2021 and July 14, 
2021, ESD and Vornado evaluated alternatives to the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania 
building to avoid the significant adverse impact (see Appendix K for the Alternatives Analysis 
and supplementary memoranda and letters). These alternatives included retaining and renovating 
the building for continued hotel use, retaining and adaptively reusing the building for office use, 
and retaining and adaptively reusing the building for residential use. That analysis concluded that 
it is not feasible to retain and reuse the Hotel Pennsylvania building as part of the Proposed Project. 
Based upon their review of the detailed information provided, OPRHP concurred in a letter dated 
July 26, 2021 with ESD’s determination that no prudent and feasible alternatives exist to the 
demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania. ESD also consulted with OPRHP regarding the 
development of mitigation for this significant adverse direct impact, which is described in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation.”.  

The hotel building, including its mechanical, electric, plumbing, and other systems, had more than 
reached the end of its useful life, and rehabilitating the 101-year-old building for modern hotel use 
would have cost significantly more than constructing a new hotel. A renovation of the building 
for continued hotel use would have needed to address the building envelope, building structure 
(e.g., the existing floor-to-floor heights are too short for contemporary hotel construction, 
contemporary hotel rooms would not have fit well within the existing structural bays, and standard 
hotel rooms could not have fit on both sides of a central corridor within the existing hotel wings), 
fire and life safety systems, the mechanical electrical and plumbing systems, elevators, upgrades 
to meet ADA accessibility, and hazardous materials remediation. In addition to being cost-
prohibitive and impractical, retaining and renovating the Hotel Pennsylvania building for 
continued hotel use would not have introduced new commercial office space on the site, and thus 
would have generated much less essential revenue than the proposed commercial office building 
for substantial improvements at Penn Station, subway stations and other transit facilities in the 
Project Area, as well as the potential expansion of Penn Station. Retaining and renovating the 
building for continued hotel use would have also made it impossible to widen the sidewalk as part 
of the building construction along the south side of West 33rd Street between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenues and to increase the sidewalk widening along the east side of Seventh Avenue between 
West 32nd and West 33rd Streets. It would have also compromised the project objective of 
replacing the existing Gimbels passageway with a new east-west underground corridor in the same 
location, widening the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets, 
replacing the West 32nd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue, replacing the West 
33rd Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue, and adding a new ADA-compliant 
elevator adjacent to West 33rd Street entrance as the new subway entrances and elevator would 
be constructed as part of the new building on Site 7 and integrated with its foundation and ground 
floor.  

Similarly, adaptively reusing the Hotel Pennsylvania building for office use would have presented 
too many challenges to make such an adaptive reuse a feasible alternative. In addition to the 
needed renovations to the building envelope, fire and life safety systems; mechanical, electrical, 
and plumbing systems; upgrades to meet ADA accessibility; and hazardous materials remediation, 
the building’s structural configuration created a floorplan (arranged as four parallel wings 
separated by light courts and connected by a perpendicular core), ceiling heights, and column 
spacing that did not meet modern standards for office space. The building also had an unworkable 
column grid for providing modern office interiors, and the configuration of the floorplates into 
four narrow wings produced unmarketable office configurations for Class A tenants. Any interior 
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renovations to convert the building to office use would have required modifications to its layout 
and circulation, potentially removing original design elements and resulting in a further loss of 
integrity. In addition, adaptively reusing the existing building for commercial office use would 
have required a comprehensive survey and testing of the steel and concrete materials, and may 
have required reinforcing of floors, columns, and foundations. Areas with public assembly, dense 
storage, or IT programs would also likely have required reinforcing. While this alternative could 
have hypothetically provided new commercial office space to meet the purpose and need of the 
Proposed Project, it would not have met the modern needs of commercial tenants (i.e., generous 
column spacing and tall ceiling heights). In addition, the existing approximately 1.2-million-gsf 
building would only have provided half of the office floor area that would have been provided on 
the site with new construction and, therefore, would have contributed much less to the generation 
of essential revenue for substantial improvements at Penn Station, subway stations and other 
transit facilities in the Project Area, as well as the potential expansion of Penn Station. Like the 
hotel alternative, this alternative would have also hindered the implementation of the full scope of 
proposed public realm improvements in the Project Area that would be required through the GPP 
in conjunction with the proposed developments.  

Retaining and adaptively reusing the Hotel Pennsylvania building for residential use would not 
have been feasible for the same reasons that it could not have been adaptively reused as an office 
building. The existing floor heights were too short, and the narrow widths of the four wings could 
only have been laid out for apartments along a single-loaded corridor making the efficiency of the 
apartment floors significantly less than those of a purpose-build new apartment building. Like the 
office alternative, any interior renovations to convert the building to residential use would have 
required modifications to its layout and circulation, potentially removing original design elements 
and resulting in a loss of integrity. In addition, the existing window openings were too small for a 
modern residential building. To meet industry standards for windows in residential buildings, the 
existing windows would have to have been removed and replaced with windows that are 
significantly larger, insulated, and appropriate to a residential building. While efforts could have 
been made to match the existing windows, conversion to residential would have necessitated new 
windows, which could have affected the historic appearance of the building. This residential 
alternative would not have provided new commercial office space and would have instead 
adaptively reused the existing building. The approximately 1.2-million-gsf building would only 
have provided half of the floor area that would have been provided on the site with new 
construction and, therefore, would have generated much less essential revenue than the proposed 
commercial office building for substantial improvements at Penn Station, subway stations and 
other transit facilities in the Project Area, as well as the potential expansion of Penn Station. Like 
the hotel and office alternatives, this alternative would also have hindered the implementation of 
the full scope of proposed public realm improvements in the Project Area that would be required 
through the GPP in conjunction with the proposed developments. 

Overall, no reasonable alternative could be developed to avoid the direct impact to the Hotel 
Pennsylvania building on Site 7 without compromising the Proposed Project’s stated goals and 
objectives. 

With respect to the architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3, retaining these buildings 
would substantially compromise the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. Retaining these 
buildings would preclude the redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3, which would prevent 
achievement of the project goal of revitalizing the area around Penn Station with new, sustainable, 
high-density commercial development, eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the 
Project Area, fostering and supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of 
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jobs and economic activity, and accommodating New York City’s long-term growth targeting the 
modern needs of commercial tenants at a transit-accessible location. Retaining these buildings 
would also be less supportive of the project objective of maximizing revenue generated by the 
new development to fund, in part, improvement and expansion of Penn Station, and would 
preclude the development of new open space on Site 2, which would not fulfill the project 
objective of creating new publicly accessible passive open space. 

The retention of the architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 may also greatly compli-
cate—or perhaps preclude altogether—a potential southern expansion of Penn Station beneath 
Sites 1, 2, and 3. Further analysis of this issue is expected to be developed during the federal 
environmental review process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), consultation 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and evaluation in accordance 
with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. 

In addition, the obstruction of views east and northeast from the west portion of the secondary study 
area towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would constitute a sig-
nificant adverse visual impact to the Empire State Building. In particular, the Proposed Project 
would partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 33rd and West 
34th Street, and would fully obstruct views northeast from West 28th Street and Ninth Avenue, and 
views northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park. As described more fully below under “Visual 
Resources,” an alternative that would eliminate the visual impact on the Empire State Building 
through reductions in the size of the buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6, either generated by reduced 
heights or reconfigured bulk, would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, there is no practicable alternative that would eliminate the unmitigated significant 
adverse visual impact to the Empire State Building.  

In the No Unmitigated Significant Adverse Impact Alternative, the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
(S/NR-eligible), which is supported at its northern end by structures within the existing building on 
Site 8, would not be removed for the redevelopment of Site 8. However, as more fully discussed in 
Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” it is not known based on current information whether 
the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. 
Therefore, as stipulated in the Letter of Resolution among ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in 
accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic Preservation Act, at such time as the necessary 
information concerning the conceptual design and proposed program for the Site 8 redevelopment 
is available, a thorough study as to whether feasible and practical alternatives would be available 
to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts to the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge will be prepared in 
consultation with OPRHP.  

VISUAL RESOURCES 

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse 
impact to visual resources in the 2033 and 2044 analysis years. Demolition of the St. John the 
Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex on Site 2 is projected to occur with the start of 
construction on Site 2 and demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge connected to the 
existing building on Site 8 and spanning across West 32nd Street could occur during construction 
of Site 8. Demolition of these visual resources would constitute a direct significant adverse impact 
on visual resources.  

In addition, the obstruction of views east and northeast from the west portion of the secondary study 
area towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would constitute a sig-
nificant adverse impact to visual resources. In particular, the Proposed Project would partially 
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obstruct views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 33rd and 34th Streets, and would 
fully obstruct views northeast from West 28th Street and Ninth Avenue, and views northeast from 
the east portion of Chelsea Park.  

The impact to visual resources related to the demolition of the St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic 
Church Complex could be avoided by retaining this building. However, as discussed above in 
“Historic and Cultural Resources,” retaining this building on Site 2 would substantially compro-
mise the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 

In the No Unmitigated Significant Adverse Impact Alternative, the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
(S/NR-eligible), which is supported at its northern end by structures within the existing building 
on Site 8, would not be removed for the redevelopment of Site 8. However, as more fully discussed 
in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the significant adverse impact that would occur 
with the demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge could be avoided by either retaining 
the skybridge as part of the Site 8 development, or retaining the existing building on Site 8. As 
discussed above under “Historic and Cultural Resources, it is not known based on current 
information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the 
existing building on Site 8 and with it the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. Therefore, as stipulated in 
the Letter of Resolution among ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of 
the State Historic Preservation Act, at such time as the necessary information concerning the 
conceptual design and proposed program for the Site 8 redevelopment is available, a thorough 
study as to whether feasible and practical alternatives would be available to avoid or minimize any 
adverse impacts to the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge would be prepared in consultation with 
OPRHP. Alternatively, retaining the building on Site 8 would preclude the inclusion of building 
setbacks that would allow for widened sidewalks along West 33rd Street and Sixth Avenue 
fronting Site 8, and it is expected that many of the transit improvements associated with Site 8 
would not be undertaken if Site 8 is not redeveloped or expanded. Therefore, this alternative would 
hinder the achievement of the goal of improving passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian 
circulation and access. In addition, the removal of Site 8 as a development site would result in an 
alternative that would be less successful than the Proposed Project at revitalizing the area around 
Penn Station, eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area, fostering and 
supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity, 
and accommodating New York City’s long-term growth at a transit-accessible location. 

The proposed development on Site 6 would partially block views of the Empire State Building 
along the West 33rd Street and West 34th Streets. The proposed development on Site 5 would also 
partially block views of the Empire State Building on West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue. In views 
northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, from the south side of the 
Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street intersection, and along the western portion of West 28th Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, the eastern building of Site 2 along Seventh Avenue would 
block views of the Empire State Building. 

In order to preserve views of the Empire State Building along the West 33rd Street corridor, the 
proposed buildings on Sites 5 and 6 would need to be limited to a height of approximately 330 
feet, resulting in a building on Site 5 that is approximately 68 percent shorter than the current 
illustrative building for the site, and a building on Site 6 that is 71 percent shorter than the current 
illustrative building on the site. Alternatively, the bulks of the buildings on Sites 5 and 6 could be 
reconfigured such that the initial tower setback from West 33rd Street on Site 5 would be 70 feet—
an additional 55 feet beyond the 15-foot initial tower setback assumed under the With Action 
condition. On Site 6, the bulk of the building could be reconfigured such that the initial tower 
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setback from West 33rd Street on Site 6 would be 85 feet—an additional 70 feet beyond the 15-
foot initial tower setback assumed under the With Action condition.  

In order to preserve views of the Empire State Building along the West 34th Street corridor, the 
proposed building on Site 6 would need to be limited to a height of approximately 330 feet, 
resulting in a building that is approximately 71 percent shorter than the current illustrative building 
for the site, or reconfiguring its bulk such that the initial setback from West 34th Street would be 
55 feet—an additional 45 feet beyond the 10-foot initial tower setback assumed under the With 
Action condition. However, a setback of this size, combined with the setback to preserve views 
along West 33rd Street as described above, would result in a tower floorplate at Site 6 of 
approximately 12,075 sf, which would reduce usable building tower floorplate by about 67 
percent, in comparison with the illustrative building for the site, which would not allow for 
efficient and flexible layout of office interiors necessary to accommodate the needs of modern 
commercial tenants. The reduction of the tower floor plates at Sites 5 and 6 would require much 
taller and more slender towers to provide the same amount of floor area. In addition, usable floor 
area on each floor would be further reduced for circulation and mechanical core(s) in the buildings.  

In order to preserve views of the Empire State Building from the east portion of Chelsea Park 
along Ninth Avenue, and on West 28th Street at the intersection with Ninth Avenue the proposed 
building on 2B would need to be limited to a height of approximately 340 feet, resulting in a 
building that is approximately 70 percent shorter than the current illustrative building for the site.  

An alternative that would eliminate the impacts to visual resources related to views of the Empire 
State Building through reductions in the size of the buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6, either generated 
by reduced heights or reconfigured bulk, would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project. Substantially reducing the floor area that could be generated at the development sites and 
creating inefficient office layouts would limit the creation of a high-density, transit-oriented 
commercial district. Furthermore, this alternative would be less supportive of the project objective 
of maximizing revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, improvement and 
potential expansion of Penn Station. Therefore, there is no practicable alternative that would 
eliminate all of the unmitigated significant adverse impacts to visual resources and meet the stated 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project.  

TRANSPORTATION 

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the Proposed Project would result in unmitigated 
significant adverse transportation impacts. Therefore, alternatives were developed to explore 
modifications to the Proposed Project that would allow for the mitigation of these impacts. 

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse traffic 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 37, 34, and 34 intersections during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For transit, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse subway station element impacts that could not be fully mitigated at two and 
four analysis elements during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. For pedestrians, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse pedestrian impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated at seven, 10, and 27 analysis elements during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours, respectively.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse traffic 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 75, 48, and 69 intersections during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For transit, the Proposed Project would result in 



Chapter 21: Alternatives 

 21-33  

significant adverse subway station element impacts that could not be fully mitigated at seven and 
nine analysis elements during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. For pedestrians, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse pedestrian impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated at 57, 31, and 64 analysis elements during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours, respectively. 

The Proposed Project is centrally located in Manhattan, near Hudson Yards and the Midtown Central 
Business District, proximate to passenger rail service at Penn Station and subway service at three 
major stations. Due to this, the Project Area is characterized by extremely high and often congested 
levels of activities including traffic and pedestrians. Even small increases in incremental volumes 
could result in significant adverse transportation impacts that could not be fully mitigated during one 
or more analysis peak hours. Correspondingly, any amount of development could result in 
unmitigated transportation impacts. Therefore, no reasonable alternative could be developed to avoid 
such impacts without substantially compromising the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project.  

NOISE 

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” by the 2044 analysis year, traffic generated by the Proposed 
Project would produce significant increases in noise levels at receptors along West 31st Street 
between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, along West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and 
along West 30th Street between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. The increases would occur primarily due 
to project-generated trucks travelling along the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT)-
designated truck route on these streets. The increases would constitute a significant adverse impact at 
the receptors along these roadway segments. In order to avoid these impacts, the amount of office 
space in the Proposed Project would have to be reduced to approximately 4.75 million gsf. This 
alternative is considered impracticable because it would hinder the realization of the Proposed 
Project’s goals of revitalizing the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
mixed-use development, fostering and supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the 
creation of jobs and economic activity, accommodating New York City’s long-term growth targeting 
the modern needs of commercial tenants at a transit-accessible location, and generating significant 
revenues to support the work needed to improve and expand Penn Station. 

CONSTRUCTION 

TRANSPORTATION 

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in temporary significant adverse traffic impacts 
during the peak construction periods for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction. The same or similar 
traffic mitigation measures identified to mitigate the operational impacts could be implemented 
early at the discretion of DOT to mitigate the temporary traffic impacts during construction. 
However, as discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the Proposed Project would result in 
unmitigated significant adverse construction-related transportation impacts. As described above, 
the Proposed Project is centrally located in Manhattan and any small increases in incremental 
volumes could result in significant adverse transportation impacts that could not be fully mitigated 
during one or more analysis peak hours. Correspondingly, construction of any major development 
could result in unmitigated transportation impacts. Therefore, no reasonable alternative could be 
developed to avoid such impacts without substantially compromising the Proposed Project’s stated 
goals.  
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NOISE 

Significant adverse noise impacts are predicted to occur at multiple sensitive locations as a result of 
construction of the proposed developments associated with the Proposed Project. As detailed in 
Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” construction of the proposed buildings at the development sites would be 
required to follow the requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code for construction noise 
control measures. Specific noise control measures would be incorporated in noise mitigation plan(s) 
required under the New York City Noise Code, including a variety of source and path controls. In 
addition, where feasible and practicable, construction would use drilled piles or caissons instead of 
impact-driven piles. This pile installation method is approximately 10 dBA quieter than impact-
driven piles. Since impact-driven piles were the dominant noise source for most construction sites, 
this would reduce maximum noise levels at most impacted receptors. However, it is not possible at 
this time to confirm that drilled piles would be feasible and practicable for all pile installation work. 

Many of the buildings where impacts have been identified feature modern façade construction, including 
insulated glass windows and an alternative means of ventilation that would allow for the maintenance of 
a closed-window condition. At façades of impacted buildings that do not already have one or both of 
these features, ESD would require project developers to make mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows 
and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form of window air conditioners) available on façades that 
face construction at no cost for purchase and installation. Building façades with insulated glass windows 
or storm windows and alternative ventilation would provide sound attenuation such that even during 
warm weather conditions, interior noise levels would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise 
levels. However, construction of the Proposed Project during the most noise-intensive construction 
activity nearest a receptor would result in interior noise levels during certain construction hours of up to 
62 dBA L10, which is 17 dBA greater than the level considered acceptable according to CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure guidelines. Consequently, significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at 
the impacted residences would be only partially mitigated. 

Source or path controls beyond those already identified for the construction of the Proposed 
Project would not be effective in reducing the level of construction noise at the receptors that have 
the potential to experience significant adverse construction noise impacts. Even accounting for the 
types of measures incorporated into the Proposed Project to reduce construction noise, any devel-
opment comparable in scale to the Proposed Project (i.e., substantial below-grade excavation, 
multi-year construction at any one location) would have the potential to result in unmitigated sig-
nificant adverse noise impacts at the locations mentioned above during construction activities. 
Therefore, no practicable alternative could be developed to avoid temporary construction noise 
impacts without substantially compromising the Proposed Project’s stated goals. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Construction activity associated with the potential expansion of Penn Station and new buildings 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant adverse localized neighborhood character impacts 
in the immediate vicinity of these development sites during construction. This impact could be 
eliminated by substantially reducing the construction duration on these sites. This could be 
accomplished in a variety of ways, either by foregoing (1) the potential expansion of Penn Station; 
(2) one or more of the new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3; or (3) both the potential expansion and 
the new buildings on the development sites above. Any of these alternatives would be inconsistent 
with meeting the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 
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CONCLUSION REGARDING THE NO UNMITGATED IMPACT ALTERNATIVE 

The No Unmitigated Impact Alternative considers development that would eliminate the Proposed 
Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts. The FEIS analyses identified significant 
adverse impacts for which no practicable mitigation has been identified to fully mitigate the 
impacts in the areas of: community facilities (early childhood program), open space, shadows, 
historic and cultural resources, visual resources, transportation, noise, and construction-period 
traffic, noise, and neighborhood character.  

There is no practicable alternative that could be developed to avoid the unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. Eliminating the Proposed Project’s significant adverse 
impact on early childhood programs would require: 1) limiting the number of affordable housing 
units in the Proposed Project to an extent that would compromise the Proposed Project's objective 
of providing opportunities for the creation of new permanently affordable housing; or 2) providing 
suitable space for an early childhood program center with sufficient capacity on one of the 
development sites, such as in the community facility space planned for Site 1A. In order to 
eliminate the Proposed Project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of open 
space, shadows, historic and cultural resources, visual resources, and noise, the Proposed Project 
would have to be reduced in size or modified to a point where it would not realize the goals and 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which include revitalizing the area surrounding Penn Station 
and eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area; fostering and 
supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity; 
improving passenger rail and transit facilities; creating new open space; supporting improvements 
to address substandard conditions in Penn Station; and supporting and accommodating future 
capacity increases at Penn Station. Additionally, any level of development could result in the 
unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of shadows, transportation, and construction. 
Additionally, with a reduction in size of this magnitude, the No Unmitigated Impact Alternative 
would require land acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over significantly less office 
and residential space, which would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and 
residential buildings. Therefore, there is no practicable alternative that could be developed to avoid 
the unmitigated significant adverse impacts of the Proposed Project.  

D. LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

DESCRIPTION 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

As described above, the alternatives presented in this chapter provide a comparison of impacts based 
on the scenario (Maximum Commercial or Maximum Residential) analyzed for the Proposed Project 
in each technical area. The Lower Density Alternative assumes the same mix of uses as the 
Proposed Project, and redevelopment of Sites 1 through 7 with approximately 13,097,000 gsf 
under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, approximately 13,376,000 gsf under the Maximum 
Residential Scenario. However, unlike the Proposed Project, Site 8 would not be developed and 
would remain as in existing conditions. Compared to the Proposed Project, the Lower Density 
Alternative represents a reduction in program density of approximately 28 percent under the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, and approximately 23 percent under the Maximum Residential 
Scenario. The same new open space included in the Proposed Project—the new public plaza(s) on 
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Site 2)—would occur under the Lower Density Alternative. The development phasing of the 
Lower Density Alternative would be the same as in the Proposed Project. 

Tables 21-5 and 21-6 present the development programs under the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario for the Lower Density Alternative by site, and a 
comparison of the Lower Density Alternative increments with the Proposed Project increments.9  

Table 21-5 
Lower Density Alternative Development Program (Maximum Commercial Scenario) 

Site Total GSF* Office GSF Retail GSF 
Hotel 

(Rooms) 
Residential 

(DUs) 
Affordable 

Units 
Community 
Facility GSF Parking Spaces 

1A (same as Proposed Project) 487,956 0 6,000 0 542 163 18,398 0 
1B 429,548 339,434 8,500 0 0 0 0 0 
2 4,451,882 3,570,024 36,000 0 0 0 0 0 
3 1,252,050 1,002,161 12,000 0 0 0 0 0 

4 (same as Proposed Project) 1,100,000 289,160 100,000 734 0 0 0 100 
5 1,371,241 990,141 120,564 0 0 0 0 0 
6 1,536,566 1,098,118 121,500 0 0 0 0 100 
7 2,467,588 1,771,746 202,000 0 0 0 0 100 
8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Lower Density Total 13,096,831 9,060,784 606,564 734 542 163 18,398 300 
Lower Density Alternative Increment 

From the No Action Alternative 6,705,592 5,997,445 -86,313 -227 -216** 37 -356,227 -1,543 

Proposed Project Increment 
From the No Action Alternative 11,923,512 9,994,692 117,957 -227 -216** 37 -356,228 -1,443 

Note: 
* In addition to the program area shown in this table, each development includes a certain amount of non-program area, or space for building mechanicals, circulation 

space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core 
space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and sublevels. 

** This includes 128 existing dwelling units that would be displaced by either the Lower Density Alternative or Proposed Project, and 758 new dwelling units that are 
assumed to be constructed in the No Action condition. 

 

 
9 The development program by site for the Proposed Project is presented in Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, “Project 

Description.”  
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Table 21-6 
Lower Density Alternative Development Program (Maximum Residential Scenario) 

Site Total GSF* 
Office 
GSF 

Retail 
GSF 

Hotel 
(Roo
ms) 

Reside
ntial 

(DUs) 

Afforda
ble 

Units 

Communit
y Facility 

GSF 
Parking 
Spaces 

1A (same as Proposed Project) Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 
1B (same as Proposed Project-

Residential Scenario) 
708,676 245,578 8,500 0 439 132 0 0 

2 Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 
3 Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 

4 (same as Proposed Project-
Residential/Hotel Scenario) 1,100,000 0 100,000 472 630 189 0 100 

5 Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 
6 Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 
7 Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 
8 Same as Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Lower Density Total 13,375,959 8,677,76
8 606,564 472 1,611 484 18,398 300 

Lower Density Alternative Increment 
From the No Action Alternative 6,984,720 5,614,42

9 -86,313 -489 853** 358 -356,227 -1,543 

Proposed Project Increment 
From the No Action Alternative 10,973,923 8,497,53

6 129,957 -489 1040** 414 -356,228 -1,443 

Note: 
* In addition to the program area shown in this table, each development includes a certain amount of non-program area, or space for building mechanicals, circulation 

space associated with transit improvements on the ground and sublevels, back-of-house areas (e.g., hallways and corridors to the building core), certain building core 
space, and lobby and loading space on the ground and sublevels. 

** This includes 128 existing dwelling units that would be displaced by either the Lower Density Alternative or Proposed Project, and 630 new dwelling units that are 
assumed to be constructed in the No Action condition. 

SITE PLANNING, BULK, AND MASSING 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would include development on Sites 1 
through 7 and the related public realm and transportation improvements on these sites would be the 
same as the Proposed Project. Under the Lower Density Alternative, Site 8 would remain as in 
existing conditions, and the transportation and public realm and improvements associated with this 
site generally would not occur. Specifically, the Lower Density Alternative would not: provide new 
subway entrances at West 32nd Street and West 33rd Streets and Sixth Avenue; reconstruct two 
mezzanine stairs connecting the N/Q/R/W and B/D/F/M; reconfigure the fare control area at the 
B/D/F/M mezzanine level; and replace the PATH-related elevator in the current building on Site 8. 
In addition, as the existing building on Site 8 would remain, the building setbacks allowing for 
widened sidewalks along the south side of West 33rd Street fronting Site 8, and the west side of 
Sixth Avenue between West 32nd and West 33rd Streets would not occur under the Lower Density 
Alternative. It is conservatively assumed for analysis purposes that the Lower Density Alternative 
would establish the Underground Concourse Network contemplated under the Proposed Project, 
including the East-West Connector linking the 34th Street–Herald Square and the 34th Street–Penn 
Station–Seventh Avenue subway stations and providing direct access to Sites 7 and 8; the North-
South Corridor east of Seventh Avenue, and undercrossings of Seventh Avenue. As with the 
Proposed Project, the East-West Connector in this alternative would be located either along West 
33rd Street (the 33rd Street Option) or along West 32nd Street (the 32nd Street Option), subject to 
additional analysis for engineering and financial feasibility. However, it is uncertain whether the 
level of development under the Lower Density Alternative would be adequate to support all of these 
improvements.  

Figures 21-1 and 21-2 presents the illustrative building massings for each development site. As 
shown in the table, under the Lower Density Alternative’s Residential Scenario, the buildings on 
Sites 1A and 1B would be the same height as with the Proposed Project Residential Scenario. Under 
Lower Density Alternative’s Commercial Scenario, all buildings on Sites 1B through 3, and 5 
through 7, would be shorter in height than with the Proposed Project’s Commercial Scenario. The 
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building on Site 1A under the Lower Density Alternative would be the same height as the building 
on Site 1A with the Proposed Project. The building on Site 4 under the Lower Density Alternative 
would be the same height as the building on Site 4 with the Proposed Project, under either the 
Residential Scenario or Commercial Scenario. 

Conditions under the Lower Density Alternative as compared with the future with the Proposed 
Project are summarized in Table 21-7.  

Table 21-7 
Project Area Illustrative Heights: 

Comparison of the Lower Density Alternative 
and the Proposed Project 

Site 
Illustrative Height (feet) 

Lower Density Alternative Proposed Project 
1A/1B 1A—275 1A—275 

 
1B—422 (Commercial Scenario) 1B—605(Commercial Scenario) 
1B—665 (Residential Scenario) 1B—665 (Residential Scenario) 

2A/2B 
2A—722 
2B—912 

2A—975  
2B—1,150 

3 636 915 

4 
664 (Commercial Scenario) 
915—(Residential Scenario) 

664 (Commercial Scenario) 
915 (Residential Scenario) 

5 738 1,018 
6 820 1,130 
7 1,200 1,270 

8 N/A 975 (Commercial Scenario) 
715 (Residential Scenario) 

Notes: Grey indicates that the program does not differ from the Proposed Project. 
 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to land use, zoning, and public policy. The Lower Density Alternative would result 
in the development of seven sites in the Project Area compared to eight sites with the Proposed 
Project. Additionally, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in as much high-density 
commercial development containing a mix of Class A office space, retail space, and hotel space 
as the Proposed Project. 

The increase in density with either the Proposed Project or the Lower Density Alternative would 
be consistent with broader land use trends of high-density mixed-use development around other 
rail and transit hubs in Manhattan (including the area adjacent to Grand Central Terminal) but the 
Lower Density Alternative would not capitalize to the same extent as the Proposed Project on the 
Project Area’s unparalleled transit access. Specifically, the Lower Density Alternative would 
reduce the permitted density of the development sites in the Project Area as compared to the 
Proposed Project, and would not be consistent with the maximum permitted commercial density 
in other transit-oriented districts in the City. For instance, in East Midtown, within a one to two 
block radius of the superblock containing Grand Central Terminal (an area known as the Grand 
Central Transit Improvement Zone Subarea), applicable zoning allows FARs of 30 FAR (27 FAR 
as-of-right and 30 FAR with improvements to transit or the public realm). In contrast, the Lower 
Density Alternative would permit FAR equivalents of approximately 22 to 25 FAR on Sites 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, and 7. In addition, the Lower Density Alternative would be less effective than the Proposed 
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Project at addressing the limited development potential in the Project Area (due to the current 
maximum permitted FARs). By providing for less overall development, the Lower Density 
Alternative would require land acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over less office 
and residential space, which would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and 
residential buildings, potentially delaying or forestalling their construction. Therefore, the Lower 
Density Alternative would not maximize the revenue that could be generated by higher-density 
development, and would therefore be less effective at supporting the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of Penn Station than the Proposed Project. The Lower Density Alternative also would 
not be as supportive of the long-term infrastructure investments in the Project Area as the Proposed 
Project.  

Nonetheless, the Proposed Project and to a lesser extent, the Lower Density Alternative, would 
reinvigorate the Project Area by creating a transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around 
Penn Station and would help create a corridor of high-density, predominantly commercial uses 
linking the Midtown Central Business District, Penn Station, and Hudson Yards. Therefore, like 
the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not adversely affect the land use 
character of the primary or secondary study area and would not result in significant adverse land 
use impacts in either the Phase 1 or Phase 2 analysis years. Neither the Proposed Project nor the 
Lower Density Alternative would directly displace any land uses whose displacement would 
adversely affect surrounding land uses, nor would they generate land uses that would be 
incompatible with surrounding land uses, zoning, or public policies. 

With respect to zoning, as with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would 
override the New York City Zoning Resolution. However, these overrides would be less successful 
at achieving the Proposed Project’s goals and objectives compared to the Proposed Project, as 
discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The densities and bulk of the Lower Density 
Alternative would further public policies to support high-density development in areas well-served 
by public transit, although to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project. This alternative would not 
foster as much high-density development as the Proposed Project, and would not capitalize on the 
Project Area’s central location in Midtown Manhattan and unmatched rail and transit connectivity 
to the same extent as the Proposed Project. However, as with the Proposed Project, the Lower 
Density Alternative would result in development that is consistent with land use and zoning and 
would further several stated public policies intended to promote sustainability, walkability, transit, 
employment, and economic development.  

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The Lower Density Alternative would redevelop Sites 1 through 7; Site 8 would remain as in 
existing conditions. As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would directly 
displace residents on Sites 1, 2, and 3 during Phase 1 (by 2033). Like the Proposed Project, this 
would not result in a significant adverse impact under the Lower Density Alternative because the 
potentially displaced residents do not represent a significant portion of the study area population, 
and they do not have socioeconomic characteristics that differ markedly from the study area 
population as a whole. 

The Lower Density Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would also result in the direct 
displacement of businesses located on Sites 1 through 7. However, as the Lower Density Alterna-
tive would not redevelop Site 8, the businesses associated with Site 8 would not be displaced under 
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this alternative.10 As with the Proposed Project, the overall business and institutional displacement 
associated with the Lower Density Alternative would not cause a significant adverse direct 
business and institutional displacement impact because the potentially displaced businesses and 
institutions provide goods and services that would still be found within the ¼-mile study area and 
that would continue to be available to local residents and businesses. None of the businesses or 
institutions serve a customer base that is uniquely dependent upon their location within the ¼-mile 
study area, nor are they subject to regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at preserving, 
enhancing, or otherwise protecting them in their current location.  

While the potentially displaced businesses and jobs are valuable individually and collectively to 
the City, the Lower Density Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would provide modern office, 
retail, and hotel space in an area of the City where the commercial building stock is aging and in 
need of revitalization. As with the Proposed Project, the potentially displaced businesses under 
the Lower Density Alternative would be able to find comparable space within the ¼-mile study 
area or the City at large.11 However, under the Lower Density Alternative, the amount of new 
commercial space would be less than with the Proposed Project, creating fewer opportunities for 
new businesses and jobs within the Project Area. 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant 
adverse impacts due to indirect residential displacement. Under both the Proposed Project and 
Lower Density Alternative, the increase in population under the Maximum Residential Scenario 
would be large enough to potentially affect real estate market conditions in the primary study area. 
However, the primary study area is already experiencing a trend of increasing rents and neither 
the Proposed Project nor the Lower Density Alternative would create or accelerate this trend. 
Therefore, neither the Lower Density Alternative nor the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse impacts due to indirect residential displacement. Like the Proposed Project, 
the affordability requirement of the Lower Density Alternative would also result in more 
affordable units in the Project Area than in the No Action condition. 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant indirect 
business or institutional displacement impacts and, in general, existing businesses would benefit 
from the larger customer base that would be created by the worker and visitor populations 
introduced by the Lower Density Alternative. While the introduction of new workers and visitors 
could alter existing economic patterns in certain portions of the study area, these changes would 
not lead to a substantial amount of indirect business or institutional displacement. Although the 
Lower Density Alternative would directly displace employees, like the Proposed Project under the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, it would support new permanent jobs within the Project Area. 
Existing businesses could capitalize on new demand from the worker population such that an 
increase in sales and services rendered could offset potential increased rents. In addition, as with 
the Proposed Project, neighboring submarkets are either consistent in development trends with the 
Lower Density Alternative, or are well-established commercial districts that have remained 
relatively stable within the Midtown market.  

 
10 Retail tenants in Manhattan Mall have permanently vacated due to the bankruptcy of anchor tenant JC 

Penney and the COVID-19 pandemic. For the purposes of a conservative analysis, it is assumed that 
businesses would re-tenant these spaces in the future without the Proposed Project. 

11 According to CoStar Q4 2019, the office vacancy rates for Midtown Manhattan and Manhattan at large 
were both approximately 8.1 percent. As of Q1 2022, the office vacancy rate for Midtown Manhattan 
was 12.4 percent and the office vacancy rate for Manhattan at large was 12.3 percent. 
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Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on business conditions in any specific industry or any category of businesses. In addition, 
the Lower Density Alternative would not indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair 
the economic viability in any specific industry or category of business.  

ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

Transit-oriented developments have the potential to create economic benefits for the local and 
regional economies. As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density Alternative, building 
construction, as well as the Penn Station expansion would generate new direct and indirect 
construction-related employment in New York City and New York State. In turn, the construction-
related employment would generate wages and annual economic activity in New York City and 
New York State. Increased rail and transit capacity could also lead to an increase in economic 
activity for businesses located in and around the station. The new construction and economic 
activity would also generate fiscal benefits for both New York City and New York State, including 
income and sales tax revenues and transit fare revenues. 

With the Lower Density Alternative, the economic benefits for New York City and New York 
State during the construction period would be approximately 28 percent lower than the Proposed 
Project under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. The ongoing economic benefits for New York 
City and New York State would be approximately 30 percent lower than the Proposed Project. 
The projected fiscal benefits from the operations of the Lower Density Alternative would be 
approximately 23 percent lower for New York City and approximately 30 percent lower for New 
York State and MTA.  

In the Lower Density Alternative, the economic benefits for New York City and New York State 
during the construction would be approximately 22 percent lower than the Proposed Project under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario. The ongoing economic benefits for New York City and New 
York State would be approximately 25 percent lower than the Proposed Project under the 
Maximum Residential Scenario. The projected fiscal benefits from the operations of the Lower 
Density Alternative would be approximately 20 percent lower for New York City, approximately 
25 percent lower for New York State, and approximately 24 percent lower for MTA.  

While the Lower Density Alternative would provide substantial, new high-density mixed-use 
development proximate to Penn Station, it would result in less density and capacity for additional 
businesses and firms through new commercial spaces within the Project Area than the Proposed 
Project. The Lower Density Alternative would support fewer new, permanent direct and indirect 
jobs in New York City and New York State that would produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New 
York City and New York State, including income and sales tax revenues. Like the Proposed Project, 
the Lower Density Alternative would enable greater business activity for current and new 
establishments located in and around Penn Station, but less so than the Proposed Project. 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not have significant adverse 
impacts on public schools, libraries, outpatient health care facilities, and police and fire protection. 
As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would include a substantial 
residential population to the study area (up to 1,611 residential units, 484 of which would be 
permanently affordable), and this demand would result in significant adverse impacts to early 
childhood programs. Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would result in the 
displacement of the existing Antonio Olivieri Drop-In Center, St. John the Baptist RC Church 
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Campus Education (an English language training school), and the non-profit organization 
Lithuanian Alliance of America (see “Other Community Facilities” in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities”). As discussed in Chapter 5, the displacement of these other community facilities, 
would not result in significant adverse impacts to community facilities under the Proposed Project 
or this alternative as there are other facilities that provide similar services nearby, some of the 
facilities serve only a small local population, and some of the facilities and services do not have 
unique locational needs and would likely be able to relocate.  

OPEN SPACE 

The Lower Density Alternative would result in the same significant adverse impacts to open space 
as the Proposed Project. With the Lower Density Alternative, like the Proposed Project, the 
development of Site 5 would result in the displacement of the east plaza on the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. 
Therefore, the Lower Density Alternative would result in the same direct impact to open space 
that would occur with the Proposed Project. The Lower Density Alternative would also introduce 
the same public plaza area on Site 2. Both the Proposed Project and the Lower Density Alternative 
would introduce substantial new worker and residential populations to the study area, and both the 
Proposed Project and this alternative would result in decreases in the passive open space ratio of 
more than five percent. Therefore, the Lower Density Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would 
overburden existing and proposed passive open spaces and would result in a significant adverse 
indirect impact to open space in the 2044 Phase 2 analysis year.  

SHADOWS 

Under the Lower Density Alternative, the buildings on Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 would generally 
be shorter in comparison with the Proposed Project, with the exception of Sites 1A and 4 (under 
both the Commercial and Residential Scenarios), and Site 1B (under the Residential Scenario), 
which would be the same height under both this alternative and the Proposed Project. Site 8 would 
remain unchanged from existing conditions under this alternative. 

In 2033, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to two sunlight-
sensitive resources: MSG POPS open space and the Farley Building skylights. In 2044, the full 
build-out of the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to nine 
sunlight-sensitive open space and historic architectural resources: MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald 
Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open spaces, the Farley Building, St. Michael’s Roman 
Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former Greenwich Savings Bank. 

With the Lower Density Alternative, the extent and duration of incremental shadows on the nine 
sunlight-sensitive resources would be generally reduced. With regard to Chelsea Park, incremental 
shadows primarily from the Lower Density Alternative developments on Sites 1 and 2 would, like 
the Proposed Project, cover large areas of the park during the late spring and summer months, 
causing a significant adverse impact. With respect to the Farley Building (the skylights, Eighth 
Avenue colonnade, and Eighth Avenue steps), incremental shadow durations would be virtually 
the same with the Lower Density alternative, and the coverage would be nearly as much, causing 
a significant adverse impact similar to the Proposed Project. With regard to the Penn South open 
spaces, incremental shadows primarily from the Lower Density Alternative development on Site 
2 would, like the Proposed Project, cover large areas of the park during the late spring and summer 
months, causing a significant adverse impact. With respect to St. Michael’s Roman Catholic 
Church, incremental shadow would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project, but 
development on Sites 1 and 2 would be tall enough to cause significant adverse shadow impacts. 
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With regard to the MSG POPS and Plaza 33, Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 would still cast substantial 
incremental shadows on these resources with the Lower Density Alternative and, as with the 
Proposed Project, would result in significant adverse shadow impacts. With the Lower Density 
Alternative, development on Site 3 would cast similar incremental shadows on St. Francis of 
Assisi Church compared with the Proposed Project, resulting in a similar significant adverse 
shadow impact. With regard to the former Greenwich Savings Bank, incremental shadow would 
be reduced compared to the Proposed Project, but development on Sites 5, 6, and 7 would be tall 
enough to cause significant adverse shadow impacts. 

With no new development on Site 8, the Lower Density Alternative would cast less incremental 
shadow on Herald Square Park, and, unlike the Proposed Project, would not cause a significant 
adverse shadow impact to that park. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

There are no areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Project Area. Therefore, as with the 
Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts 
on archaeological resources in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis years. 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative is assumed to result in redevelopment 
on Sites 1 through 7. However, no redevelopment would occur on Site 8 under this Alternative. In 
the 2033 analysis year, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for a 
southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Lower Density Alternative 
would result in the same significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural 
resources currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 would 
be demolished to allow for new commercial development on Site 7. Measures that could partially 
mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

In addition, as with the Proposed Project in 2033, the Lower Density Alternative could have 
adverse physical impacts on 14 additional architectural resources that are located within 90 feet 
of proposed construction activities, close enough to potentially experience adverse construction-
related impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, 
collapse, or damage from construction machinery. Thirteen of the architectural resources, plus two 
additional architectural resources, could also be adversely affected by adjacent construction in the 
2044 analysis year. With the Proposed Project, these impacts would occur as a result of 
construction on Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. The Lower Density Alternative would include 
construction on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 7, and the same potential construction-related impacts of the 
Proposed Project due to construction on those sites would occur Therefore, like the Proposed 
Project, Construction Protection Plans to protect the 15 architectural resources within 90 feet of 
construction would be required to be developed and implemented in coordination with OPRHP 
under the Lower Density Alternative. For the NYCL-designated and eligible properties potentially 
affected by construction impacts, the Construction Protection Plans would also be submitted to 
LPC for review and comment as with the Proposed Project. In addition, in the 2033 analysis year, 
the Lower Density Alternative would result in the same significant adverse shadows impacts as 
the Proposed Project on one architectural resource (Farley Building skylights) in the primary study 
area. 
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In the 2044 analysis year, unlike the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not 
result in the potential removal of one architectural resource for the redevelopment of Site 8 in 
Phase 2, as Site 8 would remain in its existing condition under this alternative. Similar to the 
Proposed Project in 2044, the Lower Density Alternative would result in significant adverse 
shadows impacts on four architectural resources in the primary and secondary study areas and one 
architectural resource that is located north of the secondary study area (see discussion under 
“Shadows” above). Of particular note, the Lower Density Alternative would not avoid or lessen 
shadow impacts to the Farley Building (the skylights, Eighth Avenue colonnade, and Eighth 
Avenue steps), as incremental shadow durations would be virtually the same with the Lower 
Density Alternative, and the coverage would be nearly as much. For the Proposed Project, ESD is 
undertaking continuing consultation with OPRHP regarding the development of mitigation 
measures that could partially mitigate certain of these significant adverse impacts. Those measures 
are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” and would also be applicable to the Lower Density 
Alternative. In addition, ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and 
efficacy of installing mirrors on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts 
on historic resources. If the installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these 
significant adverse impacts would remain unmitigated.   

In 2044, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse visual impacts with respect to 
the Empire State Building by obstructing certain views east and northeast towards the architectural 
resource. This impact would occur as a result of development on Sites 2, 5, and 6 with the Proposed 
Project. As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” this impact would occur with any new building 
on Site 2B greater than 340 feet in height, and any new building on Sites 5 and 6 greater than 330 
feet. Under the Lower Density Alternative, the illustrative buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6 would be 
taller than these heights (the illustrative building on the Site 2B would be 722 feet tall, the 
illustrative building on Site 5 would be 738 feet tall, and the illustrative building on Site 6 would 
be 820 feet tall). Therefore, the same visual impacts of the Proposed Project to the Empire State 
Building would occur under the Lower Density Alternative. Potential measures to mitigate the 
significant adverse impact to visual resources have been evaluated and are discussed in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation.” However, practicable mitigation measures have not been identified for these 
significant adverse visual impacts on the Empire State Building, and they would remain 
unmitigated. 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would support the potential 
expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 (in the event these sites are selected as the preferred 
alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process). Therefore, the 
siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction of a potential Penn Station expansion on 
would be subject to separate actions and approvals by or for the involved public transportation 
agencies and separate environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 
and evaluation in accordance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. The 
development of Sites 4, 5, 6, and 7 under the Lower Density Alternative, like the Proposed Project, 
would be subject to review under Section 14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Act 
(SHPA). 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would also support the reconstruction 
of Penn Station to improve the functionality, operations, safety, and capacity of the existing train 
station, although to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project because this alternative would 
generate less revenue than the Proposed Project. Because Penn Station (along with Madison 
Square Garden and 2 Penn Plaza) has been determined eligible for listing on the State and National 
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Registers of Historic Places (S/NR), the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) would 
consult with OPRHP under either SHPA or NHPA to address any potential impacts on 
architectural resources prior to construction activities for the Penn Station reconstruction project. 

As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density Alternative, potential measures to mitigate 
the adverse impacts resulting from construction on Sites 4 through 7 would be stipulated in a Letter 
of Resolution among ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the SHPA. 
If a southward expansion alternative is selected and pursued for expansion of Penn Station, 
mitigation measures to address adverse effects to architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
be developed through the Section 106 consultation process and stipulated in a Memorandum of 
Agreement or Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, OPRHP acting in its 
capacity as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and other applicable parties pursuant 
to the separate Section 106 consultation. 

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would include development on Sites 1 
through 7, and the related public realm and transportation improvements would be the same as the 
Proposed Project. Under the Lower Density Alternative, Site 8 would remain as in existing 
conditions, and the transportation and public realm and improvements associated with this site 
would not occur. The Lower Density Alternative would result in less development than the 
Proposed Project, with building heights similar to, or shorter than with the Proposed Project. 

URBAN DESIGN 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in a significant 
adverse impact to urban design in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis years. In 2033, the development 
on Sites 1A/1B, 4, and 7 would be similar to that of the Proposed Project and would be in keeping 
with the urban design of the primary secondary study area. As with the Proposed Project, under 
the Lower Density Alternative, it is anticipated that Sites 2 and 3 would be cleared of buildings 
(except for the new service building for Penn Station on Site 2A and entrances to the Penn Station 
expansion) in the 2033 analysis year. The sites would not have any ground-floor amenities or 
elements of visual interest to the pedestrian, and are expected to be surrounded by construction 
fencing except for entrances to the potential Penn Station expansion. As with the Proposed Project, 
under the Lower Density Alternative, this condition would have a negative effect on the pedestrian 
experience until the completion of new buildings on Sites 2 and 3 but would be temporary and 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact to urban design. Additionally, as with the 
Proposed Project, in the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the 
expansion of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 
1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites 
with temporary uses or other programming. 

The Lower Density Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would also not result in significant 
adverse impacts related to urban design in the 2044 analysis year. The Lower Density Alternative 
would not alter the location and arrangement of streets, street hierarchy, or block shapes in the 
primary and secondary study area. With the Proposed Project, the proposed widened sidewalks 
adjacent to the development sites, potential landscaping and other potential pedestrian amenities 
that could be included in the public space required at each development site, as well as proposed 
potential landscaping and trees on the proposed shared streets could provide plantings and publicly 
accessible spaces for pedestrians to utilize and enjoy. Widened sidewalks would still occur under 
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the Lower Density Alternative, except for adjacent to Site 8, as the Manhattan Mall building would 
remain in place and would not include the building setbacks of the Proposed Project at that site. 
The pedestrian experience adjacent to Site 8 would remain as in existing conditions.  

As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density Alternative, the anticipated building 
massings would be consistent with the urban design of the larger and taller more recent buildings 
constructed in the second half of the 20th century in the primary and secondary study areas and the 
buildings recently built or under construction within the past 20 years in the secondary study area. 
All the buildings under the Lower Density Alternative would be of similar height or shorter than as 
with the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed Project, the buildings developed under the Lower 
Density Alternative would be consistent with trends in the primary and secondary study area that 
have included and continue to include the development of tall, large buildings. While some of the 
buildings under the Lower Density Alternative would be shorter than those of the Proposed Project, 
they would still be among the tallest in the secondary study area, and like the Proposed Project, when 
viewed in context with other tall towers visible to pedestrians within and outside the primary and 
secondary study areas, would not result in significant adverse impacts to the pedestrian experience. 
As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would add to the diversity of the 
Manhattan skyline, which includes a variety of shorter and taller buildings of different massings, 
designs and materials. Prominent views of the Manhattan skyline and Empire State Building from 
outside the secondary study area (such as from the Brooklyn Bridge Walkway and Hunter’s Point 
South Park) would not be substantially altered with either the Proposed Project or this alternative.  

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would result in significant adverse 
impacts to visual resources in the 2033, as the demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist on 
Site 2 is projected to occur as of the 2044 analysis year. As Site 8 would remain as in existing 
conditions the significant adverse impact resulting from the demolition of the copper Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge connected to the existing building on Site 8 and spanning across West 32nd 
Street that would occur with the Proposed Project would not occur under the Lower Density 
Alternative (if the owner of Site 8 retains the skybridge). In addition, the obstruction of views east 
and northeast from certain vantage points within the western portion of the secondary study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 analysis year would constitute a significant adverse 
impact to visual resources. This impact would occur as a result of development on Sites 2, 5, and 
6. As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” this impact would occur with any new building on 
Site 2B greater than 340 feet in height, and any new building on Site 5 and 6 greater than 330 feet. 
Under the Lower Density Alternative, the buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6 would be taller than these 
heights (the illustrative building on the east side of Site 2 would be 722 feet tall, the illustrative 
building on Site 5 would be 738 feet tall, and the illustrative building on Site 6 would be 820 feet 
tall). Therefore, the same visual impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to the Empire State 
Building would occur under the Lower Density Alternative. Potential measures to mitigate the 
significant adverse impact to visual resources have been evaluated and are discussed in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation.” However, practicable mitigation measures have not been identified for these 
significant adverse visual impacts on the Empire State Building, and they would remain 
unmitigated. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Neither the Lower Density Alternative nor the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
impacts with respect to hazardous materials.  
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Unlike the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would only involve redevelopment 
on Sites 1 through 7. Site 8 would remain as in existing conditions. As with the Proposed Project, 
under the Lower Density Alternative, potential contamination may be present in both the 
subsurface (related primarily to localized former gas stations, historic fill, current and abandoned 
heating oil underground storage tanks [USTs], and historical operations) and inside buildings 
(primarily related to asbestos, LBP, and PCBs). The Lower Density Alternative would be subject 
to the same standard precautionary measures required for the Proposed Project. With the 
implementation of those measures (e.g., identification of hazardous materials as part of Phase I 
and Phase II investigations,12 and handling/disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with 
applicable regulations and under the direction of material management plans and health and safety 
plans), no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be expected to occur 
as a result of construction of the Lower Density Alternative. Following construction of the Lower 
Density Alternative, with the proposed measures, there would be no further potential for 
significant adverse impacts. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in a significant 
adverse impact on the City’s water supply, wastewater treatment, or stormwater management 
infrastructure in either analysis year. The Lower Density Alternative would include less overall 
development than the Proposed Project, resulting in less overall water demand and sanitary flow 
to the combined sewer system. As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density Alternative, 
the overall volume of stormwater runoff is anticipated to increase due to the replacement of some 
existing paved areas with roof coverage, which is more impervious than pavement and walkways; 
however, with adherence to DEP’s design standards, the peak stormwater runoff rate from the 
development sites is anticipated to decrease. Additionally, with the incorporation of selected 
BMPs (specifically on-site detention), as well as any potential sewer improvements that would be 
required as part of the DEP site connection approval process, the peak stormwater runoff rates are 
expected to be reduced as compared to existing conditions. Like the Proposed Project, the Lower 
Density Alternative would incorporate low-flow plumbing fixtures to reduce sanitary flow as 
required by the New York City Plumbing Code. Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density 
Alternative is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume of CSO events. 

SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in a significant 
adverse impact on solid waste and sanitation services in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis years. In 
addition, the Lower Density Alternative would not directly affect a solid waste management 
facility. 

The Lower Density Alternative would result in less overall development than the Proposed 
Project, and generate less total solid waste. As with the Proposed Project, the increase in solid 
waste generation from the Lower Density Alternative would be a negligible increase relative to 
the amount of solid waste handled by DSNY or the by private carters per day.13 As such, the Lower 

 
12 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and any subsequent subsurface investigations (Phase II 

Environmental Site Investigations), which may be required based on the conclusions of the Phase I ESA, 
as well as any necessary remedial plans would be required by ESD and prepared prior to site development. 

13 About DSNY: https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/about, accessed July 2020. 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 21-48  

Density Alternative would not result in an increase in solid waste that would overburden available 
waste management capacity and there would be no significant adverse impact to solid waste. The 
Lower Density Alternative would not conflict with, or require any amendment to, the City’s solid 
waste management objectives as stated in the SWMP. 

ENERGY 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in a significant 
adverse impact related to energy in either the 2033 or 2044 analysis year. The Lower Density 
Alternative would result in less overall development than the Proposed Project, and result in less 
overall energy use. In addition, the Lower Density Alternative would be required to comply with 
the NYCECC, which imposes performance requirements of HVAC systems, as well as the exterior 
building envelope of new buildings. In compliance with this code, new development must meet 
standards for energy conservation, which include requirements relating to energy efficiency and 
combined thermal transmittance. Therefore, like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density 
Alternative would not result in a significant adverse impact related to energy. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Phase 1 of the Lower Density Alternative would result in smaller developments on Sites 1B and 
7 (an approximately 350,000 gsf office space reduction overall) as compared to Phase 1 of the 
Proposed Project. Compared to the overall Phase 1 development program, this would be a small 
program difference. Hence, the potential transportation impacts are expected to be the same or 
slightly less than the significant adverse transportation impacts identified for Phase 1 of the 
Proposed Project in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” and unmitigated impacts are expected to occur 
at the same or slightly fewer locations under Phase 1 of the Lower Density Alternative as with the 
Proposed Project.  

For Phase 2 full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative, peak hour trip estimates were 
developed based on the trip generation assumptions detailed in Chapter 14, “Transportation.” The 
full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would generate 13,888; 14,015; and 13,642 
incremental person trips and 1,227; 765; and 1,030 incremental vehicle trips during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. In comparison, the Phase 2 full build-out of the 
Proposed Project would generate 20,927; 20,131; 19,764 and incremental person trips and 1,867; 
1,110; and 1,505 incremental vehicle trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. As summarized in Table 21-8, compared with the Phase 2 full build-out of the 
Proposed Project, the full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would yield up to 
approximately 7,000 fewer peak hour person trips and 640 fewer peak hour vehicle trips.  

It should be noted that this alternative would also support and accommodate the implementation 
of a potential Penn Station expansion. Therefore, the increased commuter rail ridership into Penn 
Station are also a part of this alternative. However, consistent with the analysis framework 
described in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the incremental trip summaries presented above are 
only for the new development (with either the Lower Density Alternative or Proposed Project) 
that is expected to occur on the development sites within the Project Area.  
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Table 21-8 
Comparison of Phase 2 Full Build-Out with Lower Density Alternative  

Program 
Peak 
Hour In/Out 

Person Trip Vehicle Trip 
Auto Taxi Subway Railroad PATH Bus Walk Total Auto Taxi Delivery Total 

Lower 
Density 

Alternative 

  In 524 393 6,959 2,685 400 1,747 741 13,449 457 268 109 834 
AM Out 19 -16 229 104 15 71 17 439 16 268 109 393 

  Total 543 377 7,188 2,789 415 1,818 758 13,888 473 536 218 1,227 
  In 131 154 346 70 0 335 5,741 6,777 105 159 118 382 

Midday Out 134 176 357 74 -3 353 6,147 7,238 106 159 118 383 
  Total 265 330 703 144 -3 688 11,888 14,015 211 318 236 765 
  In 49 -30 339 129 17 101 258 863 40 247 20 307 

PM Out 525 355 6,482 2,481 373 1,633 930 12,779 456 247 20 723 
  Total 574 325 6,821 2,610 390 1,734 1,188 13,642 496 494 40 1,030 

Proposed 
Project 
Phase 2 

Full Build-
out 

  In 793 598 10,527 4,063 608 2,637 1,038 20,264 693 415 162 1,270 
AM Out 25 -11 363 158 22 104 2 663 20 415 162 597 

  Total 818 587 10,890 4,221 630 2,741 1,040 20,927 713 830 324 1,867 
  In 154 239 489 116 -3 473 8,208 9,676 130 244 176 550 

Midday Out 169 270 523 128 -5 508 8,862 10,455 140 244 176 560 
  Total 323 509 1,012 244 -8 981 17,070 20,131 270 488 352 1,110 
  In 40 -27 455 190 27 127 159 971 33 376 31 440 

PM Out 752 533 9,679 3,729 559 2,426 1,115 18,793 658 376 31 1,065 
  Total 792 506 10,134 3,919 586 2,553 1,274 19,764 691 752 62 1,505 

Net 
Difference 

  In -269 -205 -3,568 -1,378 -208 -890 -297 -6,815 -236 -147 -53 -436 
AM Out -6 -5 -134 -54 -7 -33 15 -224 -4 -147 -53 -204 

  Total -275 -210 -3,702 -1,432 -215 -923 -282 -7,039 -240 -294 -106 -640 
  In -23 -85 -143 -46 3 -138 -2,467 -2,899 -25 -85 -58 -168 

Midday Out -35 -94 -166 -54 2 -155 -2,715 -3,217 -34 -85 -58 -177 
  Total -58 -179 -309 -100 5 -293 -5,182 -6,116 -59 -170 -116 -345 
  In 9 -3 -116 -61 -10 -26 99 -108 7 -129 -11 -133 

PM Out -227 -178 -3,197 -1,248 -186 -793 -185 -6,014 -202 -129 -11 -342 
  Total -218 -181 -3,313 -1,309 -196 -819 -86 -6,122 -195 -258 -22 -475 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in 92 
intersections with significant adverse impacts during any analysis peak hour, with 52 of them 
could not be fully mitigated, while Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in 104 
intersections with significant adverse impacts during any analysis peak hour, with 83 of them 
could not be fully mitigated. Therefore, since the incremental trips for full build-out of the Lower 
Density Alternative would fall between the incremental trips associated with Phase 1 and Phase 2 
of the Proposed Project, it can be expected that the number of intersections with significant adverse 
impacts resulting from full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would fall between 92 and 
104 intersections during any analysis peak hour. Some of these impacts could be mitigated with 
the same types of mitigation measures as with the Proposed Project. Compared with Phase 2 of 
the Proposed Project, the number of unmitigated intersections under full build-out of the Lower 
Density Alternative would be expected to fall within the range of 52 to 83 intersections, which 
would be fewer than the 83 unmitigated intersections for Phase 2 of the Proposed Project.  

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in 
nine subway station elements with significant adverse impacts during any analysis peak hour, with 
four of them could not be fully mitigated, while Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in 
17 elements with significant adverse impacts during any analysis peak hour, with nine of them 
could not be fully mitigated. Since the commuter rail ridership increments would still materialize 
under this alternative in addition to the Proposed Project development incremental trips, the Lower 
Density Alternative is expected to result in moderately fewer overall impacted locations as 
compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. Specifically, as stated in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation,” under the 2044 Phase 2 With Action condition, most of the impacts identified 
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for the Herald Square Subway Station could be attributed to the additional density in project 
development, though Penn Station riders would contribute to some of the impacts at this station 
as well. Some of the impacts at the Seventh Avenue Subway Station could also be attributed to 
project development but Penn Station riders would contribute to most of the impacts at this station. 
For the Eighth Avenue Subway Station, the project development alone would not yield any 
impacts; Penn Station riders alone would be capable of causing all three impacts identified at this 
station. Therefore, it is likely that impacts at the Herald Square Station would be moderately less 
and impacts at the Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue Stations would remain the same or slightly 
less under this alternative as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. Some of these impacts 
could be mitigated with the same types of mitigation measures as with the Proposed Project. 
Because Site 8 under the Lower Density Alternative would remain the same as existing conditions 
and would not be accompanied by the transit improvements that would otherwise accompany the 
Proposed Project’s Site 8 development, some of the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station 
analysis element impacts could be worse under the Lower Density Alternative. In addition, some 
of the existing analysis elements that would otherwise be replaced or eliminated by the Proposed 
Project’s Site 8 transit improvement could also be impacted under the Lower Density Alternative 
and be potentially unmitigated. Overall, accounting for these potential additional 34th Street–
Herald Square Subway Station unmitigated analysis element impacts and the potential reduction 
of unmitigated impacts at other station analysis elements due to the overall lower trip increments, 
the Lower Density Alternative could result in unmitigated transit impacts at the same or slightly 
fewer subway station analysis elements as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. As with 
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in any bus line-
haul impacts.  

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would result in 41 
pedestrian elements with significant adverse impacts during any analysis peak hour, with 34 of 
them could not be fully mitigated, while Phase 2 of the Proposed Project would result in 93 
pedestrian elements with significant adverse impacts during any analysis peak hour, with 79 of 
them could not be fully mitigated. Since the commuter rail ridership increments would still 
materialize under this alternative in addition to the development sites’ incremental trips, the Lower 
Density Alternative is expected to result in moderately fewer overall impacted locations as 
compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. Some of these impacts could be mitigated with the 
same types of mitigation measures as with the Proposed Project. Because Site 8 under the Lower 
Density Alternative would remain the same as existing conditions, it would not be accompanied 
by the building setbacks along the south side of West 33rd Street portion fronting Site 8 and the 
west side of Sixth Avenue that would otherwise accompany the Proposed Project’s Site 8 With 
Action development. Therefore, these two sidewalk segments, which are not impacted under the 
Proposed Project, could potentially be impacted under the Lower Density Alternative. Without the 
additional sidewalk circulation space afforded by the building setbacks, these impacts could 
potentially be unmitigated. Overall, accounting for these potential two additional unmitigated 
sidewalk impacts and the potential reduction of unmitigated impacts at other pedestrian analysis 
elements due to the overall lower trip increments, the Lower Density Alternative could result in 
unmitigated pedestrian impacts at the same or slightly fewer elements as compared to Phase 2 of 
the Proposed Project.  

For parking, the Lower Density Alternative is expected to similarly result in a parking shortfall 
within the ¼-mile off-street parking study area as the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed 
Project, this parking shortfall would not be considered a significant adverse parking impact due to 
the magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation.  
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Lastly, the required post-approval TMP described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” for the Proposed 
Project would also apply to the Lower Density Alternative. 

AIR QUALITY 

MOBILE SOURCES 

The Lower Density Alternative would result in reduced project-generated trips as compared to the 
Proposed Project for both Phase 1 and Phase 2. Like the Proposed Project, no significant adverse 
air quality impacts are predicted under the Lower Density Alternative.  

STATIONARY SOURCES 

The Lower Density Alternative would result in a lesser density of development and shorter 
buildings (with the exception of Site 4, which is assumed to be same development potential as the 
Proposed Project). As with the Proposed Project, all buildings would be designed to operate with 
fully electric heating and hot water systems with the only on-site emission sources being 
emergency back-up generators. 

As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density Alternative, certain restrictions would be 
imposed by the project documents to ensure that there are no potential significant adverse air 
quality impacts from the existing combined heat and power plant (CHP Plant [i.e., a cogeneration 
plant]) at 1 Penn Plaza. In the 2033 analysis year, due to current configuration of the CHP Plant, 
if the emissions from this source continue, or until Site 5 is developed, no operable windows or 
air intakes would be permitted on the eastern façade of Site 4 between a height of 265 feet and 
295 feet above grade. 

In the 2044 analysis year, the proposed restrictions on operable windows and air intakes on 
portions of Site 5 and Site 7 due to emissions from the CHP Plant would remain the same under 
the Lower Density Alternative, since these buildings would still be taller in height than the CHP 
exhaust stack.  

Overall, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in any significant adverse air quality 
impacts, like the Proposed Project.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

As discussed in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” the climate change analysis differs 
from most other technical areas in that it does not account for only the increment between the 
condition with and without the Proposed Project, in that the focus is on the total emissions 
associated with the uses, and on the effect of measures to reduce those emissions. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the new buildings included under the Lower Density Alternative 
(as well as the existing building on Site 8 which would not be developed and would remain as in 
existing conditions) would be required to comply with Local Law 97 (as it may be clarified or 
amended over time). Since the Lower Density Alternative represents a reduction in program 
density of approximately 28 percent compared to the Proposed Project and the same mix of uses 
as in the Proposed Project (excluding Site 8), the GHG emissions associated with building 
operations would be less than the Proposed Project. However, as the Lower Density Alternative 
would result in less development than the Proposed Project, it is assumed that some of the region’s 
growth that would be accommodated under the Proposed Project would instead occur in areas 
outside of the Project Area under the Lower Density Alternative. New York State’s Draft Scoping 
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Plan under the CLCPA prioritizes the promotion of “mobility-oriented development” within the state 
and makes the specific recommendation that ESD should “designate priority development areas to 
concentrate development and make it easier to build in areas that facilitate low-carbon transportation 
modes.”14 Constructing high-density development near transit results in more efficient use of 
land—if most users of the high-density development are commuting by transit, less space is 
required for parking and less vehicular traffic is generated on a per capita basis. Locating high-
density uses near transit also ensures that ridership will be high. The Project Area is exactly such 
an area. Therefore, the Lower Density Alternative would not be as efficient a use of land as the 
Proposed Project, and may result in similar or higher overall GHG emissions as the Proposed 
Project associated with travel. 

NOISE 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in any significant 
impacts with respect to noise in the 2033 analysis year. As described in Chapter 17, “Noise,” in 
the 2044 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse noise impacts at 
receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, along West 31st Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. These 
operational noise impacts are projected to occur upon the completion and occupancy of 
approximately 4.75 million gsf of office space on the proposed development sites. As the Lower 
Density Alternative would include the development of approximately 9.1 million gsf of office 
space (under the Maximum Commercial Scenario) or 8.7 million gsf of office space (under the 
Maximum Residential Scenario), it is expected that the same noise impacts would occur under the 
Lower Density Alternative. 

As with the Proposed Project, it is expected that the Lower Density Alternative would also result 
in noise levels at the newly introduced open space at Site 2 that would exceed the 55 dBA L10(1) 

noise level for outdoor areas requiring serenity and quiet recommended by the CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure guidelines. However, the existing noise levels at these locations are 
currently in the low- to-mid-70s dBA, exceeding the acceptable threshold, and the predicted levels 
at this open space are comparable to those at many open spaces in New York City. Consequently, 
the predicted noise exposure at the newly introduced open space would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact. 

As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density Alternative, up to 37 dBA window/wall 
attenuation would be required to achieve acceptable interior noise levels per the CEQR Technical 
Manual noise exposure guidelines at these uses. This is based on the projected noise levels at 
newly introduced residential, commercial office, hotel guestroom, and community facility 
receptors. To implement the attenuation requirements, ESD would include provisions specifying 
the appropriate window/wall attenuation applicable to each development site in project documents 
with the future developers of each site. By meeting the requirements specified in the project 
documents, buildings developed as a result of the Lower Density Alternative would provide 
sufficient attenuation to achieve the CEQR Technical Manual interior noise level guidelines of 45 
dBA L10 for residential, hotel guestroom, or community facility uses and 50 dBA L10 for 
commercial office uses. As with the Proposed Project, implementation of these attenuation levels 

 
14 New York State Climate Action Council. Draft Scoping Plan. Chapter 11, “Transportation”, Strategy T6. 

Mobility-Oriented Development. December 30, 2021. 
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under the Lower Density Alternative would avoid any significant adverse impacts at the newly 
introduced noise receptors. 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

Like the Proposed Actions, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to public health.  

As described in the relevant analyses in this chapter, the Lower Density Alternative would not 
result in unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of hazardous materials, water quality, 
or air quality, and therefore would not have the potential for a public health impact related to these 
technical areas. As described above under “Noise,” the Lower Density Alternative would result in 
a significant adverse noise impact at sensitive receptors along West 30th and West 31st Streets 
due to noise increases from project-generated trucks traveling on these streets, which, as with the 
Proposed Project, would be unmitigated or only partially mitigated (see Chapter 22, “Mitigation”). 
In addition, as noted under “Construction,” like the Proposed Project, construction activities for 
the Lower Density Alternative would result in unmitigated significant adverse noise impacts at 
several sensitive receptor locations, as defined by CEQR Technical Manual thresholds, during 
certain phases of project construction. As with the Proposed Project, under the Lower Density 
Alternative, the predicted noise exposure that would be experienced by people inhabiting affected 
areas would be comparable to existing noise exposure at other nearby areas, and it would not 
exceed the threshold that would be expected to result in health effects. Therefore, the Lower 
Density Alternative’s unmitigated noise impacts would not result in a significant adverse public 
health impact. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

The Proposed Project would effectuate a dramatic change in the Project Area, but would not result 
in a significant adverse impact on neighborhood character. As discussed in Chapter 19, 
“Neighborhood Character,” the defining features of neighborhood character are a mixture of several 
high-density commercial buildings and lower-scale (and, in some cases, historic) commercial 
buildings and transportation infrastructure; high levels of pedestrian and vehicular activity and 
associated noise; and a varied neighborhood context with smaller buildings interspersed among taller 
buildings and iconic New York City landmarks. Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density 
Alternative would enhance existing neighborhood character by reinforcing these defining features 
while improving pedestrian facilities and transit accessibility. As with the Proposed Project, the 
Lower Density Alternative would address substandard conditions in the Project Area by facilitating 
redevelopment to create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district and introducing much-
needed public transportation and public realm improvements in the area. However, the Lower 
Density Alternative would result in less development than the Proposed Project, would not 
maximize the revenue that could be generated by higher-density development, and would therefore 
be less effective at supporting the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station.  

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant 
adverse impacts to land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; or urban design. 
Although there would be significant adverse impacts with respect to historic resources, shadows, 
visual resources, transportation, and noise, these impacts would not result in a significant adverse 
impact to the defining elements of neighborhood character. Overall, like the Proposed Project, the 
Lower Density Alternative is expected to result in positive effects to neighborhood character. 
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As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would reinvigorate the neighborhood 
by replacing aging and outmoded commercial buildings with new primarily Class A office and 
mixed-use buildings befitting the neighborhood’s prime New York City and Midtown Manhattan 
location and unparalleled transit access. Like the Proposed Project, while the Lower Density 
Alternative would result in a change to neighborhood character, the change would represent an 
improvement over current conditions and future conditions absent the Lower Density Alternative. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The total amount of development would be reduced under the Lower Density Alternative. In 
addition, since Site 8 would not be developed under the Lower Density Alternative, the 
construction disruption that was identified due to construction activities at this site would not occur 
under the Lower Density Alternative. Neither the Proposed Project nor the Lower Density 
Alternative would result in significant adverse construction impacts with respect to land use, 
socioeconomic conditions, hazardous materials, and water and sewer infrastructure, air quality, or 
vibration. 

With regards to transportation, Phase 1 under the Lower Density Alternative would result in the 
construction of only a slightly smaller Site 7 development as compared to Phase 1 of the Proposed 
Project, and could result in the same size development on Sites 1A and 1B (under the Residential 
Scenario for this site) as the Proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction transportation 
impacts under the Lower Density Alternative are expected to be comparable to the significant 
adverse transportation impacts identified for Phase 1 construction of the Proposed Project. 
However, Phase 2 of the Lower Density Alternative would be approximately two-thirds the size 
of Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, and potential significant adverse construction traffic impacts 
would be expected to occur at fewer locations and at lesser magnitudes than the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, the most noise-intensive construction activity (i.e., pile driving) 
would occur at all sites with the exception of Site 8 under the Lower Density Alternative. 
Additionally, the duration of below-grade and at-grade construction activity under the Lower 
Density Alternative would be comparable to that with the Proposed Project, except at Site 8. 
Therefore, at most of the analyzed sensitive receptors, the potential construction noise impacts 
identified with the Proposed Project would occur under the Lower Density Alternative. 

Like the Proposed Project, if the potential expansion of Penn Station proceeds on Sites 1, 2, and 
3, the same expansion would occur with the Lower Density Alternative. Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
be redeveloped and subject to long-term construction activity under this alternative, although the 
overall duration of construction on Sites 1, 2, and 3 may be slightly less under this alternative than 
the Proposed Project. Nonetheless, the significant adverse localized neighborhood character 
impacts in the immediate vicinity of these sites that would occur with the Proposed Project would 
also occur with this alternative. 

As with the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would result in the same significant 
adverse direct impacts in Phase 1from the removal of six architectural resources currently located 
on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 would be demolished to allow for 
new commercial development on Site 7. Unlike the Proposed Project, the Lower Density 
Alternative would not result in the potential removal of one architectural resource for the 
redevelopment of Site 8 in Phase 2, as Site 8 would remain in its existing condition under this 
alternative. Measures that could partially mitigate these significant adverse impacts are described 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation” and would be applicable to the Lower Density Alternative. 
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In addition, as with the Proposed Project in Phase 1, the Lower Density Alternative could have 
adverse physical impacts on 14 additional architectural resources that are located within 90 feet 
of proposed construction activities, close enough to potentially experience adverse construction-
related impacts from ground-borne construction-period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, 
collapse, or damage from construction machinery. Thirteen of the architectural resources, plus two 
additional architectural resources, could also be adversely affected by adjacent construction in 
Phase 2 with the Proposed Project. These impacts would occur as a result of construction on Sites 
1 through 5, 7, and 8. The Lower Density Alternative would include construction on Sites 1throuth 
5 and 7, and the same potential construction-related impacts of the Proposed Project due to 
construction on those sites would occur. Therefore, like the Proposed Project, Construction 
Protection Plans to protect the 15 architectural resources within 90 feet of construction would be 
required to be developed and implemented in coordination with OPRHP under the Lower Density 
Alternative. For the NYCL-designated and eligible properties potentially affected by construction 
impacts, the Construction Protection Plans would also be submitted to LPC for review and 
comment as with the Proposed Project. 

Potential mitigation measures for the significant adverse construction impacts are described in 
Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” and would also be applicable to the Lower Density Alternative. 

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

The Lower Density Alternative considers a project program that would include less total square 
footage of development, including less commercial office, residential, retail, hotel rooms, and 
parking square footage and spaces than the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, the 
commercial density would be reduced on certain sites and Site 8 would not be redeveloped. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative represents a reduction in 
program density of approximately 28 percent under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, and 
approximately 23 percent under the Maximum Residential Scenario. The purpose of this 
alternative is to evaluate whether there would be a meaningful reduction in the significant adverse 
impacts of the Proposed Project with a smaller program. 

Like the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in significant adverse 
impacts with respect to: land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; urban 
design; hazardous materials; water and sewer infrastructure; solid waste and sanitation services; 
energy; air quality; greenhouse gas emissions; public health; and neighborhood character. 

Under the Lower Density Alternative, significant adverse impacts in the areas of community 
facilities (early childhood programs), open space, historic resources, noise, construction noise 
would be the same as or similar to those of the Proposed Project. The Lower Density Alternative 
would result in significant adverse transportation impacts (operational and during construction), 
but to a lesser extent than with the Proposed Project. With respect to shadows, the Lower Density 
Alternative would result in the same significant adverse impacts as the Proposed Project, with the 
exception of the impact to Herald Square Park. With no new development on Site 8, the Lower 
Density Alternative would cast less incremental shadow on Herald Square Park, and, unlike the 
Proposed Project, would not cause a significant adverse shadow impact to that park. With respect 
to visual resources, the Lower Density Alternative would result in the same significant adverse 
impacts as the Proposed Project, except with respect to the demolition of the copper Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge spanning from the existing building on Site 8 across West 32nd Street. If the 
owner of Site 8 retains the skybridge, the significant adverse impact that would occur with the 
Proposed Project would not occur.  
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With respect to traffic, it can be expected that the number of intersections with significant adverse 
impacts resulting from full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would fall within the range 
of impacted intersections of the Proposed Project in Phases 1 and 2, during any analysis peak hour. 
Some of these impacts could be mitigated with the same types of mitigation measures as with the 
Proposed Project. Compared with Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, the number of unmitigated 
intersections under full build-out of the Lower Density Alternative would be expected to be fewer 
than the number of unmitigated intersections for Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. The Lower 
Density Alternative could result in unmitigated transit impacts at the same or slightly fewer 
subway station analysis elements as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. As with Phase 
2 of the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would not result in any bus line-haul 
impacts. 

With respect to pedestrians, the Lower Density Alternative is expected to result in moderately 
fewer overall impacted locations as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. However, 
because the existing Site 8 building and uses would remain under the Lower Density Alternative, 
it would not provide the building setbacks along the south side of West 33rd Street portion fronting 
Site 8 and the west side of Sixth Avenue that would otherwise accompany the Proposed Project’s 
Site 8 development in the Maximum Commercial Scenario. Therefore, these two sidewalk 
segments, which are not impacted under the Proposed Project, could potentially be impacted under 
the Lower Density Alternative. Without the additional sidewalk circulation space afforded by the 
building setbacks, these impacts could potentially be unmitigated. Accounting for these potential 
two additional unmitigated sidewalk impacts and the potential reduction of unmitigated impacts 
at other pedestrian analysis elements due to the overall lower trip increments, the Lower Density 
Alternative could result in unmitigated pedestrian impacts at the same or a slightly fewer elements 
as compared to Phase 2 of the Proposed Project. 

Thus, the Lower Density Alternative would not substantially avoid or reduce the significant adverse 
impacts that would occur with the Proposed Project and could result in new unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts with respect to pedestrians that would not occur with the Proposed Project. 

In general, although the Lower Density Alternative would meet a number of the Proposed Project’s 
goals and objectives, it would do so to a lesser degree than the Proposed Project because it would 
introduce less new commercial office and residential use and would not implement all of the public 
transportation and public realm improvements that would occur with the Proposed Project. As with 
the Proposed Project, the Lower Density Alternative would address substandard conditions in the 
Project Area by facilitating redevelopment to create a cohesive, transit-oriented mixed-use district, 
although the amount of commercial and residential development under this alternative would be 
less than the Proposed Project and would not capitalize on the Project Area’s unmatched rail and 
transit access and would not be consistent with the maximum permitted densities of other transit-
oriented districts in the City.  

By providing for less overall development, the Lower Density Alternative would require land 
acquisition and other fixed costs to be amortized over less office and residential space, which 
would offer less incentive for construction of the new office and residential buildings, potentially 
delaying or forestalling their construction. Similarly, the Lower Density Alternative would foster 
and support economic growth to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project by creating fewer jobs 
and less economic activity. The Lower Density Alternative would be less supportive of the public 
policy goal of accommodating jobs and future economic growth in areas near transit hubs, and 
therefore a greater proportion of the City and state’s future growth could be located in areas that 
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are less transit-accessible than the Project Area under this alternative than with the Proposed 
Project.  

Furthermore, the Lower Density Alternative would implement fewer public transportation and 
public realm improvements than the Proposed Project, as it would not provide the sidewalk 
widenings or public transportation improvements associated with Site 8, and it would generate 
substantially less revenue than the Proposed Project and would therefore be less successful at 
providing support for the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station.
Therefore, the Lower Density Alternative would not meet the project goal of maximizing revenue 
to support those projects.  
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Chapter 22:  Mitigation 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter considers mitigation measures to address significant adverse impacts resulting from 
the Proposed Project. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is a 
comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, transit-oriented mixed-use district 
centered around Penn Station. The area of the Proposed Project is generally bounded by Sixth and 
Ninth Avenues to the east and west, and by West 30th and West 34th Streets to the south and north 
in Midtown Manhattan, Community Districts 4 and 5 (the Project Area).  

The Proposed Project is assumed to be constructed over approximately 22 years. For analysis 
purposes, the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) assesses an interim analysis year 
(Phase 1) of 2033 and a final analysis year (Phase 2) of 2044. The exact schedule of the Proposed 
Project cannot be predicted with certainty, but the use of 2033 and 2044 analysis years allows for 
the disclosure of significant adverse environmental impacts and for the identification of potential 
mitigation measures. 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse impacts related to community facilities 
(early childhood programs); open space; shadows; historic and cultural resources; visual 
resources; transportation (traffic, transit, and pedestrians); noise; and construction (traffic, noise, 
localized neighborhood character, and historic and cultural resources). Mitigation measures have 
been identified to address the significant adverse impacts to the extent feasible and practicable. As 
discussed below in more detail, partial mitigation is identified for some of the significant adverse 
impacts of the Proposed Project. Significant adverse impacts that cannot be fully mitigated through 
reasonably practicable measures are also identified and discussed in Chapter 23, “Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts.” 

B. COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS 

The Proposed Project may result in a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario. Under the analysis appearing in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities,” a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs is predicted to occur with the 
completion and occupancy of approximately 192 affordable dwelling units (DUs) targeted to house-
holds earning up to 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) (or approximately 22 children 
eligible for publicly funded early childhood programs). As indicated in Chapter 5, income bands 
for the affordable units have not been determined at this time. For analysis purposes, the assessment 
assumes that all of the affordable units introduced by the Proposed Project would be targeted to 
households earning up to 80 percent AMI and would meet the eligibility criteria for publicly funded 
early childhood programs. However, if some of the affordable units target higher income house-
holds, these households would likely have incomes exceeding the eligibility criteria for publicly 
funded early childhood programs, and more affordable housing units could be constructed before a 
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significant adverse impact to early childhood programs would occur, or such an impact may not 
occur at all. 

Moreover, the demand for publicly funded early childhood programs depends not only on the 
amount of residential development in an area, but on the proportion of new low-income 
households with children that qualify (not all children meet the social and income eligibility 
criteria). Additionally, the analysis is based on the existing inventory of early childhood programs 
in the area and does not reflect shifts in demand or creation of new capacity. It is reasonable to 
expect that the market (i.e., childcare facility operators) may respond to demand by opening new 
early childhood programs in the study area and thereby avoid the significant impact determined 
through the conservative methodology used in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” to assess the 
potential for impacts to the availability of early childhood program slots at local facilities. 

Several factors may reduce the number of children in need of slots in publicly funded early 
childhood programs. Families in the study area could make use of alternatives to publicly funded 
early childhood programs. There are slots at homes licensed to provide family-based child care 
that families of eligible children could elect to use instead of public center child care. These 
facilities could provide additional slots in the study area but are not included in the quantitative 
analysis appearing in Chapter 5. Parents of eligible children are also not restricted to enrolling 
their children in early childhood programs in a specific geographical area closer to their place of 
employment and beyond the study area assumed in the FEIS analysis.  

Measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact have been identified by ESD and would be 
further developed in consultation with the New York City Department of Education’s (DOE) 
Division of Early Childhood Education, as explained below. Mitigation measures for the significant 
adverse impact could include a number of options: suitable space for an early childhood program 
center could be provided on one of the development sites, such as in the community facility space 
planned for Site 1A; additional early childhood program space could be provided at suitable 
locations off-site and within a reasonable distance (at a rate affordable to DOE providers); or 
additional capacity could be provided at existing facilities on- or off-site. 

At this time, it is premature to determine whether such mitigation would be needed, and if so, 
which of the options described above should be implemented. Accordingly, at such time as ESD 
enters into a development agreement for a building that would include affordable housing, it would 
consult with DOE’s Division of Early Childhood Education (or other appropriate agency at the 
time of mitigation consultation) to determine whether such building would trigger the need for 
additional early childhood program space. In the event such mitigation is determined to be 
necessary, ESD would include in such development agreement (or other binding agreement) 
provisions requiring the developer to arrange for such space through one or more of the options 
described above. The additional capacity to be provided under the development agreement would 
be at a level sufficient to avoid a significant impact to Early Childhood Education resulting from 
construction of the building containing the affordable housing units (considered together with any 
prior project buildings containing affordable housing). If an on-site facility or facilities are 
identified to be needed, the developer’s design team would coordinate with the New York City 
Department of Transportation (DOT) regarding pick-up/drop-off locations, curbside parking 
regulations, school bus accommodations (if any), and pedestrian safety. 

Based on the results of the analysis presented in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” ESD anticipates 
that approximately 16 slots in early childhood programs would be necessary to reduce or mitigate the 
impact, because 16 slots would reduce the utilization rate to less than five percent as compared to the 
No Action condition. However, as a result of changes in the demand for and availability of childcare 
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slots at the time of construction of a new project building containing affordable housing units, the 
number of childcare slots that would be required to mitigate the impact could be more than or less 
than 16 slots. Absent the implementation of such mitigation measures, the Proposed Project could 
have an unmitigated significant adverse impact on publicly funded early childhood programs. 

C. OPEN SPACE  
Chapter 6, “Open Space,” identifies direct and indirect impacts on open space resources. Specif-
ically, the Proposed Project would result in the following significant adverse impacts to open space: 

• Direct impact due to the elimination of a portion of the through-block east plaza on Site 5 that 
is part of the 1 Penn Plaza privately owned public space (POPS). The elimination of the plaza 
represents a reduction of approximately 0.16 acres of passive open space as compared to the 
No Action condition. 

• Indirect impact due to the introduction of a substantial new worker population, causing a de-
crease in the passive open space ratio of approximately 7.27 percent. Taking into account the 
combined residential and worker populations within the study area, there would be a 6.43 
percent decrease in the combined open space ratio for workers and residents. 

The direct impact would occur with the elimination of the through-block east plaza at the 
commencement of construction at Site 5. The indirect impact would occur with the completion 
and occupancy of approximately 8.0 million gross square feet (gsf) of office floor area, which 
would introduce approximately 32,000 office workers to the study area. The significant adverse 
indirect impact on open space could be fully mitigated with the addition of approximately 0.37 
acres (or approximately 16,000 square feet [sf], or the amount of open space necessary to result in 
a decrease in the open space ratio of less than 4 percent) of new passive open space. This amount 
of open space would be in addition to the open space introduced with the Proposed Project.  

Open space mitigation measures have been explored by ESD and will be further developed in 
consultation with the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks). To 
address the significant adverse indirect impact on open space, ESD would require future 
developers to implement one or both of the following measures:  

1. Create additional passive open space in or near the Project Area (in addition to the proposed 
plaza on Site 2). Additional passive open space could be created on the development sites 
under the “public space” requirements of the Design Guidelines. Under the Design 
Guidelines, a certain percentage of each site must be set aside for public space. Public space 
can include transit entrances and sidewalk widenings that would not be considered “open 
space.” However, the public space requirements could also be satisfied by the provision of 
passive open spaces such as plazas with seating or other amenities. At this time, it is not 
known which sites (other than Site 2) may include passive open spaces or the specific details 
and features of these spaces. The design and features of any additional passive open spaces 
would be developed as part of the design of the new buildings on each site, in consultation 
with the cross-jurisdictional public realm task force to be established, and subject to review 
by ESD.  

2. Provide funding for open space improvements and/or maintenance of open space resources 
in the study area. Funding for open space improvements or maintenance could serve to 
partially mitigate the significant adverse open space impact. ESD would require future 
developers to make a financial contribution towards open space improvements and/or 
maintenance of open space resources in the study area. The funding would be used for 
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programs or improvements which would improve or increase open space within the ¼-mile 
(non-residential) open space study area (shown in Figure 6-1 of Chapter 6, “Open Space”), 
including, but not limited to: (a) creation of new open space; (b) renovation, repairs, or 
improvements to existing open space; and/or (c) expansion of hours of operation of existing 
facilities. The funding would be allocated in consultation with NYC Parks.  

To address the significant adverse direct impact on open space, the modified General Project Plan 
(GPP) would require measures to compensate for the displacement of the existing POPS on Site 5 
by one or more of the following measures: removing the bonused floor area from 1 Penn Plaza, 
providing new on-site open space, or requiring the developer of Site 5 to make an appropriate 
payment for use on public realm improvements in the Project Area. These measures would 
partially mitigate the direct open space impact. The New York City Department of Transportation 
(NYCDOT) would retain jurisdiction and approval over any changes to the public right-of-way.  

The amount of any financial contributions that may be required as mitigation for the significant 
adverse direct and indirect open space impacts would be established at the time that a development 
is proposed for each site. In establishing the amount of the financial contribution, ESD would 
account for the availability of other funds, the contribution of that development to the significant 
adverse open space impact, and the provision of any additional open space on the development 
site to satisfy the public space requirements of the Design Guidelines.  

At this time, it is not possible to know exactly which mitigation measures would be most 
appropriate, because the condition of open spaces in the area may change and other spaces may 
be identified as needing repairs and upgrades in the future at the time that the open space impact 
occurs, and detailed development plans are not yet available for any of the development sites. ESD 
would require an appropriate contribution to the open space mitigation in the form of one or more 
of the mitigation measures listed above at the time that a development agreement is signed between 
ESD and the future developer(s) for each site. The requirement to implement the open space 
mitigation would be contained in the development agreement(s) or other binding documents 
between ESD and the future developer(s). Absent the implementation of such mitigation measures, 
the significant adverse impact would remain unmitigated.  

The Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse direct impacts to open space due to 
shadows. Mitigation measures for shadow impacts to open space are discussed in “Shadows,” below. 

D. SHADOWS 
As described in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” shadows cast by the Proposed Project in the 2033 analysis 
year would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to one open space resource (the Madison 
Square Garden [MSG] POPS) and one historic architectural resource with sunlight-sensitive 
features (the skylights and Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley Building).  

In the 2044 analysis year, shadows cast by the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
shadow impacts to nine sunlight-sensitive historic and open space resources. The impacted 
sunlight-sensitive open space resources are the MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea 
Park, the Penn South open spaces, and the Farley Building steps. The impacted sunlight-sensitive 
historic resources are St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, the 
former Greenwich Savings Bank, and the Farley Building (the Eighth Avenue steps, colonnade, 
and skylights). These nine sunlight-sensitive resources would experience substantial durations and 
occasionally large extents of new shadow, which would significantly reduce the attractiveness and 
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usability of the open spaces, or, in the case of the historic resources, obscure sunlight-dependent 
features. Mitigation measures are described below.  

SHADOWS ON OPEN SPACES 

The significant adverse shadow impacts to sunlight-sensitive open space resources are summar-
ized below: 

• MSG POPS and Plaza 33: The two MSG POPS on Eighth Avenue (corners of West 31 and 
West 33rd Streets) and Plaza 33 near Seventh Avenue are located in the middle of the Project 
Area with development sites to the north, south, east, and west. Incremental shadow would 
fall on these spaces for substantial periods of the day in all seasons (except winter for Plaza 
33). Incremental shadow would eliminate the remaining sun on these spaces at times and, 
particularly in cooler months such as March and September, when sun is more appreciated. 

• Herald Square Park: Incremental shadow from Sites 7 and 8 would fall on Herald Square Park 
for up to an hour and a half in the afternoon in the late spring and summer months, eliminating 
much or all of the sun during this period in this typically well-used park. 

• Chelsea Park and Penn South open spaces: In the late spring and summer months, incremental 
shadows would fall on large areas of the passive and active open spaces extending between Eighth 
and Tenth Avenues and West 26th to West 28th Streets, including the northern section of the 
Penn South complex and Chelsea Park, eliminating much or all of the remaining sunlight, for 
approximately an hour and a half. While these impacts to Chelsea Park and the Penn South open 
spaces would occur before 9:00 AM—when usage would likely be light compared to other times 
of day—and no incremental shadow would occur after this time, the incremental shadow would 
alter the look and feel of these spaces for users during this early morning period and would reduce 
direct sunlight during this period for morning activities such as exercising, dog-walking, or sitting 
on benches. The incremental shadows on Chelsea Park and the Penn South open spaces would 
be cast by several of the Proposed Project buildings, overlapping at times. Site 2 would contribute 
most substantially to the significant adverse shadow impact to these open spaces. Sites 1, 3, 6, 
and 7 would also contribute materially, as described in greater detail below. 

• Farley Building steps: The Eighth Avenue steps of the historic Farley Building, a publicly 
accessible open space area used for seating, are discussed below with the other historic resources. 

The City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual identifies several measures 
that could mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on open spaces. These measures include 
modifying the height, shape, size, or orientation of the proposed developments in order to 
eliminate or reduce the extent and duration of incremental shadow on the resource; relocating 
sunlight-sensitive features within an open space to avoid sunlight loss; and undertaking additional 
maintenance to relocate or upgrade facilities or equipment or replace plantings. 

Substantial reductions in the bulk and/or heights of the Proposed Project buildings could reduce 
or eliminate the shadows cast on open spaces that are farther from the development sites. This 
mitigation option would be impracticable because such reductions would hinder achievement of 
the Proposed Project’s important public objectives of revitalizing the area surrounding Penn 
Station with new, sustainable, high-density mixed-use development, fostering and supporting 
economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity, 
accommodating New York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern needs of commercial 
tenants at a transit-accessible location, and generating significant revenues to support the work 
needed to improve and expand Penn Station.  
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With regard to Chelsea Park, several Proposed Project buildings would cast overlapping shadows 
during late spring and summer mornings and contribute to a significant adverse impact, as noted 
above. An evaluation of reductions to height and bulk of the illustrative buildings was conducted 
to determine the reductions necessary to reduce or eliminate the significant adverse impact to the 
park. The evaluation showed that substantial reductions to the heights of Sites 1B, 2A, 2B, 6, and 
either 5 or 7 would be necessary (see Table 22-1). Combinations of height reductions that do not 
include the reductions to Sites 1B, 2A, 2B, 6, and either 5 or 7 in at least the amounts shown in 
Table 22-1 would not avoid the significant adverse impact to Chelsea Park. For example, 
reductions in the heights of only Sites 2A, 6, and 7 would not avoid the significant adverse impact 
to Chelsea Park. Similarly, reductions to just Site 6 and either Site 5 or 7 would not avoid the 
significant adverse impact to Chelsea Park. 

Table 22-1 
Height Limits to Avoid Impacts to Chelsea Park* 

Site 

Illustrative 
Building Height 

(feet)** 

Height Limit to 
Avoid Impact 

(feet) 

Reduction from Illustrative Building Height 

In Feet Percent 
1B (Commercial Scenario) 605 500 -105 -17 
1B (Residential Scenario) 665 500 -165 25 

2A 975 650 -325 -33 
2B 1,150 900 -250 -22 
6 1,130 1,030 -100 -9 

5 or 7 1,018/1,270 930/1,200 -90/70 -9/-6 
Notes:   
* The height reductions to Sites 1B, 2A, 2B, and 6 would have to be implemented together with the reduction to either Site 5 or 
7 to avoid the impacts to Chelsea Park.  
** The analysis heights presented in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” account for the maximum illustrative building height as analyzed in 
the DEIS, plus an additional 150 feet to provide for future design flexibility, rooftop mechanical space, and other potential 
rooftop structures, such as spires. This table presents the illustrative building height and corresponding reduction based on the 
heights presented in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of this FEIS. 

 

The building on Site 1B along Eighth Avenue would have to be limited to a height of 
approximately 500 feet, a reduction of approximately 105 feet compared to the illustrative building 
height under the commercial scenario for that site (a reduction of approximately 17 percent) or a 
reduction of 165 feet compared to the illustrative building height under the residential scenario for 
that site (a reduction of approximately 25 percent). Sites 2A and 2B would have to be limited to a 
height of 650 feet and 900 feet, respectively, which would be reductions of approximately 325 
feet (or 33 percent) and 250 feet (or 22 percent), respectively, compared to the illustrative building 
heights. The building on Site 6 would have to be limited to a height of approximately 1,030 feet, 
which would be a reduction of approximately 100 feet (or nine percent) compared to the 
illustrative building height, and one of either Site 5 or Site 7 would also have to be reduced in 
height. Specifically, either Site 5 would have to be limited in height to approximately 930 feet ( a 
reduction of approximately 90 feet (or nine percent) compared to the illustrative building height, 
or Site 7 would have to be limited to a height of approximately 1,200 feet (a reduction of 
approximately 70 feet (or six percent) compared to the illustrative building height.  

All of these reductions, if taken together, would eliminate the significant adverse shadow impacts 
to Chelsea Park. If some but not all of these reductions were implemented, incremental shadows 
on the park would be reduced but not to an extent sufficient to eliminate the significant adverse 
impact. For example, if the reductions to Sites 5 and 6 were implemented as stated above, but the 
reductions to Sites 1 and 2 were not, there would only be minimal reductions to the incremental 
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shadow on Chelsea Park and the significant adverse impact would not be eliminated. Specifically, 
on the May 6/August 6 analysis day, there would be less shadow on the western portion of the 
park (the area of the turf field) for the first 30 minutes of the analysis day, but the eastern portion 
of Chelsea Park would remain in shadows and there would be no change to the extent of the 
shadow after the first 30 minutes of the analysis day. On the June 21 analysis day, there would be 
slightly less shadow in the center of the park for about 20 minutes in the morning of the analysis 
day. 

Similar to Chelsea Park, several Proposed Project buildings would cast overlapping shadows on 
the Penn South open spaces during late spring and summer mornings and contribute to a significant 
adverse impact. An evaluation of reductions to height and bulk of the illustrative buildings was 
conducted to determine the reductions necessary to reduce or eliminate the significant adverse 
impact to this resource. The evaluation showed that substantial reductions to the heights of Sites 
2A, 2B, 3, 6, and 7 would be necessary, plus Site 8 would have to be set back 70 feet from Sixth 
Avenue (see Table 22-2). Combinations of height reductions that do not include the reductions to 
Sites 2A, 2B, 3, 6, and 7 in at least the amounts shown in Table 22-2 would not avoid the 
significant adverse impact to the Penn South open spaces. For example, reductions in the heights 
of only Sites 2A and 2B would not avoid the significant adverse impact to the Penn South open 
spaces. 

Table 22-2 
Height Limits to Avoid Impacts to Penn South Open Spaces* 

Site 

Illustrative 
Building 

Height (feet)** 

Height Limit 
to Avoid 

Impact (feet) 

Reduction from Illustrative Building Height 

In Feet Percent 
2A  975 450 -525 -54 
2B  1,150 400 -750 -65 
3 915 685 -230 -25 
6 1,130 880 -250 -22 
7 1,270 720 -550 -43 

Notes:  
* * The height reductions to Sites 2A, 2B, 3, 6, and 7 would have to be implemented together with a 70-foot setback from 
Sixth Avenue on Site 8 to avoid the impacts to the Penn South open spaces.  
** The analysis heights presented in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” account for the maximum illustrative building height 
as analyzed in the DEIS, plus an additional 150 feet to provide for future design flexibility, rooftop mechanical 
space, and other potential rooftop structures, such as spires. This table presents the illustrative building height 
and corresponding reduction based on the heights presented in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of this FEIS. 

 

Sites 2A and 2B would have to be limited to a height of 450 feet and 400 feet, respectively, which 
would be reductions of approximately 525 feet and 750 feet, respectively, compared to the 
illustrative building heights (reduction of approximately 54 percent and 65 percent, respectively). 
The building on Site 3 would have to be limited to a height of approximately 685 feet, which 
would be a reduction of approximately 230 feet compared to the illustrative building height (a 
reduction of approximately 25 percent). The buildings on Sites 6 and 7 would have to be limited 
to heights of approximately 880 feet and 720 feet, respectively, which would be reductions of 
approximately 250 feet and 550 feet, respectively, compared to the illustrative building heights 
(reductions of 22 percent and 43 percent, respectively), and the tower portion of the Site 8 building 
above the building base would have to be set back approximately 70 feet from Sixth Avenue (as 
is currently contemplated in the illustrative building, but not required in the maximum envelope 
established by the Design Guidelines).  
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All of these reductions, if taken together, would eliminate the significant adverse impacts to the 
Penn South open spaces. If some but not all of these reductions were implemented, incremental 
shadows on the open spaces would be reduced but not to an extent sufficient to eliminate the 
significant adverse impact. For example, if the height reductions to Sites 3 and 6 and the setback 
of Site 8 were implemented as stated above, but the height reductions to Sites 2 and 7 were not, 
then on the May 6 and August 6 analysis day there would be no change in the 98-minute duration 
of incremental shadow. Incremental shadow would still eliminate all the sunlight during the first 
hour of the analysis day (6:27 AM to 7:30 AM EST) and would be approximately 50 percent 
smaller during the remaining half-hour of incremental shadow (7:30 AM to 8:05 AM EST).  

At Herald Square Park, the significant adverse impact would be substantially lessened or elim-
inated if Site 7 were limited to a height of approximately 720 feet (a reduction of 550 feet, or 43 
percent, compared to the illustrative building height) and Site 8 were limited to a height of ap-
proximately 675 feet (a reduction of 300 feet, or 30 percent, compared to the illustrative building 
height for the commercial scenario on that site). Substantially greater reductions in height to the 
buildings on Sites 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3, 5, 6, and 7 would be needed to minimize or eliminate the 
impacts at the MSG POPS and Plaza 33 because these open spaces are located in the center of the 
Project Area, much closer to the development sites, and would receive incremental shadow 
throughout the day from the east, south, and west.  

These reductions to the height of the proposed developments would substantially compromise 
certain of the primary goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Chapter 1, 
“Project Description,” a goal of the Proposed Project is to provide a substantial amount of new 
mixed-use development to create a cohesive, transit-oriented district that would capitalize on the 
Project Area’s central Manhattan location and maximize revenue generated by the new develop-
ment to fund, in part, improvements to Penn Station and the potential expansion of Penn Station. 
The substantial reductions in building height would result in much smaller buildings with less 
floor area that would fall short of creating a world-class transit-oriented mixed-use district and 
would generate substantially less revenue than the Proposed Project. Accordingly, this mitigation 
option is considered to be impracticable because such reductions would hinder the realization of 
the Proposed Project’s goals of revitalizing the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustain-
able, high-density commercial development, fostering and supporting economic growth and tax 
revenue through the creation of jobs and economic activity, accommodating New York City’s 
long-term growth targeting the modern needs of commercial tenants at a transit-accessible loca-
tion, and generating significant revenues to support the work needed to improve and expand Penn 
Station. 

Other mitigation measures for the shadows impacts to Chelsea Park, the Penn South open space 
areas north of West 26th Street, Herald Square Park, the MSG POPS, and Plaza 33 have been 
explored by ESD. To address the significant adverse shadow impacts on open spaces, ESD would 
require future developers to fund open space improvements and/or maintenance at the impacted 
open space resources. The funds would be used for renovation, repairs, or improvements to the 
impacted open space resources (such as relocating seating, providing more seating in sunlit areas, 
upgrading walkways, upgrading the Chelsea Park comfort station, replacing existing plantings 
with shade-tolerant species, or hiring additional maintenance staff to provide improved 
maintenance of these resources). 

The amount of any financial contributions that may be required as mitigation for the significant 
adverse shadow impacts would be established at the time that a development is proposed for each 
site that contributes to the shadow impacts. In establishing the amount of the financial 
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contribution, ESD would account for the availability of other funds and the contribution of that 
development (with its specific as-designed envelope) to the significant adverse shadow impact. 

At this point, it is not possible to know exactly which improvements or maintenance would be 
most appropriate, because the condition of open spaces may change or other repairs or upgrades 
may be identified in the future at the time that the shadow impacts to open spaces occurs. ESD 
would commit to work with NYC Parks and the Penn South Cooperative, the owner of the Penn 
South open spaces, to allocate funding for the open space improvements and/or maintenance of 
open space resources at the time development agreements are signed between ESD and the future 
developer(s) for sites that are predicted to result in a significant adverse shadow impact to an open 
space resource (individually or collectively). 

The provision of funding for open space improvements and/or maintenance would partially 
mitigate the significant adverse shadow impacts to open space resources. As the significant 
adverse shadow impacts would not be fully mitigated, the Proposed Project would result in 
unmitigated significant adverse shadows impacts to these resources. 

SHADOWS ON HISTORIC RESOURCES 

The significant adverse shadow impacts to sunlight-sensitive historic resources are summarized 
below: 

• Farley Building: The Farley Building, a New York City Landmark (NYCL) and State and 
National Registers (S/NR) of Historic Places-listed structure, has multiple elements identified 
as sunlight-sensitive: the front steps of the building, located on the west side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 31st and West 33rd Streets (which are often utilized by workers and visitors for 
lunch-time seating and people watching); the monumental colonnade at the entrance at the top 
of the steps, whose architectural significance depends partly on the interplay of light and 
shadow; and the skylights—particularly the large central skylight over Moynihan Train Hall. 
Incremental shadow would fall on the skylights in all seasons, but would be extensive in the 
fall, winter, and early spring months. Sites 1 and 2, immediately south of the Train Hall, are 
the primary contributors of incremental shadow, with Site 5 and—to a minor extent—Site 6, 
also casting incremental shadow in the early mornings of the late spring and summer. 

Incremental shadow would fall on portions of the Eighth Avenue colonnade and steps of the 
Farley Building for much of the day in all seasons. As with the skylights, Sites 1 and 2 would 
contribute most substantially to these impacts, with Sites 5 and 6 contributing to a lesser 
extent. 

• St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church: St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church, an S/NR-
eligible and NYCL-eligible building at 424 West 34th Street between Ninth and Tenth 
Avenues, features stained glass windows on all façades—including those facing east and south 
toward the Project Area. The church would receive two hours of incremental shadow in the 
mid- to late mornings in winter from Sites 1 and 2, eliminating sunlight from all the stained 
glass windows for much of that duration. The church is likely active during the mornings when 
this would occur.  

• St. Francis of Assisi Church: The St. Francis of Assisi Church, located just outside the Project 
Area at 135 West 31st Street, is an S/NR-eligible and NYCL-eligible building with stained 
glass windows on its rear façade, or apse, facing north to Sites 7 and 8 and stained glass 
windows on its west and south façades facing Sites 2 and 3. The west and south façade 
windows would receive incremental shadows for an hour and a half to two hours in the 
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afternoons in spring, summer, and fall from Site 3. The new shadows would fall on all 
windows for approximately one hour of this duration. In addition, one of the two rear apse 
windows would receive incremental shadow from Site 8 on late spring and summer mornings 
for up to 45 minutes, eliminating all direct sunlight at that time.  

• Greenwich Savings Bank: Incremental shadow from Sites 5, 6, and 7 would fall on the 
colonnade and rusticated masonry on the Broadway façade of the former Greenwich Savings 
Bank, an NYCL and S/NR-listed building located on the east side of Broadway at West 36th 
Street, in the afternoon in all seasons, ranging from 30 minutes to two and a half hours, 
depending on the date. The reduction of direct sunlight from approximately three hours a day 
to one and a half (on May 6 and August 6) would constitute a substantial reduction and, 
consequently, would result in a significant adverse shadow impact on this resource. 

The CEQR Technical Manual identifies potential mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate, to 
the greatest extent practicable, significant adverse shadow impacts to sunlight-sensitive historic 
features, including changes to the bulk or configuration of the proposed developments that cause 
or contribute to the significant adverse impact. For significant adverse impacts to stained-glass 
windows and skylights, potential mitigation measures can also include the provision of artificial 
lighting to simulate the effect of direct sunlight.  

Substantial reductions in height to the buildings on Sites 1A/1B and 2A/2B would be required to 
lessen or eliminate the significant adverse shadow impacts to the Farley Building skylights over 
Moynihan Train Hall. The buildings on Sites 1A and 1B would have to be limited to heights of 
approximately 150 feet and 200 feet, respectively (reductions of 45 percent [assuming an 
illustrative building height on Site 1A of 275 feet] and 67 percent [under the commercial scenario 
for Site 1B]), the buildings on Sites 2A and 2B would need to be limited to heights of approximately 
250 feet and 850 feet, respectively (reductions of 74 percent and 26 percent). The provision of 
artificial lighting for the main skylight would also not be feasible due to the large span of the 
skylight—approximately 200 feet by 150 feet—and the skylight’s position below the level of the 
roof. To simulate the effect of direct sunlight on the large skylight, an expansive lighting system 
would be required, and these lights would have to be affixed to the atrium facades or roof parapets 
above the skylight, and the large number of required lights and their visible attachment to the 
historic building could compromise the design of the Farley Building. Substantial reductions in 
building height and/or bulk among Sites 1B and 2A/2B would greatly lessen the incremental 
shadows cast on the Eighth Avenue colonnade and steps of the Farley Building. The building on 
Site 1B would have to be limited to a height of approximately 300 feet (a reduction of 50 percent 
[under the commercial scenario for Site 1B]), and the buildings on Sites 2A and 2B would need to 
be limited to heights of approximately 150 feet and 600 feet, respectively (reductions of 85 percent 
and 48 percent). These height reductions are considered to be impracticable, because they would 
substantially compromise certain of the primary public goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project, for the same reasons as explained above in “Shadows on Open Spaces.” Therefore, the 
significant adverse shadow impacts on the Farley Building skylight, colonnade, and steps would 
be unmitigated. 

Substantial reductions in building height and/or bulk among Sites 5, 6, and 7 would greatly lessen 
the incremental shadows cast on the former Greenwich Savings Bank. Sites 5, 6, and 7 would need 
to be reduced to approximately 820, 930, and 720 feet, respectively (reductions of 20 percent, 18 
percent, and 43 percent). Such height reductions are considered to be impracticable, because they 
would substantially compromise certain of the primary public goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project, as explained above.  
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Substantial reductions in building height among Sites 2A/2B, 3, 6, and 7, plus an additional 
setback for Site 8 from Sixth Avenue would be necessary to eliminate the significant adverse 
shadows impact on the Penn South Apartment Complex open spaces, as discussed under 
“Shadows on Open Spaces,” above. These height reductions are considered to be impracticable, 
because they would substantially compromise certain of the primary public goals and objectives of 
the Proposed Project, as explained above.  

ESD will continue to consult with the New York State Office of Parks and Historic Preservation 
(OPRHP) regarding the significant adverse shadows impacts on the stained glass windows of the 
St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex and the stained glass windows of the St. Michael’s 
Roman Catholic Church Complex. ESD has committed to require the developers of Sites 1, 2, 3, 
and 8 to offer artificial lighting, which would simulate the effect of direct sunlight on the stained 
glass windows of the historic resources, to the Churches in the future when development on Sites 
1, 2, 3, and 8 proceeds. If one or more of the church owners do not accept the offer of artificial 
lighting, then the significant adverse effects to the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex or 
St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex, as the case may be, would be unmitigated. 

ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors 
on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. If the 
installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts 
would remain unmitigated.  

E. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact associated with direct and 
indirect effects on architectural resources. The Proposed Project would result in the demolition of 
six architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 that would be removed for the potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station, and one architectural resource on Site 7 that is currently 
undergoing demolition to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or without the 
Proposed Project. These resources are: the Lithuanian Alliance of America (A, S/NR-eligible), 
Penn Station Service Building (#1, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), Fairmont Building at 239-241 
West 30th Street (#2, S/NR-eligible), St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex (#3, 
S/NR-eligible, NYC-eligible), Penn Terminal Building at 370 Seventh Avenue (#4, S/NR-
eligible) Stewart Hotel (#5, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), and Hotel Pennsylvania (#6, S/NR-
eligible). The Proposed Project could also result in the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
(D, S/NR-eligible) over West 32nd Street for the redevelopment of Site 8. The removal of the 
resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would only occur if a southern expansion alternative is selected for 
a potential expansion of Penn Station and at the conclusions of the NEPA process, Section 106 
consultation, and 4(f) evaluation, the involved public transportation agencies make a 
determination that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such use, and all possible planning 
has been undertaken to minimize harm to the 4(f) properties. 

Because the Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7 has been determined to be S/NR-eligible, a feasibility 
study was undertaken to evaluate the potential for retaining and renovating the building for 
continued hotel use or reusing the building for office or residential uses. As detailed in Chapter 
21, “Alternatives,” and Appendix K, “Alternatives,” the analysis determined that it would not be 
prudent or feasible to retain this building.  

As noted in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the federal agency taking the lead in 
performing the environmental and historic resources review under the National Environmental 
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Policy Act (NEPA), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act will be considering alternatives or other measures that might 
preserve the historic resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3. ESD intends to seek to participate in the Section 
106 process as a consulting party, with the intention of exploring further whether there are 
alternatives or other measures that might avoid to mitigate historic impacts on these sites. However, 
based upon the information currently available, ESD believes that retaining the architectural 
resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would substantially compromise the goals and objectives of the 
Proposed Project because retaining these buildings would likely preclude the expansion of Penn 
Station into the area beneath these sites. Moreover, retaining the historic resources may prevent the 
redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3, which would prevent achievement of the project goals of revi-
talizing the area immediately to the south of Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
commercial development; eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area; 
fostering and supporting economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and 
economic activity; and accommodating New York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern 
needs of commercial tenants at a transit-accessible location. Retaining these buildings would also 
be less supportive of the project objective of maximizing revenue generated by the new 
development to fund, in part, improvement and expansion of Penn Station, and would preclude the 
development of new open space on Site 2, which would not fulfill the project objective of creating 
new publicly accessible passive open space. 

The retention of the architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 may also greatly compli-
cate—or perhaps preclude altogether—a potential southern expansion of Penn Station beneath 
Sites 1, 2, and 3. Further analysis of this issue is expected to be developed during the federal 
environmental review process. 

Potential mitigation measures that could partially mitigate the impact of the demolition of the six 
architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 may include (to the extent practicable and 
feasible): 

• Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) recordation. HABS Level II recordation of all 
six buildings could be conducted by a recognized professional credentialed for preparing such 
reports, to be submitted to the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC), 
OPRHP, the New York Historical Society, the Museum of the City of New York, and/or other 
repositories. 

• Architectural salvage. Surveys of the historic resources could be conducted to determine if 
any significant exterior or interior architectural elements could be removed and incorporated 
into the proposed project. This could include paying for the relocation and installation of 
church artifacts from St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church to other church locations. 

It is anticipated that potential measures to partially mitigate the adverse effects resulting from the 
expansion of Penn Station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement 
or Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, OPRHP acting in its capacity as the 
State Historic Preservation Office, and other applicable parties in accordance with Section 106 
regulations. 

Mitigation measures for the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7 have been developed 
in consultation with OPRHP and are stipulated in a Letter of Resolution (LOR) executed on June 
21, 2022 by ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic 
Preservation Act. The LOR is included in Appendix G of this FEIS. Mitigation for the significant 
adverse impact to the Hotel Pennsylvania includes:  
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• HABS Level II recordation.  
• Architectural salvage. Vornado has salvaged the following items from the Hotel Pennsylvania: 

two original guest room Servidors; a Hotel Pennsylvania letterbox originally located in the 
hotel lobby; the Ellsworth M. Statler commemorative plaque originally located in the hotel 
lobby; decorative elements from the former Dining Room/Café Rouge, including two 
remaining column capitals, or portions thereof, and ceiling beams that retain ornament; and 
will salvage some original electrical switchgear and electrical panels found in the sub-
basement of the hotel. Each salvaged item has been wrapped and crated individually, labeled 
with its contents, and placed in Vornado’s storage area in the second basement of 11 Penn 
Plaza. In addition, Vornado will make reasonable efforts to salvage a mosaic originally 
installed in the Gimbel’s Passage. The mosaic consists of brown and white tiles that read above 
a directional arrow, “Pennsylvania Station, Seventh Avenue Subway, Statler Hilton.” In the 
event this mosaic can reasonably be salvaged, Vornado will cause it to be cleaned by a 
restoration contractor and stored by Vornado with the other salvaged artifacts or by its 
contractor in a suitable location until its reinstallation. Vornado will consult with ESD and 
OPRHP regarding the installation of the recovered artifacts. Such reinstallation will be 
incorporated into an interpretive exhibit at a location that is accessible to the public. 

The Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible) over West 32nd Street could be removed for 
the redevelopment of Site 8. Although the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would occur within 
the envelope permitted by the GPP, a design of the redevelopment of this site has not been 
determined. Two alternative programs for Site 8 have been identified: a new office tower that 
would require removal of the existing building on Site 8 (and with it the removal of the Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge) or the construction of a residential enlargement above the existing building 
on Site 8 (which may also require demolition of the Gimbel brothers Skybridge). Accordingly, it 
is not known based on current information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would 
involve the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. Therefore, the Proposed Project could 
have a direct significant adverse impact on this architectural resource. As stipulated in the LOR, 
at such time as the necessary information concerning the conceptual design and proposed program 
for the Site 8 redevelopment is available, a thorough study as to whether feasible and practical 
alternatives would be available to avoid or minimize any adverse effects to the Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge will be prepared in consultation with OPRHP. Further, if that future study determines 
that the redevelopment of Site 8 pursuant to the GPP would result in a significant adverse impact 
on the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, measures that could partially mitigate that significant adverse 
impact would be developed and implemented in consultation with OPRHP as stipulated in the 
LOR. 

Development of the Proposed Project could have adverse physical impacts on 15 architectural 
resources that are located within 90 feet of proposed construction activities, close enough to 
potentially experience adverse construction-related impacts from ground-borne construction-
period vibrations, falling debris, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction machinery. 
These resources are: U.S. General Post Office (#7, S/NR, NYCL); former Equitable Life 
Assurance Company (#8, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible); St. Francis Roman Catholic Church 
Complex (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible); 23rd Police Precinct Station House (#25, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL); loft building (#27, S/NR-eligible) at 144-154 West 30th Street; Fur Craft 
Building (#30, S/NR-eligible); Madison Square Garden (B, S/NR-eligible); Penn Station (B, 
S/NR-eligible); plaza portion of 2 Penn Plaza (B, S/NR-eligible); Gimbel Brothers Administration 
Building (C, S/NR-eligible); Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible); FDNY Hook and 
Ladder 24, Engine 1 (E, S/NR-eligible); Fralber Building (F, S/NR-eligible); loft building (G, 
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S/NR-eligible) at 236 West 30th Street; Fire Patrol No. 3 (H, S/NR-eligible), and Irwin House (I, 
S/NR-eligible). Therefore, Construction Protection Plans (CPPs) to protect the 15 architectural 
resources within 90 feet of construction would be developed and implemented in coordination 
with OPRHP. CPPs would be required for Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. For the NYCL and NYCL-
eligible properties potentially affected by construction impacts, the CPPs would also be submitted 
to LPC for review and comment. 

The Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadow impacts on four architectural 
resources in the primary and secondary study areas—the Farley Building (#7, S/NR, NYCL), St. 
Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible), the open spaces 
of the Penn South Apartment Complex (#37, S/NR-eligible), and St. Michael’s Roman Catholic 
Church Complex (#40, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible)—and one architectural resource that is 
located north of the secondary study area: the former Greenwich Savings Bank (S/NR, NYCL). 
The sites that contribute to the shadows impact at each of these resources are discussed above 
under “Shadows.” As described above, ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the 
feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors on nearby structures to mitigate the significant adverse 
shadow impacts on the Farley Building (#7, S/NR, NYCL), the open spaces of the Penn South 
Apartment Complex (#37, S/NR-eligible), and the former Greenwich Savings Bank (S/NR, 
NYCL), as described in the LOR included in Appendix G. If the installation of mirrors is 
determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts would remain unmitigated. 
Regarding the significant adverse shadow impacts on the stained glass windows of the St. Francis 
Roman Catholic Church Complex and the stained glass windows of the St. Michael’s Roman 
Catholic Church Complex, ESD will continue to consult with OPRHP and has committed in the 
LOR to require the developers of Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 to offer artificial lighting, which would simulate 
the effect of direct sunlight on the stained glass windows of the historic resources, to the churches 
in the future when development on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 proceeds, as stipulated in the LOR. If the 
one or more of church owners do not accept the offer of artificial lighting, then the significant 
adverse effects to the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex or St. Michael’s Roman 
Catholic Church Complex, as the case may be, would be unmitigated. 

In addition, completion of Site 6 of the Proposed Project would partially obstruct views east of the 
iconic Empire State Building along West 34th Street west of Sixth Avenue, completion of Sites 5 
and 6 would partially obstruct views east of the Empire State Building along West 33rd Street at 
Ninth Avenue, and completion of Site 2 would block northeast views of the Empire State Building 
from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th 
Street within the larger urban design study area. As described below, the potential mitigation 
measures for these significant adverse impacts to this architectural and visual resource would not 
be practicable, as they would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 

Mitigation measures for adverse impacts resulting from the development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 
(as summarized in Table 8-1 of Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources”) are stipulated in the 
LOR executed on June 21, 2022 by ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP.  

F. VISUAL RESOURCES  
The Proposed Project would result in a significant adverse impact to visual resources in the 2033 
and 2044 analysis years; however, it would not result in a significant adverse impact related to 
urban design. Demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 2 is assumed to occur with 
the start of construction on Site 2 and demolition of the copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
connected to the existing building on Site 8 and spanning across West 32nd Street could occur 
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during construction of Site 8. Demolition of these visual resources would constitute a direct 
significant adverse impact on visual resources. In addition, the obstruction of views east and 
northeast from certain vantage points within the western portion of the secondary study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would constitute a significant 
adverse impact to visual resources. In particular, the Proposed Project would partially obstruct 
views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 33rd and West 34th Streets, and would 
fully obstruct views northeast from West 28th Street and Ninth Avenue, and views northeast from 
the east portion of Chelsea Park. Potential measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact to 
visual resources are discussed below. 

Subject to the outcome of the federal reviews under NEPA, Section 106, and Section 4(f), the 
visual resource on Site 2—the Church of St. John the Baptist—would be demolished by the 2033 
analysis year. As the Church of St. John the Baptist is an architectural resource, partial mitigation 
measures would be developed as discussed under “Historic and Cultural Resources.” In addition, 
the visual resource connected to the existing building on Site 8—the copper Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge—could be demolished by the 2044 analysis year under either the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario or Maximum Residential Scenario. It is not known based on current 
information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of the 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. As the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge is an architectural resource, a 
future study of feasible and practicable alternatives would be completed, and feasible and 
practicable mitigation measures developed as appropriate, as discussed under “Historic and 
Cultural Resources.”  

The proposed development on Site 6 would partially block views of the Empire State Building 
along West 33rd Street and West 34th Streets. The proposed development on Site 5 would also 
partially block views of the Empire State Building on West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue. In views 
northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, from the south side of the 
intersection of Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street, and along the western portion of West 28th 
Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, the eastern building of Site 2 along Seventh Avenue 
would block views of the Empire State Building. As noted in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual 
Resources,” views to the Empire State Building in views north and south on Fifth Avenue and in 
all views looking towards the west would remain unaffected by the Proposed Project, as would 
views east from Sixth Avenue.  

Mitigation options considered for the significant adverse impact to the Empire State Building as a 
visual resource included limiting the height of the proposed buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6 and 
requiring a greater setback from West 33rd Street and/or West 34th Street on Site 6 and on West 
33rd Street on Site 5. As noted in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” to reduce 
obstruction of views of the Empire State Building in views east on West 33rd Street, the Design 
Guidelines require the tower at Site 6 to have an additional, intermediate 30-foot setback on West 
33rd Street (inclusive of the 10-foot sidewalk widening) above 500 feet. This measure was 
explored between the DEIS and FEIS and incorporated into the Proposed Project in this FEIS. 
This setback would allow for greater visibility of the spire of the Empire Building in views east 
along West 33rd Street from locations west of Eighth Avenue.  

In order to preserve views of the Empire State Building along the West 33rd Street corridor, the 
proposed buildings on Sites 5 and 6 would need to be limited to a height of approximately 330 
feet, resulting in a building on Site 5 that is approximately 68 percent shorter than the current 
illustrative building for the site, and a building on Site 6 that is 71 percent shorter than the current 
illustrative building on the site. Alternatively, the bulks of the buildings on Sites 5 and 6 could be 
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reconfigured such that the initial tower setback from West 33rd Street on Site 5 would be 70 feet—
an additional 55 feet beyond the 15-foot initial tower setback assumed under the With Action 
condition. On Site 6, the bulk of the building could be reconfigured such that the initial tower 
setback from West 33rd Street on Site 6 would be 85 feet—an additional 70 feet beyond the 15-
foot initial tower setback assumed under the With Action condition.  

In order to preserve views of the Empire State Building along the West 34th Street corridor, the 
proposed building on Site 6 would need to be limited to a height of approximately 330 feet, 
resulting in a building that is approximately 71 percent shorter than the current illustrative building 
for the site. Alternatively, building bulk on Site 6 could be reconfigured such that the initial setback 
from West 34th Street would be 55 feet—an additional 45 feet beyond the 10-foot initial tower 
setback assumed under the With Action condition. However, a setback of this size, combined with 
the setback to preserve views along West 33rd Street as described above, would result in a tower 
floorplate at Site 6 of approximately 12,075 sf, which would reduce tower floorplate by about 67 
percent in comparison with the illustrative building for the site, would not allow for efficient and 
flexible layout of office interiors necessary to accommodate the needs of modern commercial 
tenants. The reduction of the tower floor plates at Sites 5 and 6 would require much taller and 
more slender towers to provide the same amount of floor area. In addition, usable floor area on 
each floor would be further reduced for circulation and mechanical core(s) in the buildings.  

In order to preserve views of the Empire State Building from the east portion of Chelsea Park 
along Ninth Avenue and on West 28th Street at the intersection with Ninth Avenue, the proposed 
building on Site 2B would need to be limited to a height of approximately 340 feet, resulting in a 
building that is approximately 70 percent shorter than the current illustrative building for the site.  

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” among the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project is the provision of commercial buildings and office spaces that accommodate long-term 
growth that targets the modern needs of commercial tenants. As potential mitigation measures, the 
reductions in the size of the buildings, either generated by reduced heights or reconfigured bulk, 
would not meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. Substantially reducing the floor 
area that could be generated at the development sites and creating inefficient office layouts would 
limit the creation of a high-density, transit-oriented commercial mixed-use district. Furthermore, 
a significant public purpose of the Proposed Project is to maximize revenue generated by the new 
development to fund, in part, improvements to Penn Station and the potential expansion of Penn 
Station, and these potential mitigation measures would hinder the achievement of this objective. 
Therefore, these potential mitigation measures are not practicable. Accordingly, the significant 
adverse impact to the Empire State Building as a visual resource would remain unmitigated. 

G. TRANSPORTATION  
The Proposed Project could result in significant adverse impacts to traffic, transit, and pedestrians. 
Potential measures to mitigate these impacts to the extent practicable are presented below. Since 
the publication of the DEIS, specific programming assumptions, project phasing, and assumed 
completion years have changed. Additionally, notable updates have been made to the transit-
related improvements that would be undertaken as part of the Proposed Project. These include 
modification of easement connections within certain development sites, incorporation of 
additional underground concourses and additional station access facilities, and integration of 
several mitigation measures identified in the DEIS into the Proposed Project. Chapter 14, 
“Transportation,” details the analysis results and updated impact findings associated with these 
changes. Accordingly, the related mitigation analyses have been revised and the results of these 
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analyses were updated for this FEIS. Because of the Proposed Project’s long build-out and the 
extent and severity of the transportation-related impacts identified, ESD in coordination with 
DOT, would require developers for the Proposed Project to undertake studies under a future 
transportation monitoring plan (TMP). The TMP studies, which would be undertaken at several 
development milestones, are expected to evaluate actual project-generated demand and 
background conditions during various stages of project development and occupancy and would 
consider adjusting the identified mitigation strategies as appropriate and practicable to address 
traffic and pedestrian issues at those points in time. This plan would be developed in consultation 
between ESD and DOT for the identified mitigation strategies to address significant adverse traffic 
and pedestrian impacts. Regarding mitigation for the identified significant adverse subway station 
impacts, an assessment of when these impacts would materialize was prepared to inform decisions 
regarding the timing of mitigation implementation that ESD would make in coordination with the 
MTA and New York City Transit (NYCT). 

TRAFFIC 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” traffic conditions were evaluated at 108 
intersections for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action 
condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 80 intersections during the 
weekday AM peak hour, 79 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 76 
intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. Under the 2044 With Action condition, 
significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 102 intersections during the weekday AM 
peak hour, 89 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 94 intersections during the 
weekday PM peak hour. Potential measures considered to mitigate these impacts include signal 
timing changes, restriping, and changes to parking regulations. Due to the high level of congestion 
predicted for both the future No Action and With Action conditions, many of the identified impacts 
were determined, in consultation with DOT, to be potentially “unmitigatable,” meaning that no 
practicable mitigation (i.e., signal timing changes, restriping, geometric modifications or changes 
to parking regulations) has been identified that would eliminate the significant impact identified 
at the relevant intersection under the methodology set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. Table 
22-3 summarizes the traffic mitigation analysis results for both the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 
2 analysis years. The 2033 With Action and 2044 With Action traffic mitigation analyses are 
detailed below.  

Table 22-3 
Summary of Traffic Mitigation Analysis Results 

Analysis Peak 
Hour 

2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 
No. of 

Impacted 
Intersections 

No. Fully 
Mitigated 

No. Partially 
Mitigated or 
Unmitigated 

No. of 
Impacted 

Intersections 
No. Fully 
Mitigated 

No. Partially 
Mitigated or 
Unmitigated 

Weekday AM 80 43 37 102 27 75 
Weekday Midday 79 45 34 89 41 48 

Weekday PM 76 42 34 94 25 69 
Notes: In total, 108 intersections, comprising of nearly 400 lane groups, were included in the traffic study area for analysis.  

 

2033 WITH ACTION CONDITION 

Table 22-4 summarizes the significant adverse traffic impacts identified for Phase 1 of the 
Proposed Project. Potential mitigation measures, such as signal timing changes, restriping, and 
changes to parking regulations, were explored to mitigate the identified impacts to the extent 
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practicable at 123 lane groups at 80 intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, 121 lane 
groups at 79 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 120 lane groups at 76 
intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Tables 22-5A through 22-5C itemize the mitigation measures recommended to address the 
identified impacts under the 2033 With Action condition. 

Some of the significantly impacted intersections under the 2033 With Action condition could be 
fully mitigated by implementing minor signal timing modifications, typically by shifting one 
second of green time from the avenue to the cross-street. 

• Signal timing modifications, typically shifting one second of green time from the avenue to 
the cross-street, were recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at 34 intersections and 
partially mitigate the impacts at 21 other intersections. 

• Geometric modifications to provide new and/or extended turn bays were recommended to 
fully mitigate the impacts at two intersections. These measures would require changes to peak 
hour parking regulations, which would remove curbside parking spaces. 

• Signal timing and geometric modifications were recommended in combination to fully mitigate 
the impacts at four intersections and partially mitigate the impacts at three intersections. 

• Impacts at one intersection could be partially mitigated by mitigation measures applied at 
adjacent intersections. 

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, which are subject to modification in light 
of the results of the TMP and the approval of DOT prior to implementation, some of the significant 
adverse traffic impacts identified above could be fully mitigated. At certain intersections, measures 
were recommended to partially mitigate the identified impacts, but the impacts at these intersections 
and those where no mitigation measures can be identified would all be unmitigated. As shown in 
Figures 22-1a, 22-1b, and 22-1c, impacts at 37 of the 80 impacted intersections during the 
weekday AM peak hour, 34 of the 79 impacted intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, 
and 34 of the 76 impacted intersections during the weekday PM peak hour could not be fully 
mitigated. A detailed comparison of the levels-of-service (LOS), volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios, 
and lane group delays for the impacted intersections under the 2033 No Action, With Action, and 
Mitigation conditions for the three analysis peak hours is presented in Appendix L.  

For the 2033 With Action condition, recommended signal timing mitigation measures at adjacent 
intersections during the weekday midday peak hour would result in a new traffic impact at the 
intersection of QMT Exit Street and East 34th Street and at the intersection of Sixth Avenue and 
West 32nd Street during the same peak hour. The new traffic impact at QMT Exit Street and East 
34th Street could be mitigated by shifting one second of green time from the southbound phase to 
the eastbound/westbound phase. The new traffic impact at Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
could be mitigated by shifting one second of green time from the northbound phase to the 
eastbound phase. Both mitigations are summarized in Table 22-5B.  

 



(

P

P

(

(

P (

(

(

P

(

(

P

P (

P

P

(

(

P

P

( (

P

(

P

(

P

(

P

(

P

P

P (

((

P

P

P

P (

P

P

(

(

(

(

P

(

P

(

P

P

P

P

(

(

((

(

((

P(

(

( (

P <

P

P

( (

PP ( (P

1
1

A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 34 STREET

WEST 25 STREET

WEST 35 STREET

WEST 31 STREET

EAST 34 STREET

EAST 44 STREET

WEST 26 STREET

9 
A

V
E

N
U

E

1 
A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 46 STREET

10
 A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 45 STREET

EAST 22 STREET

EAST 24 STREET

EAST 27 STREET

M
A

D
IS

O
N

 A
V

E
N

U
E

EAST 23 STREET

EAST 25 STREET

EAST 31 STREET

EAST 42 STREET

EAST 21 STREET

EAST 47 STREET

EAST 30 STREET

EAST 37 STREET

EAST 26 STREET

EAST 23

ST
REET

EAST 27 STREET

WEST 33 STREET

D
Y

E
R

A
V

E
N

U
E

EAST 29 STREET

EAST 28 STREET

EAST 35 STREET

EAST 32 STREET

1 
A

V
E

N
U

E
1 

A
V

E
N

U
E

PETER COOPER ROAD

2 
A

V
E

N
U

E

QUEENS MIDTOWN T UNNEL

EAST 33 STREET

EAST 28 STRE ET

7 
A

V
E

N
U

E

WEST 46 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

WE ST 24 STREET

WEST 37 STREET

EAST 36 STREET

EAST 39 STREET

EAST 38 STREET

WEST 30 STREET

WEST 29 STREET

WEST 43 STREET

LINCOLN TUNNEL

EAST 41 STREET

5 
A

V
E

N
U

E

WEST 44 STREET

11
 A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 40 STREET

WEST 22 STREET

12
 A

V
E

N
U

E
JO

E
 D

IM
A

G
G

IO
 H

IG
H

W
A

Y

WEST 38 STREET

WEST 21 STREET

WEST 41 STREET

WEST 36 STREET

WEST 42 STREET

WEST 40 STREET

WEST 39 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 V
IA

D
U

C
T

EAST 43 STREET

A
V

E
N

U
E

 O
F 

T
H

E
 A

M
ER

IC
A

S

8 
A

V
E

N
U

E

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 S
O

U
T

H

3 
A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

AVENUE C

5 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 47 STREET

WEST 32 STREET

WEST 28 STREET

WEST 23 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 27 STREET

LE
X

IN
G

T
O

N
 A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

T
U

D
O

R
C

I T
Y

P
L

A
C

E

GRAMERCY PARK NORTH

U
N

IT
E

D
 N

A
T

IO
N

S
 P

L
A

Z
A

WEST 45 STREET

M
O

U
N

T
 C

A
R

M
E

L
 P

L
A

C
E

V
A

N
D

E
R

B
IL

T
A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

H
U

D
S

O
N

 B
O

U
L

E
V

A
R

D
 E

A
S

T

WEST 27 STREET

WEST 33 STREET

FDR DRIVE

D
E 

P
E

W
 P

L
A

C
E

F
D

R
D

R
IV

E

6
.8

.2
2

0 1,000 FEET

Figure 22-1a

2033 With Action Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday AM Peak Hour

(

12 AV
E

N
U

E

WEST 54 STREET

WEST 55 STREET

WEST 56 STREET

JO
E

D
IM

A
G

G
IO

H
IG

H
W

A
Y

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA

CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Unmitigated ImpactProject Area P

< Partially Mitigated Impact

( Fully Mitigated Impact



(

P

P

(

(

< <

P

(

(

(

P

P

P

P

(

P

P

P

P (

P

(

(

P

<

(

(

P(

P (

(

(

P

P

P

P (

P

(

P

(

(

(

P

(

(

(

(

<

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

((

P(

(

( (

P P

(

(

PP

(

P P( ( (P

1
1

A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 34 STREET

WEST 25 STREET

WEST 35 STREET

WEST 31 STREET

EAST 34 STREET

EAST 44 STREET

WEST 26 STREET

9 
A

V
E

N
U

E

1 
A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 46 STREET

10
 A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 45 STREET

EAST 22 STREET

EAST 24 STREET

EAST 27 STREET

M
A

D
IS

O
N

 A
V

E
N

U
E

EAST 23 STREET

EAST 25 STREET

EAST 31 STREET

EAST 42 STREET

EAST 21 STREET

EAST 47 STREET

EAST 30 STREET

EAST 37 STREET

EAST 26 STREET

EAST 23

ST
REET

EAST 27 STREET

WEST 33 STREET

D
Y

E
R

A
V

E
N

U
E

EAST 29 STREET

EAST 28 STREET

EAST 35 STREET

EAST 32 STREET

1 
A

V
E

N
U

E
1 

A
V

E
N

U
E

PETER COOPER ROAD

2 
A

V
E

N
U

E

QUEENS MIDTOWN T UNNEL

EAST 33 STREET

EAST 28 STRE ET

7 
A

V
E

N
U

E

WEST 46 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

WE ST 24 STREET

WEST 37 STREET

EAST 36 STREET

EAST 39 STREET

EAST 38 STREET

WEST 30 STREET

WEST 29 STREET

WEST 43 STREET

LINCOLN TUNNEL

EAST 41 STREET

5 
A

V
E

N
U

E

WEST 44 STREET

11
 A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 40 STREET

WEST 22 STREET

12
 A

V
E

N
U

E
JO

E
 D

IM
A

G
G

IO
 H

IG
H

W
A

Y

WEST 38 STREET

WEST 21 STREET

WEST 41 STREET

WEST 36 STREET

WEST 42 STREET

WEST 40 STREET

WEST 39 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 V
IA

D
U

C
T

EAST 43 STREET

A
V

E
N

U
E

 O
F 

T
H

E
 A

M
ER

IC
A

S

8 
A

V
E

N
U

E

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 S
O

U
T

H

3 
A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

AVENUE C

5 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 47 STREET

WEST 32 STREET

WEST 28 STREET

WEST 23 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 27 STREET

LE
X

IN
G

T
O

N
 A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

T
U

D
O

R
C

I T
Y

P
L

A
C

E

GRAMERCY PARK NORTH

U
N

IT
E

D
 N

A
T

IO
N

S
 P

L
A

Z
A

WEST 45 STREET

M
O

U
N

T
 C

A
R

M
E

L
 P

L
A

C
E

V
A

N
D

E
R

B
IL

T
A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

H
U

D
S

O
N

 B
O

U
L

E
V

A
R

D
 E

A
S

T

WEST 27 STREET

WEST 33 STREET

FDR DRIVE

D
E 

P
E

W
 P

L
A

C
E

F
D

R
D

R
IV

E

6
.8

.2
2

0 1,000 FEET

2033 With Action Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday Midday Peak Hour

12 AV
E

N
U

E

JO
E

D
IM

A
G

G
IO

H
IG

H
W

AY

WEST 54 STREET

WEST 55 STREET

WEST 56 STREET

Unmitigated Impact

Figure 22-1b

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA

CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Project Area P

< Partially Mitigated Impact

( Fully Mitigated Impact



P

P

P

(

(

( P

(

(

(

P

(

(

(

P

P

P

P

(

(

P

P

P P

P

(

P

(

P

(

(

(

P (

((

P

P

P

P

P (

P

(

(

(

P

(

(

(

<

(

(

( (

(

(

(

(P

P(

(

( (

P P

<

(

(

(

P PP (

1
1

A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 34 STREET

WEST 25 STREET

WEST 35 STREET

WEST 31 STREET

EAST 34 STREET

EAST 44 STREET

WEST 26 STREET

9 
A

V
E

N
U

E

1 
A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 46 STREET

10
 A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 45 STREET

EAST 22 STREET

EAST 24 STREET

EAST 27 STREET

M
A

D
IS

O
N

 A
V

E
N

U
E

EAST 23 STREET

EAST 25 STREET

EAST 31 STREET

EAST 42 STREET

EAST 21 STREET

EAST 47 STREET

EAST 30 STREET

EAST 37 STREET

EAST 26 STREET

EAST 23

ST
REET

EAST 27 STREET

WEST 33 STREET

D
Y

E
R

A
V

E
N

U
E

EAST 29 STREET

EAST 28 STREET

EAST 35 STREET

EAST 32 STREET

1 
A

V
E

N
U

E
1 

A
V

E
N

U
E

PETER COOPER ROAD

2 
A

V
E

N
U

E

QUEENS MIDTOWN T UNNEL

EAST 33 STREET

EAST 2 8 STREET

7 
A

V
E

N
U

E

WEST 46 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 24 STRE ET

WEST 37 STREET

EAST 36 STREET

EAST 39 STREET

EAST 38 STREET

WEST 30 STREET

WEST 29 STREET

WEST 43 STREET

LINCOLN TUNNEL

EAST 41 STREET

5 
A

V
E

N
U

E

WEST 44 STREET

11
 A

V
E

N
U

E

EAST 40 STREET

WEST 22 STREET

12
 A

V
E

N
U

E
JO

E
 D

IM
A

G
G

IO
 H

IG
H

W
A

Y

WEST 38 STREET

WEST 21 STREET

WEST 41 STREE T

WEST 36 STREET

WEST 42 STREET

WEST 40 STREET

WEST 39 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 V
IA

D
U

C
T

EAST 43 STREET

A
V

E
N

U
E

 O
F 

T
H

E
 A

M
ER

IC
A

S

8 
A

V
E

N
U

E

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 S
O

U
T

H

3 
A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

AVENUE C

5 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 47 STREET

WEST 32 STREET

WEST 28 STREET

WEST 23 STREET

P
A

R
K

 A
V

E
N

U
E

WEST 27 STREET

LE
X

IN
G

T
O

N
 A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

T
U

D
O

R
C

IT
Y

P
L

A
C

E

GRAMERCY PARK NORTH

U
N

IT
E

D
 N

A
T

IO
N

S
 P

L
A

Z
A

WEST 45 STREET

M
O

U
N

T
 C

A
R

M
E

L
 P

L
A

C
E

V
A

N
D

E
R

B
IL

T
A

V
E

N
U

E

B
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

H
U

D
S

O
N

 B
O

U
L

E
V

A
R

D
 E

A
S

T

WEST 27 STREET

WEST 33 STREET

FDR DRIVE

D
E 

P
E

W
 P

L
A

C
E

F
D

R
D

R
IV

E

6
.8

.2
2

0 1,000 FEET

2033 With Action Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday PM Peak Hour

P

12 AV
E

N
U

E

WEST 54 STREET

WEST 55 STREET

WEST 56 STREET

JO
E

D
IM

A
G

G
IO

H
IG

H
W

A
Y

Figure 22-1c

PENNSYLVANIA STATION AREA

CIVIC AND LAND USE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Project Area P Unmitigated Impact

< Partially Mitigated Impact

( Fully Mitigated Impact



Chapter 22: Mitigation 

 22-19  

Table 22-4 
2033 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    EB-LTR EB-LTR EB-LTR 
    EB-R     
        NB-L 
      SB-LTR   

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 35th St     NB-T 
      SB-TR SB-TR 

First Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
First Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T WB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      WB-R   

Second Ave E 23rd St EB-T     
      WB-L   
      WB-T   

Second Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 34th St   EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR   
QMT Exit St E 35th St   SB-LT SB-LT 

    SB-R SB-R SB-R 
Third Ave E 23rd St WB-L WB-L   

    NB-LTR NB-LTR   
Third Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Third Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

Lexington Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T     
    SB-R     

Lexington Ave E 32nd St SB-LT     
Lexington Ave E 33rd St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L     
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 

Lexington Ave E 36th St   EB-T   
Lexington Ave E 37th St WB-T     

Park Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR WB-LTR 

    SB-TR     
Park Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Park Ave E 35th St WB-TR   WB-TR 

      WB-T   
Park Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Park Ave E 37th St   WB-TR WB-TR 

Madison Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 
Madison Ave E 32nd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L   EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
        NB-LT 

Madison Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Madison Ave E 36th St   EB-LT   
Madison Ave E 37th St WB-TR WB-TR   

Broadway E 23rd St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Fifth Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-R   SB-R 
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Table 22-4 (cont’d) 
2033 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Fifth Ave E 33rd St     WB-LT 
      SB-R SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
      WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 35th St WB-L     
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
      SB-R   

Fifth Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR   
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 37th St WB-LT   WB-LT 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Broadway W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 
Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 23rd St EB-T EB-T   

        NB-L 
    NB-R     

Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L NB-L 
Sixth Ave W 32nd St EB-LT     
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 35th St   WB-TR   

    WB-T   WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 36th St NB-T NB-T   

    NB-R NB-R   
Sixth Ave W 37th St WB-T   WB-T 

Seventh Ave W 23rd St   WB-T WB-T 
      SB-TR   
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 26th St SB-L SB-L   
    SB-T SB-T   

Seventh Ave W 29th St WB-T   WB-T 
    SB-TR     
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 30th St EB-T   EB-T 
    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T     

Seventh Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T   SB-T 
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 32nd St   SB-L   
      SB-T   

Seventh Ave W 33rd St WB-L WB-L WB-L 
Seventh Ave W 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 36th St   EB-TR   
Seventh Ave W 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Seventh Ave W 42nd St   EB-T   
Eighth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T   

      WB-TR   
    WB-T   WB-T 
        WB-R 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 26th St EB-LT   EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 29th St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

    NB-L   NB-L 
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St NB-L NB-L NB-L 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 
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Table 22-4 (cont’d) 
2033 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T   
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 37th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
Eighth Ave W 42nd St   WB-T   

    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R   

Ninth Ave W 29th St     WB-T 
Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T     
Ninth Ave W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

        EB-R 
      WB-T WB-T 
      SB-L   

Ninth Ave W 42nd St EB-R   EB-R 
Dyer Ave W 34th St     EB-T 

    SB-R     
Tenth Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Tenth Ave W 33rd St   WB-TR WB-TR 
Tenth Ave W 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      NB-R   

Eleventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L     

      EB-T EB-T 
    WB-L WB-L   
    WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

Route 9A W 29th St WB-R WB-R WB-R 
Route 9A W 30th St SB-L SB-L SB-L 
Route 9A W 34th St WB-LR WB-LR WB-LR 

      SB-L SB-L 
        SB-T 

Route 9A W 42nd St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
        SB-L 
      SB-T SB-T 

Route 9A W 56th St NB-T   NB-T 
Route 9A W 33rd St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 
Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

80/123 79/121 76/120 
Totals During Any Analysis Peak Hour 92/170 

Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-5A 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 
34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NBL/EBR phase to EB/WB 
phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
NBL / EBR Phase = 

30 s 
NBL / EBR Phase 

= 29 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

22 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

23 s 

First Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 31 s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

28 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 
34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 
21 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 
23 s 

NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 11 s 
All Ped Phase = 25 

s 
All Ped Phase = 

25 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

31 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

31 s 

Second Ave/E 23rd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Shift 1 second from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 28 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

24 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

24 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
30 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
31 s 

Second Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 52 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 51 s 

EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 36th St 

SB Phase = 40 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 

SB Phase = 39 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

12 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

12 s 
EB Phase = 19 s EB Phase = 20 s 
WB Phase = 19 s WB Phase = 19 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WB phase to SB phase. 
WB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 38 s 

Third Ave/E 23rd St 

NB / SB Phase = 43 
s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 
43 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

28 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

12 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

12 s 

Third Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
38 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
40 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 46 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Lexington Ave/E 30th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 
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Table 22-5A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Lexington Ave/E 31st 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Lexington Ave/E 32nd 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Shift 1 second from EB phase to SB phase. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 38 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Lexington Ave/E 33rd 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 
38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Add a second WB left-turn only lane and extend the length of the 

WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. 

SB Phase = 45 s 

WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 24 
s 

WBL / WB Phase = 21 s WBL / WB Phase 
= 21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 37th 
St 

SB Phase = 43 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Park Ave/E 30th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 
50 s 

EB Phase = 28 s EB Phase = 28 s 
SB Phase = 12 s SB Phase = 12 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St NB / SB Phase = 54 s Add 50' long, 10' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing 6 AM 
- 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation. Shift 1 second from WB 

phase to NB/SB phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 
55 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 
49 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 
41 s 

Park Ave/E 35th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 

50 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB/ SB Phase = 
45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 37th St 

NB / SB Phase = 47 s No impacts. Reconfigure WB approach by shifting parking from 
the south curb lane to the north curb lane and swapping parking 
regulations. A proposed "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" 
parking regulation on the north curb lane (used to mitigate the 
MD and PM peak hours) does not effectively change the lane 

configuration during the AM peak hour. 

NB / SB Phase = 
47 s 

WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Madison Ave/E 30th 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 
Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 
Add 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing 

Anytime" regulation. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 32nd 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 
Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 

NB Phase = 51 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 47 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 
45 s 
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Table 22-5A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Madison Ave/E 35th 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB/WBR phase. 

NB Phase = 52 s 

WBT Phase = 30 s WBT Phase = 30 
s 

WB / WBR Phase 
= 22 s 

WB / WBR Phase 
= 23 s 

Madison Ave/E 37th 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 
Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Broadway/E 23rd St 

SB Phase = 38 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 37 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

37 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

38 s 
EB Phase = 8 s EB Phase = 8 s 

SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Fifth Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Add 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 

SB Phase = 51 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 32 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
45 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 49 s 

WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 
s 

WBL / WB Phase 
= 18 s 

WBL / WB Phase 
= 18 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Fifth Ave/E 37th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 30th St 

SBT Phase = 10 s 

Shift 1 second from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 

SBT Phase = 10 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

40 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

39 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 41 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Sixth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBL / NB Phase = 
43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBL / NB Phase = 
43 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
40 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
40 s 

 NBT Phase = 7 s  NBT Phase = 7 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 32nd St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 51 s 
Unmitigable. Shifting 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase would 
fully mitigate impacts at this intersection; however, it would create an 

unmitigable pedestrian impact. 

NB Phase = 51 s 
EB / WBT Phase = 

23 s 
EB / WBT Phase 

= 23 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

16 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

16 s 

Sixth Ave/W 35th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 
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Table 22-5A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Sixth Ave/W 36th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EBT Phase = 26 s EBT Phase = 26 s 

EBL / EB Phase = 21 s EBL / EB Phase = 
21 s 

Sixth Ave/W 37th St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Seventh Ave/W 26th 
St 

SB Phase = 49 s 
Extend SB left-turn bay from 30' to 130' with "No Stopping 

Anytime" regulation.  Add new 28-second protected SBL lagging 
phase. 

SBT Phase = 21 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s SBL/SBT Phase = 
28 s 

EB Phase = 34 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
#N/A EB Phase = 34 s 

Seventh Ave/W 29th 
St 

SB Phase = 46 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th 
St 

SB Phase = 46 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st 
St 

SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 
24 s 

WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd 
St 

SB Phase = 53 s 
Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 

SB Phase = 51 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 32 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 49 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 
41 s 

Seventh Ave/W 37th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Eighth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBT Phase = 30 s 

Unmitigable. Proposed "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" 
parking regulation to mitigate MD peak hour does not effectively 

change the lane configuration during the AM peak hour. 

NBT Phase = 30 s 

NBL / NB Phase = 18 s NBL / NB Phase = 
18 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 35 s EB / WB Phase = 
35 s 

Eighth Ave/W 26th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 29th St 
NB Phase = 39 s 

Add 160' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing 
Anytime" regulation. Shift 1 second from WB phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 40 s 
WB Phase = 41 s WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB phase to EBL/EBT 
phase. Shifting 4 seconds from NB phase to EBL/EBT phase 

would fully mitigate impacts at this intersection; however, it would 
create an unmitigable pedestrian impact. 

NB Phase = 44 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s EBL / EBT Phase 
= 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 
22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 

WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s WBT / WBR 
Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to NBL/NB phase. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

NBL / NB Phase = 20 s NBL / NB Phase = 
21 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 39 s 
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Table 22-5A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 

17 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 

17 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
39 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 

NB Phase = 51 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 51 s 
EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

32 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

32 s 

Eighth Ave/W 37th St 

NBL / NB Phase = 
22 s 

Shift 1 second from WB/WBR phase to NBL/NB phase. 

NBL / NB Phase = 
23 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 
WB / WBR Phase = 

34 s 
WB / WBR Phase 

= 33 s 
NBT Phase = 27 s NBT Phase = 27 s 

Eighth Ave/W 42nd St 

NB Phase = 38 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 38 s 
EBT / WB Phase = 

29 s 
EBT / WB Phase 

= 29 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

23 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

23 s 

Ninth Ave/W 30th St 

SB / SBL Phase = 
45 s 

Shift 1 second from SB/SBL phase to EB phase. 

SB / SBL Phase = 
44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 30 s EB Phase = 31 s 
SBT Phase = 8 s SBT Phase = 8 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Ninth Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 

SBT Phase = 32 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase (1 second) and to 
SBL/SBT phase (1 second). 

SBT Phase = 30 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 

18 s 
SBL / SBT Phase 

= 19 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

40 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

41 s 

Ninth Ave/W 42nd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

17 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

17 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

31 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

31 s 
WBL / WB Phase = 

13 s 
WBL / WB Phase 

= 13 s 

Dyer Ave/W 34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 
21 s 

Shift 1 second from WBR phase to SB/WBR phase.  

EB / WB Phase = 
21 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 
32 s 

EB / WBT Phase 
= 32 s 

WBR Phase = 17 s WBR Phase = 16 
s 

SB / WBR Phase = 
20 s 

SB / WBR Phase 
= 21 s 

Tenth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 49.5 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 

NB Phase = 48.5 
s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 33.5 s EB Phase = 34.5 
s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 47 s 
Increase WB right-turn bay storage length from 130' to 200' with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB/WB 
phase. 

NB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
36 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
37 s 
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Table 22-5A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Eleventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 43 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 42 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 41 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 14 

s EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s 

EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 

Route 9A/W 29th St 
NB / SB Phase = 110 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 109 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 34 s 

Route 9A/W 30th St 

NB / SBT Phase = 106 
s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

SBL Phase = 24 s SBL Phase = 24 s 
EB Phase = 20 s EB Phase = 20 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St Unsignalized Unmitigable. Unsignalized 

Route 9A/W 34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 85 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 85 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 30 

s SB / WBR Phase = 30 s 

WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 74 s 

Shift 1 second from EB/WB phase to NB/SBT phase. 

NB / SBT Phase = 75 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 22 

s SB / WBR Phase = 22 s 

SBL / WBR Phase = 15 
s 

SBL / WBR Phase = 15 
s 

EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

Route 9A/W 56th St NB Phase = 73 s Shift 1 second from SBL/SB phase to NB phase. NB Phase = 74 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 77 s SBL / SB Phase = 76 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-5B 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
NBL / EBR Phase = 32 

s NBL / EBR Phase = 32 s 

EB / WB Phase = 20 s EB / WB Phase = 20 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 35th St 
NB / SB Phase = 36 s 

Shift 1 second from NBL phase to NB/SB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 37 s 

NBL Phase = 26 s NBL Phase = 25 s 
WB Phase = 28 s WB Phase = 28 s 

First Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 34th 
St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 22 s 
NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 12 s 

All Ped Phase = 25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 31 s 

Second Ave/E 23rd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Shift 1 second from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 28 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 24 s SBL / SB Phase = 24 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 30 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 

Second Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 52 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 51 s 

EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 34th St 

SBT Phase = 22 s 

Shift 1 second from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 21 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 28 s SBL / SB Phase = 28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 34 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 36th St 
SB Phase = 27 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 27 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 31 s SBL / SB Phase = 30 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 33 s 

QMT Exit St/E 34th St 

WB / SBR Phase = 36 
s Intersection impacted due to mitigation applied at 

adjacent intersections. Shift 1 second from SB phase 
to EB/WB phase. 

WB / SBR Phase = 36 s 

SB Phase = 18 s SB Phase = 17 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 
WB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 37 s 

Third Ave/E 23rd St 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 12 s EBL / EB Phase = 12 s 

Third Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 43 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 42 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 31 s WB Phase = 32 s 
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Table 22-5B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Lexington Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 44 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from SB phase to 
EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Add a second WB left-turn only lane and extend the 

length of the WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 21 
s WBL / WB Phase = 21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 36th St 

SB Phase = 44 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/EBR phase. 

SB Phase = 43 s 
EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 

EB / EBR Phase = 29 s EB / EBR Phase = 30 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

Park Ave/E 30th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 49 s 

EB Phase = 28 s EB Phase = 29 s 
SB Phase = 12 s SB Phase = 12 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St NB / SB Phase = 54 s Add 50' long, 10' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation. 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Shift 2 seconds from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. NB / SB Phase = 48 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Park Ave/E 35th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to WB phase.  NB / SB Phase = 49 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 41 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 37th St 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s Reconfigure WB approach from 1 LT shared lane and 
1 TR shared lane to 1 LT shared lane, 1 T lane, and 1 
130' long, 10' wide right-turn bay with "No Standing 7 

AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation (shift 
parking from the south curb lane to the north curb lane 

and swap parking regulations). 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Madison Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 42 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Add 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 42 s WB Phase = 42 s 

Madison Ave/E 32nd St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 52 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 43 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 42 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Madison Ave/E 35th St 

NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB/WBR phase. 

NB Phase = 52 s 
WBT Phase = 30 s WBT Phase = 30 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 22 
s WB / WBR Phase = 23 s 

Madison Ave/E 36th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 52 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 43 s 

Madison Ave/E 37th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 42 s WB Phase = 42 s 

Broadway/E 23rd St 

SB Phase = 36 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 35 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

EB Phase = 8 s EB Phase = 8 s 
SBT Phase = 10 s SBT Phase = 10 s 

Fifth Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 
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Table 22-5B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Add 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation.  

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 33rd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 45 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 18 
s WBL / WB Phase = 18 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Fifth Ave/E 37th St SB Phase = 50 s Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. SB Phase = 51 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 48 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 32 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 23rd St 
NBL / NB Phase = 40 s 

Unmitigable. 
NBL / NB Phase = 40 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 32nd St 
NB Phase = 47 s Intersection impacted due to mitigation applied at 

adjacent intersections. Shift 1 second from NB phase 
to EB phase. 

NB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 1 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 23 s EB / WBT Phase = 23 s 
EB / WB Phase = 16 s EB / WB Phase = 17 s 

Sixth Ave/W 35th St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 43 s 

EBT Phase = 26 s EBT Phase = 26 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 21 s EBL / EB Phase = 21 s 

Seventh Ave/W 23rd St 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 21 s SBL / SB Phase = 21 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Seventh Ave/W 26th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 
Extend SB left-turn bay from 30' to 130' with "No 

Stopping Anytime" regulation.  Add new 28-second 
protected SBL lagging phase. 

SBT Phase = 21 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s SBL/SBT Phase = 28 s 
EB Phase = 34 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

#N/A EB Phase = 34 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Shift 1 second from EB phase to SB phase. 
SB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 36 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st St 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 24 s 
WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 32nd St 

SB Phase = 52 s Partially mitigated. Shift 3 seconds from all-pedestrian phase 
to SB phase. Shifting 4 seconds from all-pedestrian phase 
to SB phase would fully mitigate impacts at this intersection; 
however, it would create an unmitigable pedestrian impact. 

SB Phase = 55 s 

All Peds Phase = 38 s All Peds Phase = 35 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 51 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 32 s 
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Table 22-5B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Seventh Ave/W 34th St 

SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Shifting 2 seconds from SB phase to 
EB/WB phase would fully mitigate impacts at this 

intersection; however, it would create an unmitigable 
pedestrian impact. 

SB Phase = 50 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Seventh Ave/W 36th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Seventh Ave/W 37th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Seventh Ave/W 42nd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBT Phase = 29 s Add 100' long, 12' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing 7 AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" parking 

regulation. Shift 1 second from EB/WB phase to 
NBL/NB phase. 

NBT Phase = 29 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 18 s NBL / NB Phase = 19 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 32 s 

Eighth Ave/W 29th St 
NB Phase = 39 s 

Add 160' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. 

NB Phase = 39 s 
WB Phase = 41 s WB Phase = 41 s 
NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB phase 
to EBL/EBT phase. Shifting 4 seconds from NB 
phase to EBL/EBT phase would fully mitigate 
impacts at this intersection; however, it would 

create an unmitigable pedestrian impact. 

NB Phase = 44 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s EBL / EBT Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s Unmitigable. Shifting 2 seconds from NBT phase 
to WBT/WBR phase would fully mitigate impacts at 

this intersection; however, it would create an 
unmitigable pedestrian impact. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 
WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 22 s Unmitigable. Shifting 1 second from WB phase to 
NBL/NB phase would fully mitigate impacts at this 

intersection; however, it would create an 
unmitigable pedestrian impact. 

NBT Phase = 22 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 19 s NBL / NB Phase = 19 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 39 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 s NBL / NB Phase = 17 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 31 s 

Eighth Ave/W 37th St 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 
WBT Phase = 10 s WBT Phase = 10 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 31 s WB / WBR Phase = 31 s 
NBT Phase = 27 s NBT Phase = 27 s 

Eighth Ave/W 42nd St 
NB Phase = 36 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 36 s 

EBT / WB Phase = 29 s EBT / WB Phase = 29 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 25 s EBL / EB Phase = 25 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Ninth Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 48 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 32 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 
SBT Phase = 32 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase 
(2 seconds) and to SBL/SBT phase (1 second). 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s SBL / SBT Phase = 19 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Tenth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 49.5 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 48.5 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33.5 s EB Phase = 34.5 s 

Tenth Ave/W 33rd St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 
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Table 22-5B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 47 s Partially mitigated. Increase WB right-turn bay storage 

length from 130' to 200' with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 41 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 39 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 39 s EB Phase = 41 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from SB phase to 

EBL/WBL phase. 

SB Phase = 44 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 14 

s EBL / WBL Phase = 15 s 

EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 

Route 9A/W 29th St 
NB / SB Phase = 81 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 80 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 29 s EB / WB Phase = 30 s 

Route 9A/W 30th St 
NB / SBT Phase = 78 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SBT Phase = 78 s 

SBL Phase = 22 s SBL Phase = 22 s 
EB Phase = 20 s EB Phase = 20 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St Unsignalized Unmitigable. Unsignalized 

Route 9A/W 34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 65 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 65 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 20 

s SB / WBR Phase = 20 s 

WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from EB/WB phase to NB/SBT phase. 

NB / SBT Phase = 51 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 13 

s SB / WBR Phase = 13 s 

SBL / WBR Phase = 18 
s SBL / WBR Phase = 18 s 

EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-5C 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
NBL / EBR Phase = 32 

s NBL / EBR Phase = 32 s 

EB / WB Phase = 20 s EB / WB Phase = 20 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 35th St 
NB / SB Phase = 36 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NBL phase to 
NB/SB phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 37 s 
NBL Phase = 26 s NBL Phase = 25 s 
WB Phase = 28 s WB Phase = 28 s 

First Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 34th 
St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 22 s 
NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 12 s 

All Ped Phase = 25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 31 s 

Second Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 52 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 51 s 

EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 34th St 

SBT Phase = 22 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 20 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 28 s SBL / SB Phase = 28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 
WB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 37 s 

Third Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 46 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from SB phase to 
EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 44 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Add a second WB left-turn only lane and extend the 

length of the WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 21 
s WBL / WB Phase = 21 s 

Park Ave/E 30th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 49 s 

EB Phase = 28 s EB Phase = 29 s 
SB Phase = 12 s SB Phase = 12 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St NB / SB Phase = 54 s Add 50' long, 10' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation. 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Shift 2 seconds from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. NB / SB Phase = 48 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Park Ave/E 35th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to WB phase.  NB / SB Phase = 49 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 41 s 
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Table 22-5C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 37th St 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s Reconfigure WB approach from 1 LT shared lane and 
1 TR shared lane to 1 LT shared lane, 1 T lane, and 1 
130' long, 10' wide right-turn bay with "No Standing 7 

AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation (shift 
parking from the south curb lane to the north curb lane 

and swap parking regulations). 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Madison Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Add 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 32nd St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 52 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 46 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 35th St 

NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB/WBR phase. 

NB Phase = 52 s 
WBT Phase = 30 s WBT Phase = 30 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 22 
s WB / WBR Phase = 23 s 

Broadway/E 23rd St 

SB Phase = 38 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 37 s 
EB / WB Phase = 37 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

EB Phase = 8 s EB Phase = 8 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Fifth Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. Add 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay 
with "No Standing Anytime" regulation.  

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 33rd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 45 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 18 
s WBL / WB Phase = 18 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Fifth Ave/E 37th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 30th St 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

Shift 1 second from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 40 s SBL / SB Phase = 39 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 41 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 23rd St 
NBL / NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
NBL / NB Phase = 43 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 7 s NBT Phase = 7 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 35 s 
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Table 22-5C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 23 s EB / WBT Phase = 23 s 
EB / WB Phase = 16 s EB / WB Phase = 18 s 

Sixth Ave/W 35th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 37th St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 23rd St 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 21 s SBL / SB Phase = 21 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Seventh Ave/W 26th St 

SB Phase = 49 s Intersection degrades due to mitigations applied at 
adjacent intersections. Extend SB left-turn bay from 
30' to 130' with "No Stopping Anytime" regulation.  
Add new 28-second protected SBL lagging phase. 

Shift 1 second from SBT phase to EB phase. 

SBT Phase = 20 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s SBL/SBT Phase = 28 s 
EB Phase = 34 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

#N/A EB Phase = 35 s 

Seventh Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st St 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 24 s 
WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th St SB Phase = 50 s Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to EB/WB phase. SB Phase = 48 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Seventh Ave/W 37th St 

SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Shifting 1 second from SB phase to WB 
phase would fully mitigate impacts at this intersection; 

however, it would create an unmitigable pedestrian 
impact. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBT Phase = 30 s Unmitigable. Proposed "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM 
MON - FRI" parking regulation to mitigate MD peak 

hour does not effectively change the lane 
configuration during the PM peak hour. 

NBT Phase = 30 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 18 s NBL / NB Phase = 18 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 35 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 

Eighth Ave/W 26th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 29th St 
NB Phase = 39 s Add 160' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 1 second from WB 
phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 40 s 
WB Phase = 41 s WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB phase to 
EBL/EBT phase. Shifting 3 seconds from NB phase to 

EBL/EBT phase would fully mitigate impacts at this 
intersection; however, it would create an unmitigable 

pedestrian impact. 

NB Phase = 44 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 
s EBL / EBT Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 
WBT / WBR Phase = 

38 s WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s 
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Table 22-5C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to NBL/NB phase. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 20 s NBL / NB Phase = 21 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 s NBL / NB Phase = 17 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 51 s 

EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 32 s EBL / EB Phase = 32 s 

Eighth Ave/W 37th St 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 
WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 34 
s WB / WBR Phase = 34 s 

NBT Phase = 27 s NBT Phase = 27 s 

Eighth Ave/W 42nd St 
NB Phase = 36 s 

Shift 1 second from EBL/EB phase to NB phase. 
NB Phase = 37 s 

EBT / WB Phase = 29 s EBT / WB Phase = 29 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 25 s EBL / EB Phase = 24 s 

Ninth Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Ninth Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 

SBT Phase = 32 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 30 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 18 

s SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Ninth Ave/W 42nd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 17 s SBL / SB Phase = 17 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 
WBL / WB Phase = 13 

s WBL / WB Phase = 13 s 

Dyer Ave/W 34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WBR phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 23 s 
EB / WBT Phase = 32 s EB / WBT Phase = 32 s 

WBR Phase = 17 s WBR Phase = 15 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 20 

s SB / WBR Phase = 20 s 

Tenth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 48.5 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 47.5 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 34.5 s EB Phase = 35.5 s 

Tenth Ave/W 33rd St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 1 seconds from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Increase WB right-turn bay storage 

length from 130' to 200' with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 41 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 39 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 44 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Shift 3 seconds from SB phase to EBL/WBL phase (1 

second) and to EB/WB phase (2 seconds). 

SB Phase = 42 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 14 

s EBL / WBL Phase = 15 s 

EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 33 s 
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Table 22-5C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action Recommended  Recommended 
Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Route 9A/W 29th St 
NB / SB Phase = 110 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB/SB phase to EB/WB 
phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 108 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 30th St 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

SBL Phase = 24 s SBL Phase = 24 s 
EB Phase = 20 s EB Phase = 20 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St Unsignalized Unmitigable. Unsignalized 

Route 9A/W 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 97 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 97 s 

SB / WBR Phase = 18 s SB / WBR Phase = 18 s 
WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 87 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SBT Phase = 87 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 12 s SB / WBR Phase = 12 s 

SBL / WBR Phase = 12 s SBL / WBR Phase = 12 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Route 9A/W 56th St 
NB Phase = 107 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 107 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 43 s SBL / SB Phase = 43 s 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Effects of Traffic Mitigation on Pedestrian Operations 
Intersection operations would improve overall with the implementation of the recommended 
traffic mitigation measures, which include signal timing changes, restriping, and changes to 
parking regulations. At the following seven traffic study area intersections, applying the 
recommended mitigation measures to mitigate significant adverse traffic impacts would result in 
a new unmitigated significant adverse pedestrian impact: 

• The intersection of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday AM peak hour by shifting two seconds of green time from the northbound phase to 
the eastbound/westbound phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated significant 
adverse pedestrian impact at the east crosswalk. 

• The intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday midday peak hour by shifting four seconds of green time from the all-pedestrian 
phase to the southbound phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated significant 
adverse pedestrian impact at the south crosswalk.  

• The intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday midday peak hour by shifting two seconds of green time from the southbound phase 
to the eastbound/westbound phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated significant 
adverse pedestrian impact at the east crosswalk.   

• The intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 37th Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday PM peak hour by shifting one second of green time from the southbound phase to 
the westbound phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated significant adverse 
pedestrian impact at the west crosswalk. 

• The intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 30th Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours by shifting four, four, and three seconds of green time, 
respectively, from the northbound phase to the eastbound left-turn/through phase; however, this 
would result in a new unmitigated significant adverse pedestrian impact at the east crosswalk. 
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• The intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday midday peak hour by shifting two seconds of green time from the northbound phase 
to the westbound through/right-turn phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated 
significant adverse pedestrian impact at the north crosswalk.  

• The intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday midday peak hour by shifting one second of green time from the westbound phase 
to the northbound left-turn/through phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated 
significant adverse pedestrian impact at the north crosswalk.   

Recommended signal timing modifications at these intersections were adjusted to avoid the new 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts; however the significant adverse traffic impacts identified 
in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” would not be mitigated during these peak hours with the 
adjustments (see Tables 22-5A, 22-5B, and 22-5C). None of the other recommended traffic 
mitigation measures would result in new significant adverse pedestrian impacts.  

Effects of Traffic Mitigation on Parking 
Some of the recommended traffic mitigation measures would necessitate the removal of existing on-street 
parking spaces along roadways near the impacted traffic intersections. Table 22-6 summarizes the 
number and the type of on-street parking spaces that would need to be removed near these intersections. 

Table 22-6 
Summary of On-Street Parking Spaces Removed as a Result of 
2033 With Action Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Roadway From To Dir. 
Lateral Parking 
Removed (ft) 

Existing Parking 
Type/Regulation 

Estimated Number 
of Metered Spaces 

Removed 

Estimated Number 
of Non-Metered 

Spaces Removed 
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 62 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 3*   
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 149 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 7*   

Lexington Ave E 35th St E 34th St SB 47 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 2*   
E 31st St Lexington Ave Park Ave WB 85 AS / Non-Metered (L)   4* 
E 37th St Lexington Ave Park Ave WB 161** CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 8   
E 31st St Park Ave Madison Ave WB 89 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
E 31st St^ Madison Ave Fifth Ave WB 97 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 5*   

Seventh Ave^ W 27th St W 26th St SB 54 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 3*   
W 23rd St Seventh Ave Eighth Ave WB 125 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 6   
W 29th St^ Seventh Ave Eighth Ave WB 153 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 8*   
W 29th St^ Seventh Ave Eighth Ave WB 155 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 8*   

On-Street Parking Loss Within ¼-Mile of the Project Area 24 0 
Total On-Street Parking Loss 54 4 

Notes: NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 
AS = alternate side parking; CP = commercial loading/unloading; BS = bus stop; AVO = authorized vehicles only 
^ within the 1/4-mile radius of the Project Area 
* Parking removal at this location affects supply during overnight periods, in addition to at least one of the analysis peak periods (Weekday AM, Midday and/or PM). 
** 250 feet of parking storage length removed from south curb (left side) is offset by 95 feet of parking storage length added to north curb (right side), applicable for 
Weekday Midday and PM peak periods. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

As with most commercial areas in Manhattan, there is typically a limited resource of on-street parking 
that is reserved for loading/unloading or high-turnover parking needs. As described in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation,” it was assumed that this limited on-street parking resource would not be available in 
the study area to accommodate the parking demand generated by the Proposed Project. As such, it was 
assumed that on-street parking was generally well-utilized at intersections within the study area with 
limited parking available in the immediate vicinity of these intersections to accommodate the displaced 
parking spaces that would result from the recommended traffic mitigation measures. For the purpose 
of this study, parking demand for displaced on-street parking spaces within the ¼-mile radius of the 
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Project Area were assigned to off-street parking facilities within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area 
and would increase the 2033 off-street parking demand. When on-street commercial metered parking 
spaces are displaced due to the recommended traffic mitigation measures, those commercial vehicles 
would likely be accommodated in other on-street parking spaces, pushing additional non-commercial 
vehicles to park in off-street facilities or displacing more non-commercial vehicles to on-street parking 
spaces beyond the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area; however, for the purposes of this study, all of 
those displaced parking spaces were conservatively added to the off-street parking demand. Displaced 
parking demands beyond the ¼-mile radius were assumed to be accommodated on-street or in off-
street parking facilities beyond the study area. Approximately 24 parking spaces would be displaced 
during all times within the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area due to the recommended traffic mitigation 
measures during each analysis peak hour. This would increase the 2033 With Action off-street parking 
utilization to 97, 119, 117, and 84 percent during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and overnight periods. 
The parking shortfalls that are expected during the weekday midday and PM peak hours would increase 
to approximately 1,243 and 1,149 spaces, respectively. As stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, a 
parking shortfall resulting from a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a significant adverse 
impact due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation. If the projected level of 
parking demand materializes in the 2033 With Action condition, some motorists may alter their modes 
of transportation or would have to seek parking availability beyond the ¼-mile radius from the Project 
Area.  

2044 WITH ACTION CONDITION 

Table 22-7 summarizes the significant adverse traffic impacts identified for Phase 2 of the 
Proposed Project. Potential mitigation measures, such as signal timing changes, restriping, and 
changes to parking regulations, were explored to mitigate the identified impacts to the extent 
practicable at 188 lane groups at 102 intersections during the weekday AM peak hour, 147 lane 
groups at 89 intersections during the weekday midday peak hour, and 175 lanes groups at 94 
intersections during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Tables 22-8A through 22-8C itemize the mitigation measures recommended to address the identified 
impacts under the 2044 With Action condition. The geometric and signal timing modifications proposed 
as mitigation measures for the 2033 With Action condition were recommended as mitigation measures 
for the 2044 With Action condition as appropriate, even if they would only result in a partial mitigation 
of impacts at an intersection under the 2044 With Action condition. If proposed mitigation measures for 
the 2033 With Action condition would result in new impacts or worsening of operations in the 2044 
With Action condition, they were not considered as mitigation measures for the 2044 With Action 
condition. Additional signal timing and geometric modifications were recommended to further mitigate 
potential impacts under the 2044 With Action condition. 

Below is a general summary of the proposed mitigation measures. 

• Signal timing modifications, typically shifting between one and four seconds of green time 
from the avenue to the cross-street, were recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at 12 
intersections and partially mitigate the impacts at 27 other intersections. 

• Geometric modifications to provide new and/or extended turn bays were recommended to 
fully mitigate the impacts at two intersections and partially mitigate the impacts at three other 
intersections. These measures would require changes to peak hour parking regulations, which 
would result in the loss of some curbside parking spaces. 

• Signal timing and geometric modifications were recommended in combination to fully mitigate 
the impacts at seven intersections and partially mitigate the impacts at four other intersections. 
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Table 22-7 
2044 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 
    EB-LTR EB-LTR EB-LTR 
    EB-R     
        NB-L 
        NB-LTR 
    SB-LTR     

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 35th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    SB-TR SB-TR   

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 37th St SB-TR   SB-TR 
First Ave E 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
First Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T WB-T 
      NB-L NB-L 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      WB-R WB-R 

Second Ave E 23rd St EB-T EB-T   
    EB-R EB-R EB-R 
    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 

Second Ave E 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
QMT Exit St E 35th St SB-R SB-R SB-R 
QMT Exit St E 37th St WB-TR     
Third Ave E 23rd St     EB-T 

    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    WB-T     
    WB-R WB-R WB-R 
    NB-LTR NB-LTR NB-LTR 

Third Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Third Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Third Ave E 36th St EB-LT     

        NB-R 
Third Ave E 37th St WB-T     

Lexington Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T     
    SB-R     

Lexington Ave E 32nd St   EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 33rd St SB-T     
Lexington Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-LT     

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L WB-L   
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T     

Lexington Ave E 36th St EB-T EB-T   
Lexington Ave E 37th St WB-T   WB-T 

Park Ave E 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR WB-LTR 

    SB-TR   SB-TR 
Park Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Park Ave E 35th St WB-TR   WB-TR 

      WB-T   
    SB-TR     

Park Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
      NB-TR NB-TR 
    SB-LT SB-LT SB-LT 
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Table 22-7 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Park Ave E 37th St   WB-TR WB-TR 
        NB-LT 
    SB-TR     

Madison Ave E 30th St   EB-L EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 

Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 
      NB-LT NB-LT 

Madison Ave E 32nd St EB-L   EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
        NB-T 

Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L   EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      NB-LT NB-LT 
        NB-R 

Madison Ave E 35th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Madison Ave E 36th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Madison Ave E 37th St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

Broadway E 23rd St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Fifth Ave E 23rd St EB-T     
Fifth Ave E 30th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 

    SB-T   SB-T 
    SB-R   SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-T     
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Fifth Ave E 35th St WB-L WB-L   
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-T SB-T   

Fifth Ave E 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Broadway W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 23rd St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    NB-L   NB-L 
    NB-R     

Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L NB-L 
Sixth Ave W 32nd St EB-LT   EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 33rd St WB-TR     
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
Sixth Ave W 35th St   WB-TR   

    WB-T   WB-T 
    WB-R   WB-R 

Sixth Ave W 36th St NB-T NB-T   
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Sixth Ave W 37th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    NB-LT     

Seventh Ave W 23rd St   EB-T   
    WB-T     
    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T SB-TR SB-T 
    SB-R   SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 26th St EB-T   EB-T 
        EB-R 
    SB-L     
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
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Table 22-7 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Seventh Ave W 29th St WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-TR     
        SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    EB-R   EB-R 
    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-T   SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 31st St     WB-L 
    WB-T     
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 
    SB-R SB-R SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 32nd St   SB-L   
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 33rd St   WB-L WB-L 
    SB-T     

Seventh Ave W 34th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-T     

Seventh Ave W 35th St WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    SB-TR   SB-TR 

Seventh Ave W 36th St EB-TR EB-TR EB-TR 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Seventh Ave W 37th St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
    SB-TR     

Seventh Ave W 42nd St   EB-T   
    SB-T     

Eighth Ave W 23rd St   EB-T EB-T 
      WB-TR   
    WB-T   WB-T 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 26th St EB-LT EB-LT EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 29th St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

    NB-L NB-L NB-L 
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

        NB-L 
    NB-T   NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St NB-L NB-L NB-L 
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T   
    NB-TR NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 36th St EB-T EB-T   
    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 37th St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
Eighth Ave W 42nd St     WB-T 

    NB-T NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R NB-R 

Ninth Ave W 26th St EB-T EB-T   
    SB-L     
    SB-T SB-T   

Ninth Ave W 29th St     WB-T 
    SB-TR SB-TR   

Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
      SB-L SB-L 

Ninth Ave W 31st St SB-TR SB-TR   
Ninth Ave W 33rd St WB-LT WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St EB-T   EB-T 

    EB-R   EB-R 
    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
    SB-L     

Ninth Ave W 36th St EB-TR     
    SB-T     
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Table 22-7 (cont’d) 
2044 With Action Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

Ninth Ave W 42nd St EB-R EB-R EB-R 
    SB-T     

Dyer Ave W 31st St     WB-LT 
        WB-R 

Dyer Ave W 34th St     EB-T 
    SB-LR     
    SB-R     

Tenth Ave W 30th St     EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T EB-T 

Tenth Ave W 33rd St WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 
Tenth Ave W 34th St EB-L EB-L EB-L 

    WB-T WB-T WB-T 
      NB-LT   
        NB-LTR 

Eleventh Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T EB-T 
Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L     

    EB-T EB-T EB-T 
    WB-L WB-L WB-L 
    WB-TR WB-TR WB-TR 

Route 9A W 29th St WB-R WB-R WB-R 
Route 9A W 30th St     NB-TR 

    SB-L SB-L SB-L 
    SB-TR     

Route 9A W 34th St WB-LR WB-LR WB-LR 
    NB-T   NB-T 
        SB-L 
        SB-T 

Route 9A W 40th St     NB-TR 
    SB-T   SB-T 

Route 9A W 42nd St NB-T NB-T NB-T 
        SB-L 
    SB-T SB-T SB-T 

Route 9A W 54th St     NB-TR 
Route 9A W 56th St NB-T   NB-T 
Route 9A W 33rd St WB-R WB-R WB-R 

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 
Weekday AM Weekday Midday Weekday PM 

102/188 89/147 94/175 
Totals During Any Analysis Peak Hour 104/231 

Notes: EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-8A 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
NBL / EBR Phase = 30 

s NBL / EBR Phase = 30 s 

EB / WB Phase = 22 s EB / WB Phase = 22 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 35th St 
NB / SB Phase = 36 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 36 s 

NBL Phase = 26 s NBL Phase = 26 s 
WB Phase = 28 s WB Phase = 28 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 37th St SB Phase = 60 s Shift 2 seconds from All Pedestrian phase to SB 
phase. 

SB Phase = 62 s 
All Ped Phase = 30 s All Ped Phase = 28 s 

First Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 31 s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 34th 
St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 24 s 
NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 10 s 

All Ped Phase = 25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 31 s 

Second Ave/E 23rd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to 

EB/WB phase 

SBT Phase = 27 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 24 s SBL / SB Phase = 24 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 30 s EB / WB Phase = 32 s 

Second Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 52 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 52 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 31 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 34th St 

SBT Phase = 22 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 19 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 28 s SBL / SB Phase = 28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 36th St 

SB Phase = 40 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SBT phase to EB phase. 

SB Phase = 37 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 12 s SBL / SB Phase = 12 s 

EB Phase = 19 s EB Phase = 22 s 
WB Phase = 19 s WB Phase = 19 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

WB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 36 s 

QMT Exit St/E 37th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

NBL / WBT Phase = 41 
s NBL / WBT Phase = 41 s 

Third Ave/E 23rd St 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 12 s EBL / EB Phase = 12 s 

Third Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 4 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 41 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 46 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Third Ave/E 36th St 
NB Phase = 33 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 30 s 

EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 38 s 
NBT Phase = 22 s NBT Phase = 22 s 
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Table 22-8A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Third Ave/E 37th St 

NB Phase = 41 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to WB/WBR phase. 

NB Phase = 38 s 
WBT Phase = 28 s WBT Phase = 28 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 21 
s WB / WBR Phase = 24 s 

Lexington Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Lexington Ave/E 32nd St 
SB Phase = 45 s Add a 70' long, 12' wide EB right-turn bay with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 2 seconds from EB 
phase to SB phase. 

SB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 38 s EB Phase = 36 s 

Lexington Ave/E 33rd St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WB phase to SB phase. 
SB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 45 s Partially mitigated. Carry through the proposed second 
WB left-turn only lane and the extension of the length 

of the WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With 

Action condition. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 21 
s WBL / WB Phase = 21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 36th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 

EB / EBR Phase = 31 s EB / EBR Phase = 31 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

Lexington Ave/E 37th St 
SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Park Ave/E 30th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

EB Phase = 28 s EB Phase = 28 s 
SB Phase = 12 s SB Phase = 12 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s Partially mitigated. Add 50' long, 10' wide WB left-turn 
bay with "No Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" 

parking regulation. Carry through the proposed 50' 
long, 10' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing 6 
AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation from the 
2033 With Action Condition. Signal timing changes 

proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Park Ave/E 35th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. NB / SB Phase = 50 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 37th St 

NB / SB Phase = 47 s Carry through proposed WB approach reconfiguration 
from the 2033 With Action condition by shifting parking 

from the south curb lane to the north curb lane and 
swapping parking regulations. A proposed "No 

Standing 7 AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation 
on the north curb lane (used to mitigate the MD and 
PM peak hours) does not effectively change the lane 

configuration during the AM peak hour. Shift 2 
seconds from WB phase to NB/SB phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 49 s 

WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 41 s 

Madison Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 45 s 
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Table 22-8A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 
NB Phase = 53 s Unmitigable. Carry through proposed 115' long, 11' 

wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation from the 2033 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 32nd St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to 
EB phase. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 48 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 35th St 

NB Phase = 53 s Extend WB right-turn bay from 100' to 150' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
WBT Phase = 30 s WBT Phase = 30 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 22 
s WB / WBR Phase = 22 s 

Madison Ave/E 36th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 48 s 

Madison Ave/E 37th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Broadway/E 23rd St 

SB Phase = 38 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 38 s 
EB / WB Phase = 37 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

EB Phase = 8 s EB Phase = 8 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Fifth Ave/E 23rd St 

SBL / SB Phase = 38 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 
the 2033 With Action condition (to mitigate the 

intersection of Broadway and East 23rd Street) were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SBL / SB Phase = 38 s 
EB / WB Phase = 37 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

WB Phase = 8 s WB Phase = 8 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Fifth Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Add 50' long, 11' wide EB right-turn bay with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 3 seconds from SB 
phase to EB phase 

SB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 36 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 

SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Carry through proposed 11' wide WB left-
turn bay and extend from 90' long to 120' long with 

"No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With 
Action condition. Signal timing changes proposed 

during the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 33rd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 45 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 18 
s WBL / WB Phase = 18 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Fifth Ave/E 37th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 30th St 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

Shift 12 seconds from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 40 s SBL / SB Phase = 28 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 52 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 16 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 34 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 49 s 

Sixth Ave/W 23rd St 
NBL / NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
NBL / NB Phase = 43 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 7 s NBT Phase = 7 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 
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Table 22-8A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 32nd St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 33rd St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 4 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 23 s EB / WBT Phase = 23 s 
EB / WB Phase = 16 s EB / WB Phase = 20 s 

Sixth Ave/W 35th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to 
WB phase. 

NB Phase = 48 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Sixth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 43 s 

EBT Phase = 26 s EBT Phase = 26 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 21 s EBL / EB Phase = 21 s 

Sixth Ave/W 37th St 
NB Phase = 47 s Extend WB right-turn bay from 100' to 250' with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 1 second from WB 
phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 48 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Seventh Ave/W 23rd St 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 21 s SBL / SB Phase = 21 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Seventh Ave/W 26th St 

SB Phase = 49 s Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. Extend 
SB left-turn bay from 30' to 130' with "No Stopping 
Anytime" regulation. Add new 28-second protected 

SBL lagging phase. 

SBT Phase = 20 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s SBL / SBT Phase = 28 s 
EB Phase = 34 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

#N/A EB Phase = 35 s 

Seventh Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st St 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 24 s 
WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 32nd St SB Phase = 52 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 52 s 
All Peds Phase = 38 s All Peds Phase = 38 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 4 seconds from WB phase to SB phase. 
SB Phase = 57 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 26 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 36th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 37th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 42nd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 
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Table 22-8A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBT Phase = 30 s Unmitigable. Proposed "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM 
MON - FRI" parking regulation to mitigate MD peak 

hour does not effectively change the lane 
configuration during the AM peak hour. 

NBT Phase = 30 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 18 s NBL / NB Phase = 18 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 35 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 

Eighth Ave/W 26th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Eighth Ave/W 29th St 

NB Phase = 39 s Carry through proposed 160' long, 11' wide WB 
right-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" regulation 
from the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 4 seconds 

from WB phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
WB Phase = 41 s WB Phase = 37 s 

NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 45 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 
WBT / WBR Phase = 38 

s WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 20 s NBL / NB Phase = 20 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 s NBL / NB Phase = 17 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 51 s 

EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 32 s EBL / EB Phase = 32 s 

Eighth Ave/W 37th St 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 
WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 34 s WB / WBR Phase = 34 s 
NBT Phase = 27 s NBT Phase = 27 s 

Eighth Ave/W 42nd St 
NB Phase = 38 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 38 s 

EBT / WB Phase = 29 s EBT / WB Phase = 29 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 23 s EBL / EB Phase = 23 s 

Ninth Ave/W 26th St 

SBT Phase = 26 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 26 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 24 s SBL / SBT Phase = 24 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Ninth Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Ninth Ave/W 30th St 

SB / SBL Phase = 45 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB / SBL Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 30 s EB Phase = 30 s 
SBT Phase = 8 s SBT Phase = 8 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Ninth Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 
SBT Phase = 32 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SBT Phase = 32 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 
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Table 22-8A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
No Action 

Signal Timing 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Ninth Ave/W 36th St 
SB Phase = 55 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 55 s 

EB Phase = 25 s EB Phase = 25 s 
EB / SBR Phase = 10 s EB / SBR Phase = 10 s 

Ninth Ave/W 42nd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 17 s SBL / SB Phase = 17 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 13 s WBL / WB Phase = 13 s 

Dyer Ave/W 31st St NB / SB Phase = 59 s No impacts. Extend WB right-turn bay from 140' to 
170' to mitigate PM peak hour. 

NB / SB Phase = 59 s 
WB Phase = 31 s WB Phase = 31 s 

Dyer Ave/W 34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 1 second from WBR phase to SB/WBR phase.  

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 
EB / WBT Phase = 32 s EB / WBT Phase = 32 s 

WBR Phase = 17 s WBR Phase = 16 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 20 s SB / WBR Phase = 21 s 

Tenth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 49.5 s Extend EB left- turn bay from 120' to 250' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 

proposed during the 2033 With Action condition 
were not carried through to the 2044 With Action 

condition. 

NB Phase = 49.5 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 33.5 s EB Phase = 33.5 s 

Tenth Ave/W 33rd St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 47 s Partially mitigated. Carry through proposed 
extended WB right-turn bay storage length from 130' 
to 200' with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from 

the 2033 With Action condition. Signal timing 
changes proposed during the 2033 With Action 

condition were not carried through to the 2044 With 
Action condition. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 30th St 

SB Phase = 43 s Extend EB right-turn bay from 80' to 160' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 

proposed during the 2033 With Action condition 
were not carried through to the 2044 With Action 

condition. 

SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 

Route 9A/W 29th St 
NB / SB Phase = 110 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 109 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 34 s 

Route 9A/W 30th St 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

SBL Phase = 24 s SBL Phase = 24 s 
EB Phase = 20 s EB Phase = 20 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St Unsignalized Unmitigable. Unsignalized 

Route 9A/W 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 85 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 85 s 

SB / WBR Phase = 30 s SB / WBR Phase = 30 s 
WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 40th St 
NBT / SBT Phase = 71 s 

Unmitigable. 
NBT / SBT Phase = 71 s 

NBT / SB Phase = 33 s NBT / SB Phase = 33 s 
NBL / WB Phase = 46 s NBL / WB Phase = 46 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 74 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SBT Phase = 74 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 22 s SB / WBR Phase = 22 s 
SBL / WBR Phase = 15 s SBL / WBR Phase = 15 s 

EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Route 9A/W 56th St 
NB Phase = 73 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 73 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 77 s SBL / SB Phase = 77 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-8B 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th 
St 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 
NBL / EBR Phase = 32 s NBL / EBR Phase = 32 s 
EB / WB Phase = 20 s EB / WB Phase = 20 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 35th 
St 

NB / SB Phase = 36 s 
Shift 1 second from NBL phase to NB/SB phase 

NB / SB Phase = 37 s 
NBL Phase = 26 s NBL Phase = 25 s 
WB Phase = 28 s WB Phase = 28 s 

First Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 33 s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 
34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 
Shift 1 second from EBL/EB phase and 2 seconds 

from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 24 s 
NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 11 s 

All Ped Phase = 25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 30 s 

Second Ave/E 23rd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase 

to EB/WB phase.  

SBT Phase = 27 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 24 s SBL / SB Phase = 24 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 30 s EB / WB Phase = 32 s 

Second Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 52 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SB phase to EB phase 
SB Phase = 49 s 

EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 34 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 34th St 

SBT Phase = 22 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 20 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 28 s SBL / SB Phase = 28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 36th St 
SB Phase = 27 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 27 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 31 s SBL / SB Phase = 29 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 34 s 

QMT Exit St/E 34th St 
WB / SBR Phase = 36 s No impacts. Signal timing changes proposed 

during the 2033 With Action condition were not 
carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

WB / SBR Phase = 36 s 
SB Phase = 18 s SB Phase = 18 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed 

during the 2033 With Action condition were not 
carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

WB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 36 s 

Third Ave/E 23rd St 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 12 s EBL / EB Phase = 12 s 

Third Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 43 s 

Shift 4 seconds from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 39 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 41 s 

Lexington Ave/E 30th 
St 

SB Phase = 49 s 
Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 

SB Phase = 48 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 32 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st 
St 

SB Phase = 49 s 
Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 

SB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 31 s WB Phase = 33 s 
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Table 22-8B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Lexington Ave/E 32nd St 
SB Phase = 44 s 

Add a 70' long, 12' wide EB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation.  

SB Phase = 44 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 36 s EB Phase = 36 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 44 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 44 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 45 s Carry through the proposed second WB left-turn only 
lane and the extension of the length of the WB left-turn 

bay from 90' to 115' with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation from the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 3 

seconds from SB phase to WBL/WB phase.  

SB Phase = 42 s 
WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 21 
s WBL / WB Phase = 24 s 

Lexington Ave/E 36th St 

SB Phase = 44 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 44 s 
EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 

EB / EBR Phase = 29 s EB / EBR Phase = 29 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

Park Ave/E 30th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 28 s EB Phase = 28 s 
SB Phase = 12 s SB Phase = 12 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s Add 50' long, 10' wide WB left-turn bay with "No 
Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation. 

Carry through the proposed 50' long, 10' wide WB 
right-turn bay with "No Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - 

FRI" parking regulation from the 2033 With Action 
Condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase 
to EB/WB phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 49 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 41 s 

Park Ave/E 35th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Shift 3 seconds from NB/SB phase to WB phase. NB / SB Phase = 47 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 37th St 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s Carry through proposed WB approach reconfiguration 
from 1 LT shared lane and 1 TR shared lane to 1 LT 
shared lane, 1 T lane, and 1 130' long, 10' wide right-
turn bay with "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" 
parking regulation (shift parking from the south curb 

lane to the north curb lane and swap parking 
regulations) from the 2033 With Action condition.  

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Madison Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 42 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 

NB Phase = 53 s Carry through proposed 115' long, 11' wide WB right-
turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from 
the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 1 second from 

WB phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 54 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

WB Phase = 42 s WB Phase = 41 s 

Madison Ave/E 32nd St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 42 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Madison Ave/E 35th St 

NB Phase = 53 s 
Extend WB right-turn bay from 100' to 150' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 3 seconds from 

NB phase to WBT phase. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
WBT Phase = 30 s WBT Phase = 33 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 22 
s WB / WBR Phase = 22 s 

Madison Ave/E 36th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 51 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 44 s 

Madison Ave/E 37th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 42 s WB Phase = 42 s 
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Table 22-8B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Broadway/E 23rd St 

SB Phase = 36 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 36 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

EB Phase = 8 s EB Phase = 8 s 
SBT Phase = 10 s SBT Phase = 10 s 

Fifth Ave/E 30th St 

SB Phase = 50 s Add 50' long, 11' wide EB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 

SB Phase = 50 s Carry through proposed 11' wide WB left-turn bay and 
extend from 90' long to 120' long with "No Standing 

Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With Action 
condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 33rd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 45 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 18 
s WBL / WB Phase = 18 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Fifth Ave/E 37th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 30th St 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

Shift 4 seconds from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 40 s SBL / SB Phase = 36 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 44 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 48 s 

Shift 10 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 38 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 32 s WB Phase = 42 s 

Sixth Ave/W 23rd St 
NBL / NB Phase = 40 s 

Unmitigable. 
NBL / NB Phase = 40 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 32nd St 
NB Phase = 47 s No impacts. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 23 s EB / WBT Phase = 23 s 
EB / WB Phase = 16 s EB / WB Phase = 19 s 

Sixth Ave/W 35th St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Sixth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 43 s 

EBT Phase = 26 s EBT Phase = 26 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 21 s EBL / EB Phase = 21 s 

Sixth Ave/W 37th St 
NB Phase = 44 s 

Extend WB right-turn bay from 100' to 250' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. 

NB Phase = 44 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Seventh Ave/W 23rd St 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 21 s SBL / SB Phase = 21 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 
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Table 22-8B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Seventh Ave/W 26th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 
Extend SB left-turn bay from 30' to 130' with "No 

Stopping Anytime" regulation.  Add new 28-second 
protected SBL lagging phase. 

SBT Phase = 21 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s SBL/SBT Phase = 28 s 
EB Phase = 34 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

#N/A EB Phase = 34 s 

Seventh Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 46 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st St 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WB phase to SB/SBR phase.  
SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 26 s 
WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 41 s 

Seventh Ave/W 32nd St 
SB Phase = 52 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 52 s 

All Peds Phase = 38 s All Peds Phase = 38 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 51 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 32 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th St SB Phase = 50 s Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to EB/WB phase. SB Phase = 48 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Seventh Ave/W 36th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 37th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase 
SB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Seventh Ave/W 42nd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 54 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBT Phase = 29 s Partially mitigated. Carry through proposed 100' long, 
12' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing 7 AM - 7 
PM MON - FRI" parking regulation from the 2033 With 

Action condition. 

NBT Phase = 29 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 18 s NBL / NB Phase = 18 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 26th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 29th St 

NB Phase = 39 s Carry through proposed 160' long, 11' wide WB right-
turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from 
the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 2 seconds from 

WB phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 41 s 
WB Phase = 41 s WB Phase = 39 s 

NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 45 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 
s EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 
WBT / WBR Phase = 

38 s WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 22 s Unmitigable. Shifting 2 second from WB phase to 
NBL/NB phase would fully mitigate impacts at this 

intersection; however, it would create an unmitigable 
pedestrian impact. 

NBT Phase = 22 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 19 s NBL / NB Phase = 19 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 39 s WB Phase = 39 s 
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Table 22-8B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 s NBL / NB Phase = 17 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 31 s 

Eighth Ave/W 37th St 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 
WBT Phase = 10 s WBT Phase = 10 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 31 
s WB / WBR Phase = 31 s 

NBT Phase = 27 s NBT Phase = 27 s 

Eighth Ave/W 42nd St 
NB Phase = 36 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 36 s 

EBT / WB Phase = 29 s EBT / WB Phase = 29 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 25 s EBL / EB Phase = 25 s 

Ninth Ave/W 26th St 

SBT Phase = 25 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 25 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 24 

s SBL / SBT Phase = 24 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 31 s 

Ninth Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 43 s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 
SB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Ninth Ave/W 30th St 

SB / SBL Phase = 41 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB / SBL Phase = 41 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 29 s EB Phase = 29 s 

SBT Phase = 10 s SBT Phase = 10 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Ninth Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 48 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 32 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 
SBT Phase = 32 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Ninth Ave/W 42nd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 17 s SBL / SB Phase = 17 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 
WBL / WB Phase = 13 s WBL / WB Phase = 13 s 

Dyer Ave/W 31st St NB / SB Phase = 59 s No impacts. Extend WB right-turn bay from 140' to 
170' to mitigate PM peak hour. 

NB / SB Phase = 59 s 
WB Phase = 31 s WB Phase = 31 s 

Tenth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 49.5 s Extend EB left- turn bay from 120' to 250' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 49.5 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 33.5 s EB Phase = 33.5 s 

Tenth Ave/W 33rd St 
NB Phase = 47 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 47 s Partially mitigated. Carry through proposed extended 
WB right-turn bay storage length from 130' to 200' with 
"No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With 

Action condition.  

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 30th St 

SB Phase = 41 s Extend EB right-turn bay from 80' to 160' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 41 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

EB Phase = 39 s EB Phase = 39 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 
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Table 22-8B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Route 9A/W 29th St 
NB / SB Phase = 81 s 

Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase. 
NB / SB Phase = 80 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB / WB Phase = 29 s EB / WB Phase = 30 s 

Route 9A/W 30th St 
NB / SBT Phase = 78 s Partially mitigated. Intersection degrades due to 

mitigations applied at adjacent intersections. Shift 1 
second from EB phase to NB/SBT phase. 

NB / SBT Phase = 79 s 
SBL Phase = 22 s SBL Phase = 22 s 
EB Phase = 20 s EB Phase = 19 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St Unsignalized Unmitigable. Unsignalized 

Route 9A/W 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 65 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 65 s 

SB / WBR Phase = 20 s SB / WBR Phase = 20 s 
WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 50 s Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from SB/WBR 
phase and 1 second from EB/WB phase to NB/SBT 

phase (2 seconds) and to SBL/WBR phase (1 
second). 

NB / SBT Phase = 52 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 13 s SB / WBR Phase = 11 s 
SBL / WBR Phase = 18 s SBL / WBR Phase = 19 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Table 22-8C 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

NBL / EBR Phase = 32 s NBL / EBR Phase = 32 s 
EB / WB Phase = 20 s EB / WB Phase = 20 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 35th St 
NB / SB Phase = 36 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 36 s 
NBL Phase = 26 s NBL Phase = 26 s 
WB Phase = 28 s WB Phase = 28 s 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 37th St SB Phase = 60 s Shift 3 seconds from All Pedestrian phase to SB 
phase. 

SB Phase = 63 s 
All Ped Phase = 30 s All Ped Phase = 27 s 

First Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 34 s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 34th 
St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 
Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB phase to 

EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 22 s 
NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 12 s 

All Ped Phase = 25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 31 s EBL / EB Phase = 31 s 

Second Ave/E 23rd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 27 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 24 s SBL / SB Phase = 24 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 30 s EB / WB Phase = 32 s 

Second Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 52 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 52 s 
EB Phase = 31 s EB Phase = 31 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 34th St 

SBT Phase = 22 s 

Shift 4 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 18 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 28 s SBL / SB Phase = 28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

Second Ave/E 36th St 
SB Phase = 27 s 

Shift 1 second from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 
SB Phase = 27 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 31 s SBL / SB Phase = 30 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 33 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 3 seconds from WB phase to SB phase 
WB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 39 s 
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Table 22-8C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Third Ave/E 23rd St 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 28 s EB / WB Phase = 28 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 12 s EBL / EB Phase = 12 s 

Third Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 45 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to 
EB/WB phase. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 46 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to WB phase. 
NB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Third Ave/E 36th St 
NB Phase = 23 s 

Shift 1 second from EB phase to NB phase. 
NB Phase = 24 s 

EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 44 s 
NBT Phase = 22 s NBT Phase = 22 s 

Lexington Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Lexington Ave/E 32nd St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Add a 70' long, 12' wide EB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation.  

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 38 s EB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 38 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 45 s Carry through the proposed second WB left-turn only 
lane and the extension of the length of the WB left-turn 

bay from 90' to 115' with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation from the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 1 

second from SB phase to WBT phase.  

SB Phase = 44 s 
WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 25 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 21 s WBL / WB Phase = 21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 37th St 
SB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Park Ave/E 30th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 28 s EB Phase = 28 s 
SB Phase = 12 s SB Phase = 12 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s Add 50' long, 10' wide WB left-turn bay with "No 
Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation. 

Carry through the proposed 50' long, 10' wide WB 
right-turn bay with "No Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - 

FRI" parking regulation from the 2033 With Action 
Condition. Shift 1 second from WB phase to NB/SB 

phase.  

NB / SB Phase = 55 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Park Ave/E 35th St 
NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 
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Table 22-8C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Park Ave/E 37th St 

NB / SB Phase = 50 s Carry through proposed WB approach reconfiguration 
from 1 LT shared lane and 1 TR shared lane to 1 LT 
shared lane, 1 T lane, and 1 130' long, 10' wide right-
turn bay with "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM MON - FRI" 
parking regulation (shift parking from the south curb 

lane to the north curb lane and swap parking 
regulations) from the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 

1 second from WB phase to NB/SB phase.  

NB / SB Phase = 51 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Madison Ave/E 30th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 
NB Phase = 53 s Partially mitigated. Carry through proposed 115' long, 

11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation from the 2033 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 32nd St 
NB Phase = 53 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 35th St 

NB Phase = 53 s Extend WB right-turn bay from 100' to 150' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
WBT Phase = 30 s WBT Phase = 30 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 22 s WB / WBR Phase = 22 s 

Madison Ave/E 36th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 45 s EB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 37th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Broadway/E 23rd St 

SB Phase = 38 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 38 s 
EB / WB Phase = 37 s EB / WB Phase = 37 s 

EB Phase = 8 s EB Phase = 8 s 
SBT Phase = 7 s SBT Phase = 7 s 

Fifth Ave/E 30th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Add 50' long, 11' wide EB right-turn bay with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation. Shift 1 second from SB 
phase to EB phase. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 

SB Phase = 50 s Partially mitigated. Carry through proposed 11' wide 
WB left-turn bay and extend from 90' long to 120' long 
with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 

With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 33rd St SB Phase = 54 s Unmitigable.  SB Phase = 54 s 
WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable.  SB Phase = 45 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 
SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable.  
SB Phase = 49 s 

WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 s 
WBL / WB Phase = 18 s WBL / WB Phase = 18 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable.  SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Fifth Ave/E 37th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable.  SB Phase = 50 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 30th St 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

Shift 11 seconds from SBL/SB phase to EB phase. 
SBT Phase = 10 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 40 s SBL / SB Phase = 29 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 51 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 10 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 40 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Sixth Ave/W 23rd St 
NBL / NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable.  
NBL / NB Phase = 43 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 
NBT Phase = 7 s NBT Phase = 7 s 
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Table 22-8C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable.  
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 32nd St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB/WBT phase. 
NB Phase = 48 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 23 s EB / WBT Phase = 26 s 
EB / WB Phase = 16 s EB / WB Phase = 16 s 

Sixth Ave/W 35th St 

NB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Shifting 2 seconds from NB phase to WB 
phase would fully mitigate impacts at this intersection; 

however, it would create an unmitigable pedestrian 
impact. 

NB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 43 s 

EBT Phase = 26 s EBT Phase = 26 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 21 s EBL / EB Phase = 21 s 

Sixth Ave/W 37th St 

NB Phase = 47 s Extend WB right-turn bay from 100' to 250' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Seventh Ave/W 23rd St 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 30 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 21 s SBL / SB Phase = 21 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Seventh Ave/W 26th St 

SB Phase = 49 s Partially mitigated. Shift 4 seconds from SB phase to 
EB phase. Extend SB left-turn bay from 30' to 130' 

with "No Stopping Anytime" regulation.  Add new 28-
second protected SBL lagging phase. 

SBT Phase = 17 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s SBL/SBT Phase = 28 s 
EB Phase = 34 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

#N/A EB Phase = 38 s 

Seventh Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th St 
SB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st St 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 24 s 
WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 32nd St SB Phase = 52 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 52 s 
All Peds Phase = 38 s All Peds Phase = 38 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 53 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 30 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th St 

SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Shifting 3 seconds from SB phase to 
EB/WB phase would fully mitigate impacts at this 

intersection; however, it would create an unmitigable 
pedestrian impact. 

SB Phase = 50 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 36th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 37th St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 23rd St 

NBT Phase = 30 s Unmitigable. Proposed "No Standing 7 AM - 7 PM 
MON - FRI" parking regulation to mitigate MD peak 

hour does not effectively change the lane 
configuration during the PM peak hour. 

NBT Phase = 30 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 18 s NBL / NB Phase = 18 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 35 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 
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Table 22-8C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 26th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 4 seconds from NB phase to EB phase. 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 29th St 

NB Phase = 39 s Carry through proposed 160' long, 11' wide WB right-
turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from 
the 2033 With Action condition. Shift 4 seconds from 

WB phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
WB Phase = 41 s WB Phase = 37 s 

NBT Phase = 10 s NBT Phase = 10 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 45 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 
WBT / WBR Phase = 

38 s WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 20 s NBL / NB Phase = 20 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 40 s 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 s NBL / NB Phase = 17 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 51 s 

EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 32 s EBL / EB Phase = 32 s 

Eighth Ave/W 37th St 

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

Unmitigable.  

NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 
WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 34 s WB / WBR Phase = 34 s 
NBT Phase = 27 s NBT Phase = 27 s 

Eighth Ave/W 42nd St 
NB Phase = 36 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 36 s 
EBT / WB Phase = 29 s EBT / WB Phase = 29 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 25 s EBL / EB Phase = 25 s 

Ninth Ave/W 29th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable.  
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Ninth Ave/W 30th St 

SB / SBL Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB / SBL Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 30 s EB Phase = 30 s 
SBT Phase = 8 s SBT Phase = 8 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 45 s No impacts. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Ninth Ave/W 33rd St 
SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 
SBT Phase = 32 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to 
EB/WB phase.  

SBT Phase = 30 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 42 s 

Ninth Ave/W 42nd St 

SBT Phase = 29 s 

Unmitigable.  

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 17 s SBL / SB Phase = 17 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 31 s 
WBL / WB Phase = 13 s WBL / WB Phase = 13 s 

Dyer Ave/W 31st St NB / SB Phase = 59 s Shift 18 seconds from NB/SB phase to WB phase. 
Extend WB right-turn bay from 140' to 170'. 

NB / SB Phase = 41 s 
WB Phase = 31 s WB Phase = 49 s 

Dyer Ave/W 34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 3 seconds from WBR phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 24 s 
EB / WBT Phase = 32 s EB / WBT Phase = 32 s 

WBR Phase = 17 s WBR Phase = 14 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 20 s SB / WBR Phase = 20 s 
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Table 22-8C (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Tenth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 48.5 s Extend EB left-turn bay from 120' to 250' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 48.5 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 34.5 s EB Phase = 34.5 s 

Tenth Ave/W 33rd St 
NB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Carry through proposed extended WB 
right-turn bay storage length from 130' to 200' with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With 
Action condition.  

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 30th St 

SB Phase = 41 s Extend EB right-turn bay from 80' to 160' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation. Signal timing changes 
proposed during the 2033 With Action condition were 
not carried through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 41 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB Phase = 42 s EB Phase = 42 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s Partially mitigated. Shift 4 seconds from SB phase to 

EBL/WBL phase (1 second) and to EB/WB phase (3 
seconds). 

SB Phase = 41 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s EBL / WBL Phase = 15 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 34 s 

Route 9A/W 29th St 
NB / SB Phase = 110 s Unmitigable. Signal timing changes proposed during 

the 2033 With Action condition were not carried 
through to the 2044 With Action condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 110 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 33 s EB / WB Phase = 33 s 

Route 9A/W 30th St 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SBT Phase = 106 s 

SBL Phase = 24 s SBL Phase = 24 s 
EB Phase = 20 s EB Phase = 20 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St Unsignalized Unmitigable. Unsignalized 

Route 9A/W 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 97 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 97 s 

SB / WBR Phase = 18 s SB / WBR Phase = 18 s 
WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 40th St 
NBT / SBT Phase = 75 s 

Unmitigable. 
NBT / SBT Phase = 75 s 

NBT / SB Phase = 38 s NBT / SB Phase = 38 s 
NBL / WB Phase = 37 s NBL / WB Phase = 37 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 87 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SBT Phase = 87 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 12 s SB / WBR Phase = 12 s 
SBL / WBR Phase = 12 s SBL / WBR Phase = 12 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Route 9A/W 54th St NB / SBT Phase = 110 s Unmitigable. NB / SBT Phase = 110 s 
SBL Phase = 40 s SBL Phase = 40 s 

Route 9A/W 56th St NB Phase = 107 s Unmitigable. NB Phase = 107 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 43 s SBL / SB Phase = 43 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, which are subject to modification in light 
of the results of the TMP and the approval of DOT prior to implementation, some of the significant 
adverse traffic impacts identified above could be fully mitigated. At some other intersections, 
measures were recommended to partially mitigate the identified impacts. Finally, those intersec-
tions where no mitigation measures were identified have been deemed unmitigated. As shown in 
Figures 22-2a, 22-2b, and 22-2c, impacts at 75 of the 102 impacted intersections during the 
weekday AM peak hour, 48 of the 89 impacted intersections during the weekday midday peak 
hour, and 69 of the 94 impacted intersections during the weekday PM peak hour could not be fully 
mitigated. A detailed comparison of the LOS, v/c ratios, and lane group delays for the impacted 
intersections under the 2044 No Action, With Action, and Mitigation conditions for the three 
analysis peak hours is presented in Appendix L.  
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Effects of Traffic Mitigation on Pedestrian Operations 
Intersection operations would improve overall with the implementation of the recommended 
traffic mitigation measures, which include signal timing changes, restriping, and changes to 
parking regulations. At the following three traffic study area intersections, applying the 
recommended mitigation measures to mitigate significant adverse traffic impacts would result in 
new unmitigated significant adverse pedestrian impacts: 

• The intersection of Sixth Avenue and West 35th Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday PM peak hour by shifting two seconds of green time from the northbound phase to 
the westbound phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated significant adverse 
pedestrian impact at the east crosswalk.  

• The intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday PM peak hour by shifting three seconds of green time from the southbound phase to 
the eastbound/westbound phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated significant 
adverse pedestrian impact at the east crosswalk.  

• The intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 33rd Street could be fully mitigated during the 
weekday midday peak hour by shifting two seconds of green time from the westbound phase 
to the northbound left-turn/through phase; however, this would result in a new unmitigated 
significant adverse pedestrian impact at the south crosswalk. 

Recommended signal timing modifications at these intersections were adjusted to avoid new sig-
nificant adverse pedestrian impacts; however, the significant adverse traffic impacts at these in-
tersections would not be mitigated during the peak hours with these adjustments (see Tables 
22-8B and 22-8C). None of the other recommended traffic mitigation measures would result in 
new significant adverse pedestrian impacts.  

Effects of Traffic Mitigation on Parking 
Some of the recommended traffic mitigation measures would necessitate the removal of existing on-
street parking spaces along roadways near the impacted traffic intersections. Table 22-9 summarizes 
the number and type of on-street parking spaces that would need to be removed near these 
intersections. As with most commercial areas in Manhattan, there is typically a limited resource of 
on-street parking that is reserved for loading/unloading or high turnover parking needs. As described 
in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” it was assumed that this limited on-street parking resource would not 
be available in the study area to accommodate the parking demand generated by the Proposed Project. 
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Table 22-9 
Summary of On-Street Parking Spaces Removed as a Result of 
2044 With Action Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Roadway From To Dir. 

Lateral 
Parking 

Removed (ft) 
Existing Parking 
Type/Regulation  

Estimated Number of 
Metered Spaces 

Removed 

Estimated Number 
of Non-Metered 

Spaces Removed 
E 32nd St Park Ave Lexington Ave EB 95 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 5   
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 62 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 3*   
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 149 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 7*   

Lexington Ave E 35th St E 34th St SB 47 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 2*   
E 31st St Lexington Ave Park Ave WB 85 AS / Non-Metered (L)   4* 
E 31st St Lexington Ave Park Ave WB 85 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
Park Ave E 31st St E 30th St SB 42 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 2*   
E 37th St Lexington Ave Park Ave WB 161** CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 8   
E 31st St Park Ave Madison Ave WB 89 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
E 35th St Park Ave Madison Ave WB 85 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
E 30th St^ Broadway Fifth Ave EB 86 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
E 31st St^ Madison Ave Fifth Ave WB 97 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 5*   
W 37th St^ Fifth Ave Sixth Ave WB 168 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 8*   

Seventh Ave^ W 27th St W 26th St SB 54 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 3*   
W 23rd St Seventh Ave Eighth Ave WB 125 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 6   
W 29th St^ Seventh Ave Eighth Ave WB 153 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 8*   
W 29th St^ Seventh Ave Eighth Ave WB 155 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 8*   
W 30th St Route 9A 11th Ave EB 49 Truck / Non-Metered (R)   2* 

On-Street Parking Loss Within ¼-Mile of the Project Area 36 0 
Total On-Street Parking Loss 81 6 

Notes: NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 
AS = alternate side parking; CP = commercial loading/unloading; BS = bus stop; AVO = authorized vehicles only 
^ within the 1/4-mile radius of the Project Area 
* Parking removal at this location affects supply during overnight periods, in addition to at least one of the analysis peak periods (Weekday AM, Midday and/or 
PM). 
** 250 feet of parking storage length removed from south curb (left side) is offset by 95 feet of parking storage length added to north curb (right side), 
applicable for Weekday Midday and PM peak periods. 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

As such, it was assumed that on-street parking was generally well-utilized at intersections within 
the study area with limited parking available in the immediate vicinity of these intersections to 
accommodate the displaced parking spaces that would result from the recommended traffic 
mitigation measures. For the purpose of this study, parking demand from displaced on-street 
parking spaces within the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area were assigned to off-street parking 
facilities within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area and would increase the 2044 off-street parking 
demand. When on-street commercial metered parking spaces are displaced due to the 
recommended traffic mitigation measures, those commercial vehicles would likely be 
accommodated in other on-street parking spaces, pushing additional non-commercial vehicles to 
park in off-street facilities or displacing more non-commercial vehicles to on-street parking spaces 
beyond the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area; however, for the purposes of this study, all of those 
displaced parking spaces were conservatively added to the off-street parking demand. Displaced 
parking demands beyond the ¼-mile radius were assumed to be accommodated on-street or in off-
street parking facilities beyond the study area. In total, the recommended traffic mitigation 
measures would displace 36 parking spaces during all time periods within the ¼-mile radius of the 
Project Area. These changes would increase the 2044 With Action off-street parking utilization to 
106, 131, 120, and 85 percent during the weekday AM, midday, PM, and overnight periods. The 
parking shortfalls that are expected during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours would 
increase to approximately 391, 2,083, and 1,342 spaces, respectively. As stated in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from a project located in Manhattan does not 
constitute a significant adverse impact, due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of 
transportation. If the projected level of parking demand materializes in the 2044 With Action 
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condition, some motorists may alter their modes of transportation or would have to seek parking 
availability beyond the ¼-mile radius from the Project Area.  

32ND STREET OPTION EAST-WEST CONNECTOR 

As detailed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” while the 32nd Street East-West Connector Option 
(located below-grade for pedestrian passage) would not affect future vehicular traffic volumes, the 
Proposed Project’s proposed underground connections would alter on-street pedestrian flow 
patterns, including those crossing at several study area intersections. The effects of these 
passageway locations on vehicular conditions would be limited to the blocks in the immediate 
vicinity of Seventh and Sixth Avenues and West 31st Street through West 34th Street, where 
crosswalk volumes would differ. Specifically, the pedestrian volumes at the crosswalks at the 
Seventh Avenue intersections with West 31st Street, West 32nd Street, West 33rd Street, and West 
34th Street and at the Sixth Avenue intersections with West 31st Street, West 32nd Street, and 
West 33rd Street are expected to be lower with the 32nd Street Option than what would be 
expected with the 33rd Street Option (located below-grade for pedestrian passage). Most of these 
intersections were projected to experience significant adverse impacts in the 2033 With Action 
condition and all of these in the 2044 With Action condition during at least one peak hour with 
the 33rd Street Option. While they would be expected to operate the same or better with lower 
crosswalk volumes, these intersections would still likely have significant adverse impacts with the 
32nd Street Option, though the impacts could be less severe. At Sixth Avenue and West 34th 
Street, the pedestrian crosswalk volumes are expected to be approximately one to three percent 
higher with the 32nd Street Option. Therefore, vehicular delays at this intersection could be higher 
than those with the 33rd Street Option. As this intersection is projected to experience significant 
adverse impacts in the 2033 and 2044 With Action conditions during all analysis peak hours with 
the 33rd Street Option, these impacts could be slightly greater with the 32nd Street Option.  

As detailed in the 2033 mitigation analysis above, the intersections of Seventh Avenue at West 
31st Street, West 32nd Street, and West 34th Street and the intersections of Sixth Avenue at West 
31st Street and West 34th Street would experience significant adverse traffic impacts that would 
be partially mitigated or unmitigated during one or more analysis peak hours under the 33rd Street 
Option. They would likely be partially mitigated or unmitigated during one or more peak hours 
under the 32nd Street Option as well. The intersection of Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street 
would not be impacted under the 33rd Street Option and would likely not be impacted under the 
32nd Street Option. The impacts at the other two intersections would be fully mitigated under the 
33rd Street Option and would likely be fully mitigated under the 32nd Street Option as well with 
the same or similar recommended mitigation measures.  

For the 2044 mitigation analysis, as detailed above, traffic impacts at the Sixth Avenue and West 
32nd Street intersection could be fully mitigated under the 33rd Street Option and therefore 
impacts under the 32nd Street Option would likely be fully mitigated as well with the same or 
similar recommended mitigation measures. The Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street intersection 
impacts would be fully mitigated under the 33rd Street Option but could potentially be unmitigated 
during one or more analysis peak hours under the 32nd Street Option. The impacts at the other six 
intersections would be unmitigated during one or more peak hours under the 33rd Street Option 
and would likely be unmitigated during one or more peak hours under the 32nd Street Option as 
well.  
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TRANSIT 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” detailed analyses of station circulation elements and 
control areas were prepared for the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station, 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station, and 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station Subway 
Station, as well as line-haul conditions along the subway lines serving these three stations for the 
weekday AM and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse impacts 
were identified for six station elements during the weekday AM peak hour and nine station elements 
during the weekday PM peak hour. Under the 2044 With Action condition, significant adverse 
impacts were identified for 13 station elements during the weekday AM peak hour and 17 station 
elements during the weekday PM peak hour. In addition, two subway lines during the weekday AM 
peak hour and five subway lines during the weekday PM peak hour would incur significant adverse 
line-haul impacts. Potential measures considered to mitigate these impacts include increasing 
operating speeds for escalators, streamlining the structure or widening of stairways, constructing 
new or reconfiguring stairways, adding turnstiles, and increasing operating frequency of subway 
trains on subway lines. In the event that certain mitigation measures are deemed, in consultation with 
the MTA and NYCT, impracticable and no other practicable mitigation measures can be identified, 
those impacts would be unmitigated. The locations of the various station elements noted below are 
shown on the illustrations of the three 34th Street subway stations in Figures 14-8 through 14-10 in 
Chapter 14, “Transportation.” Table 22-10 summarizes the subway station mitigation analysis 
results for both the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years. 

Table 22-10 
Summary of Subway Station Mitigation Analysis Results 
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Peak Hour 
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Element 
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2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 

Weekday AM 

Stairways 3 3 0 2 0 2 0 – – 
Escalators 1 1 0 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 

Weekday PM 

Stairways 4 4 0 3 0 3 0 – – 
Escalators 2 1 1 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 

2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 

Weekday AM 

Stairways 8 4 4 3 0 3 0 – – 
Escalators 2 2 0 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 1 1 0 0 – – 

Weekday PM 

Stairways 7 3 4 4 0 4 3 2 1 
Escalators 3 3 0 0 – – 0 – – 

Passageways 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 
Control Areas 0 – – 0 – – 0 – – 

Notes: In total, 101 existing or reconstructed station elements and 10 new station elements at the 34th Street-Herald Square, 34th Street-
Seventh Avenue, and 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Stations were included in the subway station analysis. 
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Regarding the subway line-haul conditions identified for 2044 Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, 
the necessary changes in service frequency to fully mitigate the projected impacts are summarized 
in Table 22-11. Since these changes are subject to the operational and fiscal feasibility of MTA 
and NYCT, the identified impacts could be unmitigated. The 2033 With Action and 2044 With 
Action transit mitigation analyses are detailed below. 

Table 22-11 
Summary of 2044 Phase 2 Subway Line Haul Mitigation Analysis Results 

Peak Hour Line Direction Maximum Load Point 
Average No. of Scheduled 

Trains Per Hour 
No. of Additional Trains 

Needed to Mitigate Impact 

Weekday AM 
2/3 SB 34th St - Penn Station 21.5 2 

E SB 
Jackson Heights –  

Roosevelt Av 15.3 1 

Weekday PM 

1 NB Columbus Cir 16.1 1 
2/3 NB Times Sq 21.3 2 
A/D NB Columbus Cir 12.1 1 
E NB Lexington Av - 53rd St 14.6 1 

Notes: The 34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street (Seventh 
Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station serves the No. 1, 2, and 3 Subway Lines; and the 34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station 
Subway Station serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
 

2033 WITH ACTION CONDITION 

The following summarizes the identified mitigation measures and their effects on mitigating the 
above subway station impacts in the 2033 With Action condition. The analysis results illustrating 
these effects are shown in Table 22-12. 

Table 22-12 
Recommended Transit Mitigation Measures—Vertical Circulation Elements 

2033 With Action Condition 

Element 

No Action 
Stairway Width / 

Tread Width 

With Action 
Stairway Width / 

Tread Width 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 

With Action Mitigation 
Stairway Width /  

Tread Width* 
34th Street – Herald Square (B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W) 

E221 escalator 24” 24” 
Could increase escalator speed from 90 fpm to 100 
fpm, but not recommended with impacts temporarily 

unmitigated* 
24” 

E230 escalator 24” 24” 
Increase tread width to 32” and escalator speed from 
90 fpm to 100 fpm for escalators E229, E230, E231, 

and E232 
32” 

HM302 9’ 9’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 20’ 20’ 

M1/S2 8’ 8’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 25’ and 
eliminate HM300 and M2/S1 street stairs 25’ 

ML11/P11 8.5’ 8.5’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 10’ (partially 
mitigated, requires widening of at least 3.1’) 10’ 

ML12/P12 8.5’ 8.5’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 10’ 10’ 

P1 (BMT) 9.6’ 9.6’ 
Reconstruct the A25 mezzanine with two additional 
7’-wide platform stairs (P1A and P2A); P1 (BMT) 

would remain a 9.6’-wide stair  
9.6’ 

P2 (BMT) 9.6’ 9.6’ 
Reconstruct the A25 mezzanine with two additional 
7’-wide platform stairs (P1A and P2A); P2 (BMT) 

would remain a 9.6’-wide stair 
9.6’ 

34th Street – Penn Station (1/2/3) 
ML2/ML4 12.8’ 12.8’ Unmitigated (requires widening of at least 15.8’) 12.8’ 
NEW-V2A - 10.3’ Unmitigated (requires widening of at least 1.7’) 10.3’ 
NEW-V2B - 10’ Unmitigated (requires widening of at least 2’) 10’ 

Notes:  
* The escalator will be reconfigured and widened in the 2044 With Action condition as part of the Site 8 project improvements. 

Therefore, this escalator impact is assumed to be temporarily unmitigated in the 2033 With Action condition. 
FPM = Feet per minute 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station 

• The impacts at the E221 street-level escalator on the northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and 
West 32nd Street could be fully mitigated by increasing the existing speed of the escalator 
from 90 feet per minute (fpm) to 100 fpm. Although this mitigation measure may be feasible, 
since this escalator would be reconfigured by the Site 8 project improvements in the 2044 
With Action condition, this escalator impact for the 2033 With Action condition is assumed 
to be temporarily unmitigated. 

• The impacts at the E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M 
platform could be fully mitigated by reconstructing the E229, E230, E231, and E232 escalators 
as 32-inch tread width escalators operating at 100 fpm. This mitigation measure may be 
undertaken by the Macy’s project (see Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework”), if 
that project were to materialize. 

• The impacts at the HM302 mezzanine stair connecting the PATH concourse with the A25 free 
zone could be fully mitigated by reconstructing it as a 20-foot-wide stair and by relocating, 
reconfiguring, or eliminating the adjacent utility room.  

• The impacts at the M1/S2 street-level stair at the northwest corner of Broadway and West 32nd 
Street could be fully mitigated by reconstructing it as a 25-foot-wide stair, which would be 
combined with the elimination of the HM300 street-level stair at the northeast corner of Sixth 
Avenue and West 32nd Street and the M2/S1 street-level stair at the northeast corner of 
Broadway and West 32nd Street. This mitigation measure may be undertaken by the Macy’s 
project, if that project were to materialize. 

• The impacts at the ML11/P11 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M 
platform could be partially mitigated by reconstructing it as a 10-foot-wide stair. 

• The impacts at the ML12/P12 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M 
platform could be fully mitigated by reconstructing it as a 10-foot-wide stairway and shifting 
the stair further north on the platform to reduce its catchment.  

• The impacts at the BMT-P1 and BMT-P2 platform stairs connecting the A25 paid zone and 
the N/Q/R/W platform could be fully mitigated by reconstructing the A25 mezzanine with two 
additional 7-foot-wide platform stairs to the N/Q/R/W platform. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station 

• The impacts at the ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass with 
the R139 free zone could not be mitigated due to obstructions that make stair widening 
infeasible. 

• The impacts at the new “V2A” platform stair connecting the West 32nd Street underpass to 
the No. 2/No. 3 platform from the Site 7 project improvements could not be mitigated due to 
obstructing columns and limited platform widths that make stairway widening infeasible. 

• The impacts at the new “V2B” platform stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass to 
the No. 2/No. 3 platform from the Site 7 project improvements could not be mitigated due to 
obstructing columns and limited platform widths that make stairway widening infeasible. 

2044 WITH ACTION CONDITION 

The following summarizes the identified mitigation measures and their effects on mitigating the 
subway station impacts identified for the 2044 With Action condition. The analysis results 
illustrating these effects are shown in Tables 22-13 and 22-14. 
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Table 22-13 
Recommended Transit Mitigation Measures—Vertical Circulation Elements 

2044 With Action Condition 

Element 

No Action 
Stairway Width / 

Tread Width 

With Action 
Stairway Width / 

Tread Width 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 

With Action 
Mitigation 

Stairway Width /  
Tread Width* 

34th Street – Herald Square (B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W) 

E229 escalator 24” 24” 
Increase tread width to 32” and escalator speed from 90 

fpm to 100 fpm for escalators E229, E230, E231, and 
E232 

32” 

E230 escalator 24” 24” 
Increase tread width to 32” and escalator speed from 90 

fpm to 100 fpm for escalators E229, E230, E231, and 
E232 

32” 

E232 escalator 24” 24” 
Increase tread width to 32” and escalator speed from 90 

fpm to 100 fpm for escalators E229, E230, E231, and 
E232 

32” 

HM302 stair 9’ 9’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 20’ 20’ 

M1/S2 stair 8’ 8’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 25’ and eliminate 
HM300 and M2/S1 street stairs  25’ 

S5/M5 stair 9.7’ 9.7’ Reconstruct as two 10’ stairways and relocate to the 
Broadway pedestrian plaza Two 10’ stairways 

ML11/P11 8.5’ 8.5’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 10’ (partially 
mitigated, requires widening of at least 3.1’) 10’ 

ML12/P12 8.5’ 8.5’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen it to 10’ (partially 
mitigated, requires widening of at least 2.2’) 10’ 

P1 (IND) stair 9.8’ 9.8’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 1.9’) 9.8’ 

P1 (BMT) stair 9.6’ 9.6’ 

Reconstruct the A25 mezzanine with two additional 7’-
wide platform stairs (P1A and P2A); P1 and P2 would 

remain 9.6’-wide stairs (partially mitigated; new P1A and 
P2A stairs require additional widening of at least 2’)  

9.6’ 

P2 (BMT) stair 9.6’ 9.6’ 

Reconstruct the A25 mezzanine with two additional 7’-
wide platform stairs (P1A and P2A); P1 and P2 would 

remain 9.6’-wide stairs (partially mitigated; new P1A and 
P2A stairs require additional widening of at least 2’)  

9.6’ 

P7 (BMT stair) 10’ 10’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 0.3’) 10’ 
34th Street – Penn Station (1/2/3) 

ML2/ML4 stair 
(reconstructed) 12.8’ 25’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 19.7’) 25’ 

NEW-V2A stair - 10.25’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 6.4’) 10.25’ 
NEW-V2B stair - 10’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 5.2’) 10’ 
U4A/U4B stair 13’ 13’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 1.7’) 13’ 

34th Street – Penn Station (A/C/E) 

M4 stair 10’ 10’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen by at least 2.6’, by 
extending it to building line 15’ 

M9 stair 9.2’ 9.2’ Reconstruct the stairway to widen by at least 0.6’, by 
extending it to building line 10’ 

M27/M28 stair 
(reconstructed) 5.7’ 7.5’ Unmitigated (requires stairway widening of at least 3.6’) 7.5’ 

Notes:  
Per NYCT design guidelines, new or reconstructed stairs must be built in increments of 30 inches 
FPM = Feet per minute 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Table 22-14 
Recommended Transit Mitigation Measures—Fare Control Area Elements 

2044 With Action Condition 

Fare Control Area 

No Action 
Number of 
Turnstiles 

With Action 
Number of 
Turnstiles 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

With Action 
Mitigation 
Number of 
Turnstiles* 

34th Street – Penn Station (1/2/3) 
R135 6 10 Add one turnstile 11 
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34th Street–Herald Square Subway Station 

• The impacts at the E229, E230, and E232 platform escalators connecting the N506 free zone 
with the B/D/F/M platform could be fully mitigated by reconstructing the E229, E230, E231, 
and E232 escalators as 32-inch tread width escalators operating at 100 fpm. This mitigation 
measure may be undertaken by the Macy’s project (see Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Analytical 
Framework”) as part of its transit improvement package, if that project were to materialize. 

• The impacts at the HM302 mezzanine stair connecting the PATH concourse with the A25 free 
zone could be fully mitigated by implementing the same mitigation measures as the 2033 With 
Action condition (reconstructing as a 20-foot-wide stair and relocating, reconfiguring, or 
eliminating the adjacent utility room). 

• The impacts at the M1/S2 street-level stair at the northwest corner of Broadway and West 
32nd Street could be fully mitigated by implementing the same mitigation measures as the 
2033 With Action condition (reconstructing as a 25-foot-wide stair and eliminating the 
HM300 and M2/S1 street-level stairs). This mitigation measure may be undertaken by the 
Macy’s project as part of its transit improvement package, if that project were to materialize. 

• The impacts at the M5/S5 street-level stair at the southwest corner of Broadway and West 
34th Street could be fully mitigated by relocating the stair to the Broadway pedestrian plaza 
between West 33rd and West 34th Streets and reconstructing it as two 10-foot-wide stairways. 
This mitigation measure may be undertaken by the Macy’s project as part of its transit 
improvement package, if that project were to materialize. 

• The impacts at the ML11/P11 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M 
platform could be partially mitigated by reconstructing it as a 10-foot-wide stair.  

• The impacts at the ML12/P12 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M 
platform could be partially mitigated by reconstructing it as a 10-foot-wide stairway and 
shifting the stair further north on the platform to reduce its catchment.  

• The impacts at the IND-P1 platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone and the B/D/F/M 
platform could not be mitigated due to obstructing columns that make stairway widening 
infeasible. 

• The impacts at the BMT-P1 and BMT-P2 platform stairs connecting the A25 paid zone and 
the N/Q/R/W platform could be partially mitigated by implementing the same mitigation 
measures as the 2033 With Action condition (reconstructing the A25 mezzanine with two 
additional 7-foot-wide platform stairs to the N/Q/R/W platform). 

• The impacts at the BMT-P7 platform stair connecting the N506 paid zone and the N/Q/R/W 
platform could not be mitigated due to obstructing columns that make stairway widening 
infeasible. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station 

• The impacts at the reconstructed ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair from the Site 6 project 
improvements connecting the 33rd Street underpass with the R139 free zone could not be 
mitigated due to obstructions that make stairway widening infeasible. 

• The impacts at the U4 platform stair connecting the West 34th Street underpass to the No. 
2/No. 3 platform could not be mitigated due to obstructing columns and limited platform 
widths that make stairway widening infeasible. 
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• The impacts at the new “V2A” platform stair connecting the West 32nd Street underpass to 
the No. 2/No. 3 platform from the Site 7 project improvements could not be mitigated due to 
obstructing columns and limited platform widths that make stairway widening infeasible. 

• The impacts at the new “V2B” platform stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass to 
the No. 2/No. 3 platform from the Site 7 project improvements could not be mitigated due to 
obstructing columns and limited platform widths that make stairway widening infeasible. 

34th Street (Eighth Avenue)–Penn Station Subway Station 

• The impacts at the M4 platform stair to the southbound C and E platform could be fully 
mitigated by reconstructing it as a 15-foot-wide stair by extending it to the building line. 

• The impacts at the M9 platform stair to the southbound C and E platform could be fully 
mitigated by reconstructing it as a 10-foot-wide stair by extending it to the building line. 

• The impacts at the reconstructed M27/M28 platform stair to the A platform from the Site 4 
project improvements could not be mitigated due to limited space for stairway widening at the 
platform level. 

Subway Line Haul Analysis 
Based on the impact findings presented in this FEIS, the necessary increases in service frequency 
to fully mitigate the projected subway line haul impacts are summarized in Table 22-15. 

Table 22-15 
Potential Transit Mitigation Measures—Subway Line Haul Analysis 

2044 With Action Condition 

Peak 
Hour Line Direction 

Maximum 
Load 
Point 

Average 
Trains 

Per Hour 

No 
Action 

V/C  
Ratio 

With 
Action 

V/C  
Ratio 

Recommended 
Mitigation 
Measures 

With 
Action 

Mitigation 
Average 

Trains Per 
Hour 

With 
Action 

Mitigation 
V/C Ratio 

Weekday 
AM 

2/3 SB 
34th St – 

Penn 
Station 

21.5 1.27 1.36 Add two trains  
per hour 23.5 1.24 

E SB 

Jackson 
Heights – 
Roosevelt 

Av 

15.3 1.22 1.26 Add one train  
per hour 16.3 1.18 

Weekday 
PM 

1 NB Columbus 
Cir 16.1 1.25 1.30 Add one train 

per hour 17.1 1.23 

2/3 NB Times Sq 21.3 1.09 1.16 Add two trains  
per hour 23.3 1.06 

A/D NB  Columbus 
Cir 12.1 0.90 1.01 Add one train 

per hour 13.1 0.93 

E NB 
Lexington 
Av – 53rd 

St 
14.6 1.10 1.14 Add one train 

per hour 15.6 1.07 

Notes: The 34th Street-Herald Square Station serves the B, D, F, M, N, Q, R, and W Subway Lines; the 34th Street-
Seventh Avenue Station serves the Nos. 1, 2, and 3 subway lines; and the 34th Street-Eighth Avenue Station 
serves the A, C, and E Subway Lines. 

 

Since these changes are subject to the operational and fiscal feasibility of the MTA and NYCT, 
the identified impacts could be unmitigated. 
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• The impacts at the No.2/No.3 Subway Lines could be fully mitigated by adding two 
southbound trains per hour in the weekday AM peak hour, and two northbound trains per hour 
in the weekday PM peak hour. 

• The impact at the E Subway Line could be fully mitigated by adding one southbound train per 
hour in the weekday AM peak hour. 

• The impact at the No. 1 Subway Line could be fully mitigated by adding one northbound train 
per hour in the weekday PM peak hour. 

• The impacts at the A and D Subway Lines could be fully mitigated by adding one northbound 
train per hour in the weekday PM peak hour. 

32ND STREET OPTION FOR THE EAST-WEST CONNECTOR 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the 32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector, 
which would have an additional connection under Seventh Avenue, is expected to draw more Penn 
Station riders underground and shift more subway riders to the 34th Street–Herald Square Subway 
Station. In comparison to the 33rd Street Option for the East-West Connector, the 32nd Street 
Option is expected to result in overall fewer subway station impacts at the 34th Street-(Seventh 
Avenue) Penn Station Subway Station and the 34th Street-(Eighth Avenue) Penn Station Subway 
Station, roughly the same number of station impacts at the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway 
Station, and fewer subway line haul impacts, as described below. 

2033 With Action Condition 
Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2033 With Action condition with the 33rd Street Option 
for the East-West Connector would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option. Therefore, the 
mitigation measures related to them would no longer be required, as described below: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The M1/S2 street-level stair at the northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street 
in the weekday PM peak hour: the mitigation measure of widening the stair to 25 feet and 
eliminating the HM300 and M2/S1 stairs would no longer be required, but would be 
required for the 2044 With Action condition; and 

• The E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM and PM peak hours: the mitigation measures of increasing the tread 
width to 32 inches and the escalator to speed to 100 feet per minute for the E229, E230, 
E231, and E232 escalators in the 2033 With Action condition would no longer be required, 
but would be required for the 2044 With Action condition. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass with the R139 
free zone in the weekday AM peak hour would no longer be an unmitigatable impact; and 

• The new “V2A” platform stair connecting the West 32nd Street underpass and the 2/3 
platform in the weekday PM peak hour would no longer be an unmitigatable impact. 

Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following new 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2033 With Action condition would occur with the 32nd 
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Street Option for the East-West Connector. Potential measures to mitigate these impacts for the 
2033 Phase 1 With Action condition are detailed below. 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The P4 (IND) platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour: this impact would be unmitigatable; 

• The P1 (BMT) platform stair connecting the A25 paid zone with the N/Q/R/W platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour: this impact would be mitigated with the reconstruction of 
the A25 mezzanine with two additional 7-foot-wide platform stairs; 

• The E222 street-level escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the northwest corner 
of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the weekday AM peak hour: this impact could 
be mitigated by increasing the tread width to 40 inches, but is not recommended with 
impacts temporarily unmitigated as the escalator would be reconfigured and widened as 
part of the Site 8 improvements in the 2044 With Action condition; 

• The E223 mezzanine escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the IND mezzanine 
in the weekday AM peak hour: this impact could be mitigated by increasing the tread 
width to 40 inches, but is not recommended with impacts temporarily unmitigated as the 
escalator would be eliminated as part of the Site 8 improvements in the 2044 With Action 
condition; 

• The E224 mezzanine escalator connecting the PATH concourse with the IND mezzanine 
in the weekday PM peak hour: this impact could be mitigated by increasing the tread width 
to 32 inches, but is not recommended with impacts temporarily unmitigated as the 
escalator would be eliminated as part of the Site 8 improvements in the 2044 With Action 
condition; 

• The E232 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour: this impact would be mitigated by increasing the tread 
width to 32 inches and the escalator to speed to 100 feet per minute for the E229, E230, 
E231, and E232 escalators. 

2044 With Action Condition 
Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 33rd Street Option 
would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The E230 platform escalator connecting the N506 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday PM peak hour: since there would still be an impact in the AM peak hour, 
the mitigation measures of increasing the tread width to 32 inches and the escalator to 
speed to 100 feet per minute for the E229, E230, E231, and E232 escalators in the 2033 
With Action condition would still be required. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The ML2/ML4 mezzanine stair connecting the West 33rd Street underpass with the R139 
free zone in the weekday AM and PM peak hours would no longer be unmitigatable 
impacts; and 
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• The R135 fare control area at the West 32nd Street underpass in the weekday AM peak 
hour: the mitigation measure of adding one turnstile would no longer be required. 

34th Street (Eighth Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The M9 platform stair to the southbound C and E platform in the weekday PM peak hour: 
the mitigation measure of widening and reconstructing as a 10-foot-wide stair would no 
longer be required. 

Subway Line Haul Analysis 

• The northbound E line in the weekday PM peak hour: the mitigation measure of adding 
one train on the northbound E line during the weekday PM peak hour would no longer be 
required. 

Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, the following new 
significant adverse transit impacts in the 2044 With Action condition would occur with the 32nd 
Street Option, with the following additional mitigation measures recommended, as described 
below: 

34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station 

• The P4 (IND) platform stair connecting the N507 paid zone with the B/D/F/M platform 
in the weekday AM peak hour: this impact would be unmitigatable; 

• The reconstructed E221 street escalator connecting the IND mezzanine with the northwest 
corner of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the weekday PM peak hour: this impact 
would be unmitigatable;  

• The new 32nd Street East-West Connector connecting the 34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-
Penn Station Subway Station and the 34th Street-Herald Square Subway Station in the 
weekday AM and PM peak hours: this impact would be unmitigatable; and 

• The A25 control area’s high entry-exit turnstiles in the weekday AM peak hour: this 
impact would be mitigated by adding one high entry-exit turnstile. 

34th Street (Seventh Avenue)-Penn Station Subway Station 

• The reconstructed P6 street-level stair at the southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 
34th Street in the weekday PM peak hour: this impact would be mitigated by widening 
and reconstructing as a 17.5-foot-stair. 

SUBWAY STATION MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION TIMING 

The projected significant adverse impacts identified above for the three 34th Street subway 
stations would be incurred over time, as various development sites in the Project Area are built 
out and commuter rail ridership increases materialize as a result of the completion of the Penn 
Station expansion and related regional rail improvements. Since the planning, design, and 
implementation of subway mitigation measures, depending on complexity, could take two or more 
years for each station location, it is important to begin the planning process well ahead of the time 
the anticipated increases in station passengers are expected to occur. 

For Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, with Sites 1, 4, and 7 being the only development sites 
anticipated to be completed and occupied, the implementation of the related mitigation measures 
should also be completed within approximately the same timeframe. For Phase 2, however, there 
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could be greater variability in when certain development sites would be completed, when the 
projected commuter rail ridership increases would materialize, and when certain impacts could 
begin to occur. 

In consideration of the need to undertake earlier planning for the various mitigation measures 
identified for Phase 2, sensitivity analyses were prepared, using the construction schedule de-
scribed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” as a framework to identify several development milestones 
at which time different sets of mitigation measures should be planned for implementation. These 
milestones, are as follows. 

• Milestone 1 – When temporary certificates of occupancy (TCOs) have been issued for 
approximately two million square feet of total program floor area, prior to the time that 
projected commuter rail ridership associated with the full functionality of the Penn Station 
expansion materializes; 

• Milestone 2 – When TCOs for approximately five million square feet of total program floor 
area have been issued, prior to the time that projected commuter rail ridership associated with 
the full functionality of the Penn Station expansion materializes. 

• Milestone 3 – When TCOs for approximately eight million square feet of total program floor 
area have been issued, prior to the time that projected commuter rail ridership associated with 
the full functionality of the Penn Station expansion materializes. 

• Milestone 4 – When TCOs for at least five million square feet of total program floor area have 
been issued and projected commuter rail ridership associated with the full functionality of the 
Penn Station expansion has materialized. 

• Milestone 5 – When TCOs for approximately nine million square feet of total program floor 
area have been issued and projected commuter rail ridership associated with the full 
functionality of the Penn Station expansion has materialized. 

Table 22-16 summarizes the station elements that are subject to mitigation implementation, with 
either the 33rd Street or 32nd Street East-West Connector Option, under each of the above 
milestone scenarios. ESD, in coordination with MTA and NYCT, will assess in further detail the 
feasibility, practicability, and the implementation timing of the potential transit mitigation 
measures. In the event that upon subsequent review and engineering studies certain mitigation 
measures are deemed impracticable and no other practicable mitigation measures can be identified, 
those impacts would be unmitigated. Furthermore, mitigation measures identified for station 
elements within the footprint of a development site may be implemented together with the 
construction of that development site. Should there be delays in implementing certain mitigation 
measures because a development site has not been constructed, then the projected subway station 
impacts would be unmitigated until the development site is constructed and the corresponding 
mitigation measures implemented. In the event that certain development sites are not developed, 
then some of the projected subway station impacts may not occur and others would be unmitigated. 
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Table 22-16 
Subway Station Mitigation Milestones 

Station Element/ 
Development Milestone 

33rd Street Option East-West 
Connector 

32nd Street Option East-West 
Connector 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
34th Street – Herald Square (B/D/F/M/N/Q/R/W) 

E229/E230/E231/E232 escalators X X X X X X X X X X 
HM302 stair X X X X X X X X X X 
M1/S2 stair X X  X X      
S5/M5 stair   X X X   X X X 

ML11/P11 stair X X X X X X X X X X 
ML12/P12 stair X X X X X X X X X X 

 P1 (BMT) and P2 (BMT) stairs X X X X X X X X X X 
A25 fare control area           

34th Street – Penn Station (1/2/3) 
P6 stair         X X 

R135 fare control area           
34th Street – Penn Station (A/C/E) 

M4 stair    X X    X X 
M9 stair    X X      

Total # of Station Elements 6 6 6 9 9 5 5 6 8 8 
Notes:  
X = Mitigation implementation recommended to correspond with development milestone. 
          indicates no impact under that particular East-West Connector option. 
Mitigation measures identified for station elements within the footprint of a development site may be implemented 
together with the construction of that development site. ESD will continue to coordinate with MTA and NYCT 
regarding the practicability and the implementation timing of these mitigation measures.  

 

34TH STREET UNDERCROSSINGS 

As part of the Phase 2 development at Sites 5 and 6, which are situated on the west and east sides 
of Seventh Avenue, respectively, between West 33rd and West 34th Streets, new easement 
connections at both sites and the extension of the North-South Corridor through Site 6 would 
present an opportunity to extend the underground connections on both sides of Seventh Avenue 
to the north side of West 34th Street, where there are currently approximately 5.6-foot-wide stairs 
only connecting to the Seventh Avenue Subway Station. The incorporation of these connections 
may also require additional elevators and other changes along the north sidewalks of West 34th 
Street on both sides of Seventh Avenue. The feasibility of implementing these changes to 
accommodate the enhanced connections would be subject to future design, study, and coordination 
with the MTA and DOT. For the purpose of assessing the efficacy of these potential mitigation 
measures in this FEIS, it was assumed that the P7/S5 street-level stair on the northwest corner of 
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street would be reconstructed as two 7.5-foot-wide splayed stairs, 
and that the P8/S6 street-level-stair on the northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th 
Street would be reconstructed as two 7.5-foot-wide splayed stairs1, for both the 33rd Street and 
32nd Street underground passageway scenarios. Correspondingly, their effects on further 
mitigating the identified subway station impacts are also discussed. 

 
1 If the Macy’s project were to move forward with the provision of an access easement at the northeast 

corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street (which may allow the undercrossing stairs and elevator 
to be larger and to be located outside the public right of way), the feasibility, potential configuration, 
efficacy, and adverse impacts of this potential mitigation measure could be reevaluated. 
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Table 22-17 compares the differences in the 34th Street-(Seventh Avenue) Penn Station Subway 
Station analysis results for the 2044 With Action conditions with and without the 34th Street 
undercrossings, under the 33rd Street and 32nd Street East-West Connector Options. Table 22-18 
summarizes the corresponding differences in impact conclusions. 

Table 22-17 
2044 With Action Condition for 34th-Seventh Avenue Subway Station  

33rd Street and 32nd Street Options With and Without 34th Street Undercrossings 

Analysis 
Element 

Level of 
Service 

33rd Street East-West Connector Option 32nd Street East-West Connector Option 
Without 34th Street 

Undercrossings 
With 34th Street 
Undercrossings 

Without 34th Street 
Undercrossings 

With 34th Street 
Undercrossings 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 19 19 20 22 
LOS D 4 4 4 2 
LOS E 2 4 3 3 
LOS F 2 0 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 2 2 2 2 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 2 2 1 1 
LOS D 0 0 0 1 
LOS E 0 0 1 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 11 11 11 11 
LOS D 1 1 1 1 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Stairways 

LOS A/B/C 18 20 21 20 
LOS D 4 2 2 3 
LOS E 4 5 4 4 
LOS F 1 0 0 0 

Escalators 

LOS A/B/C 2 2 2 2 
LOS D 0 0 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 

Passageways 

LOS A/B/C 2 2 1 1 
LOS D 0 0 1 1 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 

Control Areas 

LOS A/B/C 11 11 12 12 
LOS D 1 1 0 0 
LOS E 0 0 0 0 
LOS F 0 0 0 0 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service; LOS A/B/C correspond with 0.00 to 1.00 v/c (volume-to-capacity) ratio; LOS D corresponds with 1.00 to 
1.33 v/c ratio; LOS E corresponds with 1.33 to 1.67 v/c ratio; LOS F corresponds with above 1.67 v/c ratio; control area elements 
correspond with designated sets of turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles (HEET), and high exit turnstiles (HXT). 

This table is new to the FEIS. 
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Table 22-18 
Comparison of 2044 With Action Impact Conclusions for 34th-Seventh Avenue Subway Station 

33rd Street and 32nd Street Options With and Without 34th Street Undercrossings 

Station Element 
Without 34th Street Undercrossings With 34th Street Undercrossings 

AM PM AM PM 
33rd Street East-West Connector Option 

New Impacts With 34th Street Undercrossings 
P7/S5 stairs No Impact No Impact No Impact Unmitigated Impact 

32nd Street East-West Connector Option 
Transit Mitigated by 34th Street Undercrossings 

P6 stair No Impact 
Fully Mitigated with 

Reconstructing as a 17.5’ 
wide stair 

No Impact 
No Impact – 

Reconstructing as 17.5’ 
wide stair not required 

New Impacts With 34th Street Undercrossings 
P7/S5 stairs No Impact No Impact No Impact Unmitigated Impact 
Notes: This table is new to the FEIS. BOLD – denotes change in impact conclusions due to 34th Street undercrossings. 

 

33rd Street Option for the East-West Connector 
Due to changes in peak hour passenger volumes caused by diverted flows, substantially greater 
pedestrian volumes would be expected to arrive at the north side of West 34th Street via these 
undercrossings during the commuter peak hours. Overall conditions at the 34th-Seventh Avenue 
Station would be similar with or without the 34th Street undercrossings. The addition of the 
undercrossings is expected to result in improved operations (from LOS F to LOS E) at two stairways 
in the weekday AM peak hour and one stairway in the weekday PM peak hour. However, at an 
assumed width of 7.5 feet, the two reconstructed P7/S5 street-level stairs at the northwest corner of 
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street would operate at above capacity during the weekday PM 
peak hour. Given the limited space available on the sidewalk adjacent to these stairways, this 
condition or significant adverse impact is assumed to be unmitigated. 

32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector 
The same pattern of pedestrian diversion is expected to take place with the 32nd Street East-West 
Connector Option. Overall conditions at the 34th-Seventh Avenue Station would again be similar 
with or without the 34th Street undercrossings. For stairways, two would improve from LOS D to 
LOS A/B/C in the weekday AM peak hour but one would deteriorate from LOS A/B/C to LOS D 
in the weekday PM peak hour. For passageways, one would improve from LOS E to LOS D in the 
weekday AM peak hour.  

With regard to impact conclusions, the P6 stairway was found to require a widening to 17.5 feet 
without the 34th Street undercrossings. This mitigation would no longer be necessary with the 
addition of the 34th Street undercrossings. However, like what was described above for the 33rd 
Street East-West Connector Option, a significant adverse impact was found for the two 
reconstructed P7/S5 street-level stairs at the northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 34th 
Street during the weekday PM peak hour. This impact is assumed to be unmitigated. 

PEDESTRIANS 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” detailed analyses of pedestrian conditions were 
prepared for a study consisting of 272 pedestrian elements including 102 sidewalks, 88 corners, 
and 82 crosswalks for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours. In the 2033 With Action 
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condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for three sidewalks and six crosswalks during 
the weekday AM peak hour; two sidewalks and 15 crosswalks during the weekday midday peak 
hour; and nine sidewalks, four corners, and 18 crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. Under 
the 2044 With Action condition, significant adverse impacts were identified for 18 sidewalks, 10 
corners, and 40 crosswalks during the weekday AM peak hour; six sidewalks and 36 crosswalks 
during the weekday midday peak hour; and 19 sidewalks, 15 corners, and 43 crosswalks during the 
weekday PM peak hour. Potential measures explored to mitigate these impacts include street 
furniture removal/relocation, sidewalk/corner obstruction removal/relocation, curb extension, 
signal timing modification, and crosswalk widening. Table 22-19 summarizes the pedestrian 
mitigation analysis results for both the 2033 Phase 1 and 2044 Phase 2 analysis years. The 2033 
With Action and 2044 With Action pedestrian mitigation analyses are detailed below. 

2033 WITH ACTION CONDITION 

Tables 22-20A through 22-22 itemize the mitigation measures recommended to address the 
identified impacts under the 2033 With Action condition. 

Table 22-19 
Summary of Pedestrian Mitigation Analysis Results 

Analysis Peak Hour 
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2033 Phase 1 With Action Condition 
Weekday AM 3 0 3 0 – – 6 2 4 

Weekday Midday 2 0 2 0 – – 15 7 8 
Weekday PM 9 0 9 4 1 3 19 4 15 

2044 Phase 2 With Action Condition 
Weekday AM 18 1 17 10 4 6 40 6 34 

Weekday Midday 6 0 6 0 – – 36 11 25 
Weekday PM 19 1 18 15 5 10 43 7 36 

Notes: In total, 272 pedestrian elements were included in the pedestrian study area for analysis. Under the 2033 With Action condition, 
significant adverse impacts were identified at six, 15, and 18 crosswalks during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
respectively. However, the recommended traffic mitigation measures would result in one new crosswalk impact during the 
weekday PM peak hour for a total of 19 total crosswalk impacts.  

 

Table 22-20A 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Sidewalks 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection Sidewalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
Sixth Avenue 
and West 31st 

Street 

West sidewalk along Sixth 
Avenue between West 31st 
Street and West 32nd Street 

None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, 
Broadway and 

33rd Street 

South sidewalk along West 
33rd Street between Sixth 

Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue-East end 

None  Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, 
Broadway and 

West 34th Street 

East sidewalk along Sixth 
Avenue between West 34th 
Street and West 35th Street 

None Unmitigated 
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Table 22-20B 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Sidewalks 
2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 

Intersection Sidewalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
Sixth Avenue, 
Broadway and 

West 33rd Street 

East sidewalk along Sixth 
Avenue between West 33rd 
Street and West 34th Street 

None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue 
and West 30th 

Street 

North sidewalk along West 
30th Street between 

Seventh Avenue and Eighth 
Avenue-East end 

None Unmitigated 

 

Table 22-20C 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Sidewalks 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Sidewalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
Sixth Avenue 
and West 31st 

Street 

West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between 
West 31st Street and West 32nd Street None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, 
Broadway and 

West 33rd Street 

North sidewalk along West 33rd Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh Avenue-

East end 
None Unmitigated 

South sidewalk along West 33rd Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh Avenue-

East end 
None Unmitigated 

East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between 
West 33rd Street and West 34th Street None Unmitigated 

West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between 
West 33rd Street and West 34th Street None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue 
and West 30th 

Street 

West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue 
between West 30th Street and West 31st 

Street-South end 
None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue 
and West 31st 

Street 

West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue 
between West 30th Street and West 31st 

Street-North end 
None Unmitigated 

North sidewalk along West 31st Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh Avenue-

West end 
None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue 
and West 33rd 

Street 

North sidewalk along West 33rd Street 
between Sixth Avenue and Seventh Avenue-

West end 
None Unmitigated 

 

Table 22-21A 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Crosswalks 

2033 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection Crosswalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures Mitigation Effectiveness 
Mitigation Measures for Pedestrian Impacts 

Sixth Avenue and West 
32nd Street West 

Shift 2 seconds of green time from northbound phase to 
eastbound phase (traffic mitigation). 
Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet 

Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Broadway and West 
33rd Street 

North None   Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 31st Street South None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 33rd Street South Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to 

westbound phase (traffic mitigation). Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
31st Street West Increase crosswalk width by 2.4 feet Fully Mitigated 
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Table 22-21B 

Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Crosswalks 
2033 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 

Intersection Crosswalk Recommended Mitigation Measures Mitigation Effectiveness 
Mitigation Measures for Pedestrian Impacts 

Sixth Avenue and West 
32nd Street 

North Shift 1 second from northbound phase to the eastbound 
phase (traffic mitigation) Fully Mitigated 

West 
Shift 1 second from northbound phase to the eastbound 

phase (traffic mitigation). 
Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet 

Fully Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 33rd Street West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
31st Street 

North None   Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.2 feet Fully Mitigated 

South None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 5.8 feet Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
32nd Street East Shift 3 seconds from all-pedestrian phase to southbound 

phase (traffic mitigation) Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
33rd Street South Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to 

westbound phase (traffic mitigation). Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
31st Street 

East None Unmitigated 
South None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.4 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
33rd Street 

East Increase crosswalk width by 0.6 feet Fully Mitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 0.5 feet. Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
34th Street East None Unmitigated 

 
Table 22-21C 

Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Crosswalks 
2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Crosswalk Recommended Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
    

Mitigation Measures for Pedestrian Impacts 
Sixth Avenue and West 

31st Street 
North None Unmitigated 
South Increase south crosswalk width by 0.5 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 
32nd Street 

North None Unmitigated 
East None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 33rd Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
South None  Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 34th Street 

East 
Shift 2 seconds from northbound phase (Phase A) to 

eastbound/westbound/westbound left phase (Phase C) 
(traffic mitigation). 

Unmitigated 

South 
Shift 2 seconds from northbound phase (Phase A) to 

eastbound/westbound/westbound left phase (Phase C) 
(traffic mitigation). 

Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
29th Street West Increase crosswalk width by 0.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
30th Street West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
31st Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
South None  Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 5.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
34th Street West 

Shift 2 seconds from southbound phase to 
eastbound/westbound phase (traffic mitigation). 

Increase west crosswalk width by 3 feet 
Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
35th Street West None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
31st Street West Increase crosswalk width by 2.4 feet Fully Mitigated 

Mitigation Measures for Pedestrian Impacts caused by Traffic Mitigation Measures 
Sixth Avenue and West 

35th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 0.2 feet Fully Mitigated 
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Table 22-22 

Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Corner Reservoir 
2033 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Corner 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
Sixth Avenue and West 31st 

Street 
Northeast Relocate trash can and restaurant sign Partially Mitigated 
Northwest None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
31st Street Southwest None Temporarily Unmitigated* 

Eighth Avenue and West 
40th Street Southeast Relocate trash can Fully Mitigated 

Notes: This table is new to the FEIS.  
* The adjacent sidewalks to this corner reservoir would be widened in the 2044 With Action condition as part of the Site 2 project 
improvements. Therefore, this corner reservoir impact is assumed to be temporarily unmitigated in the 2033 With Action condition. 

 
For the 2033 With Action condition, of the 102 sidewalks analyzed during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, significant adverse impacts are anticipated at three sidewalks during 
the weekday AM peak hour, two sidewalks during the weekday midday peak hour, and nine 
sidewalks during the weekday PM peak hour. For the 82 crosswalks analyzed during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, significant adverse impacts are anticipated at six crosswalks 
during the weekday AM peak hour, 15 crosswalks during the weekday midday peak hour, and 18 
crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. For the 88 corners analyzed during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours, significant adverse impacts are anticipated at four corners 
during the weekday PM peak hour. Some of the significant adverse pedestrian impacts under the 
2033 With Action condition could be fully mitigated by implementing signal timing and geometric 
modifications, as described below. 

• Most of the sidewalk impacts were determined to be unmitigatable. However, the impacts at 
two sidewalk locations could be fully or partially mitigated with the removal of potted plants 
that are maintained by the 34th Street Partnership. Subject to the results of the TMP, the 
proposed removal or relocation of these potted plants would be coordinated with the 34th 
Street Partnership. 

• Signal timing modifications were recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at one crosswalk 
in the weekday midday peak hour and one crosswalk in the weekday PM peak hour. 

• Geometric modifications such as crosswalk widenings were recommended to fully mitigate 
the impacts at two crosswalks in the weekday AM peak hour, five crosswalks in the weekday 
midday peak hour, and three crosswalks in the weekday PM peak hour. 

• Signal timing modifications together with geometric modifications, such as crosswalk 
widenings, were recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at one crosswalk in the weekday 
midday peak hour. 

• Increases in corner reservoir areas, including the removal of physical obstructions, were 
recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at one corner reservoir in the weekday PM peak 
hour. If removal of the physical obstructions were to be considered infeasible, these impacts 
would be unmitigated. 

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, which are subject to modification in light 
of the results of the TMP and the approval of DOT prior to implementation, only some of the 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts identified could be fully mitigated. As shown in Figures 
22-3a, 22-3b, and 22-3c, impacts at seven of the nine impacted elements during the weekday AM 
peak hour, 10 of the 17 impacted elements during the weekday midday peak hour, and 27 of the 
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31 impacted elements during the weekday PM peak hour could not be fully mitigated. A detailed 
comparison of the levels-of-service (LOS), and square feet per pedestrian (SFP) for the impacted 
pedestrian elements under the 2033 No Action, With Action, and Mitigation conditions for the 
three analysis peak hours is presented in Appendix L. 

For the 2033 With Action condition, significant adverse pedestrian impacts are also anticipated at 
one crosswalk during the weekday PM peak hour, due to recommended traffic mitigation measures 
discussed above. This could be fully mitigated by implementing crosswalk widening, as 
summarized in Table 22-23C. 

2044 WITH ACTION CONDITION 

Tables 22-23A through 22-25B itemize the mitigation measures recommended to address the 
identified impacts under the 2044 With Action condition. For the 2044 With Action condition, of 
the 102 sidewalks analyzed during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, significant 
adverse impacts are anticipated at 18 sidewalks during the weekday AM peak hour, six sidewalks 
during the midday peak hour, and 19 sidewalks during the weekday PM peak hour. For the 82 
crosswalks analyzed during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, significant adverse 
impacts are anticipated at 40 crosswalks during the weekday AM peak hour, 36 crosswalks during 
the weekday midday peak hour, and 43 crosswalks during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Table 22-23A 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Sidewalks 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection Sidewalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 

Sixth Avenue and West 30th Street North sidewalk along West 30th Street between Sixth Avenue and 
Seventh Avenue-East end None  Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and 31st Street 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth Avenue and 
Seventh Avenue-East end None Unmitigated 

West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 31st Street and 
West 32nd Street None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and 34th 
Street  

East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 34th Street and West 
35th Street None Unmitigated 

South sidewalk along West 34th Street between Broadway and 
Seventh Avenue None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 30th 
Street 

West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between West 29th Street and 
West 30th Street None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st 
Street 

North sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth Avenue and 
Seventh Avenue-West end None Unmitigated 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth Avenue and 
Seventh Avenue-West end None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 34th Street South sidewalk along West 34th Street between Broadway and 
Seventh Avenue-West end None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 33rd Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 33rd Street and 
West 34th Street-South end None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th Street and 
West 35th Street-South end None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 35th Street 

East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th Street and 
West 35th Street-North end None Unmitigated 

East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 35th Street and 
West 36th Street Remove potted plant. Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 36th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 36th Street and 
West 37th Street None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 37th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 37th Street and 
West 38th Street None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 39th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 39th Street and 
West 40th Street None Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 31st Street South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Eighth Avenue and 
Ninth Avenue - West end None Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 33rd Street South sidewalk along West 33rd Street between Eighth Avenue and 
Ninth Avenue None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-23B 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Sidewalks 
2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 

Intersection Sidewalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 

Sixth Avenue and 30th Street North sidewalk along West 30th Street between Sixth Avenue 
and Seventh Avenue-East end None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and 31st Street West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 31st Street and 
West 32nd Street None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and 33rd 
Street  

East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 33rd Street and 
West 34th Street None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and West 
34th Street 

South sidewalk along West 34th Street between Broadway and 
Seventh Avenue None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 33rd Street North sidewalk along West 33rd Street between Seventh Avenue 
and Eighth Avenue-West end Remove potted plant. Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th Street 
and West 35th Street-South end None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 
Table 22-23C 

Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Sidewalks 
2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Sidewalk 

Recommended  
Mitigation 
Measures 

Mitigation 
Effectiveness 

Sixth Avenue and West 30th 
Street 

North sidewalk along West 30th Street between Sixth Avenue 
and Seventh Avenue-East end None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st 
Street 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth Avenue 
and Seventh Avenue-East end None Unmitigated 

West sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 31st Street 
and West 32nd Street None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and 33rd 
Street  

East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between West 33rd Street 
and West 34th Street None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway and 34th 
Street  

South sidewalk along West 34th Street between Broadway and 
Seventh Avenue None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 30th 
Street 

West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between West 29th 
Street and West 30th Street None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 31st 
Street 

North sidewalk along West 31st Street between Sixth Avenue 
and Seventh Avenue-West end None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 34th Street South sidewalk along West 34th Street between Broadway and 
Seventh Avenue-West end None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 31st Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 31st Street 
and West 33rd Street-South end None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th Street 
and West 35th Street-South end None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 35th Street 

East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 34th Street 
and West 35th Street-North end None Unmitigated 

East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 35th Street 
and West 36th Street Remove potted plant. Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 36th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 36th Street 
and West 37th Street None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 37th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 37th Street 
and West 38th Street None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 38th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 38th Street 
and West 39th Street None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 39th Street East sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between West 39th Street 
and West 40th Street None Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 31st 
Street 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Eighth 
Avenue and Ninth Avenue - West end None Unmitigated 

South sidewalk along West 31st Street between Ninth Avenue 
and Dyer Avenue None Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 33rd 
Street 

South sidewalk along West 33rd Street between Eighth 
Avenue and Ninth Avenue None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-24A 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures-Crosswalks 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection Crosswalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
Sixth Avenue and 
West 30th Street North None  Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and 
West 31st Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
South Increase south crosswalk width by 1.7 feet Partially Mitigated 
West None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and 
West 32nd Street 

East Shift 1 second of green time from the northbound phase to the eastbound phase (traffic mitigation). Unmitigated 

West Shift 1 second of green time from northbound phase to eastbound phase (traffic mitigation). Increase 
crosswalk width by 1.3 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, 
Broadway and West 

33rd Street 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, 
Broadway and West 

34th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Fully Mitigated 

East Shift 4 seconds of green time from northbound phase (Phase A) to 
eastbound/westbound/westbound left phase (Phase C) (traffic mitigation). Unmitigated 

South Shift 4 seconds of green time from northbound phase (Phase A) to eastbound/westbound/westbound left 
phase (Phase C) (traffic mitigation). Increase crosswalk width by 1.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 29th Street 

East Increase crosswalk width by 1.9 feet Partially Mitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 0.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 30th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 4.5 feet Partially Mitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 0.5 feet Partially Mitigated 

South None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 31st Street 

East Increase crosswalk width by 13.7 feet Partially Mitigated 
South Increase south crosswalk width by 4.2 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 34th Street West Increase crosswalk width by 3 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 29th Street West Shift 4 seconds from westbound phase to northbound phase (traffic mitigation) Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 30th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 4 feet Partially Mitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Partially Mitigated 
West None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 31st Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.6 feet Fully Mitigated 

South None  Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 33rd Street 

North None Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.1 feet Partially Mitigated 

South None  Unmitigated 
Eighth Avenue and 
West 34th Street East None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 35th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 36th Street East None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 37th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.4 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 38th Street East None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 39th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.5 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and 
West 40th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Ninth Avenue and 
West 31st Street 

North None Unmitigated 
South None  Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and 
West 33rd Street South None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-24B 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Crosswalks 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday Midday Peak Hour 

Intersection Crosswalk 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures Mitigation Effectiveness 
Mitigation Measures for Pedestrian Impacts 

Sixth Avenue and West 
30th Street North None  Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 
31st Street 

North None   Unmitigated 
South Increase south crosswalk width by 1.7 feet.   Fully Mitigated 
West None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 
32nd Street 

North None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 33rd Street 

South None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 34th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Fully Mitigated 

East Shift 3 seconds from northbound phase to eastbound/westbound 
phase (traffic mitigation).  Unmitigated 

South Shift 3 seconds from northbound phase to eastbound/westbound 
phase (traffic mitigation). Increase crosswalk width by 1.8 feet Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 29th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.9 feet Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 30th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 4.5 feet Fully Mitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 0.5 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 31st Street 

North Shift 2 seconds of green time from westbound phase to 
southbound/southbound right phase (traffic mitigation).  Unmitigated 

East 
Shift 2 seconds of green time from westbound phase to 

southbound/southbound right phase (traffic mitigation). Increase 
crosswalk width by 13.7 feet. 

Fully Mitigated 

South 
Shift 2 seconds of green time from westbound phase to 

southbound/southbound right phase (traffic mitigation). Increase 
south crosswalk width by 4.2 feet. 

Partially Mitigated 

West 
Shift 2 seconds of green time from westbound phase to 

southbound/southbound right phase (traffic mitigation). Increase 
crosswalk width by 11.8 feet. 

Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 32nd Street East None  Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 33rd Street 

North 
Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to westbound 

phase (traffic mitigation). 
Increase north crosswalk width by 2.8 feet.  

Partially Mitigated 

East 
Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to westbound 

phase (traffic mitigation). 
Increase crosswalk width by 4.8 feet. 

Partially Mitigated 

South Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to westbound 
phase (traffic mitigation). Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and 
West 34th Street 

East Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to 
eastbound/westbound phase (traffic mitigation).  Unmitigated 

South Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to 
eastbound/westbound phase (traffic mitigation).  Partially Mitigated 

West 
Shift 2 seconds of green time from southbound phase to 

eastbound/westbound phase (traffic mitigation). Increase west 
crosswalk width by 3 feet. 

Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
30th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 4 feet Fully Mitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
31st Street 

North None Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.6 feet Fully Mitigated 

South None Unmitigated 
West  Increase crosswalk width by 2.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
33rd Street 

North None Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.1 feet Fully Mitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.5 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
34th Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
East None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-24C 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures-Crosswalks 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection Crosswalk 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation 
Effectiveness 

Sixth Avenue and West 
30th Street North None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 
31st Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
South Increase south crosswalk width by 1.7 feet Partially Mitigated 
West None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 
32nd Street 

North Shift 1 second of green time from northbound phase to eastbound phase (traffic 
mitigation) Fully Mitigated 

East Shift 1 second of green time from northbound phase to eastbound phase (traffic 
mitigation) Unmitigated 

West Shift 1 second of green time from northbound phase to eastbound phase (traffic 
mitigation). Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet. Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 33rd Street South None Unmitigated 

Sixth Avenue, Broadway 
and West 34th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet. Fully Mitigated 

East Shift 3 seconds of green time from the northbound phase (Phase A) to the 
eastbound/westbound/westbound left phase (Phase C) (traffic mitigation).  Unmitigated 

South 
Shift 3 seconds of green time from the northbound phase (Phase A) to the 
eastbound/westbound/westbound left phase (Phase C) (traffic mitigation). 

Increase crosswalk width by 1.8 feet. 
Partially Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 
35th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 0.6 feet. Fully Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
29th Street 

East Increase crosswalk width by 1.9 feet Partially Mitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 0.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
30th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 4.5 feet Partially Mitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 0.5 feet Partially Mitigated 

South None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.7 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
31st Street 

East Increase crosswalk width by 13.7 feet Partially Mitigated 
South Increase south crosswalk width by 4.2 feet Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
33rd Street South None Unmitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
34th Street West Increase crosswalk width by 3 feet Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
29th Street West Shift 4 seconds of green time from westbound phase to northbound phase (traffic 

mitigation) Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
30th Street 

North Increase crosswalk width by 4 feet Partially Mitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Partially Mitigated 
West None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
31st Street  

North None Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.6 feet Fully Mitigated 

South None Unmitigated 
West Increase crosswalk width by 2.8 feet Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
33rd Street 

North None Unmitigated 
East Increase crosswalk width by 2.1 feet Partially Mitigated 

South None Unmitigated 
Eighth Avenue and West 

34th Street East None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
35th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.3 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
36th Street East None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
37th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.4 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
38th Street East None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
39th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 1.5 feet Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
40th Street East Increase crosswalk width by 0.7 feet Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 
31st Street 

North None  Unmitigated 
South None Unmitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 
33rd Street South None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-25A 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Corner Reservoir 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection Corner 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 
Sixth Avenue and West 30th 

Street Northwest Add 6 foot bulbout on 30th Street Fully Mitigated 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st 
Street 

Northeast Relocate trash can and restaurant sign Partially Mitigated 
Southeast Relocate trash can Partially Mitigated 

Southwest  Add 6 foot bulbout on 31st Street. Relocate trash can and 
restaurant sign. Partially Mitigated 

Northwest Add 6 foot bulbout on 31st Street.  Partially Mitigated 
Seventh Avenue and West 

29th Street Northeast Add 6 foot bulbout on 29th Street Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 29th 
Street Northwest Add 6 foot bulbout on 29th Street Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 36th 
Street Southeast None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 38th 
Street Southeast Relocate trash can Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 40th 
Street Southeast Add 5.5 foot bulbout on 40th Street Fully Mitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Table 22-25B 
Recommended Pedestrian Mitigation Measures—Corner Reservoir 

2044 With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Corner 
Recommended  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation 

Effectiveness 

Sixth Avenue and West 31st 
Street 

Northeast Relocate trash can and restaurant sign Partially Mitigated 
Southeast Relocate trash can Partially Mitigated 

Southwest  Add 6 foot bulbout on 31st Street. Relocate trash 
can and restaurant sign. Partially Mitigated 

Northwest Add 6 foot bulbout on 31st Street.  Partially Mitigated 
Sixth Avenue and West 34th 

Street Northeast Relocate trash can Partially Mitigated 

Seventh Avenue and West 
30th Street Southwest Relocate restaurant sign and trash can Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
29th Street Northwest Add 6 foot bulbout on 29th Street.  Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
35th Street Northeast Add 8 foot bulbout on Eighth Avenue.  Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
36th Street Southeast None Unmitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
38th Street 

Northeast Relocate potted plant Fully Mitigated 
Southeast Relocate trash can Fully Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
39th Street Northeast Relocate potted plant Partially Mitigated 

Eighth Avenue and West 
40th Street 

Northeast Relocate potted plant Partially Mitigated 
Southeast Add 5.5 foot bulbout on 40th Street Fully Mitigated 

Ninth Avenue and West 31st 
Street Southwest None Unmitigated 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Finally, for the 88 corners analyzed during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated at 10 corners during the weekday AM peak hour and 
15 corners during the weekday PM peak hour. Some of the significant adverse pedestrian impacts 
under the 2044 With Action condition could be fully mitigated by implementing signal timing and 
geometric modifications, as described below. 

• Signal timing modifications were recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at one crosswalk 
in the weekday PM peak hour. 

• Geometric modifications such as crosswalk widenings were recommended to fully mitigate 
the impacts at five crosswalks in the weekday AM peak hour, nine crosswalks in the weekday 
midday peak hour, and five crosswalks in the weekday PM peak hour. 

• Signal timing modifications, together with geometric modifications such as crosswalk 
widenings, were recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at one crosswalk in the weekday 
AM peak hour and two crosswalks in the weekday midday peak hour. 

• Increases in sidewalk effective widths, including the removal of physical obstructions, were 
recommended to fully mitigate the impacts at one sidewalk in the weekday AM peak hour and 
one sidewalk in the weekday PM peak hour. If removal of the physical obstructions were to 
be considered infeasible, these impacts would be unmitigated. 

• Increases in corner reservoir areas, including the removal of physical obstructions and 
geometric modifications such as bulb outs of corner reservoirs, were recommended to fully 
mitigate the impacts at four corner reservoirs in the weekday AM peak hour and five corner 
reservoirs in the weekday PM peak hour. If removal of the physical obstructions were to be 
considered infeasible, some of these impacts would be unmitigated. 

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, which are subject to modification in light 
of the results of the TMP and the approval of DOT prior to implementation, only some of the 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts identified could be fully mitigated. As shown in Figures 
22-4a, 22-4b, and 22-4c, impacts at 57 of the 68 impacted elements during the weekday AM peak 
hour, 31 of the 42 impacted elements during the weekday midday peak hour, and 64 of the 77 
impacted elements during the weekday PM peak hour could not be fully mitigated. 

Overall, with the implementation of the Proposed Project’s many above- and below-grade 
improvements, the pedestrian experience within the Project Area is generally anticipated to 
improve, particularly at the most congested sidewalk, corner, and crosswalk locations, or remain 
similar to existing conditions. The pedestrian elements that are farther away from the development 
sites where improvements are not proposed are expected to experience deteriorations in level of 
service. As detailed above, certain improvement measures could be implemented at these locations 
to mitigate the identified impacts to the extent practicable; however, some of these impacts are 
expected to remain unmitigated. A detailed comparison of the LOS, and SFPs for the impacted 
pedestrian elements under the 2044 No Action, With Action, and Mitigation conditions for the 
three analysis peak hours is presented in Appendix L. 

As described in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the building setbacks along the West 33rd Street 
and Sixth Avenue sides of Site 8 that would otherwise accompany the reconstruction of Site 8 
would not materialize under the Site 8 Residential Development Scenario. Accordingly, the 
adjacent sidewalk segments on the south side of West 33rd Street and the west side of Sixth 
Avenue, which were not determined to be impacted under the Proposed Project’s Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, could potentially be impacted with the residential scenario on Site 8. 
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Without the additional sidewalk circulation space afforded by the Site 8 building setbacks, these 
impacts could potentially be unmitigated.  

Effects of Pedestrian Mitigation on Traffic Operations 
Since most of the recommended pedestrian mitigation measures involve crosswalk widenings, 
they would not have an effect on traffic operations. Corner bulb out mitigation measures were 
recommended only for corner reservoir areas adjacent to parking lanes, rather than moving lanes, 
and would thereby not have an effect on traffic operations. Pedestrian mitigation measures that 
involve shifts of green time that affect traffic operations were recommended in coordination with 
the development of the traffic mitigation measures, and would improve both pedestrian and traffic 
operations. Therefore, these pedestrian mitigation measures were determined to not result in any 
new significant adverse traffic impacts. 

32ND STREET OPTION FOR THE EAST-WEST CONNECTOR 

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the Proposed Project with the 32nd Street Option 
for the East-West Connector is expected to result in five fewer significant adverse pedestrian 
impacts in 2033 and two fewer in 2044 than the Proposed Project with the 33rd Street Option. The 
corresponding differences in potential mitigation measures at affected locations are detailed 
below. 

2033 With Action Condition 
Due to reductions in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2033 With Action condition with the 33rd Street 
Option would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option: 

• South crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street in the weekday AM and midday 
peak hours – This would no longer be a partially mitigated significant adverse impact in the 
weekday AM peak hour and an unmitigated significant adverse impact in the weekday midday 
peak hour. The signal timing shift of two seconds from the southbound to the westbound phase 
in the weekday midday peak hour would still be required to fully mitigate traffic impacts at 
this intersection; 

• South crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 31st Street in the weekday AM peak hour – 
This would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact; 

• South crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday PM peak hour – The 
signal timing shift of two seconds from the northbound phase (Phase A) to the 
eastbound/westbound/westbound left phase (Phase C) would still be required to fully mitigate 
traffic impacts at this intersection; 

• West crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 33rd Street in the weekday AM peak hour – The 
widening of the west crosswalk by 2.7 feet would still be required to partially mitigate 
pedestrian impacts at this crosswalk in the weekday midday peak hour; and 

• West crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 32nd Street in the weekday AM peak hour – This 
would no longer be a partially mitigated significant adverse impact in the weekday AM peak 
hour. The widening of the west crosswalk by 1.3 feet would still be required to fully mitigate 
pedestrian impacts at this crosswalk in the weekday midday peak hour and partially mitigate 
pedestrian impacts at this crosswalk in the weekday PM peak hour. 
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2044 With Action Condition 
Due to reductions in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 33rd Street 
Option for the East-West Connector would no longer occur with the 32nd Street Option: 

• West crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday AM peak hour – The 
widening of the west crosswalk by three feet would still be required to fully mitigate 
pedestrian impacts at this crosswalk in the weekday midday and PM peak hours; and 

• South crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 33rd Street in the weekday PM peak hour – 
This would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact. 

34TH STREET UNDERCROSSINGS 

The 34th Street passageways would enable Penn Station riders to connect to the north side of West 
34th Street without having to cross West 34th Street at-grade and potentially draw more pedestrian 
traffic northward before continuing east. Their effects on further mitigating the identified 
pedestrian impacts are described below. 

33rd Street Option East-West Connector Scenario 
The different underground pedestrian flow pertaining to the 33rd Street East-West Connector 
Option with the 34th Street undercrossings would also have corresponding differences in at-grade 
pedestrian flow. Details on the peak hour pedestrian volumes and project-generated peak hour 
pedestrian trips with the 33rd Street east-west underground passageway with the 34th Street 
undercrossings can be found in Appendix L. These differences would be most prominent at the 
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street and the Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street intersections. 
Most notably, peak directional volumes during the AM and PM commuter peak hours across 34th 
Street at the Seventh Avenue intersection would decrease by approximately one-third. 
Correspondingly, peak hour volumes of the east and west crosswalks at this intersection would 
realize aggregate volume reductions of 22 to 23 percent. 

Overall, in the 2044 With Action condition, crosswalk volumes at the Seventh Avenue and West 
34th Street and Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street intersections would be lower by 3 to 15 percent 
during the weekday AM peak hour and approximately 8 percent during the weekday PM peak 
hour with the 34th Street undercrossings in place. Corner and sidewalk volumes at the Sixth 
Avenue and West 34th Street intersection would also be reduced by 3 percent to 6 percent during 
the weekday AM peak hour, and 7 percent to 8 percent in the weekday PM peak hour. Corner and 
sidewalk volumes at the Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street intersection, however, would 
increase by 3 percent to 13 percent in the weekday AM peak hour, and 5 percent to 10 percent in 
the weekday PM peak hour, as greater pedestrian volumes would be concentrated near the 
reconstructed subway street-level stairs on the northwest and northeast corners of Seventh Avenue 
and West 34th Street. The different findings of anticipated significant adverse impacts are noted 
below and summarized in Table 22-26. 
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Table 22-26 
Comparison of 2044 With Action Pedestrian Impact Conclusions 

33rd Street Option With and Without 34th Street Undercrossings 

Pedestrian 
Element 

33rd Street East-West Connector Option 
Without 34th Street Undercrossings 

33rd Street East-West Connector Option 
With 34th Street Undercrossings  

AM Midday PM AM Midday PM 
Pedestrian Impacts Mitigated by 34th Street Undercrossings 

Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 

West Crosswalk 
Fully Mitigated 
with Crosswalk 

Widening 

Partially Mitigated 
with Crosswalk 
Widening and 
Signal Timing 

Shift 

Partially 
Mitigated with 

Crosswalk 
Widening 

No Impact 

Partially Mitigated 
with Crosswalk 
Widening and 
Signal Timing 

Shift 

No Impact 

Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 
East Crosswalk  Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact No Impact 

East Sidewalk of 
Sixth Avenue 
between West 
34th Street and 
West 33rd Street 

No Impact Unmitigated 
Impact 

Unmitigated 
Impact No Impact Unmitigated 

Impact No Impact 

Potential New Pedestrian Impacts With 34th Street Undercrossings 
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
North Sidewalk of 
West 34th Street 
between Seventh 
Avenue and 
Broadway 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Potentially New 
Unmitigatable 

Impact 

Potentially New 
Unmitigatable 

Impact 

Potentially New 
Unmitigatable 

Impact 

East Sidewalk of 
Seventh Avenue 
between West 
34th and West 
35th Streets 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Potential New 
Impact, Fully 
Mitigated by 
Removal of 
Potted Plant 

Potential New 
Impact, Fully 
Mitigated by 
Removal of 
Potted Plant 

Potential New 
Impact, Fully 
Mitigated by 
Removal of 
Potted Plant 

Notes: This table is new to the FEIS. BOLD – denotes change in impact conclusions due to 34th Street undercrossings. 

 

Due to reductions in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 33rd Street 
East-West Connector Option would no longer occur with the 34th Street undercrossings in place: 

• East sidewalk of Sixth Avenue between West 34th Street and West 33rd Street in the weekday 
PM peak hour – This would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact; 

• East crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday PM peak hour – This 
would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact; and 

• West crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday AM and PM peak 
hours – This would no longer be a partially mitigated significant adverse impact in the 
weekday PM peak hour. The widening of the west crosswalk by three feet would still be 
required to partially mitigate the pedestrian impacts in the weekday midday peak hour at this 
crosswalk. 

Due to increases in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 33rd Street 
East-West Connector Option could potentially occur with the 34th Street undercrossings in place: 

• The north sidewalk of West 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway in the 
weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours – The sidewalk is currently constrained by the 
existing subway entrance and a sign post obstruction. Depending on how the existing subway 
entrance would be reconfigured with the 34th Street undercrossings in place, this potential 
significant adverse impact could be unmitigated. 
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• The east sidewalk of Seventh Avenue between West 34th and West 35th Streets in the 
weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours – The sidewalk is currently constrained by a potted 
plant obstruction. This potential significant adverse impact could be mitigated by relocating 
the potted plant obstruction. If removal of this obstruction were to be considered infeasible, 
this potential significant adverse impact would be unmitigated. 

32nd Street Option for the East-West Connector Scenario 
Similar to the 33rd Street Option with the 34th Street undercrossings, the 32nd Street East-West 
Connector Option with the 34th Street undercrossings would also have corresponding differences 
in at-grade pedestrian flow. Details on the peak hour pedestrian volumes and project-generated 
peak hour pedestrian trips with the 32nd Street east-west underground passageway with the 34th 
Street undercrossings can be found in Appendix L. These differences would be most prominent 
at the Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street and the Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 
intersections. Most notably, peak directional volumes during the AM and PM commuter peak 
hours across 34th Street at the Seventh Avenue intersection would decrease by 21 to 51 percent. 
Correspondingly, peak hour volumes of the east and west crosswalks at this intersection would 
realize aggregate volume reductions of 14 to 33 percent. 

Overall, in the 2044 With Action condition, crosswalk volumes at the Seventh Avenue and West 
34th Street and Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street intersections would be lower by 7 to 11 percent 
during the weekday AM peak hour and approximately 13 percent during the weekday PM peak 
hour with the 34th Street undercrossings in place, compared to a scenario with the 32nd Street 
Option without the 34th Street undercrossings in place. Corner and sidewalk volumes at the Sixth 
Avenue and West 34th Street intersection would also be reduced by 10 percent to 17 percent during 
the weekday AM peak hour, and approximately 12 percent in the weekday PM peak hour; 
sidewalk volumes at the Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street intersection, however, would 
increase by approximately 12 and 11 percent in the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively, 
as greater pedestrian volumes would be concentrated near the reconstructed subway street-level 
stairs on the northwest and northeast corners of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street. The 
different findings of anticipated significant adverse impacts are noted below and summarized in 
Table 22-27. 

Due to reductions in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 32nd Street 
East-West Connector Option would no longer occur with the 34th Street undercrossings in place: 

• East sidewalk of Sixth Avenue between West 35th Street and West 34th Street in the weekday 
AM peak hour – This would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact; 

• East sidewalk of Sixth Avenue between West 34th Street and West 33rd Street in the weekday 
PM peak hour – This would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact; 

• East crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday PM peak hour – This 
would no longer be an unmitigated significant adverse impact; and 

• West crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street in the weekday PM peak hour – This 
would no longer be a partially mitigated significant adverse impact in the weekday PM peak 
hour. The widening of the west crosswalk by three feet would still be required to partially 
mitigate the pedestrian impacts in the weekday midday peak hour at this crosswalk. 
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Table 22-27 
Comparison of 2044 With Action Pedestrian Impact Conclusions 

32nd Street Option With and Without 34th Street Undercrossings 

Pedestrian 
Element 

32nd Street East-West Connector Option 
Without 34th Street Undercrossings 

32nd Street East-West Connector Option 
With 34th Street Undercrossings 

AM Midday PM AM Midday PM 
Pedestrian Impacts Mitigated by 34th Street Undercrossings 

Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 

 
 
 
West Crosswalk 

No Impact 

Partially Mitigated 
with Crosswalk 
Widening and 
Signal Timing 

Shift 

Partially Mitigated 
with Crosswalk 

Widening 
No Impact 

Partially Mitigated 
with Crosswalk 
Widening and 
Signal Timing 

Shift 

No Impact 

Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 
East Crosswalk  Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact 
Unmitigated 

Impact No Impact 

East Sidewalk of 
Sixth Avenue 
between West 
35th Street and 
West 34th Street 

Unmitigated 
Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

East Sidewalk of 
Sixth Avenue 
between West 
34th Street and 
West 33rd Street 

No Impact Unmitigated 
Impact 

Unmitigated 
Impact No Impact Unmitigated 

Impact No Impact 

Potential New Pedestrian Impacts With 34th Street Undercrossings 
Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street 
North Sidewalk of 
West 34th Street 
between Seventh 
Avenue and 
Broadway 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Potentially New 
Unmitigatable 

Impact 

Potentially New 
Unmitigatable 

Impact 

Potentially New 
Unmitigatable 

Impact 

East Sidewalk of 
Seventh Avenue 
between West 
34th and West 
35th Streets 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Potential New 
Impact, Fully 
Mitigated by 
Removal of 
Potted Plant 

Potential New 
Impact, Fully 
Mitigated by 
Removal of 
Potted Plant 

Potential New 
Impact, Fully 
Mitigated by 
Removal of 
Potted Plant 

Notes: This table is new to the FEIS. BOLD – denotes change in impact conclusions due to 34th Street undercrossings. 

 

Due to increases in peak hour pedestrian volumes caused by diverted flows, the following 
significant adverse pedestrian impacts in the 2044 With Action condition with the 32nd Street 
East-West Connector Option could potentially occur with the 34th Street undercrossings in place: 

• The north sidewalk of West 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway in the 
weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours – Due to the same conditions described above for 
the 33rd Street Option with the 34th Street undercrossings scenario, this potential significant 
adverse impact could also be unmitigated in this scenario. 

• The east sidewalk of Seventh Avenue between West 34th and West 35th Streets in the 
weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours – Due to the same conditions described above for 
the 33rd Street Option with the 34th Street undercrossings scenario, this potential significant 
adverse impact could be mitigated by relocating the potted plant. If removal of this obstruction 
were to be considered infeasible, this potential significant adverse impact would be 
unmitigated. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

As described in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the Proposed Project is assumed to be completed in 
two phases over a long timeframe, over 20 years. In addition to activities associated with planned 
developments, the potential expansion of Penn Station and related changes to the regional 
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commuter rail network are expected to result in notable shifts in how commuters travel to and 
from the Project Area, the Central Business District (CBD), and New York City as a whole. 
Additionally, considering the changes that would accompany the return to normalcy post-COVID 
and other local/regional transportation initiatives that are under development—including the 
City’s on-going push for increased bus and bicycle lanes and public spaces for pedestrian circula-
tion, and the potential implementation of Central Business District Tolling, it is difficult to 
accurately predict actual trip-making, particularly over the long term. The transportation analyses 
presented in this EIS make use of established patterns to forecast future conditions, adjusted where 
possible for changes that are anticipated to materialize within the analysis years. Because the 
above variables can readily affect the conclusions made from these analyses, ESD will require 
designated developers of the Project Area development sites to undertake future TMP studies. The 
TMP is intended to evaluate actual project-generated demand and background conditions during 
various stages of project development and occupancy, with the results used to inform the 
appropriateness of mitigation strategies for implementation. This commitment would be 
memorialized in the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) findings as part of any 
approvals ESD grants for the Proposed Project, as well as other project documentation. The TMP 
studies would likely entail travel demand surveys, traffic and pedestrian counts/analyses, and 
consideration of mitigation strategies that would be best suited to address transportation issues at 
those future points in time. In consideration of the project build-out timeline analyzed in this EIS, 
four development milestones have been identified for undertaking the TMP efforts. The first 
would be the completion of the first two buildings (Sites 4 and 7, or an equivalent amount of floor 
area) of the Proposed Project. In recognition of the substantially greater level of development 
under Phase 2 of the Proposed Project, two interim points and the full build-out of Phase 2 have 
been identified as the other three milestones. The first Phase 2 interim point would be the 
completion of half of the development sites and the completion of the Penn Station expansion and 
related regional infrastructure improvements. The second Phase 2 interim point would be the 
completion of all the development sites except for Sites 2 and 3, or an equivalent amount of floor 
area. The Penn Station expansion and related regional infrastructure improvements are expected 
to be completed prior to the completion of the Phase 2 build-out. Should the Phase 2 development 
site build-out period or the completion of the Penn Station expansion and related regional 
infrastructure improvements extend substantially, additional interim TMP studies may be added 
at the discretion of ESD. The exact scope and timing of these studies for the identified mitigation 
strategies to address significant adverse traffic and pedestrian impacts would be determined in 
consultation with DOT and subject to its approval prior to implementation. ESD would also 
require that these efforts be adequately funded through an escrow account or direct payments by 
designated developers of the various development sites. Prior to undertaking any TMP, the 
designated developer would prepare a scope of work and submit it for ESD and DOT review and 
approval. The designated developer would submit a report summarizing the finding of each TMP 
as well as all necessary materials (drawings, LOS analyses, etc.) for ESD and DOT’s review and 
approval. The designated developer would be responsible for all costs associated with the TMP 
and the design and implementation of any subsequent measures recommended by the TMP. 

ESD would continue to collaborate with MTA and NYCT in their consideration of the measures 
described above for mitigating the significant adverse subway station and line-haul impacts iden-
tified in this FEIS. However, their implementation would be subject to available project funding. 
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H. NOISE 
By the 2044 analysis year, traffic generated by the Proposed Project would produce significant 
increases in noise levels at receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, 
along West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between 
Sixth and Eighth Avenues. The increases would occur primarily due to project-generated trucks 
travelling along the DOT-designated truck route on these streets. The increases would constitute a 
significant adverse impact at the receptors along these roadway segments. These locations are shown 
in Table 22-28 and Figure 17-2. These operational noise impacts are projected to occur upon the 
completion and occupancy of approximately 4.75 million gsf of office space on the proposed 
development sites. 

Table 22-28 
Operational Noise Impact Locations 

Address Block Lot 
371 Ninth Avenue 729 7502 

432 West 31st Street 728 55 
252 West 30th Street1, 3 779 7501 
234 West 30th Street1 779 62 
360 Seventh Avenue1 779 45 

355 Seventh Avenue1, 2 805 97 
130 West 30th Street1, 2 805 7501 

143 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 17 
137 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 18 
133 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 22 
132 West 32nd Street2, 3, 4 807 7501 
110 West 32nd Street2, 3, 4 807 50 
109 West 31st Street2, 3, 4 807 7502 

855 Sixth Avenue2 806 7502 
Notes:  
1 Construction at Site 2 predicted to contribute to significant adverse noise impact at this location requiring mitigation.  
2 Construction at Site 3 predicted to contribute to significant adverse noise impact at this location requiring mitigation. 
3 Construction at Site 7 predicted to contribute to significant adverse noise impact at this location requiring mitigation. 
4 Construction at Site 8 predicted to contribute to significant adverse noise impact at this location requiring mitigation. 

 

Many of the buildings at these locations feature modern façade construction including insulated glass 
windows and an alternate means of ventilation that would allow for the maintenance of a closed-
window condition. At impacted residential buildings’ façades that do not already have one or both 
of these features, ESD would require project developers to make mitigation measures (i.e., storm 
windows and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form of window air conditioners) available 
at no cost for purchase and installation on the buildings’ West 31st Street or West 30th Street façades. 
Building façades with insulated glass windows or storm windows and alternative ventilation would 
provide sound attenuation such that even during warm weather conditions, interior noise levels 
would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise levels. However, traffic generated by the 
Proposed Project by the 2044 analysis year would still result in interior noise levels up to 
approximately 9 dBA higher than 45 dBA during the peak hour of truck activity. Therefore, the 
significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-mentioned residences would be 
only partially mitigated. In addition, at locations noted in Table 22-28 to experience significant 
adverse noise impacts resulting from construction of the Proposed Project, ESD would require the 
provision of receptor noise controls prior to the start of construction on any development site whose 
construction contributes to the predicted impact at that receptor (see Table 22-35), and thus these 
sites would have these features in place at the time the operational impact would materialize. 
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As noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” ESD would recommend that NYCDOT study the 
implementation of a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. If 
NYCDOT chooses to implement a shared street on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues, this street would remain open to vehicular traffic (including delivery vehicles), but some 
of its traffic could divert to other westbound cross-streets such as West 29th Street, West 34th 
Street, and West 35th Street. Some westbound truck traffic along West 31st Street may divert to 
West 29th Street for access to the Lincoln Tunnel via Tenth Avenue at West 30th Street/Dyer 
Avenue. Therefore, if the West 31st Street shared street is implemented by NYCDOT, the impacts 
identified along West 31st Street may lessen in intensity or be eliminated altogether but new 
impacts could occur along West 29th Street instead as a result of the stated truck diversions, 
requiring the same mitigation measures specified above for residences along West 31st Street. 

I. CONSTRUCTION  
As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” the Proposed Project’s construction activities would 
result in significant adverse impacts related to traffic, noise, localized neighborhood character, and 
historic and cultural resources. For traffic, conditions during construction were evaluated at 16 
and 67 intersections for the Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction conditions, respectively, for the 
weekday AM and PM construction peak hours. During the Phase 1 construction condition, 
significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 10 intersections during the weekday AM 
construction peak hour and 10 intersections during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 
During the Phase 2 construction condition, significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 
39 intersections during the weekday AM construction peak hour and 45 intersections during the 
weekday PM construction peak hour. Based on the construction predicted to occur at each 
development site, noise resulting from construction is expected to exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual noise impact thresholds as well as result in “objectionable” and “very objectionable” noise 
level increases at some receptors. 

TRAFFIC 

As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” construction of the Proposed Project would result in 
temporary significant adverse traffic impacts during the peak construction periods for both Phase 
1 and Phase 2 construction.  

Under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition, of the 16 intersections selected for detailed study, 
significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 10 intersections during the weekday AM 
construction peak hour and 10 intersections during the weekday PM construction peak hour. Under 
the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition, of the 67 intersections selected for detailed study, 
significant adverse traffic impacts were identified at 39 intersections during the weekday AM 
construction peak hour and 45 intersections during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 
Potential measures explored to mitigate these impacts are detailed below. 

PHASE 1 PEAK CONSTRUCTION 

Table 22-29 summarizes the significant adverse traffic impacts identified for Phase 1 Peak Con-
struction of the Proposed Project. Potential mitigation measures, such as signal timing changes, 
restriping, and changes to parking regulations, were explored to mitigate the identified impacts to 
the extent practicable at 13 lane groups at 10 intersections during the weekday AM construction peak 
hour and 13 lanes groups at 10 intersections during the weekday PM construction peak hour. 
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Table 22-29 
Phase 1 Peak Construction Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

QMT Exit St E 35th St SB-R   
Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT   
Lexington Ave E 34th St   EB-T 

    WB-T   
    SB-LT   

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L   
    WB-T   

Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR 
Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR 

      NB-LT 
Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L 
Seventh Ave W 31st St   WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 34th St   EB-TR 

      WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 35th St WB-T WB-T 
Eighth Ave W 30th St   EB-T 

        

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
10/13 10/13 

Totals During Any  
Analysis Peak Hour 13/19 

Notes: “Phase 1 Peak Construction Condition” represents the two-year period prior to the completion of Phase 1 (2033) development during which construction 
activities are expected to be at their highest. EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = Through; R = Right Turn; 
DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Tables 22-30A and 22-30B itemize the mitigation measures recommended to address the 
identified impacts under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition. The majority of intersections 
that would have significant adverse impacts under the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition could 
be mitigated with signal timing modifications, typically by shifting one second of green time from 
the avenues to the cross-streets, which would fully mitigate the impacts at seven intersections and 
partially mitigate the impacts at one other intersection. Two additional intersections could be fully 
mitigated by adding a new turn bay, and one additional intersection could be fully mitigated by 
adding a new turn bay combined with signal timing changes. 

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, which are subject to the approval of DOT 
prior to implementation, the significant adverse traffic impacts identified above could be fully 
mitigated at 10 impacted study area intersections. Based on the construction schedule and 
construction worker and truck information presented in Chapter 22, “Construction,” and 
Appendix J, respectively, some of the projected construction-related significant adverse traffic 
impacts could begin to materialize when substantial construction efforts begin simultaneously for 
the Penn Station reconstruction and at Sites 4 and 7, corresponding with early 2026 in the 
illustrative construction schedule. At NYCDOT’s discretion, some or all of the recommended 
construction-related mitigation measures can be implemented at this time and maintained 
throughout the Phase 1 construction period. As shown in Figures 22-5a and 22-5b, impacts at 
two of the 10 impacted intersections during both the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours 
could not be fully mitigated. Impacts at the intersections where no mitigation measures could be 
identified would be considered unmitigated. A detailed comparison of the LOS, v/c ratios, and 
lane group delays for the impacted intersections under the Phase 1 No Action, Peak Construction, 
and Mitigation conditions for the two construction analysis peak hours is presented in 
Appendix L. 
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Phase 1 With Action Construction Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday AM Construction Peak Hour
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Figure 22-5b

Phase 1 With Action Construction Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday PM Construction Peak Hour
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Table 22-30A 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 1 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
No Action Recommended  Recommended 

Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WB phase to SB phase. 
WB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
38 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Add a second WB left-turn only lane and extend the length of the 

WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 s WBT Phase = 24 s 
WBL / WB Phase 

= 21 s 
WBL / WB Phase = 21 

s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 
NB / SB Phase = 

54 s Shift 3 seconds from NB/SB phase to WB phase. NB / SB Phase = 51 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Add 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing 
Anytime" regulation. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Add 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation.  

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 5 seconds from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-30B 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 1 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
No Action Recommended  Recommended 

Signal Timing Mitigation Measures Signal Timing 

Lexington Ave/E 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/WB phase. 

SB Phase = 44 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
38 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
No impacts. Add a second WB left-turn only lane and extend the 
length of the WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No Standing 

Anytime" regulation to mitigate AM peak hour. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 

s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB Phase 
= 21 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 
21 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 
NB / SB Phase = 

54 s Shift 1 second from NB/SB phase to WB phase. NB / SB Phase = 53 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Add 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. Shift 1 second from WB phase to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 54 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 44 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Add 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay with "No Standing Anytime" 
regulation. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st St 

SBT Phase = 23 
s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase 
= 24 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 
s 

WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB/WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
40 s EB / WB Phase = 41 s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase. 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EBL/EBT phase. 

NB Phase = 44 s 
EBT Phase = 10 

s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase 
= 35 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 
36 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

Effects of Traffic Mitigation on Parking 
Some of the recommended traffic mitigation measures would necessitate the removal of existing 
on-street parking spaces along roadways near the impacted traffic intersections. Table 22-31 
summarizes the number and type of on-street parking spaces that would need to be removed near 
these intersections. As with most commercial areas in Manhattan, there is typically a limited 
resource of on-street parking that is reserved for loading/unloading or high turnover parking needs. 
As described in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” it was assumed that this limited on-street parking 
resource would not be available in the study area to accommodate the parking demand generated 
by the Proposed Project. As such, it was assumed that on-street parking was generally well-utilized 
at intersections within the study area with limited parking available in the immediate vicinity of 
these intersections to accommodate displaced parking spaces that would result from the 
recommended traffic mitigation measures. 
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Table 22-31 
Summary of On-Street Parking Spaces Removed as Result of 

Phase 1 Peak Construction Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Roadway From To Dir. 

Lateral 
Parking 

Removed (ft) 
Existing Parking 
Type/Regulation 

Estimated 
Number of 

Metered 
Spaces 

Removed 

Estimated 
Number of 

Non-Metered 
Spaces 

Removed 
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 62 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 3*   
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 149 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 7*   

Lexington Ave E 35th St E 34th St SB 47 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 2*   
E 31st St Park Ave Madison Ave WB 89 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
E 31st St^ Madison Ave Fifth Ave WB 97 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 5*   

On-Street Parking Loss Within ¼-Mile of the Project Area 5 0 
Total On-Street Parking Loss 21 0 

Notes: NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 
AS = alternate side parking; CP = commercial loading/unloading; BS = bus stop; AVO = authorized vehicles only 
^ within the 1/4-mile radius of the Project Area 
* Parking removal at this location affects supply during overnight periods, in addition to at least one of the analysis peak periods (Weekday AM 
and/or PM). 
This table is new to the FEIS.  

 

For the purpose of this study, parking demand for displaced parking spaces within the ¼-mile 
radius of the Project Area were assigned to off-street parking facilities within a ¼-mile radius of 
the Project Area and would increase the Phase 1 Peak Construction condition off-street parking 
demand. When on-street commercial metered parking spaces are displaced due to the 
recommended traffic mitigation measures, those commercial vehicles would likely be 
accommodated in other on-street parking spaces, pushing additional non-commercial vehicles to 
park in off-street facilities or displacing more non-commercial vehicles to on-street parking spaces 
beyond the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area. However, for the purposes of this study, all of those 
displaced parking spaces were conservatively added to the off-street parking demand. Displaced 
parking demands beyond the ¼-mile radius were assumed to be accommodated on-street or in off-
street parking facilities beyond the study area. Approximately five parking spaces would be 
displaced during all time periods (including overnight) within the ¼-mile radius of the Project 
Area due to the recommended traffic mitigation measures during each analysis peak hour. The 
Phase 1 Peak Construction condition parking utilization with the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area 
would remain at 80 and 130 percent during the weekday AM and PM construction time periods. 
Therefore, no significant additional parking shortfall is expected as a result of recommended 
construction traffic mitigation measures. 

PHASE 2 PEAK CONSTRUCTION 

Table 22-32 summarizes the significant adverse traffic impacts identified for Phase 2 Peak 
Construction of the Proposed Project. Potential mitigation measures, such as signal timing 
changes, restriping, and changes to parking regulations, were explored to mitigate the identified 
impacts to the extent practicable at 60 lane groups at 39 intersections during the weekday AM 
construction peak hour and 88 lanes groups at 45 intersections during the weekday PM 
construction peak hour. Tables 22-33A and 22-33B itemize the mitigation measures 
recommended to address the identified impacts under the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition. 
The geometric modifications proposed as mitigation measures for the 2033 With Action condition 
were recommended as mitigation measures for the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition, as 
appropriate, even if they would only result in a partial mitigation of impacts at an intersection 
under the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition.  
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Table 22-32 
Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

FDR Dr Srv Rd E 34th St   EB-L 
    EB-LTR EB-LTR 
      NB-L 
    NB-LTR NB-LTR 

First Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T 
      WB-T 
      NB-R 

QMT Approach St E 34th St EB-TR EB-TR 
    WB-T WB-T 
    WB-R WB-R 

Second Ave E 34th St   EB-T 
Second Ave E 36th St EB-TR   
QMT Exit St E 35th St   SB-LT 

    SB-R SB-R 
Third Ave E 34th St   EB-T 

      WB-T 
Third Ave E 35th St WB-T   
Third Ave E 37th St WB-T WB-T 

Lexington Ave E 31st St WB-LT   
Lexington Ave E 32nd St SB-LT   
Lexington Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T 

    WB-T WB-T 
    SB-LT   

Lexington Ave E 35th St WB-L   
    WB-T   

Lexington Ave E 37th St WB-T   
Park Ave E 31st St WB-LTR WB-LTR 
Park Ave E 34th St   EB-T 

      WB-T 
Park Ave E 36th St EB-TR EB-TR 

      NB-TR 
Madison Ave E 31st St WB-TR WB-TR 

      NB-LT 
Madison Ave E 34th St EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T 
    WB-T WB-T 
      NB-LT 

Fifth Ave E 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
      SB-TR 

Fifth Ave E 34th St EB-T EB-T 
      WB-T 
    SB-T   

Fifth Ave E 35th St WB-L   
    WB-T   
      SB-T 
      SB-R 

Fifth Ave E 36th St   EB-TR 
    SB-T   

Broadway W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 30th St EB-LT EB-LT 
Sixth Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T 

    NB-L NB-L 
Sixth Ave W 32nd St EB-LT   
Sixth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T 

      WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 30th St   EB-T 

      SB-L 

 

 



Chapter 22: Mitigation 

 22-101  

Table 22-32 (cont’d) 
Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition—Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts 

Intersection Analysis Peak Hours 
North-South Roadway East-West Roadway Weekday AM Weekday PM 

Seventh Ave W 31st St WB-T WB-T 
      SB-R 

Seventh Ave W 33rd St   WB-L 
Seventh Ave W 34th St EB-TR EB-TR 

    WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 35th St WB-T WB-T 
Seventh Ave W 36th St   EB-TR 
Eighth Ave W 26th St   EB-LT 
Eighth Ave W 30th St EB-L EB-L 

    EB-T EB-T 
Eighth Ave W 31st St   WB-R 

      NB-L 
      NB-T 

Eighth Ave W 33rd St NB-L NB-L 
    NB-TR NB-TR 

Eighth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T 
      NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R 

Eighth Ave W 36th St   EB-L 
    EB-T EB-T 
    NB-T NB-T 
    NB-R NB-R 

Ninth Ave W 30th St EB-T EB-T 
      SB-L 

Ninth Ave W 31st St WB-LT WB-LT 
Ninth Ave W 34th St EB-T EB-T 

      EB-R 
      WB-T 

Dyer Ave W 34th St   EB-T 
Tenth Ave W 34th St EB-L EB-L 

    WB-T WB-T 
      NB-R 

Eleventh Ave W 34th St EB-L   
      EB-T 
    EB-R   
    WB-L   
    WB-TR WB-TR 

Route 9A W 34th St   WB-LR 
    NB-T NB-T 
      SB-L 
      SB-T 

Route 9A W 40th St   NB-TR 
    SB-R   

Route 9A W 42nd St   NB-T 
      SB-T 

Route 9A W 54th St   NB-TR 
Route 9A W 56th St   NB-T 
Route 9A W 33rd St   WB-R 

Total No. of Impacted Intersections/Lane Groups 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
39/60 45/88 

Totals During Any  
Analysis Peak Hour 52/105 

Notes: “Phase 2 Peak Construction Condition” represents the two-year period between the completion of Phase 1 (2033) and Phase 2 (2044) development during 
which construction activities are expected to be at their highest. EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; L = Left-turn; T = 
Through; R = Right Turn; DefL = De facto left-turn 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-33A 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 2 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 
34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 
38 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NBL/EBR phase to EB/WB 
phase. 

NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

NBL / EBR Phase 
= 30 s 

NBL / EBR Phase = 
29 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
22 s 

EB / WB Phase = 23 
s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 28 

s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 
34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 
21 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 23 
s 

NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 11 s 
All Ped Phase = 

25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 

EBL / EB Phase = 
31 s 

EBL / EB Phase = 31 
s 

Second Ave/E 36th St 

SB Phase = 40 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to EB phase. 

SB Phase = 39 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 

12 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 12 

s 
EB Phase = 19 s EB Phase = 20 s 
WB Phase = 19 s WB Phase = 19 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 
WB Phase = 47 s 

Shift 4 seconds from WB phase to SB phase. 
WB Phase = 43 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 40 s 

Third Ave/E 35th St 
NB Phase = 46 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Third Ave/E 37th St 

NB Phase = 41 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 41 s 
WBT Phase = 28 

s WBT Phase = 28 s 

WB / WBR Phase 
= 21 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 
21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 31st 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Lexington Ave/E 32nd 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Shift 1 second from EB phase to SB phase. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 38 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
38 s 

EB / WB Phase = 38 
s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Carry through the proposed second WB left-turn only lane and the 

extension of the length of the WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With Action condition. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 

s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB Phase 
= 21 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 
21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 37th 
St 

SB Phase = 43 s 
Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to WB phase 

SB Phase = 41 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
WB Phase = 37 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 
NB / SB Phase = 

54 s 
Carry through proposed 50' long, 10' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation from the 2033 

With Action (operational) condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 54 s 

WB Phase = 36 s WB Phase = 36 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 

NB/ SB Phase = 
45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 
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Table 22-33A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 2 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Madison Ave/E 31st 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s Carry through proposed 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 
Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With Action (operational) 

condition. 

NB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 45 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th 
St 

NB Phase = 53 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase 

NB Phase = 51 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
45 s 

EB / WB Phase = 47 
s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s Carry through proposed 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay with "No 

Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With Action (operational) 
condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
45 s 

EB / WB Phase = 45 
s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Shift 4 seconds from SB phase to WBL/WB phase 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 23 

s WBT Phase = 23 s 

WBL / WB Phase 
= 18 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 
22 s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 4 seconds from SB phase to WB phase 
SB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 37 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 48 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 35 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 32nd St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 2 seconds from NB phase to EB/WBT phase 

NB Phase = 49 s 
EB / WBT Phase 

= 23 s 
EB / WBT Phase = 25 

s 
EB / WB Phase = 

16 s 
EB / WB Phase = 16 

s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st 
St 

SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 23 s 
SB / SBR Phase = 

24 s 
SB / SBR Phase = 24 

s 
WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Shift 2 seconds from SB phase to EB/WB phase 

SB Phase = 48 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

40 s 
EB / WB Phase = 42 

s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB phase to EBL/EBT phase 

NB Phase = 44 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 
EBL / EBT Phase 

= 35 s 
EBL / EBT Phase = 

36 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WB phase to NBL/NB phase 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 

20 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 

s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 

17 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 

s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
39 s 

EB / WB Phase = 39 
s 
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Table 22-33A (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 2 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 

NB Phase = 51 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 51 s 
EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 

32 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 32 

s 

Ninth Ave/W 30th St 

SB / SBL Phase = 
45 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SB/SBL phase to EB phase 

SB / SBL Phase = 42 
s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 30 s EB Phase = 33 s 
SBT Phase = 8 s SBT Phase = 8 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase 
SB Phase = 44 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 39 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 

SBT Phase = 32 s 

Shift 3 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase 

SBT Phase = 29 s 
SBL / SBT Phase 

= 18 s 
SBL / SBT Phase = 

18 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

40 s 
EB / WB Phase = 43 

s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 47 s 
Carry through proposed extended WB right-turn bay storage length 

from 130' to 200' with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 
With Action condition. Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase 

NB Phase = 44 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 
36 s 

EB / WB Phase = 39 
s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 seconds from SB phase to EB/WB phase 

SB Phase = 44 s 
EBL / WBL Phase 

= 14 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 

14 s 
EB / WB Phase = 

31 s 
EB / WB Phase = 32 

s 

Route 9A/W 34th St 

NB / SB Phase = 
85 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB / SB Phase = 85 s 

SB / WBR Phase 
= 30 s 

SB / WBR Phase = 
30 s 

WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 40th St 

NBT / SBT Phase 
= 71 s 

Shift 5 seconds from NBT/SBT only phase to NBT/SB phase. 

NBT / SBT Phase = 
66 s 

NBT / SB Phase = 
33 s 

NBT / SB Phase = 38 
s 

NBL / WB Phase 
= 46 s 

NBL / WB Phase = 46 
s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Table 22-33B 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 2 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th 
St 

NB / SB Phase = 
38 s 

Unmitigable 

NB / SB Phase = 38 
s 

NBL / EBR 
Phase = 32 s 

NBL / EBR Phase = 
32 s 

EB / WB Phase 
= 20 s 

EB / WB Phase = 20 
s 

First Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 43 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 43 s 
EB Phase = 12 s EB Phase = 12 s 
EB / WB Phase 

= 28 s 
EB / WB Phase = 28 

s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Approach St/E 
34th St 

EB / WB Phase 
= 21 s 

Partially mitigated. Shift 1 second from NB phase and 1 second from 
EBL/EB phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 23 
s 

NB Phase = 13 s NB Phase = 12 s 
All Ped Phase = 

25 s All Ped Phase = 25 s 

EBL / EB Phase 
= 31 s 

EBL / EB Phase = 30 
s 

Second Ave/E 34th St 

SBT Phase = 22 
s 

Shift 2 seconds from SBT phase to EB/WB phase. 

SBT Phase = 20 s 

SBL / SB Phase 
= 28 s 

SBL / SB Phase = 28 
s 

EB / WB Phase 
= 33 s 

EB / WB Phase = 35 
s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

QMT Exit St/E 35th St 

WB Phase = 47 
s 

Shift 1 second from WB phase to SB phase. 
WB Phase = 46 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
SB Phase = 36 s SB Phase = 37 s 

Third Ave/E 34th St 

NB Phase = 45 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB/WB phase. 

NB Phase = 42 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase 

= 38 s 
EB / WB Phase = 41 

s 

Third Ave/E 37th St 

NB Phase = 41 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 41 s 
WBT Phase = 28 

s WBT Phase = 28 s 

WB / WBR 
Phase = 21 s 

WB / WBR Phase = 
21 s 

Lexington Ave/E 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase 

= 38 s 
EB / WB Phase = 38 

s 

Lexington Ave/E 35th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
No impacts. Carry through the proposed second WB left-turn only lane 
and the extension of the length of the WB left-turn bay from 90' to 115' 

with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With Action 
condition. 

SB Phase = 45 s 
WBT Phase = 24 

s WBT Phase = 24 s 

WBL / WB 
Phase = 21 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 
21 s 

Park Ave/E 31st St 

NB / SB Phase = 
54 s Carry through proposed 50' long, 10' wide WB right-turn bay with "No 

Standing 6 AM - 6 PM MON - FRI" parking regulation from the 2033 
With Action (operational) condition. 

NB / SB Phase = 54 
s 

WB Phase = 36 
s WB Phase = 36 s 
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Table 22-33B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 2 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

FDR Dr Srv Rd/E 34th 
St NB / SB Phase = 38 s Unmitigable NB / SB Phase = 38 s 

Park Ave/E 34th St NB / SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. NB / SB Phase = 50 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Park Ave/E 36th St 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB/ SB Phase = 45 s 

EB Phase = 35 s EB Phase = 35 s 
LPI Phase = 10 s LPI Phase = 10 s 

Madison Ave/E 31st St 

NB Phase = 53 s Carry through proposed 125' long, 11' wide WB right-turn bay 
with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With 

Action (operational) condition. Shift 1 second from WB phase 
to NB phase. 

NB Phase = 54 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 45 s WB Phase = 44 s 

Madison Ave/E 34th St 
NB Phase = 53 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 53 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s Carry through proposed 90' long, 11' wide WB left-turn bay 

with "No Standing Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With 
Action (operational) condition. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Fifth Ave/E 34th St SB Phase = 45 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 45 s 
EB / WB Phase = 45 s EB / WB Phase = 45 s 

Fifth Ave/E 35th St 

SB Phase = 49 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 49 s 
WBT Phase = 23 s WBT Phase = 23 s 

WBL / WB Phase = 18 s WBL / WB Phase = 18 
s 

Fifth Ave/E 36th St SB Phase = 50 s Unmitigable. SB Phase = 50 s 
EB Phase = 40 s EB Phase = 40 s 

Broadway/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 1 second from SB phase to WB phase 
SB Phase = 49 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 34 s 

Sixth Ave/W 30th St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 47 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 36 s 

Sixth Ave/W 31st St 
NB Phase = 50 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Sixth Ave/W 34th St 

NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 3 seconds from NB phase to EB/WBT phase 

NB Phase = 48 s 

EB / WBT Phase = 23 s EB / WBT Phase = 26 
s 

EB / WB Phase = 16 s EB / WB Phase = 16 s 

Seventh Ave/W 30th 
St 

SB Phase = 46 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 46 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 37 s EB Phase = 37 s 

Seventh Ave/W 31st 
St 

SBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

SBT Phase = 23 s 

SB / SBR Phase = 24 s SB / SBR Phase = 24 
s 

WB Phase = 43 s WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 33rd 
St 

SB Phase = 53 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 53 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 30 s WB Phase = 30 s 
Seventh Ave/W 34th 

St 
SB Phase = 50 s Shift 3 seconds from SB phase to EB/WB phase SB Phase = 47 s 

EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 43 s 

Seventh Ave/W 35th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

WB Phase = 33 s WB Phase = 33 s 

Seventh Ave/W 36th 
St 

SB Phase = 50 s 
Unmitigable. 

SB Phase = 50 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 33 s EB Phase = 33 s 

Eighth Ave/W 26th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Shift 1 second from NB phase to EB phase 
NB Phase = 50 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 32 s EB Phase = 33 s 
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Table 22-33B (cont’d) 
Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Phase 2 Construction With Action Condition—Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Action 
Signal Timing 

Recommended  
Mitigation Measures 

Recommended 
Signal Timing 

Eighth Ave/W 30th St 

NB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

NB Phase = 45 s 
EBT Phase = 10 s EBT Phase = 10 s 

EBL / EBT Phase = 35 s EBL / EBT Phase = 35 
s 

Eighth Ave/W 31st St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 22 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

WBT Phase = 7 s WBT Phase = 7 s 

WBT / WBR Phase = 38 s WBT / WBR Phase = 
38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 33rd St 

NBT Phase = 23 s 

Shift 2 seconds from WB phase to NBL/NB phase 

NBT Phase = 23 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 20 s NBL / NB Phase = 22 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 40 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Eighth Ave/W 34th St 

NBT Phase = 27 s 

Unmitigable. 

NBT Phase = 27 s 
NBL / NB Phase = 17 s NBL / NB Phase = 17 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 39 s 

Eighth Ave/W 36th St 
NB Phase = 51 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB Phase = 51 s 

EBT Phase = 7 s EBT Phase = 7 s 
EBL / EB Phase = 32 s EBL / EB Phase = 32 s 

Ninth Ave/W 30th St 

SB / SBL Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 

SB / SBL Phase = 45 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
EB Phase = 30 s EB Phase = 30 s 
SBT Phase = 8 s SBT Phase = 8 s 

Ninth Ave/W 31st St 
SB Phase = 45 s 

Unmitigable. 
SB Phase = 45 s 

LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 
WB Phase = 38 s WB Phase = 38 s 

Ninth Ave/W 34th St 
SBT Phase = 32 s 

Unmitigable. 
SBT Phase = 32 s 

SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s SBL / SBT Phase = 18 s 
EB / WB Phase = 40 s EB / WB Phase = 40 s 

Dyer Ave/W 34th St 

EB / WB Phase = 21 s 

Shift 3 seconds from WBR phase to EB/WB phase. 

EB / WB Phase = 24 s 
EB / WBT Phase = 32 s EB / WBT Phase = 32 s 

WBR Phase = 17 s WBR Phase = 14 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 20 s SB / WBR Phase = 20 s 

Tenth Ave/W 34th St 
NB Phase = 47 s Unmitigable. Carry through proposed extended WB right-turn 

bay storage length from 130' to 200' with "No Standing 
Anytime" regulation from the 2033 With Action condition.  

NB Phase = 47 s 
LPI Phase = 7 s LPI Phase = 7 s 

EB / WB Phase = 36 s EB / WB Phase = 36 s 

Eleventh Ave/W 34th 
St 

SB Phase = 45 s 
Shift 4 seconds from SB phase to EB/WB phase 

SB Phase = 41 s 
EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s EBL / WBL Phase = 14 s 
EB / WB Phase = 31 s EB / WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 33rd St #N/A Unmitigable. #N/A 

Route 9A/W 34th St 
NB / SB Phase = 97 s 

Unmitigable. 
NB / SB Phase = 97 s 

SB / WBR Phase = 18 s SB / WBR Phase = 18 s 
WB Phase = 35 s WB Phase = 35 s 

Route 9A/W 40th St 
NBT / SBT Phase = 75 s 

Shift 1 second from NBL/WB phase to NBT/SB phase. 
NBT / SBT Phase = 75 s 

NBT / SB Phase = 38 s NBT / SB Phase = 39 s 
NBL / WB Phase = 37 s NBL / WB Phase = 36 s 

Route 9A/W 42nd St 

NB / SBT Phase = 87 s 

Shift 1 second from EB/WB phase to NB/SBT phase 

NB / SBT Phase = 88 s 
SB / WBR Phase = 12 s SB / WBR Phase = 12 s 
SBL / WBR Phase = 12 s SBL / WBR Phase = 12 s 

EB / WB Phase = 39 s EB / WB Phase = 38 s 

Route 9A/W 54th St NB / SBT Phase = 110 s Shift 1 second from SBL phase to NB/SBT phase NB / SBT Phase = 111 s 
SBL Phase = 40 s SBL Phase = 39 s 

Route 9A/W 56th St NB Phase = 107 s Unmitigable. NB Phase = 107 s 
SBL / SB Phase = 43 s SBL / SB Phase = 43 s 

This table has been revised for the FEIS.  

 

A portion of intersections that would be significantly adversely impacted under the Phase 2 Peak 
Construction condition could be mitigated with signal timing and/or geometric modifications. By 
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shifting typically between one and four seconds of green time typically from the avenues to the 
cross-streets, impacts could be fully mitigated at 17 intersections and partially mitigated at nine 
other intersections. The impacts at three additional intersections could be fully mitigated by 
extending existing turn bays or adding a new turn bay. Those at one intersection could be fully 
mitigated and at one additional intersection could be partially mitigated by adding a new turn bay 
combined with signal timing changes. 

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, which are subject to the approval of DOT 
prior to implementation, some of the significant adverse traffic impacts identified above could be 
fully mitigated. Even though peak construction activities associated with the build out of Phase 2 
development sites are not expected to be the highest until the middle and later years of Phase 2 
(i.e., 2037 and beyond), because of several Phase 1 development sites having been completed and 
occupied and the continuing construction of Phase 2 development sites, Phase 2 construction-
related traffic impacts could materialize with construction activities that are much lower than those 
in Phase 1. Accordingly, at DOT’s discretion, some or all the recommended Phase 2 construction-
related mitigation measures can be implemented in the early years of Phase 2 construction and 
maintained throughout the Phase 2 construction period. At certain intersections, measures were 
recommended to partially mitigate the identified impacts but the impacts at these intersections and 
those where no mitigation measures can be identified would all be considered unmitigated. As 
shown in Figures 22-6a and 22-6b, impacts at 14 of the 39 impacted intersections during the 
weekday AM construction peak hour and at 27 of the 45 impacted intersections during the 
weekday PM construction peak hour could not be fully mitigated. A detailed comparison of the 
LOS, v/c ratios, and lane group delays for the impacted intersections under the Phase 2 No Action, 
Peak Construction, and Mitigation conditions for the two analysis peak hours is presented in 
Appendix L. 

Effects of Traffic Mitigation on Parking 
Some of the recommended traffic mitigation measures would necessitate the removal of existing 
on-street parking spaces along roadways near the impacted traffic intersections. Table 22-34 
summarizes the number and the type of on-street parking spaces that would need to be removed 
near these intersections. 

Table 22-34 
Summary of On-Street Parking Spaces Removed as Result of  

Phase 2 Peak Construction Recommended Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Roadway From To Dir. 

Lateral 
Parking 

Removed 
(ft) 

Existing Parking 
Type/Regulation 

Estimated 
Number of 

Metered Spaces 
Removed 

Estimated 
Number of Non-
Metered Spaces 

Removed 
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 62 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 3*   
E 35th St Third Ave Lexington Ave WB 149 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 7*   

Lexington Ave E 35th St E 34th St SB 47 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 2*   
E 31st St Lexington Ave Park Ave WB 85 AS / Non-Metered (L)   4* 
E 31st St Park Ave Madison Ave WB 89 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (R) 4*   
E 31st St^ Madison Ave Fifth Ave WB 97 CP / Metered 2+ Hr (L) 5*   

On-Street Parking Loss Within ¼-Mile of the Project Area 5 0 
Total On-Street Parking Loss 21 4 

Notes: NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 
AS = alternate side parking; CP = commercial loading/unloading; BS = bus stop; AVO = authorized vehicles only 
^ within the 1/4-mile radius of the Project Area 
* Parking removal at this location affects supply during overnight periods, in addition to at least one of the analysis peak periods (Weekday AM 
and/or PM). 
This table has been revised for the FEIS.  
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Figure 22-6a

Phase 2 With Action Construction Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday AM Construction Peak Hour
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Figure 22-6b

Phase 2 With Action Construction Traffic Intersection Impacts
Weekday PM Construction Peak Hour
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As with most commercial areas in Manhattan, there is typically a limited resource of on-street 
parking that is reserved for loading/unloading or high turnover parking needs. As described in 
Chapter 14, “Transportation,” it was assumed that this limited on-street parking resource would 
not be available in the study area to accommodate the parking demand generated by the Proposed 
Project. As such, it was assumed that on-street parking was generally well-utilized at intersections 
within the study area with limited parking available in the immediate vicinity of these intersections 
to accommodate displaced parking spaces that would result from the recommended traffic 
mitigation measures. For the purpose of this study, parking demand for displaced parking spaces 
within the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area were assigned to off-street parking facilities within a 
¼-mile radius of the Project Area and would increase the Phase 2 Peak Construction condition 
off-street parking demand. When on-street commercial metered parking spaces are displaced due 
to the recommended traffic mitigation measures, those commercial vehicles would likely be 
accommodated in other on-street parking spaces, pushing additional non-commercial vehicles to 
park in off-street facilities or displacing more non-commercial vehicles to on-street parking spaces 
beyond the ¼-mile radius of the Project Area; however, for the purposes of this study, all of those 
displaced parking spaces were conservatively added to the off-street parking demand. Displaced 
parking demands beyond the ¼-mile radius were assumed to be accommodated on-street or in off-
street parking facilities beyond the study area. Approximately five parking spaces would be 
displaced during all time periods (including overnight) within the ¼-mile radius of the Project 
Area due to the recommended traffic mitigation measures during each analysis peak hour. The 
Phase 2 Peak Construction condition would remain at 81 and 135 percent during the weekday AM 
and PM construction time periods. Therefore, no significant additional parking shortfall is 
expected as a result of recommended construction traffic mitigation measures. 

NOISE  

Significant adverse noise impacts are predicted to occur at multiple sensitive locations as a result 
of construction of the proposed developments associated with the Proposed Project under either 
the illustrative construction schedule scenario (i.e., the construction schedule shown in Table 20-
3, which assumes construction would occur only Monday through Friday) or the alternative 
construction schedule scenario (i.e., the construction schedule discussed in Section H of Chapter 
20, “Construction,” which assumes night and weekend work for the expansion of Penn Station as 
well), as shown below in Table 22-35. 
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Table 22-35 
Locations with Significant Construction Noise Impacts 

Address Block / Lot 

Impact from Illustrative or 
Alternative Construction 

Schedule  
Associated Development 

Site(s) 
105 West 28th Street Block 804 / Lot 32 Both Sites 3 and 8 
140 West 28th Street Block 803 / Lot 62 Both Sites 3 and 4 
261 West 28th Street Block 778 / Lot 7501 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
124 West 29th Street Block 804 / Lot 54 Both Site 3 
211 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 31 Both Site 2 
215 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 7502 Both Site 2 
221 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 27 Both Site 2 
247 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 12 Both Sites 2 and 7 
249 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 10 Both Sites 2 and 7 
252 West 29th Street Block 778 / Lot 70 Both Site 2 
253 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 8 Both Sites 2 and 7 
257 West 29th Street Block 779 / Lot 7 Both Sites 2 and 7 
301 West 29th Street Block 753 / Lot 35 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
130 West 30th Street Block 805 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 2 and 3 
135 West 30th Street Block 806 / Lot 13 Both Sites 3 and 7 
143 West 30th Street Block 806 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 3 and 7 
208 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 49 Both Site 2 
214 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 52 Both Site 2 
234 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 62 Both Site 2 
252 West 30th Street Block 779 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 2 and 7 
308 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 1, 2, and 7 
313 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 31 Both Sites 1 and 7 
314 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 51 Alternative Sites 1, 2, and 7 
315 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 30 Both Sites 1 and 7 
317 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 29 Both Sites 1 and 7 
319 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 28 Both Sites 1 and 7 
321 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 27 Both Sites 1 and 7 
324 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 56 Both Sites 1, 2, and 7 
337 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 19 Both Sites 1 and 7 
341 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 18 Both Sites 1 and 7 
342 West 30th Street Block 753 / Lot 65 Both Sites 1, 2, and 7 
345 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 16 Both Sites 1 and 7 
361 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 8 Both Sites 1 and 2 
363 West 30th Street Block 754 / Lot 1 Both Sites 1 and 2 
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Table 22-35 (cont’d) 
Locations with Significant Construction Noise Impacts 

Address Block / Lot 

Impact from Illustrative or 
Alternative Construction 

Schedule  
Associated Development 

Site(s) 
109 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
116 West 31st Street Block 806 / Lot 52 Both Site 3 
133 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 22 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
137 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 18 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
143 West 31st Street Block 807 / Lot 17 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
110 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 50 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
132 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 7501 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
142 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 64 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
144 West 32nd Street Block 807 / Lot 65 Both Sites 3, 7, and 8 
36 West 33rd Street Block 834 / Lot 66 Both Sites 3 and 8 
42 West 33rd Street Block 834 / Lot 69 Both Sites 3 and 8 
49 West 33rd Street Block 835 / Lot 9 Both Sites 7 and 8 

315 West 33rd Street Block 757 / Lot 22 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
321 West 33rd Street Block 757 / Lot 20 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
40 West 34th Street Block 835 / Lot 65 Both Sites 7 and 8 
44 West 34th Street Block 835 / Lot 67 Both Sites 7 and 8 

124 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 59 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
126 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 60 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
128 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 61 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
130 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 62 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
134 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 64 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
136 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 65 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
138 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 66 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
140 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 67 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
142 West 34th Street Block 809 / Lot 68 Both Sites 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 
223 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 28 Both Sites 4 and 7 
243 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 18 Both Sites 4 and 7 
245 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 17 Both Sites 4 and 7 
249 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 15 Both Sites 4 and 7 
255 West 34th Street Block 784 / Lot 12 Both Sites 4 and 7 
315 West 34th Street Block 758 / Lot 28 Both Sites 2 and 4 
218 West 35th Street Block 784 / Lot 54 Both Sites 4 and 7 

835 Avenue of the Americas Block 805 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 2 and 3 
846 Avenue of the Americas Block 831 / Lot 7502 Both Sites 2 and 8 
855 Avenue of the Americas Block 806 / Lot 7502 Both Site 3 
874 Avenue of the Americas Block 832 / Lot 78 Alternative Site 8 
960 Avenue of the Americas Block 837 / Lot 1 Both Sites 3 and 8 

315 Seventh Avenue Block 803 / Lot 7501 Alternative Sites 3 and 5 
341 Seventh Avenue Block 805 / Lot 1 Both Sites 2 and 3 
355 Seventh Avenue Block 805 / Lot 97 Both Sites 2 and 3 
360 Seventh Avenue Block 779 / Lot 45 Both Site 2 
474 Seventh Avenue Block 785 / Lot 43 Both Sites 3 and 4 
370 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 75 Both Site 2 (Trainshed) 
372 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 74 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
374 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 73 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
376 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 72 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
378 Eighth Avenue Block 778 / Lot 71 Alternative Site 2 (Trainshed) 
382 Eighth Avenue Block 779 / Lot 1 Both Sites 2 and 7 
383 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 36 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
387 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 37 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
389 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 38 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
391 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 39 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
393 Eighth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 40 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
481 Eighth Avenue Block 758 / Lot 37 Both Sites 2 and 4 
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Table 22-35 (cont’d) 
Locations with Significant Construction Noise Impacts 

Address Block / Lot 
Impact from Illustrative or 

Alternative Construction Schedule  Associated Development Site(s) 
270 Ninth Avenue Block 751 / Lot 1 Alternative Site 2 
305 Ninth Avenue Block 752 / Lot 1 Alternative Sites 2 (Trainshed) and 7 
342 Ninth Avenue Block 753 / Lot 78 Both Sites 1 and 2 
360 Ninth Avenue Block 754 / Lot 5 Both Sites 1 and 2 
1227 Broadway Block 831 / Lot 68 Both Site 8 
1260 Broadway Block 834 / Lot 11 Both Sites 2 and 8 
1282 Broadway Block 835 / Lot 1 Both Sites 7 and 8 
1313 Broadway Block 810 / Lot 40 Alternative Peak construction truck traffic from all sites 

 

Where feasible and practicable, construction would use drilled piles or caissons instead of impact-
driven piles. This pile installation method is approximately 10 dBA quieter than impact-driven 
piles. Since impact-driven piles were the dominant noise source for most construction sites, this 
would reduce maximum noise levels at most impacted receptors. However, it is not possible at this 
time to confirm that drilled piles would be feasible and practicable for all pile installation work. 

Construction of the proposed buildings at the development sites would be required to follow the 
requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code for construction noise control measures. 
Specific noise control measures would be incorporated in noise mitigation plan(s) required under 
the New York City Noise Code, including a variety of source and path controls.  

In terms of source controls (i.e., reducing noise levels at the source or during the most sensitive 
time periods), the following measures would be implemented in accordance with the New York 
City Noise Code: 

• Equipment that meets the sound level standards specified in Subchapter 5 of the New York 
City Noise Control Code would be utilized from the start of construction. Table 20-22 in 
Chapter 20, “Construction,” shows the noise levels for typical construction equipment and the 
mandated noise levels for the equipment that would be used for construction under the 
Proposed Actions.  

• As early in the construction period as logistics would allow, diesel- or gas-powered equipment 
would be replaced with electrical-powered equipment such as welders, water pumps, bench 
saws, and table saws (i.e., early electrification) to the extent feasible and practicable.  

• Where feasible and practicable, construction sites would be configured to minimize back-up 
alarm noise. In addition, trucks would be prohibited from idling in violation of Title 24, 
Chapter 1, Subchapter 7, Section 24-163 of the New York City Administrative Code. 

• Contractors and subcontractors would be required to properly maintain their equipment and 
mufflers. 

In terms of path controls (e.g., placement of equipment, implementation of barriers or enclosures 
between equipment and sensitive receptors), the following measures for construction would be 
implemented to the extent feasible and practicable: 

• Where logistics allow, noisy equipment—such as cranes, concrete pumps, concrete trucks, 
and delivery trucks—would be located away from and shielded from sensitive receptor 
locations. 

• Noise barriers at least eight feet tall constructed from plywood or other materials consistent 
with the noise barrier performance requirements set forth in the New York City Department 
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of Environmental Protection (DEP)’s “Rules for Citywide Construction Noise Mitigation,” 
would be erected to provide shielding; and 

• Path noise control measures (i.e., portable noise barriers, panels, enclosures, and acoustical 
tents, where feasible) for certain dominant noise equipment would be employed to the extent 
feasible and practical. The requirements for construction of portable noise barriers, enclosures, 
tents, etc. are set forth in DEP’s “Rules for Citywide Construction Noise Mitigation.” 

Many of the buildings where impacts have been identified feature modern façade construction, 
including insulated glass windows and an alternative means of ventilation that would allow for the 
maintenance of a closed-window condition. At façades of impacted buildings that do not already 
have one or both of these features, ESD would require project developers to make mitigation 
measures (i.e., storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form of window air 
conditioners) available on façades that face construction at no cost for purchase and installation. 
The mitigation measures would be implemented at each receptor prior to the start of construction 
on any development site whose construction contributes to the predicted impact at that receptor 
(see Table 22-35). Building façades with insulated glass windows or storm windows and 
alternative ventilation would provide sound attenuation such that even during warm weather 
conditions, interior noise levels would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise levels. 
However, construction of the Proposed Project during the most noise-intensive construction 
activity nearest a receptor would result in interior noise levels up to 62 dBA L10, which is 17 dBA 
greater than the level considered acceptable according to CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure 
guidelines. Consequently, significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-
mentioned residences would be only partially mitigated. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” long-term construction activity associated with the 
potential expansion of Penn Station and new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant 
adverse localized neighborhood character impact in the immediate vicinity of these development 
sites during construction. Construction activities would be disruptive and concentrated on these sites 
for an extended period of time. Throughout the construction period, measures would be implemented 
to control air quality, noise, and vibration on the construction sites, including the erection of 
construction fencing and in some areas fencing incorporating sound reducing measures. This fencing 
would reduce potentially undesirable views of construction sites and buffer noise emitted from 
construction activities. Furthermore, in the event that there is an extended period between the 
completion of the expansion of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new 
buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or 
more of the sites with temporary uses or other programming. There are no other practicable measures 
to mitigate the significant adverse localized neighborhood character impact in the vicinity of Sites 
1, 2, and 3. Therefore, this impact would remain unmitigated. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

During Phase 1 construction activities, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
direct impacts on six architectural resources located on Sites1, 2, and 3 that would be removed for 
the potential below-grade expansion of Penn Station, and one architectural resource on Site 7 that 
is currently undergoing demolition to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or 
without the Proposed Project. In addition, during Phase 2 construction, one architectural resource 
could be removed for the redevelopment of Site 8. See discussion above under “Historic and 
Cultural Resources” regarding potential mitigation measures for these impacts.  
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Chapter 23:  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter summarizes unavoidable significant adverse impacts that may result from the 
Proposed Project. According to the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical 
Manual, unavoidable significant adverse impacts are those that would occur if a proposed project 
or action is implemented regardless of the mitigation employed, or if mitigation is impracticable. 

As described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse 
impacts with respect to community facilities (early childhood programs), open space, shadows, 
historic and cultural resources, visual resources, transportation, noise, and construction. To the 
extent practicable, mitigation has been proposed for these identified significant adverse impacts. 
However, in some instances no practicable mitigation has been identified to fully mitigate 
significant adverse impacts, and there are no reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project that 
would meet the purpose and need, eliminate potential impacts, and not cause other or similar 
significant adverse impacts. In other cases mitigation has been proposed, but absent a commitment 
to implement the mitigation, or if the mitigation is determined to be impracticable upon further 
review, the impacts may not be eliminated.  

B. COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
The Proposed Project may result in a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario. Under the analysis appearing in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities,” a significant adverse impact to early childhood programs is predicted to occur with the 
completion and occupancy of approximately 192 affordable dwelling units (DUs) targeted to 
households earning up to 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) (or approximately 22 child-
ren eligible for publicly funded early childhood programs).  

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” measures to mitigate the significant adverse impact to 
early childhood programs have been identified by ESD and would be further developed in 
consultation with the New York City Department of Education’s (DOE) Division of Early 
Childhood Education. Options include: suitable space for an early childhood program center could 
be provided on one of the development sites, such as in the community facility space planned for 
Site 1A; additional early childhood program space could be provided at suitable locations off-site 
and within a reasonable distance (at a rate affordable to DOE providers); or additional capacity 
could be provided at existing facilities on- or off-site. 

At such time as ESD enters into a development agreement for a building that would include 
affordable housing, it would consult with DOE’s Division of Early Childhood Education (or other 
appropriate agency at the time of mitigation consultation) to determine whether such building 
would trigger the need for additional early childhood program space. In the event such mitigation 
is determined to be necessary, ESD would include in such development agreement (or other 
binding agreement) provisions requiring the developer to arrange for such space through one or 
more of the options described above. 
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Based on the results of the analysis presented in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” ESD anticipates 
that approximately 16 slots in early childhood programs would be necessary to reduce or mitigate the 
impact, because 16 slots would reduce the utilization rate to less than five percent as compared to the 
No Action condition. However, as a result of changes in the demand for and availability of childcare 
slots at the time of construction of a new project building containing affordable housing units, the 
number of childcare slots that would be required to mitigate the impact could be more than or less 
than 16 slots. Absent the implementation of such mitigation measures, the significant adverse impact 
on publicly funded early childhood programs would remain unmitigated and constitute an 
unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

C. OPEN SPACE 
The Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect significant adverse impacts on open space 
resources. As described in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” the Proposed Project would result in a direct 
impact due to the elimination of portion of the through-block east plaza on Site 5 that is part of 
the 1 Penn Plaza privately owned public space (POPS). The elimination of the plaza represents a 
reduction of approximately 0.16 acres of passive open space as compared to the No Action 
condition. An indirect impact would occur as the result of the introduction of a substantial new 
worker population, causing a decrease in the passive open space ratio of approximately 7.27 
percent. Taking into account the combined residential and worker populations within the study 
area, there would be an 6.43 percent decrease in the combined open space ratio for workers and 
residents. As discussed in Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” alternatives that would avoid these open 
space impacts would be impracticable.  

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” open space mitigation measures have been explored by 
ESD and will be further developed in consultation with the New York City Department of Parks 
and Recreation (NYC Parks). To address the significant adverse impact on open space, ESD would 
require future developers to create additional passive open space in or near the Project Area (in 
addition to the proposed plaza on Site 2) and/or provide funding for open space improvements 
and/or maintenance of open space resources in the study area. In addition, the modified General 
Project Plan (GPP) would require measures to compensate for the displacement of the existing 
POPS on Site 5, as discussed in more detail in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” These measures would 
partially mitigate the open space impact.  

At this time, it is not possible to know exactly which improvement or maintenance measures would 
be most appropriate, because the condition of open spaces in the area may change and other spaces 
may be identified as needing repairs and upgrades in the future at the time that the open space 
impact occurs. ESD would require an appropriate contribution to the open space mitigation in the 
form of one or more of the mitigation measures listed above at the time that a development 
agreement is signed between ESD and the future developer(s) for each site. Absent the 
implementation of such mitigation measures, the significant adverse open space impacts would 
remain unmitigated and constitute an unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project.  

D. SHADOWS 
As described in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” shadows cast by the Proposed Project in the 2033 analysis 
year would result in significant adverse shadow impacts to two sunlight-sensitive resources: 
Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS and the Farley building skylights. In the 2044 analysis year 
the Proposed Project would cast shadows resulting in significant adverse impacts to those same 
two resources, Madison Square Garden (MSG) POPS and the Farley building skylights, plus the 
Farley Building Eighth Avenue steps and colonnade, and seven additional sunlight-sensitive 
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historic and open space resources: Plaza 33, Herald Square Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South 
open spaces, St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former 
Greenwich Savings Bank. These nine sunlight-sensitive resources would experience substantial 
durations and occasionally large extents of new shadow, which would significantly reduce the 
attractiveness and usability of the open spaces, or, in the case of the historic resources, obscure 
sunlight-dependent features.  

Mitigation measures to eliminate or minimize the significant adverse shadow impacts are 
described in detail in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” As discussed in that chapter, mitigation measures 
for shadow impacts to open spaces and historic resources that involve changes to the bulk or 
configuration of the proposed developments would be impracticable for the Proposed Project. In 
addition, artificial lighting for the significant adverse impact to the Farley Building skylights 
would be impracticable. For significant adverse impacts to stained-glass windows, measures to 
partially mitigate these impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” Because these impacts 
cannot be fully mitigated, the significant adverse shadow impacts would constitute unavoidable 
significant adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. 

ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing mirrors 
on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. If the 
installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse impacts 
would remain unmitigated and would constitute unavoidable significant adverse impacts of the 
Proposed Project. 

E. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
As described in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the Proposed Project would result 
in significant adverse impacts to architectural resources in the 2033 and 2044 analysis years.  

In the 2033 With Action condition, in the event Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred 
alternative for a southern expansion of Penn Station in the federal review process, the Proposed 
Project would result in significant adverse direct impacts from the removal of six architectural 
resources currently located on those sites. In addition, one architectural resource on Site 7 is 
currently undergoing demolition to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 with or 
without the Proposed Project; this is conservatively identified as a significant adverse impact in 
the 2033 With Action condition in the consultation with the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) under the New York State Historic Preservation 
Act. These architectural resources are: (A, S/NR-eligible) Lithuanian Alliance of America at 307 
West 30th Street; (#1, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) Penn Station Service Building at 236-248 
West 31st Street; (#2, S/NR-eligible) Fairmont Building at 239-241 West 30th Street; (#3, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL-eligible) St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex at 207-215 West 
30th Street; (#4, S/NR-eligible) Penn Terminal Building at 370 Seventh Avenue; (#5, S/NR-
eligible, NYCL-eligible) Stewart Hotel at 371-377 Seventh Avenue; and (#6, S/NR-eligible) Hotel 
Pennsylvania at 401 Seventh Avenue. Measures that could partially mitigate these significant 
adverse impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation;” these measures were developed in 
consultation with OPRHP. In the absence of practicable mitigation, the significant adverse direct 
impacts would be unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project could also result in a significant adverse 
direct impact from the removal of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge (D, S/NR-eligible), which is 
supported at its northern end by structures within the existing building on Site 8. However, as 
more fully discussed in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” it is not known based on 
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current information whether the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 would involve the removal of 
the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. Therefore, as stipulated in the Letter of Resolution (LOR) among 
ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 14.09 of the State Historic Preservation 
Act, at such time as the necessary information concerning the conceptual design and proposed 
program for the Site 8 redevelopment is available, a thorough study as to whether feasible and 
practical alternatives would be available to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts to the Gimbel 
Brothers Skybridge will be prepared in consultation with OPRHP. Further, if that future study 
determines that the redevelopment of Site 8 pursuant to the GPP would result in a significant 
adverse impact on the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, measures that could partially mitigate that 
significant adverse impact would be developed and implemented in consultation with OPRHP as 
stipulated in the LOR. In the absence of practicable mitigation, the significant adverse direct 
impact would be an unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse shadows 
impacts on four architectural resources in the primary and secondary study areas and one architectural 
resource that is located north of the secondary study area. These architectural resources are: (#7, 
S/NR, NYCL) U.S. General Post Office, on the block bounded by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, West 
31st and West 33rd Streets; (#22, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) St. Francis Roman Catholic Church 
at 129-143 West 31st Street; (#37, S/NR-eligible) Penn South Apartment Complex, bounded by West 
29th and West 23rd Streets, Eighth and Ninth Avenues; (#40, S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) St. 
Michael’s Roman Catholic Church at 414-424 West 34th Street; and the former Greenwich Savings 
Bank (S/NR, NYCL) at 1352-1362 Broadway, which is outside the study area. Measures to partially 
mitigate the significant adverse impacts on St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex and St. 
Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation;” 
consultation with OPRHP regarding these potential measures is ongoing. Potential measures to 
mitigate the significant adverse shadow impacts on the other three architectural resources would not 
be practicable and the significant adverse impacts would remain unmitigated. However, as noted 
above, ESD has advised OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing 
mirrors on nearby structures to mitigate significant adverse shadow impacts on historic resources. 
If the installation of mirrors is determined infeasible or ineffective, these significant adverse 
impacts would remain unmitigated. In the absence of practicable mitigation, the significant 
adverse shadow impacts would be unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. 

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would also result in significant adverse visual 
impacts with respect to the Empire State Building by obstructing views towards the architectural 
resource east on West 33rd and West 34th Streets and northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park, 
and from Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street. Potential measures to mitigate these significant adverse 
visual impacts would not be practicable; therefore, the obstruction of views to the Empire State 
Building would be an unavoidable significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project. 

F. VISUAL RESOURCES  
As described in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” the Proposed Project would 
result in a significant adverse impact to visual resources in the 2033 and 2044 analysis years. 
Demolition of visual resources on two development sites, the Church of St. John the Baptist on Site 
2 by the 2033 analysis year and possibly the copper Gimbel Brothers Skybridge connected to the 
existing building on Site 8 and spanning across West 32nd Street by the 2044 analysis year, would 
constitute a direct significant adverse impact on visual resources. In addition, the Proposed Project 
would obstruct views of the Empire State Building in eastward views along West 33rd and West 
34th Streets and in views northeast from the east portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue, from 
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the south side of the Ninth Avenue and West 28th Street intersection, and along the western portion 
of West 28th Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. The obstruction of these views east and 
northeast from certain vantage points within the western portion of the secondary study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the 2044 With Action condition would constitute a significant 
adverse impact to visual resources. As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” potential measures 
to mitigate the significant adverse impact to visual resources were assessed. As the St. John the 
Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex is an architectural resource, partial mitigation measures 
would be developed as discussed in Section D, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” As it is possible 
that the proposed redevelopment of Site 8 could involve the removal of the Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge, the Proposed Project could have a direct significant adverse impact on this visual 
resource, which is also a historic resource as discussed above. In the absence of practicable 
mitigation for the resources discussed above, the significant adverse direct impacts would be 
unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Potential mitigation measures considered with respect to the obstruction of views to the Empire 
State Building from certain vantage points within the western portion of the study area would not 
be practicable; therefore, the significant adverse impacts constitute an unavoidable significant 
adverse impact of the Proposed Project.   

G. TRANSPORTATION 
As discussed in Chapter 14, “Transportation,” and Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” under the 2033 and 
2044 With Action conditions, a number of significant adverse transportation impacts could not be 
fully mitigated during one or more analysis peak hours; therefore, these unmitigated impacts 
would constitute unavoidable significant adverse impacts of the Proposed Project.  

In the 2033 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse traffic 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 37, 34, and 34 intersections during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For transit, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse subway station element impacts that could not be fully mitigated at two and 
four analysis elements during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. For pedestrians, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse pedestrian impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated at seven, 10, and 27 analysis elements during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours, respectively.  

In the 2044 With Action condition, the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse traffic 
impacts that could not be fully mitigated at 75, 48, and 69 intersections during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. For transit, the Proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse subway station element impacts that could not be fully mitigated at seven and 
nine analysis elements during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. For pedestrians, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse pedestrian impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated at 57, 31, and 64 analysis elements during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours, respectively. 

Regarding mitigation for traffic and pedestrian impacts, ESD in coordination with DOT, would 
require developers for the Proposed Project to undertake a future transportation monitoring plan 
(TMP) to evaluate actual project-generated demand and background conditions during various 
stages of project development and occupancy and would consider adjusting the identified 
mitigation strategies as appropriate to address traffic and pedestrian issues at those points in time.  
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For transit elements for which potential mitigation has been identified, ESD in coordination with 
the MTA and NYCT will assess in further detail the feasibility, practicability, and the 
implementation timing of the potential transit mitigation measures. In the event that upon 
subsequent review and engineering studies certain mitigation measures are deemed impracticable 
and no other practicable mitigation measures can be identified, those impacts would be 
unmitigated. Furthermore, mitigation measures identified for station elements within the footprint 
of a development site may be implemented together with the construction of that development site 
therefore, if the development of a building at a development site is delayed or does not occur, the 
mitigation measures at that development site may be delayed or may not be implemented. For 
certain transit elements, no practicable mitigation has been identified.  

Should there be delays in implementing certain traffic, transit, or pedestrian mitigation measures 
because a development site has not been constructed, then the projected impacts would be 
unmitigated until the development site is constructed and the corresponding mitigation measures 
implemented. In the event that certain development sites are not developed, then some of the 
projected impacts may not occur and others would be unmitigated. 

H. NOISE  
Traffic noise generated by the Proposed Project would increase noise levels resulting in significant 
adverse noise impacts at receptors along West 31st Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues, 
along West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and along West 30th Street between 
Sixth and Seventh Avenues, primarily due to project-generated trucks travelling along the New 
York City Department of Transportation (DOT)-designated truck route on these streets. As 
discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” many of the buildings at these locations feature modern 
façade construction, including insulated glass windows and an alternate means of ventilation that 
would allow for the maintenance of a closed-window condition. At impacted residential buildings’ 
façades that do not already have one or both of these features, ESD would require project developers 
to make mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation in the form 
of window air conditioners) available at no cost for purchase and installation on the buildings’ West 
31st Street or West 30th Street façades. Building façades with insulated glass windows or storm 
windows and alternative ventilation would provide sound attenuation such that even during warm 
weather conditions, interior noise levels would be approximately 25 dBA less than exterior noise 
levels. However, traffic generated by the Proposed Project by the 2044 analysis year would still 
result in interior noise levels up to approximately 9 dBA higher than 45 dBA during the peak hour 
of truck activity. Therefore, the significant adverse noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-
mentioned residences would be only partially mitigated. In addition, some building owners may 
not accept the offer of storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation; at these locations, 
the significant adverse noise impacts would be unmitigated. Because these impacts cannot be fully 
mitigated, the impacts would constitute an unavoidable significant adverse impact of the Proposed 
Project. 

I. CONSTRUCTION  
TRANSPORTATION  

As discussed Chapter 20, “Construction,” and Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” there would be temporary 
significant adverse traffic impacts during the Phase 1 and Phase 2 peak construction conditions 
that cannot be fully mitigated during one or more construction analysis peak hours. In the Phase 
1 peak construction condition, there would be significant adverse traffic impacts that could not be 
fully mitigated at two intersections during both the weekday AM and PM construction peak hours. 
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In the Phase 2 peak construction condition, there would be significant adverse traffic impacts that 
could not be fully mitigated at 14 and 27 intersections during the weekday AM and PM 
construction peak hours, respectively.  

NOISE 

As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” and Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the detailed analysis 
of construction-period noise determined that construction of the Proposed Project has the potential 
to result in construction-period noise levels that would constitute significant adverse construction-
period impacts at multiple sensitive locations (see Table 22-35). 

As discussed in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” additional control measures beyond those already 
identified in Chapter 20, “Construction,” were explored to determine if there are feasible and 
practicable measures that could mitigate the potential construction noise impacts listed above. Where 
feasible and practicable, construction would use drilled piles or caissons instead of impact-driven 
piles. Construction of the proposed buildings at the development sites would be required to follow 
the requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code for construction noise control 
measures. At façades of impacted buildings that do not already have one or both of these features, 
ESD would require project developers to make mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and/or 
alternative means of ventilation in the form of window air conditioners) available on façades that 
face construction at no cost for purchase and installation. With the provision of such measures, 
the façades of these buildings would be expected to provide approximately 25 dBA window/wall 
attenuation. Even with these measures, interior L10(1) noise levels at these buildings would at times 
during the construction period exceed the 45 dBA guideline recommended for residential and 
community spaces according to CEQR noise exposure guidelines by up to approximately 17 dBA. 
Because it is not possible at this time to confirm that drilled piles would be feasible and practicable 
for all pile installation and interior noise levels could still exceed the acceptable threshold even 
with the provision of receptor noise mitigation, the significant adverse construction noise impacts 
identified in Chapter 20, “Construction,” would be only partially mitigated. In addition, some 
building owners may not accept the offer of storm windows and/or alternative means of ventilation; 
at these locations, the significant adverse construction-period noise impacts would be unmitigated. 
Because these impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the impacts would constitute an unavoidable 
impact. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER  

Long-term construction activity associated with the potential expansion of Penn Station and new 
buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant adverse localized neighborhood character 
impact in the immediate vicinity of these development sites during construction. Construction 
activities would be disruptive and concentrated on these sites for an extended period of time. 
Throughout the construction period, measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, 
and vibration on the construction sites, including the erection of construction fencing and in some 
areas fencing incorporating sound reducing measures. This fencing would reduce potentially 
undesirable views of construction sites and buffer noise emitted from construction activities. 
Furthermore, in the event that there is an extended period between the completion of the potential 
expansion of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings on Sites 
1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would seek to activate one or more of the sites 
with temporary uses or other programming. There are no other practicable measures to mitigate 
the significant adverse localized neighborhood character impact in the vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 
3. Therefore, this impact would constitute an unavoidable adverse impact of the Proposed Project.
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Chapter 24:  Growth-Inducing Aspects of the Proposed Project 

This chapter provides an assessment of the potential growth-inducing aspects of the Proposed 
Project. The term “growth-inducing aspects” generally refers to “secondary” impacts of a pro-
posed action that trigger further development outside the directly affected area. The 2020 City 
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual indicates that an analysis of the growth-
inducing aspects of a proposed action is appropriate when the project: (1) adds a substantial new 
land use, residents, or employment that could induce additional development of a similar kind 
and/or development of support uses (e.g., stores to serve new residents or employees); and/or 
(2) introduces or greatly expands infrastructure capacity.  

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project would create a revitalized, 
transit-oriented mixed-use district centered around Penn Station. The Proposed Project would 
result in approximately 18 million gross square feet (gsf) of primarily Class A commercial office, 
retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling units (DU), in ten buildings across eight 
development sites within the Project Area. The Proposed Project would also support the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station and provide public transportation and 
public realm improvements, including new publicly accessible open space. The Proposed Project 
would support and accommodate New York City’s long-term growth, and would maintain 
Manhattan’s competitive market condition; it is not expected to induce additional notable growth 
outside of the Project Area.  

While the Proposed Project would improve existing infrastructure, including passenger rail and 
subway facilities, the infrastructure in the study area—i.e., the ¼-mile area surrounding the Project 
Area—is already well-developed such that improvements associated with the Proposed Project 
would not induce additional growth in that surrounding area. The study area’s residential market 
demand is already heavily influenced by its location proximate to a major commercial district and 
transit hub. Similarly, the retail uses introduced by the Proposed Project are already present in the 
study area and available to residents, workers, and visitors. For these reasons, the Proposed Project 
is not expected to induce residential growth in the ¼-mile study area. 

The Proposed Project would not create new access to undeveloped areas, but rather would support 
and improve existing mobility and projected growth within the Project Area. The Proposed Pro-
ject’s commercial development would serve to accommodate expected growth in the City’s de-
mand for sustainable Class A commercial space and the ever-present need for modern office 
facilities. Similarly, the Proposed Project’s residential development would contribute to meeting 
New York City’s demand for housing. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” 
dozens of commercial and residential developments are under construction or projected to be 
developed in the ¼-mile study area surrounding the Project Area by the 2033 and 2044 analysis 
years. Much of this development was contemplated by the City in connection with land use and 
zoning changes enacted in the last 20 years. Growth in these neighborhoods has been occurring 
for years and is a result of changes to zoning and land use policy. While the Proposed Project 
would generally make the ¼-mile study area more attractive to business and investment, major 
developments are already accounted for and underway, and growth is limited by existing zoning, 
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which is not anticipated to change in the foreseeable future. Therefore, induced development in 
the ¼-mile study area is not expected as a result of the Proposed Project. 

As described in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the Proposed Project would 
increase commercial and residential density in the Project Area compared to the No Action 
condition. The increase in density would be consistent with broader land use trends of high-density 
mixed-use commercial and residential development in adjacent areas of Manhattan, including 
adjacent to Grand Central Terminal, and would capitalize on the Project Area’s unparalleled transit 
access. The Proposed Project is not expected to alter land use patterns in the ¼-mile study area, 
which contains long-established residential neighborhoods like Chelsea and commercial areas 
such as Midtown and Hudson Yards. Furthermore, the Proposed Project includes site-specific 
requirements to guide development on 8 development sites, adjacent public rights-of-way, and rail 
and transit facilities. The Proposed Project does not include area-wide zoning or land use changes 
affecting other sites in the ¼-mile study area.  

Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” assesses the indirect (or secondary) effects of the Pro-
posed Project on market conditions within neighborhoods surrounding the Project Area. The 
analysis finds that the Proposed Project would not introduce uses that would substantively alter 
market conditions in a manner that could result in significant adverse impacts. The analysis did 
not identify With Action conditions that would indicate the potential for notable induced growth. 
For example, a project may induce residential development if it introduces a critical mass of non-
residential uses such that the surrounding area becomes more attractive as a neighborhood 
complex. As detailed in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” while the Proposed Project 
would add a substantial amount of commercial development to the Project Area, this would not 
be a new use. The study area already has a well-established commercial office market, and the 
Proposed Project would not introduce new economic activities to the Project Area or to the ¼-
mile study area that would substantively alter existing economic patterns. While the Proposed 
Project would generate increased economic activity in the form of new businesses and employ-
ment on the development sites and contribute to growth in the city and state economies, it would 
not be expected to induce substantial growth beyond the development sites. New York City 
already has a highly mobile worker population; with nearly 60 percent of workers commuting via 
public transit. The far reach and flat-fare nature of the City’s mass transit system allows workers—
including those without access to personal automobiles—to commute from all corners of the 
metropolitan area and substantially reduces the need to live in close proximity to employment 
opportunities. 

This FEIS assumes that the potential expansion of Penn Station would be located on Sites 1, 2, 
and 3, although that is only one of a number of alternatives currently under consideration for 
expanding Penn Station. The potential expansion of Penn Station would substantially increase the 
current station’s platform capacity, which would alleviate the limitations on train operations 
within existing Penn Station and facilitate substantial increases in service for New Jersey Transit 
(NJT) and Amtrak, which project substantial demand for increased service in the future. Thus, the 
Proposed Project would accommodate expected growth in rail service demand from New Jersey 
rather than inducing new growth. Furthermore, the potential for induced growth in New Jersey is 
outside New York State and therefore outside the scope of this New York State Environmental 
Quality Review Act (SEQRA) EIS. 

Although the Proposed Project will benefit the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) by freeing up plat-
form space and improving conditions within Penn Station, it is not expected to result in substantial 
increases in ridership from Long Island compared to conditions in the future without the Proposed 
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Project. Ridership projections show a modest increase in ridership into Manhattan on the LIRR 
with the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not attract increased ridership to LIRR 
stations at a level that would stimulate development or changes in land use patterns, and therefore 
would not result in induced growth in Long Island. Any induced development in Long Island 
would be a result of capacity-building projects for LIRR, such as the East Side Access project, 
which will provide LIRR access to Grand Central Terminal and which will be completed 
irrespective of the Proposed Project.  

Overall, the Proposed Project is not expected to induce additional growth beyond the Project Area.
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Chapter 25:  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

There are a number of resources, both natural and man-made, that would be expended in the 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project. These resources include the building materials 
used in construction; energy in the form of gas and electricity consumed during construction and 
operation of project-generated development by various mechanical and processing systems; and 
the human effort (time and labor) required to develop, construct, and operate various components 
of the Proposed Project.  

The resources are considered irretrievably committed because their reuse for some purpose other 
than for the Proposed Project would be unlikely. The development associated with the Proposed 
Project also constitutes a long-term commitment of land resources, thereby rendering land use for 
other purposes highly unlikely in the foreseeable future. However, the land use changes, transit 
and rail improvements, and public realm improvements generated under the Proposed Project 
would be compatible in terms of use and scale with existing conditions and trends in the area as a 
whole. None of the development sites possess any natural resource of significant value, and the 
sites are in large part developed or have been previously developed.  

These commitments of land resources and materials are weighed against the benefits of the 
Proposed Project, which would result in approximately 18 million gross square feet (gsf) of 
primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space and up to 1,798 dwelling units (DU) 
in ten buildings across eight development sites within the Project Area. The Proposed Project 
would support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. In addition, the 
Proposed Project would provide several significant public benefits (including the provision of 
transit improvements at area subway stations) and public realm improvements (including new 
publicly accessible open space, improvements to pedestrian circulation, and shared streets).  
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Chapter 26:  Response to Public Comments1 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) summarizes and responds to 
substantive comments received during the public comment period for the Pennsylvania Station 
Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
and the draft General Project Plan (GPP), which were issued by Empire State Development (ESD) 
on February 18, 2021. 

Following adoption of the draft GPP, ESD staff worked closely with the Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) and its larger Working Group (CACWG), including local elected officials and 
community stakeholders, and have developed proposed revisions to the GPP (the Proposed 
Revisions). Combined virtual public hearings on the GPP, DEIS, and the Proposed Revisions were 
held on December 8, 2021 and January 20, 2022. The comment period remained open until 5:00 
PM on February 22, 2022.  

Section B contains a summary of relevant comments on the DEIS and GPP, and a response to 
each. These summaries convey the substance of the comments made, but do not necessarily quote 
the comments verbatim. Comments are organized by subject matter and generally parallel the 
chapter structure of the EIS. Where more than one commenter expressed similar views, those 
comments have been grouped and addressed together. Certain issues or questions were raised by 
many commenters; these comments are summarized as comment themes and responses to these 
themes are presented in the subsection “Comment Themes and Responses” of Section B. 

Commenters who expressed general support or general opposition but did not provide substantive 
comments on the DEIS are listed at the end of Section B. Where relevant, in response to comments 
on the DEIS, changes have been made and are shown with double underlines in the FEIS. 

Section C lists the organizations and individuals providing comments relevant to the DEIS, GPP, 
and the Proposed Revisions. All oral and written comments are included in digital format as 
Appendix M, “Public Comments Received on the DEIS, GPP, and Proposed Revisions.”   

B. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

COMMENT THEMES AND RESPONSES 

As noted above, certain issues or questions were raised by many commenters; these comments are 
summarized as comment themes and responses to these themes are presented in this section. The 
responses address overarching issues about the following topics: 

o Community engagement and public participation; 

 
1 This chapter is new to the EIS. 
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o Applicability of the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) to the Proposed 
Project; 

o Purpose and need for the Proposed Project; 

o Project Funding, Financing and Sources of Revenue; 

o Affordable Housing and Community Services; 

o Through-Running Trains (as an alternative to expanding tracks and platforms for Penn 
Station); 

o Adaptive Reuse;  

o Relocation of Madison Square Garden; and 

o Segmentation 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Comment CT-1: Many commenters requested that the Proposed Project be subject to 
meaningful community outreach and engagement. Some commenters 
stated that the community engagement process has been lacking, has 
provided only limited opportunities for public comment, or that certain 
community groups, such as the nearby Korean community, were not 
consulted. Others stated that the public hearing for the Proposed Project 
was inadequate. (Ackerman_481, Arons_791, Barbero et al_754, 
Barnes_051, Bartley_401, Basil_462, Beam_589, Berlin_514, 
Binus_479, Blasen_260, Bond_498, Bottcher_192, Bournas-Ney_096, 
Brameier_501, Brosnahan_114, Brown_513, Burrows_615, Byrnes_475, 
Carr_473, CB5_002, Chase_453, Conner_014, Cote_721, Cotterell_485, 
Crawford_622, Crull_017, Curtin-Barnes_471, Daxidsen_470, 
Dessel_526, Devaney_692, Dorney_183, Doyne_503, Ellsworth_085, 
Faleiro_603, Fauss_030, Fauss_083, Giletto_467, Godwin_552, 
Gottfried et al_069, Grunfeld_516, Hannah_587, Hardaway_489, 
Harlib_523, Harris_129, Herring_487, Hersch_463, Herter_769, 
Hertzberg_577, Hess_805, Hoover_546, Hoover_597, Hutchins_490, 
Immergut_613, Isales_478, Jamesson_477, Kaiser_502, Kaplan_616, 
Kavanaugh_643, Kinzler_459, Kleeman_774, Kleiman_505, 
Kluger_518, Koteen_176, Krinsky_469, Kurnit_527, Lally_784, 
Leigh_777, Ling_744, Maslanka_524, Mastorgi_495, Maurer_581, 
McDermott_107, McManus_494, MMPC_461, Negret_175, 
Negret_231, Nemzer_780, Nicolescu_262, North_641, Ortega_696, 
Orum_540, Ostergard_465, Palms_480, Parenti_545, Perron_483, 
Perry_550, Peterson_775, Potasznik_482, Queen, Jr_778, Racho-
Jansen_772, Rizzo_733, Roux_113, Roxbury_773, Ryan_771, 
Sachs_127, Shapiro_055, NYLC_063, Park-Rogers_103, Semadar_076, 
Sandy_776, Scher_783, Segel_466, Semer_455, Sheran_390, 
Sherman_594, Siegel_456, Skyrm_508, Smolenski_492, Spiegel_602, 
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Stadlen_628, Stearns_551, Sterling_054, Stern_732, Stewart_642, 
Stinchecum_504, Unkeless_476, Vertova_582, Vogel_077, Walsh_625, 
Weinstein_474, Weinstock_097, Williston_484, Worden et al_058, 
Yanish_164) 

Response CT-1: ESD has undertaken a robust community outreach and engagement 
process for the Proposed Project over the past two years. The process has 
included more than 100 meetings with community stakeholders, 
government agencies, and elected officials to help craft the Proposed 
Project and its subsequent Proposed Revisions.  

ESD established a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) in June 2020, 
comprising local elected officials, community representatives, urban 
planners, transportation advocates and other stakeholders, to advise it 
throughout the project. The CAC met multiple times prior to the adoption 
of the draft GPP and issuance of the DEIS in February 2021. In 
accordance with Section 16 of the 1968 New York State Urban 
Development Corporation Act (the UDC Act), since the adoption of the 
draft GPP for public comment, ESD staff has worked closely with and 
consulted the Project’s CAC and its larger Working Group (CACWG), 
including local elected officials and community stakeholders, to rethink 
aspects of the Proposed Project (see Appendix A for a list of the members 
of the CACWG). ESD and other involved agencies held a series of 14 
meetings with the CACWG to consult with them regarding the Proposed 
Project. These meetings were held from late April through mid-
November 2021, and covered a range of topics including the regional 
transit context, the Gateway Program, Penn Station improvements and 
expansion, project funding and financing, and draft GPP planning work. 
After considering their comments and recommendations as well as 
feedback from other meetings with civic groups and other interested 
parties, ESD staff has responded with the Proposed Revisions. ESD 
continues to consult and hold periodic meetings with the CACWG, with 
the most recent in April 2022. 

ESD also held two public hearings on the draft GPP, DEIS, and the 
Proposed Revisions on December 8, 2021 and January 20, 2022. Written 
comments on the draft GPP, DEIS, and the Proposed Revisions were 
accepted for more than a year—from February 19, 2021 through February 
22, 2022. The public hearings were duly noticed and conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of SEQRA and the UDC Act.  

In accordance with the UDC Act, ESD has also consulted with the City 
of New York (the City). Specifically, ESD has consulted with the New 
York City Department of City Planning (DCP) and the Mayor’s Office of 
Capital Project Development with respect to the Proposed Project. 
Beginning in early March and through April 2020, ESD and its 
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consultants participated in seven planning workshops with DCP, the New 
York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), the Mayor’s Office 
of Capital Project Development, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA), Amtrak, New Jersey Transit (NJT), and Vornado 
representatives. In addition, from April 2020 through the publication of 
the draft GPP, ESD and its consultants participated in six additional 
workshops with NYCDOT and DCP regarding elements of the Proposed 
Project. Since publication of the draft GPP and DEIS, ESD has 
participated in 15 additional workshops with DCP, and have also 
participated in workshops with NYCDOT, the Mayor’s Office of Capital 
Project Development, MTA, Amtrak, NJT, and Vornado representatives. 
ESD has also consulted with the New York City Economic Development 
Corporation (EDC) and the Mayor’s Office of Economic Development 
regarding the financing framework. Finally, ESD has also consulted with 
the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and the New York City 
Fire Department (FDNY).  

APPLICABILITY OF THE CITY’S UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW PROCEDURE TO THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT  

Comment CT-2: Several commenters expressed that the Proposed Project should be 
required to undergo review and approval under the New York City 
Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP). Other commenters 
questioned why ESD’s proposed overrides of the New York City Zoning 
Resolution were needed, instead of amending the New York City Zoning 
Resolution through the ULURP process. (Achelis_108, Anshien_647, 
Barbero et al_754, Beam_589, Bournas-Ney_096, Bray_650, 
Cahill_120, Camp_645, Chakrabarti_035, DeRosa_500, Davis_178, 
Dupuy_646, Faleiro_603, Fauss_030, Fauss_083, Finch_115, 
Fitzpatrick_510, Gelb_073, Gelb_223, Gelb_576, Goldwyn_067, 
Gordon_605, Greenberg_094, Grunfeld_516, Hess_805, Hoover_597, 
Jenner_525, Kern_065, Kleeman_774, Krinsky_469, 
Kryzhanovski_080, Lally_784, Maslanka_524, NYLC_063, 
Otterson_632, Park-Rogers_320, Paulsen_788, Pyle_060, Racho-
Jansen_772, Rinaldi_049, Rinaldi_100, Ronner_121, Shapiro_055, 
Sheran_390, Sielaff_604, Sinigalliano_081, Sinigalliano_743, 
Walker_155, Williams_214) 

 

Response CT-2: ESD projects are not subject to ULURP because under the New York 
State Urban Development Corporation Act (the UDC Act), ESD is 
authorized to implement certain projects, including the Proposed Project, 
through a “General Project Plan” (GPP) process outlined in the UDC Act, 
in lieu of locally adopted procedures. In particular, the UDC Act 
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establishes a statutory review and approval process whereby ESD 
consults and works closely with elected officials and community leaders, 
solicits input from involved municipalities and considers comments from 
the general public provided in writing or verbally at duly noticed public 
hearings. Under Section 16 of the UDC Act a municipality “may, by 
majority vote of its planning … commission recommend approval, 
disapproval or modification of the plan,” but it is left to the ESD Directors 
to determine whether the GPP should be modified or affirmed in light of 
that recommendation. It would be contrary to the plain language of 
Section 16 for ESD to cede the Directors’ approval authority over the 
GPP to the City Planning Commission and the City Council by subjecting 
the Proposed Project to ULURP. Like ULURP, the GPP process provides 
for opportunities for community involvement, a thorough airing of public 
comments and input from the City Planning Commission, the Mayor’s 
Office, and other officials. Other major projects that have not undergone 
ULURP because they were planned using the statutory GPP process 
include but are not limited to the rebuilding of the World Trade Center 
(five office towers, the memorial, and the museum), the 42nd Street 
redevelopment project (i.e., Times Square, including four office 
buildings, nine theaters, a hotel and a wholesale mart), and the Atlantic 
Yards project (the Barclays Center arena and 16 other buildings). 

A GPP is an appropriate public review process to realize the land use, 
public realm, and transportation objectives for the Project Area (see 
Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1, “Project Description”). Given the importance of 
Penn Station and the surrounding area not only to the City, but also to the 
metropolitan region and the state, ESD is uniquely positioned to take the 
lead in planning for the Proposed Project. In the exercise of its statutory 
powers, ESD would replace the patchwork of existing zoning around 
Penn Station with a cohesive planning framework contained in the GPP 
to address substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area under 
the UDC Act2 and provide much-needed public transportation and public 
realm improvements around one of the most significant transportation 
hubs in New York State. Specifically, the Proposed Project envisioned 
under the GPP would transform a substandard and insanitary area into a 
premier commercial office district with residential and mixed-used 
components, as well as significantly improved public transportation and 
public realm facilities essential for a dynamic business district. This 
transformative project would reflect a public commitment to the area 

 
2 The terms “substandard” and “insanitary” are used in the UDC Act.  For example, UDC Act Section 10(c) 

requires that ESD make a finding, “That the area in which the project will be located is a substandard or 
insanitary area, or in danger of becoming a substandard or insanitary area and tends to impair or arrest 
sound growth and development of the municipality.” 
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commensurate with the essential infrastructure investments already 
complete, including Moynihan Train Hall and the East End Gateway, 
which were led by ESD and MTA, respectively, in collaboration with the 
City of New York and federal partners. 

Although ESD projects are not subject to ULURP, ESD 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. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

Comment CT-3: Commenters questioned why the adoption/affirmation of the GPP should 
precede MTA’s rollout of the Penn Station Master Plan study and the 
public approval process for the potential southern expansion of Penn 
Station, and suggested that this process should only proceed after 
planning for the transit projects is finalized. Commenters stated that the 
proposed land use actions do not describe, detail, or evaluate the 
reconstruction of Penn Station or the potential Penn Station expansion. 
(Auslander_104, Barbero_068, Barbero et al_754, CB5_002, 
Chakrabarti_035, Chin_705, Clarke_230, Conner_014, Crawley_163, 
Dahill_346, Devaney_074, Devlin_070, DuRussel_571, Fauss_030, 
Fauss_083, Goldstein_203, Gorman_343, Jenkins_342, Kern_065, 
Kroessler_078, Law-Gisiko_098, Law-Gisiko_323, Marder_162, 
Mullen_271, Mudd_091, Nagaraja et al_729, Nelson_288, O'Brien_736, 
Revella-Hamilton_719, Sheran_390, Sinigalliano_743, Svensson _335, 
Turvey_713, Williams_214, Worden et al_058) 

Response CT-3: Contrary to the commenters’ statements, the “purpose and need” of the 
Proposed Project is not limited to providing funding for the Penn Station 
reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion projects. The 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project are summarized on page 
1-13 of the DEIS and have been further elaborated upon in FEIS Chapter 
1, “Project Description.” They include 1) revitalizing the area 
surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density mixed-use 
development that would create a cohesive, transit-oriented district 
appropriate for the Project Area’s central Manhattan location proximate 
to passenger rail service at Penn Station and three major subway stations 
and a PATH station; 2) eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions 
in the Project Area; improving passenger rail and transit facilities and 
pedestrian circulation, access, and safety; 3) implementing transit 
improvements at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth Avenue [A / C / 
E], 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue [1 / 2 / 3], and 34th Street–
Herald Square–Sixth Avenue [B / D / F / M / N / Q / R / W / PATH] 
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subway stations to better accommodate passenger volumes in these 
stations and offer coherent wayfinding and a safer passenger experience; 
4) creating a below-grade east–west corridor connecting the 34th Street–
Herald Square subway and PATH station and Penn Station and below-
grade north–south corridors; 5) creating new entrances to Penn Station at 
each of the GPP’s eight development sites; 6) facilitating public realm 
improvements in the Project Area, including widened sidewalks, shared 
streets, and additional protected bike lanes; 7) creating publicly 
accessible passive open space to serve residents, workers, and visitors in 
the area; 8) fostering and supporting economic growth and additional tax 
revenues through the creation of jobs and economic activity during 
construction, and through the provision of new commercial office space 
to accommodate New York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern 
needs of commercial tenants; and 9) maximizing the incorporation of 
sustainable design practices to achieve environmentally superior 
performance in the new buildings. 

It is expected that Sites 4 and 7, along with their associated public 
transportation and public realm improvements, would begin construction 
before the completion of the public review process for the potential Penn 
Station expansion. ESD believes it to be in the public interest for the 
planning and redevelopment of Sites 4 and 7 with their associated public 
improvements to proceed independently from and irrespective of the fate 
of the Penn Station reconstruction and potential Penn Station expansion. 

According to Amtrak, MTA, and NJT (collectively, “the Railroads”), the 
current estimated total project cost for the Penn Station reconstruction is 
approximately $7–9 billion and the Penn Station expansion is 
approximately $11–13 billion. These projects are expected to seek 
funding through various federal grant programs, which are highly 
competitive and typically provide only partial funding once approved. 
Accordingly, demonstrating to the federal agencies—namely, the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) and/or the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), both of which are agencies within the United 
States Department of Transportation (USDOT)—the source of New 
York’s cost share is critical for project sponsors to successfully navigate 
the  federal funding process. Thus, in addition to achieving the objectives 
outlined above, the Proposed Project will serve the critical purpose of 
establishing a funding source for the “local match,” which is required 
under federal funding programs.  

Please refer to the response to Comment CT-13 regarding a discussion of 
how the DEIS evaluates the Penn Station reconstruction and potential 
expansion. 
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Comment CT-4: Numerous commenters expressed concern that the Proposed Project 
includes too much office space, especially given the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and the current high vacancy rates in Manhattan’s 
commercial office market. Some commenters suggested that alternative 
uses should be considered to generate revenue. (Alderson_373, 
Bailey_531, Bayiokos_562, Berlin_417, Blasen_260, Bottcher_192, 
Bottcher et al_147, Bournas-Ney_004, Bournas-Ney_011, Bournas-
Ney_096, Bray_650, Brenner_099, Brenner_298, Caggiano_727, 
Cameron_303, Camp_645, CB5_002, Chin_705, Citarella_003, 
Clarke_230, Cohen_361, Crawley_163, Culhane_332, Dance_734, 
Dantzler_124, Davis_178, Dahill_346, Dent-Rivera_363, 
Dickinson_782, Dzurilla_053, Ellsworth_085, Fauss_030, Fleming_703, 
Fine_261, Gelb_073, Goldwyn_067, Gottfried et al_069, 
Greenberg_094, Grist_779, Harris_697, Hendershott_264, 
Hendershott_609, Hertzberg_577, Hess_704, Hess_805, Jenner_525, 
Johnson_056, Klatzkin_421, Koteen_176, Koteen_269, Krinsky_469, 
Larsen_204, Lorene_009, Lum_292, Mallinson_242, Mandel_380, 
Marshall_544), Maurer_581, McLeod_087, Moore_190, Morrow_238, 
Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038, Nash_161, Nash_259, Nicosia_237, 
Nowve_089, NYLC_063, Oddo_019, Oddo_359, Oliff_057, Olff_728, 
O'Neill_341, Otterson_328, Otterson_632, Parenti_545, Perseo_013, 
Pietsch_648, Polott_770, Pyle_060, Revella-Hamilton_719, Reyes_018, 
Reyes_814, Ronner_121, Ryan_246, Schaffner_010, Schoichet_006, 
Shanley_542, Shapiro_055, Shapiro_179, Sheran_048, Sheran_390, 
Sinigalliano_081, Skyrm_508, Stern_345, Straley_698, Suter_631, 
Taub_188, Torrison_160, Trager_606, Trippi_333, Turvey_075, 
Unknown_381, USApricot_818, Vanderbilt_168, Walker_486, 
Walsh_625, Wiese_458, Williams_214) 

Response CT-4: As discussed in the DEIS, although the COVID-19 pandemic has 
adversely affected the City’s commercial office real estate market in the 
near-term, the proximity of the Proposed Project’s development sites to 
abundant transportation service is likely to make the proposed new, 
sustainable, high-density commercial buildings attractive to prospective 
office tenants over the coming decades. There is no basis to assume that 
the COVID-19 pandemic will continue to suppress demand for 
commercial office space beyond the near term, and in fact, there is 
evidence that the market for new commercial space, particularly Class A 
space, will rebound well before 2044. While the market may not absorb 
the full amount of the Proposed Project’s office space immediately, it is 
expected to do so in the longer term. 

A report dated September 2021 prepared by Cushman & Wakefield, a 
prominent real estate consulting and commercial brokerage firm, for the 
Hudson Yards Infrastructure Corporation provides data on post-COVID 
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market conditions. (This report is publicly available as an exhibit to the 
disclosure statement for the HYIC Hudson Yards Revenue Bonds Fiscal 
2022 Series A dated October 21, 2021.3) The report concerns the Hudson 
Yards district, which includes the Penn Station and Moynihan Train Hall 
superblocks and areas to the west and north. Much of this area is in close 
proximity to the Project Area, although unlike the Project Area, Hudson 
Yards includes five recently constructed Class A office buildings, with 
three additional Class A office buildings currently under construction. 

The Cushman & Wakefield report concludes that “corporations will 
continue to require office space long term, with a decline in workforce 
physically present therein reduced 5 percent to 10 percent from pre-
pandemic levels. This decline will be offset by a reversal of densification 
trends and office using employment growth long term. … While the last 
18 months have been a tumultuous time for the New York City real estate 
market, the economic and real estate effects of COVID-19 are expected 
to be temporary. The Manhattan office market will recover and perform 
well in the long term. Hybrid occupancy, with employees rotating 
between working at home and in an office, may continue to be popular 
but offices will be an essential part of the corporate environment. New 
Class A and trophy office assets, which are well amenitized and designed 
to be more efficient for occupier use with top LEED certifications, are 
expected to continue to experience strong future leasing activity and 
occupancy while meeting tenant needs.” 

The report provides data establishing that there is significant leasing 
demand for new LEED-certified Class A office buildings in Manhattan, 
in contrast to older Class A office buildings and Class B and Class C 
buildings. The report concludes: “Based on our analyses, most higher 
office vacancy rate attributed to trends related to employees working 
from home will be incurred in Class B and C buildings rather than in 
Class A and Trophy assets. … Manhattan’s Class A and Trophy office 
assets have superior tenant rosters, stronger and more durable cash flows, 
achieve higher rents and are capturing greater absorption than Class B 
and C buildings.” 

Similarly, the report states that “since the COVID-19 pandemic began, a 
flight to quality has occurred… This trend is evident on a local and 
national level. From 2015 through the first quarter of 2019, Class A assets 
accounted for an average of 69 percent of total leasing in Manhattan. The 
share of Class A leases grew to 74 percent in 2019, before the pandemic 
began. Since the second quarter of 2020, 81 percent of leases signed were 
in Class A assets. New construction buildings, such as those in the 

 
3 https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf 

https://emma.msrb.org/P11539380-P11189325-P11606560.pdf


Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 26-10  

Hudson Yards area, are anticipated to continue to outperform inferior 
Class B and C assets and older Class A assets.” 

As to the nearby Hudson Yards area in particular, the report concludes 
that the new Class A office buildings built there are experiencing 
significant leasing demand, unlike the older office buildings in the 
immediate vicinity of Penn Station. The report states that the “Hudson 
Yards area has proven to be well positioned to withstand the economic 
pressure created by the pandemic. Office leasing brokers report that 
tenant tours of Hudson Yards have been consistent since social distancing 
restrictions were lifted. While Class A sublease space has significantly 
increased throughout the pandemic in Midtown and Manhattan overall, 
almost no sublease space is available in the Hudson Yards and Manhattan 
West developments. Class A average asking rents in the Penn Station 
subdistrict [which includes Hudson Yards] registered $109.31 per square 
foot in the second quarter of 2021. Removing the average asking rents 
from Hudson Yards located assets from the statistical sample, Penn 
Station subdistrict average asking rents decrease to $65.20 per square 
foot. Asking rents in the Hudson Yards area alone average to $118.54 per 
square foot, higher than any Class A submarket in New York City.” 

The report states that “asking rents for Class A space in completed 
Hudson Yards buildings, profiled in Chapter 5 of this report, range from 
$105 and $200 per square foot. The occupancy rates in these completed 
office buildings range from 72.2 percent to 100 percent. Only 501,643 
square feet of space is available as of the first quarter of 2021, indicating 
an average vacancy rate of 4.6 percent for five completed assets, which 
is lower than the Penn Station subdistrict and Manhattan overall. Asking 
rents within the office assets nearing completion and substantially leased 
(50 Hudson Yards, 66 Hudson Boulevard, and Two Manhattan West) 
range from $103 to $200 per square foot. Initial rents for large anchor 
tenants in Hudson Yards were in the $75 to $85 per-square-foot range in 
late 2011. The growth in office rents (from $80 per square foot in 2011 
to the average asking rent of $118.54 per square foot) is 4.01 percent 
annually, and demonstrates the area’s desirability as a proven office 
destination.” 

The report concludes that, “though impacted in the short-term, the 
Hudson Yards office market has outperformed the Manhattan market, 
owing to its composition of Class A and trophy quality assets with 
efficient design, credit-worthy tenants, and green building features. As a 
result, the outlook for the office market is positive.” Please refer to the 
response to Comment 18 regarding other studies on the flight to quality 
in the Manhattan office market. 
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The significant demand for new Class A office buildings with LEED 
certification and green building features in nearby Hudson Yards 
suggests that there will also be significant market demand for the planned 
new Class A office buildings with green building features near Penn 
Station. Additionally, the desirability of Hudson Yards’ proximity to 
transportation, entertainment, retail, dining options, and cultural 
amenities will likely apply to redevelopment at Penn Station with its even 
greater rail and transit accessibility. 

The Proposed Project is not a plan to construct empty office buildings in 
the hope that demand for commercial leases will materialize after the 
buildings are in place. As is typical in other portions of Manhattan, such 
as Hudson Yards, 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. As noted in the 
DEIS, if demand for office space within the Project Area is insufficient to 
warrant completing each of the Proposed Project’s office buildings under 
the assumed construction schedule, then construction and occupancy of 
the Proposed Project office buildings would be deferred. If the 
development of the Proposed Project extends beyond 2044, then many of 
the economic benefits would not accrue and environmental impacts of the 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not occur until 
a later date. The EIS assesses the potential effects of an extended schedule 
for the Proposed Project in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” Chapter 
14, “Transportation,” and Chapter 20, “Construction.”  

In the DEIS, the Proposed Project included primarily commercial office, 
hotel, and retail development due to its location in the Midtown Central 
Business District and proximity to Penn Station. Commercial uses provide 
the greatest potential revenue stream for public purposes (i.e., the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station, and the required 
transit and public realm improvements) through a PILOT program 
compared to other uses like residential uses. However, given the public 
comments on the Proposed Project, ESD is now proposing revisions to the 
program that include up to 1,798 residential units across four buildings  on 
three development sites.  

PROJECT FUNDING, FINANCING, AND SOURCES OF REVENUE 

Comment CT-5: Many commenters requested information on the Proposed Project’s 
financing and funding mechanisms that would pay for infrastructure 
improvements in the Project Area, and/or on the revenue structure and 
financing of the Proposed Project. Commenters indicated that the 
Proposed Project should not proceed until costs, revenues, and funding 
mechanisms are available for public review. Commenters stated there is 
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no way to know how much the Penn Station reconstruction and potential 
expansion would cost because there are no concept plans or cost estimates 
for these improvements. Commenters requested information regarding 
how much the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion would 
cost; how much other involved agencies, New York State, and the federal 
government would contribute to the Penn Station work; and how much 
revenue the Proposed Project would generate. One commenter noted that 
because one of the Proposed Project’s purposes is to provide essential 
revenue for the Penn reconstruction and potential expansion, the lead 
agency must explain how the Proposed Project meets that objective. 
Several commenters raised concerns about ESD’s revenue projections. 
Some of these commenters indicated that ESD’s estimate of $2 billion in 
revenue by 2030 is overstated and would, in reality, be substantially less. 
(Anshien_647, Bailey_531, Barbero et al_754, Basil_462, Berlin_514, 
Berkon_567, Binus_479, Bond_498, Brameier_501, Bray_650, 
Camp_645, Campion_090, Carr_473, CB5_002, Chase_453, 
Cortese_488, Cotterell_485, Crowley_472, Daglian_032, Demmet et 
al_338, Dent-Rivera_363, Devaney_692, Dickinson_782, 
DuRussel_571, Eldridge_437, Faleiro_603, Fauss_030, Fauss_083, 
Fauss_165, Fitzpatrick_510, Gelb_073, Godwin_552, Goldwyn_067, 
Gorman_343, Gottfried et al_020, Greenberg_569, Grist_779, 
Grunfeld_516, Hannah_587, Harris_697, Herter_769, Hoover_546, 
Jenner_525, Kinzler_459, Kleeman_774, Kleiman_505, Krinsky_469, 
Krueger et al_796, Lalli_608, Lally_784, Laremont_337, Licht_499, 
Lindsay_702, Ling_566, Ling_744, Lippman_511, Lunke_415, 
Marder_162, Maslanka_524, Mastorgi_495, Maurer_581, 
McFarlane_507, McManus_494, McMullan_493, Melkin_557, 
Messana_517, Moog_289, Nicolescu_695, NYLC_063, Olff_728, 
Otterson_632, Paulsen_788, Peterson_775, Racho-Jansen_772, Revella-
Hamilton_719, Rosenthal_724, Roxbury_773, Ryan_771, 
Salmanson_528, Salper_454, Saperia_515, Schutz_559, Scovell_451, 
Scovell_468, Shanley_542, Sielaff_604, Sinigalliano_743, Stearns_551, 
Taub_637, Townsend_716, Vertova_582, Walsh_625, Weinstock_097, 
Weinstock_575, Williston_484) 

Response CT-5: Funding and financing for large-scale rail infrastructure projects typically 
involves a combination of federal and local/state contributions that 
usually are derived from multiple sources. The expected cost sharing 
arrangement for the Penn Station reconstruction and potential Penn 
Station expansion projects is 50 percent from federal sources, 25 percent 
from New Jersey, and 25 percent from New York, based on the Gateway 
Program cost sharing agreement among the Railroads. To satisfy federal 
requirements for the local match component of federal funding programs, 
projects of the scale of the Penn Station reconstruction and potential 
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expansion must demonstrate a commitment to established funding and 
financing approaches with a proven track record. Development-generated 
revenue is one such funding source. Many significant transportation 
projects of this scale across the U.S., including Moynihan Train Hall and 
the extension of the No. 7 Line, have relied on value-capture to fund the 
required local share of total project cost. For example, financing for the 
$1.6 billion Moynihan Train Hall project involved a long-term lease 
structure which provided the project with both an up-front lease payment 
by the development  team and a stream of future PILOT payments which 
ESD used to secure long-term financing.  

As noted in DEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” one of the objectives 
of the Proposed Project is to maximize revenue generated by the new 
development to fund, in part, the reconstruction of Penn Station and the 
potential expansion of Penn Station, as well as other transit and public 
realm improvements. The Proposed Project would accomplish this by 
enabling a value capture framework to generate revenue to help fund New 
York’s share of the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion. 
The value capture framework under the GPP involves the following 
categories of revenues that could be used toward the New York State 
contribution to the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn 
Station: 

• Land value payments: Upfront and/or periodic payments received 
through long-term lease agreements 

• Additional development rights payments: Payments for additional 
development rights to be used on privately-owned sites  

• Payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT): Ongoing payments in lieu of ad 
valorem property taxes 

• Payments in lieu of mortgage recording tax (PILOMRT): One-time 
payments in lieu of mortgage recording tax 

• Payment in lieu of sales tax (PILOST): One-time payments in lieu of 
sales and use tax on construction materials for development  

ESD developed estimates of near-term revenues (i.e., by 2030) that could 
be generated by the Proposed Project for the purposes of discussion with 
the CACWG, but these estimates were preliminary and are not concrete 
at this time. ESD acknowledges that the revenue estimates represent a 
best-case scenario for revenue that could be generated by 2030. The total 
revenues available from the Proposed Project would be affected by many 
factors, including the terms for any PILOT agreements (such as the 
duration of the PILOT and the split of PILOT payments between the City 
and the State), which are being negotiated by ESD and the City. In 
addition, ESD and the interest-holders in each site will need to complete 
negotiations and execute development agreements, which would include 
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agreements around PILOT and other Proposed Project revenues. In 
addition, ESD would enter into negotiations with competitively selected 
private developers for Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event those sites are selected 
as the preferred alternative for the potential expansion of Penn Station 
and are acquired for that purpose. It is expected that New York State will 
need additional monies beyond the Proposed Project revenue sources to 
fully fund its share of the Penn Station Reconstruction (and potential 
Penn Station Expansion). 

The GPP states that “All or most of Project Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are 
owned or controlled by Vornado. It is anticipated that prior to 
development of a Project Site, ESD will acquire an interest in title to the 
applicable Project Site and in turn ground lease the sites to Vornado and 
the as-of-yet unidentified future developers of Project Sites 1, 2, and 3.” 

Thus, as stated in the GPP, it is anticipated that ESD would acquire an 
interest in a development site before entering into a development 
agreement and either selling or leasing the development site to Vornado 
or subsequent owners/developers of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 or future 
owners/developers of Sites 1, 2, and 3. Pursuant to Section 6 of the UDC 
Act, a public hearing would be held prior to any determination by ESD 
to enter into such a sale or lease, and such hearing must occur after 
publication of a hearing notice that includes a “statement of the identity 
of the proposed purchaser or lessee and of his proposed use or reuse of 
the land use improvement project area or applicable portion thereof, the 
price or rental to be paid by such purchaser or lessee, all other essential 
conditions of such sale or lease.” Accordingly, the public would be 
provided with an additional opportunity to provide comment on the 
financial arrangements to be negotiated with respect to each development 
site at such time as the information about such financial arrangements is 
available. 

At this point, because it is still very early in the project planning, the 
Railroads have developed only preliminary estimates and large cost 
ranges for the Penn Station reconstruction and potential Penn Station 
expansion. The MTA currently estimates that the cost for Penn Station 
reconstruction will be approximately $7-9 billion and Penn Station 
expansion will be approximately $11-13 billion. As the plans for these 
two projects are refined and developed, the Railroads will build in 
contingencies and cost-monitoring mechanisms, as is done for any project 
of this scale. 

Please refer to the response to Comment CT-3 regarding why the 
adoption/affirmation of the GPP should precede the Railroads’ planning 
and development of the Penn Station reconstruction and potential 
expansion. 
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Comment CT-6: Several commenters expressed concern that the funding schemes for the 
Proposed Project would become a liability and require taxpayers to make 
up the difference. (Bailey_531, Barbero et al_754, Chakrabarti_035, 
CB5_002, Fauss_083, Fauss_165, Hanrihan_319, Krueger et al_796, 
Law-Gisiko_098, Sinigalliano_743, Weinstock_575) 

Response CT-6: The comment that the Proposed Project would be “a liability and could 
end up costing billions of dollars to taxpayers” is incorrect. Neither ESD 
nor New York State government will fund the cost of the proposed office 
or market-rate residential development on any of the eight development 
sites. However, the commenters are correct that if the PILOT payments 
are delayed due to a delay in the construction of the project buildings, 
New York State would have to front its share of the cost of the Penn 
Station reconstruction and potential expansion for a longer period of time. 
If the anticipated PILOT payments do not materialize, State-funded 
transportation improvements would be funded by the State or other 
monies. ESD and the MTA will explore all funding strategies to minimize 
public risk and ensure robust investment in the Project Area and timely 
repayment of any loans or bonds issued to finance the Penn Station 
improvements. Credit enhancement mechanisms will likely be required 
in the short term to achieve investment-grade ratings on any debt, as was 
the case for both Moynihan Train Hall and the No. 7 Subway Line 
extension. The City would be asked to bear no risk in the financing of the 
Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion. The value-capture 
framework under the GPP is intended to generate revenue to reduce the 
amount of State appropriations needed to fund the Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential Penn Station expansion. 

Comment CT-7: Commenters expressed concern that the revenue that may be generated 
by the Proposed Project would not be available in time to fund the Penn 
Station reconstruction and potential expansion. One commenter 
questioned why ESD would not require payments up front from 
developers and would not begin negotiating the price of development 
rights for any site until the site is ready to be developed. This commenter 
stated the actual timing of revenue will be far worse than other ESD 
projects because it will take much longer than expected for the Proposed 
Project’s development to proceed given current market conditions.  
(Fauss_030, Fauss_165, Weinstock_575) 

Response CT-7: ESD and MTA do not expect that the Proposed Project’s potential PILOT 
revenue or other revenues would be sufficient to fund the entire New 
York State share of the cost for either the Penn Station reconstruction or 
potential Penn Station expansion (other portions of the cost will be borne 
by New Jersey and the federal government) and recognize that such 
revenues will not be generated soon enough to meet the construction 
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timeline for the potential Penn Station expansion. To cover this funding 
gap, New York State would likely rely on financing programs and/or 
State appropriations to fund the Penn Station reconstruction or potential 
expansion. New York State may borrow against the future revenues 
generated by the Proposed Project after the completion of the Penn 
Station expansion to obtain funds for its construction.  

Please refer to the response to Comment CT-5 regarding additional 
opportunities for the public to comment on the financial arrangements to 
be negotiated with respect to each development site pursuant to Section 
6 of the UDC Act.  

  

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Comment CT-8: Many commenters indicated that the Proposed Project should be revised 
to include affordable housing, community facility space, and/or 
community services. Commenters indicated the affordable housing 
should be permanently affordable and requested information on what 
level of affordability would be achieved. Commenters also indicated that 
affordable housing and community services should be required on Sites 
4 through 8 so that some will be built even if Sites 1-3 are not selected 
for the Penn Station potential expansion. (Aalyson_177, Adams_254, 
Barbero et al_754, Blasen_260, Bottcher et al_147, Nadler et al_021, 
Bottcher_192, Brosnahan_114, Broudo_760, Cahill_120, CB5_002, 
Cohen_286, Crawley_163, Dahill_346, Davis_178, Dent-Rivera_363, 
Dickinson_782, Dreisen_352, Friedlander_434, Gelb_073, Gottfried et 
al_069, Harris_697, Hendershott_264, Kirke_229, Krueger et al_796, 
Landa_762, Mallinson_242, McInroe_714, Migliaccio_644, Moore_190, 
Morrow_238, Mudd_091, Mudd_316, Nadler et al_038, Nicosia_237, 
NYLC_063, Oddo_359, Olff_728, Oliff_423, Paulsen_210, Perez_433, 
Pietsch_272, Purr_356, Robinson_015, Ronner_121, Ryan_246, 
Sachs_127, Schneer_563, Sheran_048, Sterling_054, Swietnicki_007, 
Taub_008, Taub_188, Torrison_160, Townes_265, Turvey_713, 
Schrop_308, Sinigalliano_743, Walker_486, Wynter_599) 

Response CT-8: In response to public comments on the DEIS and draft GPP, ESD staff 
have developed the Proposed Revisions, which include affordable 
housing and community facility space. Specifically, Site 1A would be 
required to be developed with residential uses, including 30 percent 
permanently affordable units. Residential uses would also be permitted 
on Sites 1B, 4, and 8, with 30 percent affordable housing required. In 
total, up to 1,798 residential units could be built, of which 540 would be 
permanently affordable. The income levels for the affordable housing 
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have not yet been determined, although for analysis purposes, the FEIS 
assumes the units would be affordable to households with incomes 
averaging 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI). In addition, 
approximately 18,000 gross square feet (gsf) of community facility space 
would be required on Site 1A, which could provide space for various 
community services. ESD would work with the community to identify 
preferred uses for the space prior to issuing a Request for Proposal for 
development of the site.  

Comment CT-9: Several commenters indicated that the Proposed Project should address 
homelessness in the Project Area through the provision of supportive 
housing or other social services. (Barbarino_765, Bottcher et al_147, 
Brosnahan_114, CB5_002, Krueger et al_796, Mallinson_242, 
Migliaccio_644, Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038, Paulsen_210, 
Scher_783, Sigman_753, Taub_008, Taub_241, Turvey_713) 

Response CT-9: ESD recognizes the pressing issue of homelessness in and around the 
Project Area. As noted in FEIS Chapter 5, “Community Facilities,” in 
January of 2022, approximately 48,000 homeless people took shelter in 
the New York City municipal shelter system each night, and thousands 
of unsheltered individuals remained on streets and subways each night.4 
ESD would set aside space and work with the community to provide 
homeless services on Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, as well as soliciting and 
implementing innovative ideas for the provision of social services within 
or proximate to the Project Area. Furthermore, as discussed in FEIS 
Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” ESD intends to work 
with Urban Pathways, the operator of the Antonio Olivieri Drop-In 
Center (Olivieri Center) on Site 2, to give the operator the right to return 
to the Project Area in a larger space in order to increase the facility’s 
capacity if desired. Early conversations with Olivieri Center staff suggest 
it may prefer to only relocate once, in which case ESD would work with 
them to find a suitable, larger space in proximity to their current location 
and near or within the Project Area. 

 

THROUGH-RUNNING TRAINS 

Comment CT-10: Many commenters indicated that through-running train service should be 
implemented at Penn Station as a way to increase rail network capacity 
and improve service in the regional rail network. Commenters expressed 

 
4 Coalition for the Homeless,  “Basic Facts About Homelessness: New York City,” accessed April 2022.   

https://www.coalitionforthehomeless.org/basic-facts-about-homelessness-new-york-city/ 
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that through-running service would be a less expensive and superior 
alternative to the Penn Station potential expansion proposal. 
(Auslander_104, Barbero_068, Barbero et al_754, Barnes_052, 
Calligeros_167, Cameron_303, Caro_092, Chin_705, Clarke_050, 
Clift_134, Cranson_311, Cronson_088, Davis_178, Davis_235, 
Ellsworth_085, Gelb_576, Gordon_605, Hess_202, Hess_805, 
Johnson_056, Latsch_171, Law-Gisiko_323, Lora_169, Lunke_415, 
Mackie_585, Moog_289, Mormon_093, Nicolescu_695, O'Brien_736, 
Otterson_328, Otterson_632, Radheshwar_118, Ronner_327, 
Rosenberg_250, Scott_044, Sinigalliano_081, Sinigalliano_743, 
Standish_263, Taylor_737, Torrison_160, Turvey_075, Turvey_713, 
Vanderbilt_168, Vanderbilt_299, Vitale_166, Vogel_654, 
Wheatman_312, Yanish_164)  

Response CT-10: Through-running train service is a type of passenger train service in 
which trains enter a station from one direction, unload and load 
passengers, then continue on in the same direction to another station. This 
service is distinguished from terminal train service, in which trains enter 
a station, unload and load passengers, then depart the station in the same 
direction from which the trains entered. Penn Station currently operates 
trains in a hybrid system, which features MTA/ Long Island Rail Road 
and NJT commuter service trains operating a modified terminal system, 
with midday storage of MTA/LIRR trains in the West Side Yard in 
Manhattan and NJT trains in Sunnyside Yard in Queens, and Amtrak 
operating both through-running and terminal intercity passenger rail 
service. MTA’s commuter rail service in and out of Grand Central 
Terminal is an example of a fully terminal rail service operation.  

The Railroads have studied the feasibility of through-running at Penn 
Station for many years, and a number of white papers and other reports 
on this topic have been published. The Railroads have also studied 
examples of through-running in many cities in the U.S. and around the 
world, including London and Paris. As part of the NEPA process for the 
Penn Station potential expansion, the Railroads will evaluate a range of 
alternatives, including a through-running alternative. 

Through-running operations at Penn Station have been investigated in the 
past and were found not to be feasible due to: (a) the extraordinary high 
costs associated with developing a unified traction power system for the 
extensive rail network in New York and New Jersey and replacing rolling 
stock, to allow all train service to operate on one common system; (b) the 
high costs of a new storage yard and station in New Jersey and Queens 
or the Bronx necessary to support through-running service; (c) the cost of 
additional supporting infrastructure, including replacing one of the East 
River Tunnels to correct the crossing of the two southernmost East River 
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Tunnels, which precludes smooth through-running; (d) the high cost and 
construction risk of reconfiguring the structural system of Penn Station, 
which supports Madison Square Garden and the 2 Penn Plaza office 
building, in order to accommodate wider platforms and re-aligned tracks; 
(e) similar concerns about reconfiguring the structural system of the 
newly completed Moynihan Train Hall, and the difficulty justifying 
extensive work and disruption in Moynihan so soon after opening it; and 
(f) the unavoidable and unreasonable service outages that would 
substantially disrupt Penn Station throughout the day for a number of 
years. 

ADAPTIVE REUSE 

Comment CT-11: Numerous commenters requested that the Proposed Project seek to 
adaptively reuse buildings on the development sites, rather than 
demolishing and redeveloping them. In particular, commenters sought 
the adaptive reuse of the historic resources on Site 2 or of the Hotel 
Pennsylvania on Site 7. (Alexander_062, Alexander_399, Bailey_531, 
Barbarino_765, Barsoumian_601, Belser_700, Berkon_567, Berlin_417, 
Bill_584, Blanc_568, Bollack_336, Borras_428, Bray_650, Breuer_787, 
Bromm_146, Bromm_291, Bryan_046, Calligeros_167, Cameron_303, 
Campo_522, Campo_745, CB5_002, Chin_705, Cohen_286, 
Cohen_361, Cohn_449, Colon_126, Conte_570, Cord_497, Corn_612, 
Cotterell_485, Cranson_311, Culhane_332, Dance_734, Dano_409, 
Demmet et al_338, Dent-Rivera_363, Dixon_564, Dozier_600, 
Drake_441, Dreisen_352, DuBois_590, Eldridge_437, Fields_554, 
Finch_115, Fleming_703, Fogelman_383, Friedberg_429, Gadd_416, 
Gelb_073, Gerding_393, Giletto_467, Gorman_343, Graham_132, 
Greenberg_094, Greenberg_324, Haglof_579, Harris_697, 
Hendershott_609, Hess_805, James_464, Jocko_586, Johnson_056, 
Kavanaugh_643, Kinsella_110, Klatzkin_421, Koteen_176, 
Koteen_269, Kraus_414, Krenz_694, Kryzhanovski_080, Lora_169, 
Lunke_415, Mandel_380, Marshall_544, Maurer_581, Melkin_557, 
Mense_741¸ Migliaccio_644, Miller_137, Moore_190, Moskowitz_521, 
Mullen_271, Nelson_288, Nicolescu_262, North_641, Nowve_326, 
Oddo_359, O'Donnell_362, Otterson_632, Ottinger_548, Pietsch_648, 
Purr_356, Radheshwar_610, Revella-Hamilton_719, Reyes_814, 
Rodriguez_629, Rinaldi_049, Rinaldi_100, Rivera_649, 
Rosenblum_655, Sachs_127, Schaffner_240, Semadar_076, 
Sexton_763, Shanley_542, Sielaff_604, Simons_720, Sinigalliano_743, 
Snook_139, Standish_263, Straley_698, Supley_266, Taub_188, 
Tissot_653, Tolbert_047, Townes_265, Trager_606, Trippi_333, 
Trippi_460, Turvey_075, Turvey_713, Vanderbilt_168, Vanderbilt_299, 
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Vogel_077, Vogel_654, Walsh_625, White_435, Wiese_458, 
Woodoff_133, Wynter_598, Wynter_599) 

Response CT-11: The DEIS includes an analysis of potential impacts to historic and 
cultural resources in the Project Area and a surrounding study area, and 
the FEIS analysis has been updated to include additional historic 
resources identified since the publication of the DEIS. The FEIS analysis 
identifies the potential for significant adverse impacts due to the 
demolition of architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8.  

With respect to the architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, and 3, the DEIS 
conservatively assumes that the sites would have to be cleared to allow 
for construction of the Penn Station expansion. As noted above, in the 
event the Railroads, in consultation with the lead federal agency, come to 
a different conclusion, ESD would consider how the Proposed Project 
could be adjusted to conform to that determination. Retaining the 
architecturally significant buildings would preclude the substantial redev-
elopment of these sites (the historic buildings are within the footprints of 
Sites 1B, 2A, 2B, and 3), which would prevent achievement of the project 
goal of revitalizing the area around Penn Station with new, sustainable, 
high-density mixed-use development, eliminating substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the Project Area, fostering and supporting 
economic growth and tax revenue through the creation of jobs and 
economic activity, and accommodating New York City’s long-term 
growth targeting the modern needs of commercial tenants at a transit-
accessible location. Retaining these buildings would also be less 
supportive of the project objective of maximizing revenue generated by 
the new development to fund, in part, the Penn Station reconstruction and 
the potential expansion of Penn Station. Further, retaining these buildings 
could preclude the development of new open space on Site 2, which 
would not fulfill the Proposed Project’s objective of creating new 
publicly accessible passive open space. 

The retention of the architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 
would greatly complicate—and perhaps preclude altogether—a potential 
expansion of Penn Station beneath these sites. The siting, planning, 
property acquisition, and construction of a potential Penn Station 
expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, should a southern expansion alternative be 
selected, would be subject to separate actions and approvals by the 
involved Railroads and separate environmental review under NEPA, 
consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, and evaluation in accordance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act. Those separate analyses and 
consultations will include evaluation of alternatives to avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate adverse effects on architectural resources, including the 
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potential to avoid their demolition. As stated in the DEIS (page 2-4), any 
ESD-sponsored commercial development on the potential expansion of 
Penn Station sites (Sites 1, 2, and 3) would be contingent on those sites 
first being deemed the preferred alternative location for a station 
expansion pursuant to the independent approval process and federal 
environmental and historic review that will be undertaken for the 
potential Penn Station expansion. And, as further stated in the DEIS (page 
2-5), ESD would not exercise its override of zoning or other local laws 
or enter into binding development arrangements for Sites 1, 2, and 3 
unless and until the involved public transportation entities become 
committed to constructing the potential Penn Station expansion at those 
locations and all necessary federal approvals to do so are in place, after 
completion of all applicable federal environmental and historic review 
processes. The FEIS assumes that the station expansion would be located 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and would require removal of the architectural 
resources in the area. If the preservation of one or more of these resources 
is determined to be feasible and is required as a condition of federal 
approval of a potential expansion of Penn Station, ESD would evaluate 
potential modifications to the GPP for Sites 1, 2, and 3 to conform to that 
determination.  

With respect to Site 7, the DEIS includes as an exhibit an Alternatives 
Analysis which was completed prior to the start of demolition work on 
Site 7. It evaluates alternative reuse options for the Hotel Pennsylvania 
building, including retaining and renovating the building for continued 
hotel use, retaining and adaptively reusing the building for office use, and 
retaining and adaptively reusing the building for residential use. That 
analysis concludes that it is not feasible to retain and reuse the Hotel 
Pennsylvania building as part of the Proposed Project (see Appendix K 
of this FEIS). OPRHP concurred with this conclusion in correspondence 
dated July 26, 2021. Vornado, the developer/owner of the site, is 
currently undertaking  demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania in 
anticipation of future redevelopment that is expected to occur with or 
without the Proposed Project. 

RELOCATION OF MADISON SQUARE GARDEN 

Comment CT-12: Commenters requested that Madison Square Garden (MSG) be relocated 
to facilitate improvements to Penn Station, such as a new above-ground 
train hall. Commenters suggested alternate locations including a potential 
superblock bounded by Sixth Avenue, Seventh Avenue, West 32nd 
Street, and West 34th Street. Some commenters stated the EIS was flawed 
by failing to consider the movement of MSG. (Barbero_068, Barbero et 
al_754, Barnes_052, Bottcher et al_147, Bottcher_192, CB5_002, 
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Bulow_294, Calligeros_167, Cameron_303, Chakrabarti_035, 
Conner_334, Cronson_088, Davis_178, Davis_235, Dano_297, 
Dantzler_124, Dickinson_782, Dorfman_351, Dreisen_352, Dupuy_646, 
Fauss_030, Fauss_083, Finch_115, Gottfried et al_069, Hemsley_248, 
Hendershott_609, Hess_805, Immergut_257, Latsch_171, Lunke_415, 
Luskin_095, Luskin_593, Marder_162, Moog_289, Mormon_093, 
Morris_310, Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038, Otterson_632, Park-
Rogers_320, Paulsen_210, Paulsen_788, Pyle_060, Revella-
Hamilton_719, Ronner_327, Rosenberg_250, Ryan_246, Sachs_127, 
Scott_044, Sheran_390, Sinigalliano_743, Sterling_054, Torrison_160, 
Turvey_075, Vitale_166, Vogel_654, Turvey_713, Urso_199, 
Washburn_158, Wynter_598, Wynter_599, Youngberg_061, 
Youngberg_211) 

Response CT-12: The relocation of MSG would add enormous cost to the Penn Station 
reconstruction, significantly delay the Penn Station reconstruction, and 
would not materially increase the train station’s capacity. The Penn 
Station Master Plan study has developed a reconstruction concept design 
that meets the reconstruction project’s goals and objectives without the 
additional cost and delay of removing MSG. In addition, delaying the 
Penn Station reconstruction project to negotiate the relocation of Madison 
Square Garden would potentially jeopardize the unique opportunity for 
federal funding provided by the Bipartisan Infrastructure Bill. The 
Proposed Project would not preclude the future relocation of MSG. 

SEGMENTATION 

Comment CT-13: Several commenters expressed concern that the environmental review for 
the Proposed Project had been unlawfully segmented, and that  any 
proposal to address Penn Station’s current condition, Penn Station 
expansion and any land use action must be addressed under the same 
application, the same environmental review and conducted in a 
comprehensive fashion to properly evaluate the environmental impacts of 
all these actions. The commenters assert that this case meets every one of 
the eight criteria that the State's own Department of Environmental 
Conservation (“DEC”) has set for determining whether actions must be 
reviewed together. The commenters also state that ESD cannot maintain 
that the Proposed Project qualifies as both a Civic Project and a Land Use 
Improvement (each a threshold designation that enables ESD to override 
New York City zoning by imposing the GPP) without describing the 
expansion in detail in the GPP and studying its environmental impact in 
the DEIS Penn Station. (Barbero et al_754, CB5_002, Devaney_692, 
Goldwyn_067, Harris_697, Kern_065, Law-Gisiko_323, NYLC_063, 
Sinigalliano_743, Turvey_713, Weinstock_575, Worden et al_058) 
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Response CT-13: Segmentation refers to the breaking down of an action or project into 
smaller parts or segments with the intent to minimize impacts or avoid 
the appearance of significance of the total action or project. ESD has not 
segmented any portion of the environmental review of the Proposed 
Project, and has conducted a comprehensive review that discloses the 
potential for significant adverse impacts—including direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts, including the effects of an expanded Penn Station—
in the relevant areas of environmental concern in accordance with 
SEQRA. 

As an initial matter, neither the reconstruction nor the potential expansion 
of Penn Station are projects that are subject to SEQRA due to explicit 
exemptions under New York State Law.  

With respect to the reconstruction of Penn Station, the New York State 
Public Authorities Law (PAL) provides that “[n]o project to be 
constructed upon real property theretofore used for a transportation 
purpose, or on an insubstantial addition to such property contiguous 
thereto, which will not change in a material respect the general character 
of such prior transportation use, nor any acts or activities in connection 
with such project shall be subject to the provisions of article eight 
[SEQRA], nineteen, twenty-four or twenty-five of the environmental 
conservation law, or to any local law or ordinance adopted pursuant to 
any such article.” PAL § 1266[11]. Since the reconstruction of Penn 
Station would occur at the site of the existing Penn Station (real property 
already in use for a transportation purpose) and could include an 
insubstantial addition to such property contiguous thereto, the PAL 
specifically exempts that project from compliance with SEQRA.  

With respect to the potential expansion of Penn Station, PAL Section 
1266[11] goes on to provide that “nor shall any acts or activities taken or 
proposed to be taken by the authority or by any other person or entity, 
public or private, in connection with the planning, design, acquisition, 
improvement, construction, reconstruction, or rehabilitation of a 
transportation facility … be subject to the provisions of article eight of 
the environmental conservation law [SEQRA], or to any local law or 
ordinance adopted pursuant to any such article if such acts or activities 
require the preparation of a statement under or pursuant to any federal 
law or regulation as to the environmental impact thereof.” PAL § 
1266[11]. This statutory SEQRA exemption applies to the potential 
expansion of Penn Station because the expansion must undergo a 
thorough environmental review in a federal EIS prepared under NEPA.  

For these reasons alone, in conducting environmental review for the 
Proposed Project, ESD was not obligated to consider the environmental 
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impacts of the reconstruction of Penn Station or the potential expansion 
of Penn Station. 

Nevertheless, ESD went beyond what the law requires by accounting for 
the impacts of the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station 
in the EIS to the extent it was able to do so based on the information 
available. A summary of how it did so follows: 

Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy,” notes that the 
reconstruction of Penn Station would not be a change in land use. The 
assessment also considers and discusses the potential expanded train 
station and concludes that an expanded train station at Sites 1, 2, and 3 
would be appropriate to the area in light of existing uses and would be an 
essential infrastructure project for New York City. The assessment also 
considered the interim condition in which the land above the expanded 
train station would be largely cleared above an operating train station, 
prior to the construction of the proposed office buildings on Site 2 and 
Site 3. The public policy assessment considers whether the reconstruction 
and potential expansion of Penn Station would further the public policy 
objectives of the New York Pennsylvania Station Public Safety 
Improvements Act, and concludes that it would further these objectives. 

Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” assesses the impacts of the 
displacement of residents and business that would occur with the 
potential expansion of Penn Station. (The assessment does not consider 
the Penn Station reconstruction’s potential displacement of businesses 
within Penn Station itself because no information is available at this time 
as to the extent of any such displacement.) The chapter also considers the 
economic benefits from the reconstruction and potential expansion of 
Penn Station. 

Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” assesses the impacts of 
the displacement of community facilities on Sites 1, 2, and 3 that would 
occur with the construction of an expanded train station on those sites. 
The chapter also provides a discussion of security planning for a 
reconstructed and expanded Penn Station. 

Chapter 6, “Open Space,” considers the proposed plaza on Site 2 that 
would be built over an expanded train station in that area. 

Chapter 7, “Shadows,” discusses the extent of Project-generated shadows 
on the plaza that would be built over an expanded train station on Site 2. 

Chapter 8, “Historic Resources,” includes a discussion of the 
architectural resources that may be removed to construct an expanded 
train station on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and assesses the potential for such 
construction to result in impacts to nearby historic resources. The chapter 
also acknowledges that MTA would consult with the State Office of 
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Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation to address any potential 
impacts on historic resources from the reconstruction of Penn Station.  

Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” accounts for the 
interim condition in which Sites 2 and 3 have been largely cleared for the 
construction of the potential expanded train station, prior to the erection 
of the Project buildings at those sites. The assessment considers the 
negative effects of this interim condition on the pedestrian experience. 
The assessment also considers the new plaza that would be built over the 
expanded train station. The assessment of visual resources also considers 
the adverse impacts of the potential removal of the Church of St. John the 
Baptist, a visual resource that would likely be removed from Site 2 in 
connection with the potential construction of an expanded train station 
there. This chapter also assesses the potential impacts of train station-
related signage. 

Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,” discusses the potential for 
disturbance of hazardous building materials (such as asbestos and lead 
paint) and contaminated soils in connection with the demolition and 
excavation work that would be required for the potential expansion of the 
train station to Sites 1, 2, and 3. The assessment also notes that the 
reconstruction work within Penn Station would be required to adhere to 
all applicable health and safety regulations regarding hazardous 
materials. 

Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” takes into account the 
water use and sewage generation of the expanded train station. The 
assessment also accounts for storm water flows from the expansion area 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3 and considers the interim condition in which the train 
station has been constructed but the Project buildings on Sites 2 and 3 
have not yet been built. 

Chapter 12, “Solid Waste,” projects the solid waste generation for the 
potential train station expansion and considers this waste in its assessment 
of the Proposed Project’s impacts with regard to solid waste. 

Chapter 13, “Energy,” projects the annual energy consumption for an 
expanded train station and considers this energy demand in its assessment 
of the potential for adverse impacts with regard to energy. 

In Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the ridership increases made possible by 
the Penn Station expansion and other regional improvements (such as the 
Hudson Tunnel, North River Tunnel, and related Gateway elements) are 
assumed in the chapter’s traffic, transit, and pedestrian analyses. The 
added demand from these regional projects and the resulting effects on 
the surrounding transportation network are assessed as part of the With 
Action condition, and the cumulative transportation impacts have been 
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disclosed in the environmental review for the Proposed Project. As noted 
in the FEIS (page 2-7): “The Proposed Project would support and 
accommodate the implementation of the potential Penn Station 
expansion. Therefore, the Penn Station expansion component of the 
Gateway Program is analyzed in the With Action condition. All other 
components of the Gateway Program are assumed to occur in the No 
Action condition. This conservative assumption is used because it allows 
for consideration of increased rail ridership projections reflecting all of 
these rail improvements in the With Action condition, while not assuming 
that any increase in ridership resulting from the potential Penn Station 
expansion occurs in the No Action condition.” The transit analysis also 
accounts for certain stairway improvements that are anticipated as part of 
the reconstruction of Penn Station. 

Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” includes an analysis of mobile source air 
quality that accounts for the incremental vehicular traffic that would 
result from the potential expansion of the train station. The chapter also 
states that at this time there is insufficient design information concerning 
the potential expansion of Penn Station to model potential air quality 
effects but that it is anticipated that any required air quality assessment 
would be done in connection with the federal environmental review.  

Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” accounts for the construction 
period GHG emissions that would occur as a result of the reconstruction 
and potential expansion of the train station. The assessment also discusses 
the reconstruction and potential expansion as a Project element that 
would alleviate capacity limitations and overcrowding at Penn Station 
and further the goals of transitioning the transportation system to electric 
modes of transportation, encouraging transit-oriented development, and 
reducing vehicle miles traveled. 

Chapter 17, “Noise,” considers the incremental noise of the additional 
traffic that would result from the Proposed Project, including the 
incremental traffic from an expanded train station. 

Chapter 18, “Public Health,” considers the potential public health impacts 
of the relevant areas of environmental concern, including noise, air 
quality and hazardous materials. As noted above (and below, with regard 
to construction), the FEIS assessment of each of these areas accounted 
for the reconstruction and potential expansion of the train station. 

Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” considers the combined effect of 
the Proposed Project’s impacts with regard to land use, socioeconomic 
conditions, open space, shadows, historic resources, urban design and 
visual resources, transportation, and noise. As noted above, the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of the train station were 
considered in each of these individual assessment areas and accordingly 
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were taken into account in the FEIS assessment of the Proposed Project’s 
potential impacts on neighborhood character, in both the interim 
condition (Phase I) and Project-completion condition (Phase II). 

Chapter 20, “Construction,” considers the impacts of the work required 
for the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station. The construction 
transportation analysis is based on peak two-year running average 
construction conditions that account for construction-related traffic 
generated by the Penn Station reconstruction and expansion work, as well 
as  other construction above and below ground on Sites 1, 2, and 3. 
Moreover, the DEIS discloses that a Penn Station expansion to Sites 1, 2, 
and 3 would result in impacts to historic and visual resources associated 
with the demolition of the buildings on Sites 1, 2 and 3. The assessment 
of neighborhood character in the interim condition (Phase I) takes into 
account the construction of the train station beneath Sites 2 and 3 without 
the construction of the Project buildings on those sites. The chapter also 
considers the impacts of an intense period of construction in which 
weekend work might be required to bring an expanded train station into 
service by 2032. 

Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” indicates that the No Action alternative, 
unlike the Proposed Project, would not include a reconstructed or 
expanded train station. 

In Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the identification of potential traffic, transit 
and pedestrian mitigation measures is based on the transportation and 
construction transportation analyses, which as noted above, considered 
the increased ridership from an expanded train station and the 
construction work that would be required for the reconstruction and 
potential expansion of the train station. The mitigation measures 
identified for historic resources include construction protection plans that 
would be required to protect historic resources within 90 feet of the 
construction activities for an expanded train station on Sites 1, 2, and 3. 
In addition, the chapter indicates that ESD will seek to participate as a 
consulting party in the historic resource review under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act that would be required for the 
construction of an expanded train station on Sites 1, 2, and 3. The noise 
mitigation specified for the Proposed Project’s significant adverse noise 
impacts (from the construction and operation of the Proposed Project) is 
based on the FEIS noise analyses, which as noted above, take into account 
the construction work for the reconstruction and potential expansion of 
the train station and the additional traffic resulting from an expanded train 
station. 

Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” identifies the unavoidable 
adverse impacts of the Proposed Project based on the FEIS analyses, 
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which as noted above, take into account the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of the train station where appropriate. 

Chapter 24, “Growth-Inducing Aspects of the Proposed Project,” 
considers the extent to which an expansion of Penn Station’s capacity 
could induce growth in New York City or New York State. 

Finally, Chapter 25, “Irreversible and Irretrieveable Commitment of 
Resources,” takes into account the reconstruction and potential expansion 
of the train station in noting that the resources that would be consumed 
for these improvements would be largely irreversible and irretrieveable. 

It should be noted that including the potential expansion of Penn Station 
in the With Action condition of the EIS results in a more conservative 
environmental analysis with greater potential for impacts in all technical 
areas except for open space, because the potential plaza space on Site 2 
above the expansion provides a benefit to open space conditions. 
Therefore, the FEIS includes an assessment of open space conditions 
without the potential expansion of Penn Station or the above-grade 
development and plaza space on Sites 1, 2, and 3. This assessment is 
contained in FEIS Appendix F and concludes that the exclusion of Sites 
1, 2, and 3 from the open space analysis would not result in new or 
different open space impacts not already addressed in the EIS. 

The details concerning the interior design of a reconstructed and 
potentially expanded Penn Station were not available at the time the DEIS 
and FEIS were prepared. Accordingly, the EIS does not assess the 
potential environmental impacts of the operational plan for the 
reconstructed/expanded facility, and leaves the consideration of such 
impacts to the federal environmental review process. 

ESD has gone forward with the environmental review of the Proposed 
Project even though the details of the design for the Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential expansion are not yet available because the 
Proposed Project is needed to (i) transform a substandard and insanitary 
area in and around Penn Station into a revitalized, high-density, 
sustainable, transit-oriented mixed-use district that incorporates civic 
facilities, including substantial improvements to the subway stations 
surrounding Penn Station, new or reconstructed in-building entrances 
into Penn Station and proximate subway stations, and new below-grade 
pedestrian passageways to and from Penn Station; (ii) generate 
development-related revenues to contribute to the local funding 
commitment required to apply for federal transportation funding; 
(iii) provide revenue to help pay for significant transit and public realm 
improvements required by the GPP prior to the receipt of federal grants 
or financing; and (iv) provide the comprehensive plan for development 
to proceed on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 prior to the completion of the federal 
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environmental review or reviews for an expanded Penn Station, as well 
as a framework for development of Sites 1, 2, and 3 contingent upon the 
NEPA process for those sites. Please also refer to the response to 
Comment CT-3 regarding the timing needs for the Proposed Project. 
Moreover, the environmental review of the potential expansion of Penn 
Station under NEPA will take into account development in the 
surrounding area as a result of the Proposed Project, to the extent 
appropriate under NEPA. 

Finally, it bears noting that the Proposed Project has utility that is 
independent of the Penn Station improvements. Even if the overall Penn 
Station reconstruction and expansion were not to go forward, the 
Proposed Project would transform a significant portion of the Project 
Area (Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) from an economically stagnant substandard 
area into a vibrant transit-oriented mixed-use neighborhood suitable for 
the most important transportation hub in the City of New York. Among 
other things, that redevelopment would effectuate significant 
improvements and connections between Penn Station and surrounding 
buildings and subway stations, a network of below-grade pedestrian 
corridors, new transit entrances and upgrades, and new public space, 
pedestrianized streets and other improvements to the public realm. It also 
would create a significant revenue stream that could be used by the 
Railroads to improve Penn Station. 

For the aforementioned reasons, the approach taken in the DEIS and FEIS 
of considering the impacts of the reconstruction and potential expansion 
of Penn Station to the extent possible under the circumstances—with the 
understanding that a review under NEPA would subsequently ensue—
was entirely appropriate and lawful and no less protective of the 
environment.  

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Comment 1: You refuse to have closed captioning. That makes it hard for people like 
me with hearing loss to follow the conversation. It’s imperative that you 
make your hearings accessible to people with all kinds of disabilities. 
(Fisher_256, Ryan_246) 

Response 1: The live transcription service (i.e., closed captioning) offered through the 
Zoom platform is subject to limitations, and its accuracy depends on the 
level of background noise, the volume and clarity of the speaker’s voice, 
the speaker’s English language proficiency, and other variables. For these 
reasons, ESD did not enable live transcription during the hearings, as it 
was expected to provide inaccurate captioning. ESD provided American 
Sign Language interpretation services at both public hearings and posted 
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the hearing presentations and transcripts to the project website 
(https://esd.ny.gov/penn-station-area-public-meetings).  

Comment 2: I recommend a public realm working group comprised of residents, 
workers, employers, property owners, public agencies and elected 
officials to come together to forge a path forward to embrace a new vision 
of the public realm. (Nielsen_274) 

The public realm creates the essential, shared experiences that make this 
a place of welcoming and inclusive spaces, indoors and out, above grade 
and below. It must include not only the streets and sidewalks but also the 
train station halls, the connecting passages, the subways, buses, on- 
demand vehicles, and ground floor activities on both public and private 
investment sites. These expectations need to be realized through a 
definitive plan for the public realm. To accomplish the project goals, the 
parties leading these projects should commit to an inclusive visioning and 
design program focused on the public realm within and beyond the Penn 
Station District. (Taylor_737) 

How will the Penn Station Public Realm Fund be administered? Will the 
Penn Station Area Public Realm Task Force (“Task Force”) vote publicly 
on funding allocations? Similarly, will the ESD Board vote publicly on 
funding allocations from the Public Realm Fund? Will the Task Force 
follow the New York State Open Meetings Law? (Fauss_030) 

Response 2: As discussed in the Proposed Revisions, if the GPP is affirmed, ESD 
would establish a cross-jurisdictional Public Realm Task Force and 
Public Realm Fund, inspired by the East Midtown Rezoning Public 
Realm Improvement Fund Governing Group. The Public Realm Task 
Force would comprise representatives of involved State and City 
agencies, local elected officials, community boards, civic organizations 
and other stakeholders. The Penn Station Area Public Realm Fund would 
be created and administered by ESD or another appropriate governmental 
entity and would be seeded by a portion of the real estate revenues 
generated by the Project Sites. The Public Realm Task Force, or any 
subsequent entity that may be created, would advise ESD on public realm 
improvements related to the GPP in a Public Realm Improvement 
Concept Plan that would include a list and descriptions of priority public 
realm improvements. The Public Realm Task Force would solicit 
guidance from the New York City Department of City Planning to inform 
development of the Concept Plan. Further details regarding the Penn 
Station Area Public Realm Task Force, the Public Realm Improvement 
Concept Plan, and the Public Realm Fund would be developed upon GPP 
approval. 

https://esd.ny.gov/penn-station-area-public-meetings
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Comment 3: I'm interested into transportation & the Empire Station Complex (Penn 
Station expansion) & I have also been seeing your website to see what is 
the latest news & information & for any public meetings. I recently read 
in the AM NY newspaper on July 16, 2021 that the Empire State 
Development presented a draft of the Empire Station Complex to the 
public (Town Hall meeting) on Thursday, July 15, 2021 spoke of the 
progress in developing the General Project Plan & the environmental 
assessment that will expand Penn Station including the ten new 
skyscrapers. There was nothing mention about this on the Empire State 
Complex website about the public meeting on July 15, 2021. Can you 
please e-mail me anything that you have from that meeting from July 15, 
2021 including any presentation that was given out, also, when will you 
have this information updated on your website. Finally, from the AM NY 
newspaper article, it talks about an underground gangway from Penn 
Station to Herald Square. Are you talking about reopening up the old 
Gimbels passageway under West 33rd St. (Follo_820) 

I recently read in the AM NY newspaper on July 16, 2021 that the Empire 
State Development presented a draft of the Empire Station Complex to 
the public (Town Hall meeting) on Thursday, July 15, 2021. There was 
nothing mention about this on the Empire State Complex website about 
the public meeting on July 15, 2021. (Follo_820) 

I am writing to you is what is happening with the Empire State Complex 
(Penn Station Expansion) & when will there be anything new on this 
study like when will public meetings will be held. (Follo_822) 

Response 3: The Town Hall that took place on Thursday, July 15th was organized by 
Manhattan Community Boards 4 and 5, and co-sponsored by local elected 
officials. The Town Hall was promoted by those entities, and Empire 
State Development’s (ESD) involvement was only as an invited guest to 
present. ESD held two combined public hearings on the draft General 
Project Plan (GPP), Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and 
Proposed Revisions on December 8, 2021 and January 20, 2022. These 
public hearings were duly noticed and conducted in accordance with the 
requirements of SEQRA and the UDC Act. The July 15 Town Hall 
presentation was posted to the “public meetings” section of the Empire 
Station Complex project page of ESD’s website. Finally, the draft 
General Project Plan does propose an east-west below-grade connection 
through or adjacent to Sites 7 and 8 that would link Penn Station to Herald 
Square. The exact location of that connection has not been finalized. As 
described in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” there are two options 
under consideration, subject to additional analysis for engineering and 
financial feasibility. One of the options would be located along West 33rd 
Street  in the approximate location of the former Gimbels passageway 
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(the 33rd Street Option) and the other would be located along West 32nd 
Street (the 32nd Street Option). 

Comment 4: When will the NEPA be available? Some of the tables in the EIS showed 
that part of the Construction will start soon. Does it mean that the 
Construction will start without the approval of NEPA? (Lum_821)  

Response 4: No construction can begin on an expanded Penn Station until the NEPA 
process is completed, and Sites 1, 2, and 3 will only be redeveloped if 
they are selected by the Railroads as the preferred location for the Penn 
Station expansion.   

Comment 5: The mere fact that any of the public hearings—such as the last one on 
January 20th—were held during the throes of a COVID surge, speaks to 
an increased effort at obfuscating the true impact of this proposal from 
public scrutiny. (Suter_631) 

Response 5: ESD held a public scoping meeting on the EIS on July 20, 2020 as well 
as two virtual public hearings on the draft GPP, DEIS, and Proposed 
Revisions on December 8, 2021 and January 20, 2022. The public 
hearings were noticed 30 days in advance and were not timed to coincide 
with a surge in COVID-19 cases. The meetings were held virtually using 
the Zoom video communications and teleconferencing platform to allow 
members of the public to participate without an increased COVID risk. 
Approximately 390 people participated in the December 8th virtual 
public hearing and approximately 600 people participated in the January 
20th virtual public hearing. Please refer to the response to comment CT-1 
regarding community outreach and public participation on the Proposed 
Project.  

Comment 6: ESD should engage in direct consultation with us regarding development 
on our land at Sites 4 and 5. (Korein_424) 

Response 6: ESD has worked closely with Vornado Realty Trust, the long-term lessee 
of 1 Penn Plaza, and has briefed the fee owner of Sites 4 and 5 multiple 
times at its request. ESD will continue to engage in direct consultation 
with the fee owner of Sites 4 and 5 as necessary at the time development 
agreements for those sites are being negotiated. In addition, any lease 
arrangements with ESD for those sites would be subject to a public 
hearing under section 6 of the UDC Act.  

Comment 7: I am the only “at risk of displacement” resident Empire State 
Development (ESD) allowed to be a member of their Penn Station 
Community Advisor Committee Working Group (CACWG). Because 
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ESD did not allow any other “at risk of displacement” business 
representative or resident to be a member of the working group I have the 
sole duty and responsibility to represent all the businesses and residential 
tenants that are at risk of displacement. This is estimated to be thousands 
of residents, businesses and 10,000 employees who could lose their 
homes, offices and jobs. (Sinigalliano_743)  

Response 7: Please refer to the response to Comment 4-4 regarding the displacement 
of residents, businesses, and employees as a result of the Proposed 
Project. The CACWG was formed, at the direction of the local elected 
officials and community boards, to include a wide array of representation, 
totaling 34 residents, technical experts, and elected officials. The 
commenter was the only resident recommended to ESD for inclusion; no 
additional resident or business representatives were proposed to ESD. 
The number and type of members proposed to ESD were intended to 
provide a range of perspectives while keeping the group to a size where 
all could be heard and participate productively. Members were 
encouraged to solicit additional input from other stakeholders to share at 
meetings, which did occur. It should be noted that if Sites 1, 2, and 3 are 
selected as the preferred location for the potential expansion of Penn 
Station, the FEIS estimates that 214 residents would be displaced from 
128 units.  

SEQRA/CEQR/ULURP PROCESS 

Comment 8: Can you please tell me where can I find the names and contact 
information of the many speakers who testified at the Penn Station GPP 
hearing on December 8, 2021? This is public information; do I need to 
FOIL it? (Calderaro_034) 

Response 8: Transcripts for the December 8th and January 20th public hearings are 
available on ESD’s website at https://esd.ny.gov/penn-station-area-
public-meetings. The transcripts provide the names of the speakers at 
each hearing. The contact information for the speakers is not public 
information. 

Comment 9: The DEIS fails to take a look at the potential impacts of the revisions 
announced by Governor Hochul nine months later. These revisions are 
substantial, e.g., redistributing the massing across the project area, 
converting 31st Street between 7th and 8th Avenue into a shared street, 
shuffling the locations of open spaces and transit access points, and 
adding housing (but not nearly enough). At a minimum, the agency must 
prepare a Supplemental EIS (“SEIS”) for the changes that meet the 
SEQRA test: They are “important” and “relevant,” and may cause 
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“significant adverse environmental impacts not addressed, or 
inadequately addressed, in the EIS.” 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.9(a)(7)(i), (ii). 
Furthermore, the State's SEQR Handbook requires that the agency 
provide a written evaluation of its decision whether or not to conduct an 
SEIS. According to the deck that ESD presented at the public hearing on 
December 8th, it would address the new issues in a series of “updates” 
incorporated into the final EIS – including an analysis of changes in 
density and use, a new “qualitative assessment” of the 31st Street closing, 
“updates to the future No Action condition,” and “consideration of the 
appropriate analysis year.” See ESD, Penn Station Area Redevelopment 
Project (Dec. 8, 2021) (“Public Hearing PowerPoint”), at 15. These are 
properly described as a de facto draft SEIS. (Weinstock_575) 

If changes were made, then the DEIS needs to be redone and the public 
needs a real chance to digest those changes and actually testify about 
them, not on short notice like tonight. (Vogel_077) 

Response 9: The potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Revisions to the 
draft GPP are described and assessed in the FEIS. A supplemental EIS 
(SEIS) is not required because, according to the analysis presented in the 
FEIS, the range of potential significant adverse impacts from the 
Proposed Revisions are adequately addressed in the DEIS. Generally, the 
Proposed Revisions reduce the overall density of the Proposed Project, 
reduce encroachment on views of the Empire State Building along West 
33rd Street, add additional public space, require community facility 
spaces, mandate one building as residential, and improve pedestrian 
circulation and public transit access. As a result, the Proposed Revisions 
as analyzed in the FEIS would result in the same or lesser impacts than 
the Proposed Project as analyzed in the DEIS in nearly every technical 
analysis area. With respect to the addition of residential uses, the FEIS 
assesses the potential impacts of residential use in the Proposed Project 
(including analyses of public libraries, early childhood programs, 
residential users of open space, and indirect residential displacement), 
and these analyses were also provided in the DEIS in the assessment of 
the Residential Alternative in Chapter 21, “Alternatives.” As noted in 
FEIS Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” analyses that were presented 
in the DEIS as part of the Residential Alternative are now presented as 
part of the Proposed Project in the relevant FEIS chapters. The FEIS 
Foreword presents a full list of the relevant EIS chapter analyses that have 
been updated in the FEIS to include residential uses as part of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Revisions also redistribute the building 
bulk across Sites 1, 2, and 3 to have the density step down from east to 
west across these sites. The FEIS analyses consider the effects of these 
changes, including in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” and Chapter 9, “Urban 
Design and Visual Resources,” and concludes that the impacts of the 
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Proposed Revisions are not materially different from those disclosed in 
the DEIS. The Proposed Revisions also include options for the location 
of the east-west connector. Both of the proposed options are assessed in 
the transit analysis presented in the FEIS. Providing such options would 
not result in significant impacts not previously addressed in the DEIS.  

Comment 10: The project must follow New York City’s zoning and land use laws. 
(Hess_202) 

Response 10: The Proposed Project would not be subject to the New York City Zoning 
Resolution. As discussed in the DEIS, the Proposed Project would be 
implemented pursuant to a GPP that would facilitate development across 
the Project Area and would include an override of the New York City 
Zoning Resolution and other local laws, as applicable, in accordance with 
the New York State Urban Development Corporation Act (the UDC Act). 
Sites 1 through 8, if developed pursuant to the GPP, would be developed 
in accordance with Design Guidelines appended to the GPP. The Design 
Guidelines specify the parameters for permitted development pursuant to 
the GPP, in lieu of zoning. The Design Guidelines will be an exhibit to 
the Modified GPP to be presented to the ESD directors. The earlier draft 
of the Design Guidelines was posted on the ESD website with the GPP 
adopted for public comment. The New York City Department of City 
Planning has reviewed and provided extensive input on the Design 
Guidelines.  

Comment 11: Also ignored and uncounted is the cumulative environmental impact and 
quality of life for commuters of this project, which is -- there's going to 
be construction for generations going on if this thing goes through -- of 
this project. When similar nearby projects in the works are taken into 
consideration. These other uncounted, unanalyzed projects include the 
unfinished parts of Hudson Yards, Manhattan West, the Hudson Square, 
the proposed tower on top of Macy's, multiple projects in the pipeline for 
Chelsea and the other parts of Community Board 5 and city proposals for 
the Javits Center and Port Authority. Finally, the ESD fails to analyze the 
financial risk of this project to the taxpayers as has been said before, they 
will issue bonds based on numbers that Vornado is going to pull out of 
the air. (McDermott_313) 

Response 11: The DEIS and FEIS consider the potential cumulative impacts of the 
Proposed Project. As discussed in DEIS Chapter 2, “Analytical 
Framework,” and in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual’s 
guidance, many technical areas of analysis in the EIS incorporate known 
development projects likely to be built by the analysis years in the 
background condition. The potential for cumulative construction impacts 
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resulting from the Proposed Project and other nearby projects, such as 
some of those referenced by the commenter, would depend on the 
location of the various construction activities and the construction 
schedules. As shown in FEIS Figure 2-2, there are other projects nearby 
the Project Area; many of these projects are either already complete (e.g., 
Moynihan Train Hall and the Farley Office Building) or underway and 
unlikely to be under construction at the time nearby Proposed Project 
development sites begin construction. Even if construction of other 
nearby projects were to occur at the same time as construction under the 
Proposed Project, the cumulative effects on sensitive receptors would be 
diminished by the distances between a particular Proposed Project 
development site and the other nearby project. Construction of other 
projects, like the Proposed Project, would need to be conducted in 
accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and building codes such 
that construction effects would be minimized. Furthermore, several of the 
projects referenced by the commenter would either be substantially 
complete in the near future before the start of anticipated construction 
activities for the Proposed Project (e.g., Manhattan West) or are too far 
away to have the potential for cumulative construction impacts with the 
Proposed Project (e.g., projects like Hudson Square). Please refer to the 
response to Comment 2-4 regarding how the FEIS accounts for the 
Macy’s proposal and please see FEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” for a 
qualitative discussion of the potential cumulative construction effects of 
the Proposed Project and the Macy’s proposal. Please refer to the 
response to Comment CT-6 regarding taxpayer liability. 

Comment 12: The idea that we would pursue a plan that has a whole host of unmitigable 
impacts seems to mock the very notion of environmental review. 
Technically, an Environmental Impact Statement is created to disclose all 
potentially significant impacts and allow decision makers to weigh those 
against the potentially significant gains a project will bring to a 
community. (Lunke_415) 

Response 12: The commenter is correct that an EIS must disclose the significant 
adverse impacts of a project. This FEIS fulfills that requirement under 
SEQRA by assessing, disclosing, and identifying mitigation for the 
significant adverse environmental impacts of the Proposed Project to the 
greatest extent practicable to enable ESD and other involved agencies to 
weigh the benefits against the environmental consequences of the 
Proposed Actions. 

Comment 13: If the GPP is approved but the southern expansion alternative is not 
approved by the NEPA process, then the GPP does not provide any of 
these public benefits but big real estate can still build massive commercial 
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office towers and density on all the other sites. If this happens the public 
does not get anything of benefit. NY Community Board 5, NY 
Community Board 4 and elected officials have all said this is not 
acceptable and CB4 and CB5 have voted to oppose the GPP. A better 
land use plan would require residential housing, community services, 
community benefits and public realm improvements on the other sites in 
case the southern expansion alternative is not approved by NEPA. The 
NEPA process evaluating the southern expansion alternative will take 
about 2 years to complete before we know if it will be approved. To 
approve ESD’s current GPP now (that does not have any public benefits 
outside the southern expansion sites) before we receive a determination 
from NEPA is totally irresponsible to the public. (Otterson_632) 

Response 13: The commenter is incorrect that the GPP does not have any public 
benefits outside the southern expansion sites. Development on Sites 4 
through 8 would provide substantial transit and public realm 
improvements including new in-building transit entrances to Penn Station 
and area subway stations, an extensive underground pedestrian network, 
additional public space and sidewalk widenings along certain site 
frontages, and more generally would address the economic stagnation and 
substandard conditions in the Project Area. Sites 4 through 8 would also 
generate revenues that would contribute to the Penn Station 
reconstruction and the potential expansion of Penn Station 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

Comment 14: We question the need to condemn (340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 
63) in order to achieve the goals of the proposed project, and we do not 
believe that the purpose and needs set forth in the DEIS make the case 
for acquisition of the property. In particular, the DEIS does not in any 
manner explain the need for the condemnation of the property for the 
purposes of the proposed project, raising questions of the authority to 
impose the cloud of condemnation for no clear purpose. In that context, 
we would note the attached letter5 from Langan Engineering dated 
August 7, 2020, and previously provided evaluates the information 
provided by Amtrak regarding its proposed track alignment for the 
Gateway Project access to the Penn Station expansion and demonstrates 
that acquisition of the property and 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. 
Since the property has not been shown to be needed for a transportation 

 
5 Included in Appendix M. 
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purpose nor would it facilitate the proposed project’s planning goal of 
facilitating a high-density commercial district, we question whether it is 
appropriate or lawful to incorporate the property into the boundaries of 
the proposed project. (Gordon_344) 

Response 14: At this time, preliminary planning for the potential expansion of Penn 
Station by Amtrak, MTA, and NJT indicates that acquisition of Block 
754, Lot 63 would be necessary for the track alignment to access the new 
station in the event an expansion of Penn Station to the south is selected 
as the preferred expansion alternative. Therefore, ESD’s inclusion of 
Block 754, Lot 63 within the boundaries of Site 1 has a rational basis and 
is part of a lawful project planning process that considers a potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station into Sites 1, 2, and 3. If  a parcel on 
Site 1 is not needed for the Penn Station expansion project, it would not 
be acquired in connection with that project or the GPP. As discussed in 
the DEIS and GPP, the development on Sites 1, 2 and 3 would serve the 
additional compelling public purpose of providing essential revenue to 
support the potential expansion of Penn Station into those sites as well as 
for the reconstruction of Penn Station and for improvements to subway 
stations and other transit facilities in the Project Area and to address the 
substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area. With respect 
to the commenter’s statement that ESD has “target[ed]” its property in 
Block 754 for condemnation, the DEIS makes clear that (1) the potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station into Blocks 754, 780 and 806 will 
be evaluated in a separate federal review process that will be undertaken 
by a federal lead agency and the involved railroads (Amtrak, MTA and 
New Jersey Transit) and include an examination of other alternatives to 
the potential station expansion into those blocks; (2) ESD has no plans to 
sponsor development on those sites, through zoning overrides or 
otherwise, unless the station expansion into Blocks 754, 780 and 806 is 
approved as the preferred alternative in the federal review process; and 
(3) decisions about property acquisitions, including which public entity 
or entities would be responsible for undertaking the acquisitions, would 
be made only in the event that the federal review process results in the 
identification of those blocks as the location of the preferred alternative 
for the Penn Station expansion. Furthermore, the precise location and 
extent of all property interests that would be needed to accommodate a 
potential Penn Station expansion would be determined through further 
design and engineering that would be undertaken by the involved 
railroads if and when a preferred alternative is selected through the 
federal approval process. 

Comment 15: In addition to the technical impacts that have not been considered in the 
DEIS, the staff recommendations also fundamentally change the nature 
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and purpose for the condemnation of 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, 
Lot 63 in ways that have not been made clear. In particular, under the 
DEIS the reason for including the property within the GPP boundaries 
was limited to the potential need for a below grade portion of the property 
to be used for tunnels leading to a southern expansion of Penn Station. 
While we questioned (and continue to question) the need for the property 
to fulfil this purpose it was also the case that once Amtrak determined the 
final alignment and the lack of need for the property, the property would 
no longer be part of the project and would not be condemned, allowing 
us to proceed with redevelopment in accordance with zoning. However, 
under the staff recommendations, the property would have to be 
condemned as part of any southern expansion of Penn Station—
regardless of whether the property is needed for the tunnels—because the 
development above grade is tied to the provision of a series of public 
goods on the property. We would note that the obligations proposed to be 
imposed on the property would significantly compromise the ability to 
achieve an economic return, placing the property in a significantly 
different position than the other properties included in the project. This 
shift in purpose and need and the consequences of the change have not 
been considered in the DEIS. It is unfair for an agency to target a property 
for condemnation and defer making a decision whether to condemn for 
an indefinite number of years. After a reasonable period, an owner should 
be allowed to proceed with the development of its property. Certainly the 
time that has passed while Gateway has been under consideration has 
been a reasonable period. Furthermore, it would be fundamentally unfair 
to take property from a private developer who has been planning actively 
for the site’s redevelopment and convey it to a different developer 
without a specific need tied to a lawful agency purpose. (Gordon_344) 

Response 15: The FEIS evaluates the changes to the GPP, such as the permitted 
program and building bulk, for Block 754, Lot 63 on Site 1A. If a parcel 
on Site 1 is not needed for the Penn Station expansion project, it would 
not be acquired in connection with that project or the GPP. Please refer 
to the response to Comment 14 regarding the public purpose served by 
development of Site 1A, and the response to Comment 1-67 regarding 
ESD’s inclusion of Block 754, Lot 63 within the boundaries of Site 1. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS STUDY 

Comment 16: The neighborhood conditions study prepared for the Proposed Project is 
outdated and inaccurate. The neighborhood conditions study uses old and 
outdated photos to characterize buildings as dilapidated when they are 
not. Older buildings in the study continue to be utilized, functional, and 
productive, and are not blight. There are buildings in the study area that 
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have undergone recent renovations that are inaccurately characterized as 
being in poor condition in the neighborhood conditions study. 
Furthermore, some of the substandard conditions identified in the study 
area were created by Vornado, the owner of several properties in the area. 
(Barnes_051, Bray_650, Calderado_220, Calderaro_693, CB5_002, 
Clarke_230, Cronson_088, Dance_734, Dupuy_646, DuRussel_571, 
Ellsworth_249, Greenberg_790, Grinins_558, Hanrihan_319, 
Klatzkin_421, Ling_566, Sinigalliano_081, Sinigalliano_314, 
Sinigalliano_743, Smith_718, Stoner_707, Townsend_716, Turvey_530, 
Turvey_713, Vanderbilt_168, Vogel_654, Wheatman_312, 
Wheatman_529, White_435) 

Response 16: ESD has prepared an addendum to the Neighborhood Conditions Study 
for the Proposed Project to evaluate site conditions as of February 2022. 
The addendum updates portions of the Neighborhood Conditions Study 
that describe physical and use characteristics of the properties in the study 
area, including building and site conditions. The addendum includes 
building photographs taken in February 2022 and summarizes the results 
of an exterior visual survey of study area properties that was conducted 
in November 2021. As noted in the addendum, changes to building 
conditions since the February 2021 study were identified at eight lots. 
The overall lot rating (i.e., good, fair, poor, or critical) changed at three 
lots:  

• Block 780, Lot 10 was previously rated poor and is now rated good;  
• Block 780, Lot 13 was previously rated fair and is now rated good; 

and  
• Block 780, Lot 15 was previously rated fair and is now rated good. 
Block 780, Lot 10 was identified by commenters as a property where the 
February 2021 Neighborhood Conditions Study was outdated and did not 
reflect a recent renovation. The addendum updates the evaluation for this 
site. The addendum does not identify changes to overall lot rating for any 
other lots within the study area. The limited changes do not alter the 
conclusions of the Pennsylvania Station Area Neighborhood Conditions 
Study. 

Although older buildings in the study area continue to be utilized, the area 
as a whole is primarily characterized by overburdened and degraded 
transportation infrastructure, an aging and outmoded building stock, and 
a pattern of economic stagnation, particularly as compared to other major 
transportation hubs in Manhattan as discussed in detail in the 
Neighborhood Conditions Study. 

The Neighborhood Conditions Study identifies substandard conditions on 
lots owned or controlled by Vornado but, in general, these properties 
were rated as fair to good condition in the building and site conditions 
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survey. There is no indication that Vornado has allowed its properties to 
fall into disrepair. To the contrary, Vornado has recently undertaken 
renovations of 1 Penn Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza. Many of the substandard 
conditions in the study area are due to factors unrelated to and unaffected 
by property ownership, such as the age of buildings, poor land use 
planning, the lack of a cohesive zoning framework, fragmented 
ownership of small lots, inappropriate land use and the overburdened and 
degraded conditions at Penn Station and the three subway stations in the 
Project Area. 

The lack of coherent planning, longstanding underdevelopment, 
economic stagnation, and outmoded building stock in an area directly 
adjacent to the most important transportation complex in New York City 
is symptomatic of an area with a chronic long-term land use problem that 
is expected only to get worse over time. While other areas near the City’s 
transit hubs have been thriving, only five new buildings accounting for 
three percent of the Project Area have been built in the last half century. 
The fact the three buildings cited by one of the commenters—the Farley 
Building, 1 Penn Plaza, and 2 Penn Plaza—are undergoing renovation 
does not indicate that the area is economically healthy. The Farley 
Building, in particular, has been underutilized for over two decades. In 
fact, it was virtually vacant for years prior to ESD’s implementation of 
the Moynihan Station Civic Land Use Improvement Project, and that 
project was authorized upon the ESD Directors’ finding that the area 
comprising the Farley Building and Site 4 (previously known as Penn 
West) was substandard and insanitary as that term is used in the UDC 
Act. Likewise, the rest of the economically stagnant Project Area—
including the Penn Station complex and adjacent blocks—is substandard 
and insanitary within the meaning of the UDC Act, and is in danger of 
becoming further degraded over time, impairing the City’s economic 
vitality, growth, and development. See also the response to Comment 16. 
As noted in the response to Comment 17, the Neighborhood Conditions 
Study did not include a discussion of commercial vacancies, due to the 
atypical conditions resulting from the COVID pandemic. 

Conditions in the Project Area have not improved since the release of the 
Neighborhood Conditions Study. The Hotel Pennsylvania on Site 7 has 
been permanently closed and is being demolished. The Manhattan Mall 
on Site 8 is closed after its former anchor tenant, JC Penney, filed for 
bankruptcy in May 2020. A number of storefronts in the Project Area are 
vacant as of June 2022, including concentrations on the west side of 
Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets (Site 1B) where 
four of seven storefronts are vacant, on the east side of Eighth Avenue 
between West 30th and West 31st Streets (Site 2A) where two of eight 
storefronts are vacant, and northern side of West 30th Street between 
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Seventh and Eighth Avenues (Sites 2A and 2B) where three of 12 
storefronts are vacant. Figure 26-1 provides photos of conditions taken 
in June 2022. Moreover, as discussed in the response to Comment 18, 
citywide, there has been a substantial increase in the vacancy of the type 
of aging office space that comprises much of the Project Area. These 
commercial trends are negative and indicate that the Project Area is at 
risk of deteriorating further over time. 

Comment 17: ESD has not established that there is blight in the Project Area, which is 
a prerequisite to a zoning override for a Land Use Improvement under the 
UDC Act. The Neighborhood Conditions Study drew much of its data 
from the time of the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, when New York 
City and the Project Area were experiencing an unprecedented low point 
in all sectors, including loss of business, homes, and health. Yet, even 
under these extreme circumstances, the Neighborhood Conditions Study 
found that merely eight percent of the Project Area, only 9 of 61 lots, 
were in poor or critical condition and that Sites 4-8 were in good 
condition. Despite that finding, ESD has declared Sites 4-8 to be blighted. 
It bases this conclusion primarily on the age of the buildings, as noted in 
the Neighborhood Conditions Study 97% were considered “old,” 
meaning constructed before 1973 when Vornado’s One Penn Plaza was 
constructed. In addition, the study considers the class of the building, not 
its condition, as evidence of blight. It is unclear where these standards 
came from or why such conditions by themselves were evidence of blight. 
(Harris_697, Lawrence_079) 

Response 17: The substandard and insanitary conditions in the above-ground portions 
of the Project Area are documented in the Neighborhood Conditions 
Study and this FEIS. These documents also summarize the inadequate 
conditions within Penn Station and its connecting entrances, corridors, 
and subway stations. In the 2018 New York Pennsylvania Station Public 
Safety Improvements Act, the State Legislature found Penn Station to be 
“[a]ntiquated, substandard, and inadequate to meet current transportation 
and public safety needs,” and to “present[] an unreasonable safety risk to 
the public.” Moreover, as described in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project 
Description,” other portions of the Penn Station transportation complex 
are characterized by inadequate subway station entrances, a long-
abandoned pedestrian corridor (the Gimbels Passageway) connecting 
Penn Station to the Herald Square subway station, narrow subway station 
platforms and staircases, inadequate accessibility and many other 
substandard elements.  

ESD has prepared an addendum to the Neighborhood Conditions Study 
for the Proposed Project to evaluate site conditions as of February 2022, 
after the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, the February 
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2021 Neighborhood Conditions Study accounted for the COVID-19 
pandemic by omitting a discussion of building vacancies from the 
building and site conditions assessment because COVID stay-at-home 
orders made it difficult to distinguish short-term closures from long-term 
vacancies. 

The Neighborhood Conditions Study assessed conditions across the 
Project Area as a whole because the Land Use Improvement Project 
findings under the UDC Act do not make specific findings for each 
development site. The assessment of substandard and insanitary 
conditions is based on a combination of physical, land use, and other 
socioeconomic and real estate indicators. Criteria used in assessing 
conditions include: appropriateness of current zoning regulations, quality 
of the public realm, zoning conformance, lot utilization, lot configuration, 
property ownership, age of buildings, building and site conditions, energy 
efficiency, accessibility, building code violations, environmental 
conditions, economic performance, and crime. The methodology for each 
evaluation criterion is provided in the “Methodology” section of Section 
A, “Introduction and Methodology” of the February 2021 Neighborhood 
Conditions Study. These are common criteria used to identify 
substandard and insanitary conditions for ESD Land Use Improvement 
Projects.  

Comment 18: ESD has equated Class B and Class C offices with blight, a self-serving 
judgement necessary to override local zoning. (Harris_697) 

In addition, the DEIS fails to consider the need and desirability of Class 
B and C office space. ESD does not provide any reports or even that they 
considered or explored this important part of the commercial office 
market. Class B and C office space is an important part of a well balanced 
commercial infrastructure and supports the big engine of small business. 
There is no legitimate reason for affordable Class B and Class C office 
space to be called a slum, blighted, substandard or unsanitary just because 
it is not Class A office space. (Sinigalliano_743) 

We need a more thorough understanding of what the neighborhood really 
needs and what kinds of incentives will achieve the goals. And let’s not 
dismiss our Class B buildings as having no value. They house small start-
up businesses, immigrant-run businesses, community organizations, 
nonprofits, and all kinds of activities that need convenient, inexpensive 
space. Class B buildings give the neighborhood its character and 
uniqueness. (Sheran_390) 

Response 18: The Neighborhood Conditions Study describes an area that is substandard 
and insanitary due to a lack of coherent planning, longstanding 
underdevelopment, economic stagnation, and outmoded building stock in 
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an area that should be economically vibrant, given its proximity the most 
important transportation complex in New York City. The problems are 
symptomatic of an area at risk of continued deterioration in the future. 

The Neighborhood Conditions Study evaluates the 50-year absence of 
any new Class A office building construction in the study area as one of 
several economic, demographic, and real estate indicators of economic 
stagnation of the study area, particularly in comparison to other major 
transportation hubs in Manhattan. DEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic 
Conditions” discusses direct and indirect business displacement, 
including the loss of Class B and C office spaces. This analysis found that 
the displaced businesses would be able to relocate within the trade area. 
As discussed in DEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” there was 
an estimated 13.4 million gsf of available Class B office space, 3.8 
million gsf of available Class C office space, and 1.3 million gsf of 
available leasable retail space in Midtown Manhattan (as of Q4 2019). As 
updated in FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” in Q1 2022 
there was an estimated 23.1 million gsf of available Class B office space 
and 6.0 million gsf of available Class C office space in Midtown 
Manhattan. Based on this, there is ample space in the surrounding area 
for businesses seeking Class B or Class C office space. Outmoded, low-
scale Class B and Class C office space immediately adjoining Penn 
Station reflects economic stagnation and inappropriate land use in an area 
that should be thriving under a well-considered land use plan for the area 
that encourages dense, transit-oriented development around the City’s 
largest intermodal transportation facility. 

The area’s office stock is at risk to become further obsolete over time, 
impairing the City’s economic vitality, growth, and development, 
because of the demand for modern technology and higher tenant 
standards currently present in the Manhattan office market, as 
documented in many market reports.6 For example, in its most recent 
report for the Manhattan office market, JLL states that “asking rents in 
high quality product with newer building systems continued to increase 
and in some instances were higher than pre-COVID rates … while older 
product faces mounting vacancies.”7 Similarly , in its most recent report 
for the Manhattan office market, Avison & Young states that “trophy-
quality buildings continued to capture an outsized share of post-COVID 

 
6 Avison & Young, “Manhattan office market report” (2022, Q1). See also “Manhattan offices face 

reckoning as older buildings get left behind,” CRAIN’S NEW YORK BUSINESS (Feb. 7, 2022); 
“Manhattan’s office towers are a tale of the haves and the have-nots,” FINANCIAL TIMES (Oct. 9, 2021); 
“U.S. Office Buildings Face $1.1 Trillion Obsolescence Hurdle,” BLOOMBERG (March 14, 2022). 

7 JLL, “New York: Vacancy on the rise as sublease additions surpass demand in Q1.” (2022 Q1 Office 
Insight Report). 
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demand as large-scale tenants almost universally ‘traded up’ by 
relocating similar or higher-quality offerings. Trophy properties, the top 
10.0 percent of the market, have captured 38.4 percent of leases this 
quarter. The heightened demand has caused further disparity between 
asset classes, with Trophy net effective rents increasing 9.9 percent, Class 
A decreasing by 4.5 percent, and Class B and C decreasing by 8.2 percent 
since March 2020.”8 

Comment 19: The statute defines a "substandard and insanitary area" as "a slum, 
blighted, deteriorated or deteriorating area, or an area which has a 
blighting influence on the surrounding area." UDC Act § 3(12). As we 
noted above, Vornado's own chairman has refuted any claim that the Penn 
Station area meets that definition in his public statements. Even a short 
list of the buildings within the area illustrates how absurd it is to call it 
substandard and insanitary. Buildings in the project area include 
Moynihan Train Hall (a recently completed stunning restoration), 1 Penn 
and 2 Penn (both undergoing renovations), 251 West 30th Street (another 
recently renovated building), several historic structures eligible for the 
State and National Register, MSG, Macys, and several desirable national 
retailers. Plain and simple, this is not blight. To be sure, the presence of 
non-blighted buildings, even historic ones, does not disqualify an area 
from becoming a Land Use Improvement Project site. But the ratio of 
blighted to non-blighted must be far higher than it is in this instance. In a 
decision allowing non-blighted blocks within the Atlantic Yards project 
area, the court noted that 86 percent of the land in the project area, and 
51 of the 73 parcels – 70 percent – qualified as blighted. See Develop 
Don't Destroy (Brooklyn) v. Urban Development Corp., 2008 N.Y. Misc. 
LEXIS 7645 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Co. 2008), aff'd, 59 A.D.2d 312 (1st Dep't 
2009); Goldstein, 516 F.3d at 60. Here, in stark contrast, ESD's 
Neighborhood Conditions Study found that only 8 percent of the land in 
the project area, and only 9 of the area's 61 lots, were in "poor" or 
"critical" condition. And the only building deemed to be in "critical" 
condition, the Penn Station Service Building, is owned by Amtrak. See 
NCS at 43, Figure E-2. The GPP attempts to obscure these numbers with 
the statement that the project area contains a "high prevalence of 
buildings either in poor or critical condition." GPP at 17-18. But is 9 of 
61 a "high prevalence"? Even if it were, merely counting buildings fails 
to distinguish between a two-story shop (234 West 30th Street) and a 57-
story office tower (Penn 1). ESD attempts to defend its claim of blight 

 
8 Avison & Young, “Manhattan office market report” (2022, Q1).  
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with cherry-picked photographs taken in 2020, after COVID had begun 
decimating New York retail stores. (Weinstock_575) 

Community Board Five believes that this area of our district cannot be 
qualified as a slum and blight, nor can it be described as substandard or 
unsanitary and that the characterization is offensive, grossly inaccurate 
and serves the only purpose of erroneously applying a portion of the UDC 
Act to justify an action that should not be permitted. The area is home to 
Madison Square Garden, a large and world-renowned sports arena, as 
well as iconic Macy’s, an equally renowned department store; the retail 
presence in the area includes the largest clothing companies in the world, 
including brands such as H&M, Target and Old Navy. These brands 
typically are never found in slums and unsanitary areas. The 
Neighborhood Condition study commissioned by ESD underscores that 
the commercial vacancy rate is among the lowest in the borough, clearly 
establishing that the area is economically strong, dynamic and in no need 
of salvation. The area is home to Hotel Pennsylvania, a grand historic 
building designed by McKim, Mead and White in 1919. The building is 
owned by Vornado, the real estate entity that will most benefit from the 
State proposed land use action. The hotel maintenance and necessary 
upkeep has been grossly neglected by its owner, its condition is therefore 
self-inflicted and cannot be used to justify the land use project. The 
Neighborhood Condition Study notes that Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) is a windowless structure that creates an unpleasant streetscape, 
but the current proposal does not plan to relocate MSG, despite CB5’s 
and other civic groups’ advocacy. The area is also home to a DMV office, 
run by the State and if the condition of this State-run facility is deemed 
unsanitary, it is self-inflicted and cannot be used by the State as an 
argument to demolish and redevelop the area under State action. The GPP 
notes elements of the public realm, including poorly designed plazas and 
streetscapes. CB5 notes that the majority of plazas were designed and 
built by Vornado, in exchange for a generous density bonus. They are 
owned and maintained by Vornado, the partner in the proposed Project. 
(Barbero et al_754) 

Response 19: Building and site conditions are one factor among several used in the 
assessment of substandard and insanitary conditions in the Neighborhood 
Conditions Study. Other criteria used in assessing conditions include: 
appropriateness of current zoning regulations, quality of the public realm, 
zoning conformance, lot utilization, lot configuration, property 
ownership, age of buildings, energy efficiency, accessibility, building 
code violations, environmental conditions, economic performance, and 
crime. The Neighborhood Conditions Study concludes that the Project 
Area is characterized by the substandard condition of Penn Station and 
its interconnecting subway stations and entrances (which stretch across a 
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large portion of the Project Area); substandard and deteriorated buildings, 
including the high prevalence of aging and outmoded buildings or 
buildings in either poor or critical condition or with building violations; 
underutilization of real estate in a premier location; and an inhospitable 
public realm (particularly around the Penn Station block dominated by 
MSG in the heart of the Project Area). Furthermore, the Project Area is 
substandard when measured against other major transit hubs in 
Manhattan when it comes to aging, outmoded, and deteriorated building 
stock and inadequate investment, even though it is home to the largest 
public transportation hub in North America. Its stagnant condition around 
the most rail and transit accessible area of New York City evidences 
inappropriate land use for this area and a chronic problem that can be 
expected to worsen over time, given current and emerging market forces. 
Please refer to the response to Comment 16 regarding substandard 
conditions in the Project Area despite the renovations to the Farley 
Building, 1 Penn Plaza, and 2 Penn Plaza and conditions on properties 
owned by Vornado. Macy’s is outside the Project Area and therefore not 
considered in the assessment of substandard and insanitary conditions in 
the Project Area. 

As noted above, ESD has prepared an addendum to the Neighborhood 
Conditions Study for the Proposed Project to evaluate site conditions as 
of February 2022. Please refer to the response to Comment 16 regarding 
the addendum to the Neighborhood Conditions Study. Among other 
findings, 36 percent of the lots within the study area that are south of 
West 31st Street (by acreage) were found to be in poor or critical 
condition.  

Comment 20: Recognizing the weakness of its claim based on the condition of the 
buildings, ESD also makes an argument based on "economic stagnation." 
But where is the stagnation? Seventeen of the tax lots exceed the 
maximum permitted floor area under already-generous zoning laws, and 
another five are at the maximum. New construction and renovation 
further contradict ESD's stagnation argument. In 2014, the owners of 
Madison Square Garden completed a billion dollar renovation of the 
arena. The owner of the former garment factory loft at 251 West 30th 
Street recently completed a multimillion-dollar overhaul of the space. 
And Vornado itself is now in the midst of a $2.4 billion renovation of 
Penn 1, Penn 2, and the Farley Building. Even if there were no recent 
construction activity, the premise of ESD's stagnation argument – that the 
absence of new Class A construction signals blight – is fundamentally 
unsound. Class B and Class C buildings are an integral part of New York's 
entrepreneurial infrastructure. ESD simply disregards the important 
economic development policy of adaptive reuse. Prewar buildings are 
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precisely the spaces that support start-ups and small businesses, and now, 
increasingly, big tech companies. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 20: The economic stagnation of the study area is detailed in Section F, 
“Economic Conditions,” of the February 2021 Neighborhood Conditions 
study. As discussed in that section, several indicators suggest overall 
economic stagnation in the study area, particularly in contrast to other 
major transit hubs in Manhattan. The indicators include data related to 
property inventory and new development, property values, rents and rent 
growth, and employment and wages.  

Furthermore, despite the commenter’s statement that 22 tax lots in the 
study area equal or exceed the maximum permitted floor area under 
zoning, the Neighborhood Conditions Study found that the majority of 
the study area (by acreage) is underutilized even under the current zoning 
(which has a significantly lower maximum FAR than permitted in the 
proximate business districts of Hudson Yards and East Midtown), 
meaning properties use less than 60 percent of the FAR permitted under 
current zoning regulations. Underutilization can be indicative of 
disinvestment in a neighborhood and contribute to economic stagnation. 
Those buildings that are well-utilized under the outdated existing zoning 
do not exhibit the density supported by sound planning principles, which 
foster commercial development densities comparable to other business 
districts within major transit hubs, such as Grand Central Terminal, 
Times Square-42nd Street Station, and World Trade Center Station.  

Similarly, the building renovations cited by the commenter do not address 
the conditions identified in the Neighborhood Conditions Study as 
impeding the growth and development of the study area. These conditions 
include, among others, patchwork zoning regulations that do not 
articulate a comprehensive vision for the area’s future growth on blocks 
with many lots under multiple ownership.  

Recent office market trends indicate that Class B and C office space is 
performing poorly and not well-positioned to attract tenants in the face of 
a flight to Class A office assets that has occurred since the COVID-19 
pandemic.   

As discussed in the response to Comment CT-11, adaptive reuse of the 
buildings on the development sites would not achieve many of the 
Proposed Project’s goals for revitalizing the area around Penn Station, 
including significant transit and public realm improvements such as new 
subway and Penn Station entrances within new buildings; widened 
sidewalks and an extensive below-grade pedestrian network; high-
density commercial development and new housing, including hundreds 
of affordable units; elimination of substandard and insanitary conditions 
in the Project Area; and increased economic growth and tax revenue 
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through the creation of jobs and economic activity, accommodating New 
York City’s long-term growth targeting the modern needs of commercial 
tenants at a transit-accessible location, and generating substantial revenue 
for the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. In other 
words, adaptive reuse of existing buildings on the development sites 
would not result in the type of high-density development with public 
amenities necessary to capitalize on the Project Area’s transit-rich 
location.  

Comment 21: The ESD complains on page 62 of the neighborhood conditions study that 
the project area “has the highest proportion of local earning less than 
$40000 annually at 52 percent.” The report goes on to inform readers that 
a greater percentage of higher salaried workers can be found in the Grand 
Central or World Trade Center area. The logical implication is that the 
presence of low-income workers now constitutes “blight” conditions. 
(Chelsea_197, Ellsworth_187, Wolff_196) 

Response 21: As noted in the February 2021 Neighborhood Conditions Study, several 
metrics, including income levels of the local workforce, were compared 
to understand economic vitality outside of real estate market 
fundamentals. The data regarding income levels of the local workforce 
reflects the quality of the employment opportunities in the study area and 
is one indicator, amongst others, of economic underdevelopment and 
stagnation. 

Comment 22: The “at risk of destruction” buildings and blocks included in ESD’s GPP 
are not blighted, substandard, a slum, unsanitary or even avoided by the 
public. In fact, these areas and building are a vibrant, busy, sought after 
business and residential community. It is fraudulent for ESD to portray 
these at-risk blocks in such a way in their outdated, inaccurate and 
deceptive Neighborhood Conditions Study. I have already documented 
this to ESD for my building at 251 West 30th Street and demanded a new, 
up to date and accurate Neighborhood Condition Study be done for the 
project area.  It is deceiving that ESD is still knowingly using the totally 
inaccurate Empire State Complex Neighborhood Conditions Study that 
portrays our building 251 West 30th Street in poor condition. ESD must 
be required to obtain and present up to date and accurate pictures and 
information for all buildings in the project area that are at risk of 
demolition. One of the most deceptive parts of ESD’s Empire State 
Complex Neighborhood Conditions Study for 251 West 30th Street is 
how they may have clearly cherry picked data from NY Department of 
Buildings (DOB) records. ESD used information from NY DOB to list 
data about violations, false filings, fuel tanks, lack of fire systems, lack 
of fire extinguishers, and more in an attempt to make our building look 
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run down and in poor condition. Yet ESD’s study does not list any of the 
many building permits that were obtained to do the multi-million dollar 
modernization and renovation of the 251 West 30th Street from 2016 to 
the present. Whatever the truth may be there is no doubt that ESD’s 
Empire State Complex Neighborhood Conditions is inaccurate, out of 
date and does not document the true condition of 251 West 30th street. 
As such the study is clearly deceptive and ESD must be required to 
complete a new, up to date and accurate study that documents the current 
condition of each at risk building in the project area. (Sinigalliano_743) 

Response 22: As noted above, ESD has prepared an addendum to the Neighborhood 
Conditions Study for the Proposed Project to evaluate site conditions as 
of February 2022. Please refer to the response to Comment 16 regarding 
the addendum to the Neighborhood Conditions Study. The Neighborhood 
Conditions Study identifies building code violations as one indicator of 
substandard conditions. The Neighborhood Conditions Study is not 
deceptive; it is a detailed report prepared by qualified professionals, and 
any inaccuracies in the initial report have been updated and corrected in 
the addendum. In particular, backdated photographs were not included in 
the study. 

Comment 23: It is possible that the Lot Utilization table in the Neighborhood 
Conditions Study was used as an input, and if it was, the No Action 
Scenario needs to be rethought. The Lot Utilization table in the 
Neighborhood Conditions Study is a mess and includes zoning districts 
that have their maximum FAR change from lot to lot without explanation. 
If these data were used in the no Action Scenario decision-making, the 
Lead Agency should reconsider those decisions. If errors lead to a 
significantly understated increment, then it needs to prepare a 
Supplemental DEIS. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 23: The referenced  table in the Neighborhood Conditions Study was not used 
in the preparation of the DEIS.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Comment 1-1: The lack of any information on improvements to Penn Station, the Penn 
Station Master Plan study, or any recognition of MSG’s engineering 
infrastructure as an impediment to substantial railroad station 
improvements proves impossible for Community Board 5 to confirm that 
the GPP will achieve Goal 2 (a safer Penn Station). The current Penn 
Station is a known firetrap and obvious terrorism target. The current GPP 
brings more fire safety issues with mega tall towers and a continuous, 
supersized underground transit facility connecting Sixth Avenue, 
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Broadway, Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH), Seventh Avenue, 
LIRR, New Jersey Transit (NJT), Amtrak, and Eighth Avenue lines. 
There will be more need for clear communication channels and 
equipment between all of the police agencies at Penn Station (Amtrak 
Police, the New York City Police Department [NYPD], the New York 
State National Guard, the New York State Police, the MTA Police, and 
NJT Police) and, with the 33rd Street PATH station being connected to 
the enlarged complex, the Port Authority Police Department. Equipment 
that facilitates communication between the New York City Fire 
Department (FDNY) and all relevant policing agencies in Penn Station 
has been an issue for many years. The DEIS doesn’t address any of these 
public safety issues. (Barbero et al_754, CB5_002) 

Response 1-1: DEIS Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” discusses the 
security and safety program at Penn Station. The Railroads are 
developing an updated security and safety program for the integrated 
Penn Station complex, including existing Penn Station; Moynihan Train 
Hall; and below-grade connections to the Seventh Avenue, Eighth 
Avenue, and Herald Square subway stations.  

Development of the security and safety program will draw on guidance 
from the U.S. Department of Transportation—Transit Security Design 
Considerations developed for the FTA; applicable codes and statutes; 
transit agency stakeholder requirements; a previous Threat, 
Vulnerability, and Risk Assessment (TVRA) done by MTA and Amtrak; 
and input from local, state, and federal law enforcement and emergency 
response agencies. It is anticipated that a comprehensive security and 
safety program will be implemented in connection with the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. An updated 
TVRA will be done during the design phase for the reconstruction and 
potential expansion as well. The details of the integrated security plan for 
the entire Penn Station complex (Penn Station, Moynihan Train Hall, and 
any potential expansion) cannot be made public for security reasons. 
Recent improvements to the integrated Penn Station complex (such as 
Moynihan Train Hall, the East End Gateway, and the LIRR concourse 
project)  meet the safety requirements of applicable local, State, and 
federal codes, in particular the National Fire Protection Association 
(NFPA) 130, Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit and Passenger Rail 
Systems, which provides fire protection and life-safety requirements for 
underground, surface, and elevated fixed guideway transit and passenger 
rail systems, and additional requirements of FDNY. Future work on the 
Penn Station complex, including the reconstruction and potential 
expansion, will also comply with these safety requirements.  
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Comment 1-2: What is the surface area of site 2A and site 2B? What is the proposed 
density for each specific site? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-2: The lot area for Site 2 is 158,000 square feet (sf) and is comprised of two 
proposed tower footprints (Site 2A and 2B) plus a public plaza. The plaza 
would be 156 feet wide (approximately 30,800 gsf); the exact width of 
each footprint is not yet determined. Site 2 would have approximately 
5,362,700 GSF of development rights (roughly equivalent to a Floor Area 
Ratio [FAR] of 28). The tower on Site 2A would be approximately 
2,495,500 GSF (roughly a 26 FAR equivalent inclusive of the tower’s 
footprint and a portion of the area of the plaza). The tower on Site 2B 
would be approximately 2,867,200 GSF (roughly a 30 FAR equivalent, 
inclusive of the tower’s footprint and a portion of the area of the plaza). 

Comment 1-3: Have you discussed 1 Penn with Vornado? Do you know whether 
Vornado plans to demolish and rebuild the building? What would be the 
permitted massing envelop for such new building? Have you assessed the 
shadow and visual resources impact of such redevelopment? If yes, 
please share. If not, why not? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-3: Vornado is currently undertaking a significant renovation of the 55-story 
1 Penn Plaza office tower including glazing the building to have triple 
pane glass and adding a new entrance to Penn Station from 34th Street 
and other amenities on the ground and second floors. ESD is not aware 
of any plans by Vornado to demolish and rebuild the building. The six-
story portion of the eastern podium on 1 Penn Plaza may be demolished 
to accommodate new development on Site 5 as part of the Proposed 
Project, but the remainder of the 1 Penn Plaza site is not a development 
site in the Proposed Project.  

Comment 1-4: What is the potential sky concourse over Plaza 33? What building or 
structure would it provide connections to? Can you show schematics? 
What is the approval process for the sky concourse? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-4: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” 
the potential sky concourse above Plaza 33 would connect the buildings 
at 1 and 2 Penn Plaza. An illustrative view of the potential sky concourse 
is provided in DEIS Figure 9-58. DEIS Chapter 9, “Urban Design and 
Visual Resources,” provides a description of the potential sky concourse. 
As discussed in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the potential sky 
concourse would require consent of the City. 

Comment 1-5: Who is the governing authority/entity of the Penn Station Master Plan 
study? Who is the governing authority/entity of the Penn Station 
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expansion? Who is the lead agency for Penn Station expansion? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 1-5: The Penn Station Master Plan study, which will inform the design of the 
Penn Station reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion are 
joint efforts of the Railroads. No federal lead agency has yet been 
established but the Railroads anticipate that FRA or FTA will be the lead 
agency for the federal NEPA review. Regardless of which agency is the 
formal lead agency, it is anticipated that both FRA and FTA will 
participate in the NEPA review. 

Comment 1-6: Is the Non-Program Area accounted for in the total gsf? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-6: The non-program area is included in the total gsf presented in the DEIS 
and FEIS. 

Comment 1-7: You assume that non-programing space will be approximately 19% of the 
total GSF. Where do you base this assumption from? Is this common 
standard? Provide comparative examples. (CB5_002) 

Response 1-7: This assumption has been used in the environmental reviews for large, 
modern office buildings similar to those that would be built under the 
Proposed Project. A recent example with a similar proportion of non-
program space is the One Vanderbilt office building at 317 Madison 
Avenue. The GPP as affirmed would not permit non-program space to be 
converted into space with active uses (such as additional office space).  

Comment 1-8: What is the review process from the Public Authorities Control Board 
(PACB)? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-8: A binding financial agreement with the City may require PACB approval. 
PACB approval of ESD’s development agreements also may be required 
at such future time when ESD negotiates their terms and conditions and 
before any such agreement is finalized.  

Comment 1-9: Why do Table 2-1 and Table 2-3 in the DEIS provide different square 
footages for Site 5 for the 2038 No Action Condition Development 
Program (Table 2-1) and the Proposed Project Development Program 
(Table 2-3)? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-9: As noted in Table 2-1, Site 5 also includes the easternmost portion of the 
existing 1 Penn Plaza podium. In the No Action Condition, the podium 
would remain. In the With Action Condition, the easternmost portion of 
the 1 Penn Plaza podium would be demolished for the base of the new 
building on Site 5.  
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Comment 1-10: Is it correct to read the double-asterisks footnote on Table S-1 on page S-
15 as only 734 hotel rooms are guaranteed to replace the 1,700-room 
Hotel Pennsylvania and the 600-room Stewart Hotel rooms? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-10: It is correct that the maximum replacement hotel rooms under the 
Proposed Project would be 734 rooms at Site 4. As noted in the DEIS, the 
Hotel Pennsylvania is in the process of being demolished, with or without 
the Proposed Project. The Stewart Hotel would be demolished only if 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the preferred alternative for the potential 
Penn Station expansion. 

Comment 1-11: What are the size and dimensions of the proposed open space on site 2? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 1-11: As noted in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the proposed open 
space on Site 2 would be approximately 30,800 sf (about 156 feet by 198 
feet).  

Comment 1-12: Will any of the buildings cantilever over sidewalks or open space? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 1-12: As per the Design Guidelines, the proposed building at Site 5 would be 
permitted to project over the 10-foot-wide sidewalk widening along 
Seventh Avenue at a minimum height of 50 feet above curb level. On all 
sites, all building massing must be contained within the property lines; 
no portion of any building would project over sidewalks in the public 
right-of-way. 

Comment 1-13: With or without a southern expansion of Penn Station, we urge ESD to 
increase the minimum open space requirements on sites 4 through 8, that 
permanently affordable housing is required on at least one of the sites 4 
through 8 and that RFP for sites 4 through 8 include community facility 
space. (Devlin_070) 

The amount of affordable housing required on West 31st Street between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues is insufficient. It will take at least 10 years to 
start building and may never materialize, leaving displaced residents in a 
state of uncertainty for too long. We request in consultation that at least 
two other buildings on Sites 4 to 8 be required to offer affordable housing, 
that such buildings be required to be built in the first phase of any 
development of the area, and that all affordable housing is permanent 
following the guidelines of community housing policies that offer a range 
in income levels. The GPP must provide permanent relocation of 
residential tenants, within MCD4 or MCD5, at tenant’s existing 
affordability levels. (Kern et al_756, Otterson_632, Sheran_390) 
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Response 1-13: All displaced residents who are income certified would have a right to 
return to an affordable unit on Site 1A. Please refer to the response to 
Comment 1-39 regarding residential relocation assistance.  

Comment 1-14: The Proposed Project, including the reconstruction and expansion of 
Penn Station, the public transportation improvements, and the public 
realm improvements, should be coordinated and implemented by one 
organizing authority, similar to the Lower Manhattan Development 
Corporation’s role in the rebuilding of Lower Manhattan. This authority 
should facilitate collaboration among the various stakeholders (e.g., ESD, 
MTA, Amtrak, and NJTransit) and with the community. (Bottcher et 
al_147, Bottcher_192, Nadler et al_021, Devaney_074, Devaney_692, 
Park-Rogers_320, Nadler et al_038, Ryan_246) 

The Penn Station Master Plan study should cover the entire area directly 
affected by the transit and public realm improvements and the potential 
development, from 30th Street on the south, 34th Street on the north, 
Herald and Greeley Squares on the east, and Ninth Avenue on the west. 
It should contemplate at least two phases of station development. The 
first phase would cover the reconstruction and redesign of Penn Station 
and the public realm improvements. The second phase would anticipate 
the redevelopment or relocation of Madison Square Garden and the 
subsequent station and public realm improvements. (Devaney_692) 

It will be important to create an entity responsible for overall coordination 
of the simultaneous site and operating activities during the decades of 
construction. This coordinated entity could also become a primary real 
and virtual location for communications to and from the public about the 
ongoing project status and for the realization of a welcoming and 
inclusive public realm. (Taylor_737) 

Response 1-14: There is no current plan to create a single entity to implement the Penn 
Station reconstruction, the potential Penn Station expansion, and the 
above-grade development under the GPP as affirmed. The proposed 
improvements to Penn Station contemplated as part of the Penn Station 
reconstruction project and the potential expansion of the station as part of 
the Penn Station expansion project are being undertaken by the Railroads, 
and would involve reviews and approvals by a federal agency. As a 
condition of the approvals, the federal agency will require environmental 
commitments and ongoing oversight. If the Proposed Project is approved, 
ESD is committed to working closely with the Railroads to coordinate 
the development of the Proposed Project with the Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential expansion projects. ESD is also committed 
to working closely with the Penn Station Area Public Realm Task Force 
and any subsequent entity that may advise ESD on public realm 
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improvements related to the GPP in a Public Realm Improvement 
Concept Plan that would include a list and descriptions of priority public 
realm improvements.. Please refer to the response to Comment 2 
regarding the Public Realm Task Force. 

Comment 1-15: We understand that the GPP does not contemplate or commence a process 
that would authorize ESD’s exercise of eminent domain with respect to 
Site 6. Please confirm that Site 6 also would not be acquired by MTA or 
any other state agency to achieve the desired subway service transit 
improvement or street widening. (Harris_129) 

Response 1-15: Neither ESD, MTA, nor any other state agency has proposed condemning 
Site 6, and the current GPP does not authorize ESD’s condemnation of 
that site. It is anticipated that the transit and public realm improvements 
associated with Site 6 would be implemented when Site 6 is redeveloped 
pursuant to the GPP. 

Comment 1-16: The GPP contemplates an unprecedented award of floor area to a single 
developer (Vornado) without describing the process by which the vast 
majority of this floor area will be generated or the requirements upon 
which it will be granted. Nor does the GPP describe what (if any) review, 
input, or approval rights New York City will have regarding the amount 
of additional floor area awarded or the terms on which such floor area is 
awarded. (Harris_697) 

Response 1-16: As discussed in the DEIS, the Proposed Actions include the override of 
all provisions of the New York City Zoning Resolution applicable to the 
eight development sites. Sites 1 through 8 would be developed in 
accordance with Design Guidelines referenced in the GPP, which specify 
the parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning, including the 
amount of floor area. In accordance with the UDC Act, ESD intends to 
continue to consult with the City of New York to accomplish the 
Proposed Project’s development goals and the planning and design of 
public realm and public transportation improvements for the area. In 
addition, the structure of any PILOT would be determined in consultation 
with the City. Please also refer to the response to Comment CT-5 
regarding public hearings under section 6 of the UDC Act. 

Comment 1-17: Office and retail space in the Project Area should be made available to all 
types and sizes of businesses and their customers to provide opportunities 
that reflect diversity, equity, and inclusiveness considerations. The GPP 
should include requirements for the provision of “affordable” office 
space (at least by reducing rent to the extent that real estate taxes may not 
be charged via PILOT) and business incubators. (Harris_697) 
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Response 1-17: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” there is 
an estimated 13.4 million gsf of available Class B office space, 3.8 
million gsf of available Class C office space, and 1.3 million gsf of 
available leasable retail space in Midtown Manhattan (as of the fourth 
quarter of 2019). Based on this, there is ample space in the surrounding 
area for businesses seeking Class B or Class C office space or affordable 
retail space. The Proposed Project would provide opportunities to meet a 
long-term demand for modern, Class A office space in close proximity to 
Penn Station. 

Comment 1-18: It is dishonest for the DEIS to state that “the assumption that the Proposed 
Project would be completed expeditiously represents a reasonable worst-
case scenario for analysis. ESD's timetable not only undermines its claim 
that the project would produce sufficient revenue for Penn Station; it also 
violates SEQRA. In a 2012 lawsuit successfully challenging a phase of 
ESD's Atlantic Yards project, the Appellate Division, First Department, 
held that a lead agency may not base its EIS on a construction schedule 
that it knows to be inaccurate. Here, as there, the agency knows that the 
EIS's build year projections are inaccurate, and yet refuses to revise its 
analysis to reflect the real schedule. Indeed, the facts against ESD are 
even stronger in the present case. In Develop Don't Destroy, the 
developers at least had a deadline; here, they have none. ESD recognizes 
the consequences of the delays. The loss would not only be in revenue; it 
would be in the plan's in-kind benefits as well. Because the proposed rail 
and transit entrances and accessways would be inside the new towers, 
these on-site improvements would not be built until the towers 
themselves were built. (The GPP imposes no obligation on the developers 
to make any of these improvements before then.) Similarly, many of the 
promised public realm improvements—including the through-block 
public plaza on Site 2—would have to await the demolition of the existing 
buildings and the completion of the towers. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 1-18: ESD recognizes the uncertainty as to the construction schedule for the 
Proposed Project. For that reason, the DEIS analyzes a conceptual 
construction schedule intended to represent the “reasonable worst-case” 
for purposes of assessing project impacts, in which several buildings 
would be constructed at the same time. In addition, the DEIS includes an 
extended schedule scenario, which considers how a delayed completion 
of the Proposed Project would affect its potential impacts and benefits. 
For the FEIS, ESD has revised the conceptual construction schedule to 
analyze completion of Phase 1 of the project in 2033, five years later than 
in the DEIS, and Phase 2 of the project in 2044, six years later than the 
conceptual schedule in the DEIS. As discussed in the FEIS Foreword, this 
change to the schedule is due to the extensive consultation with the 
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CACWG and development of the Proposed Revisions, the fact that the 
Railroads are not as advanced in the planning and environmental review 
for the potential expansion of Penn Station as anticipated in the DEIS, 
and the prolonged duration of the pandemic and its potential effect on 
office demand in the near term. 

As discussed in DEIS Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the 
assumption that the Proposed Project would be completed by 2044 
represents a reasonable worst-case scenario for the environmental 
analysis. In the event conditions stemming from the COVID-19 pandemic 
or other market forces 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. 

In the event that the Proposed Project’s completion is extended beyond 
the analysis years of 2033 and 2044 (the extended schedule scenario), the 
impacts from the Proposed Project would not be different or of a greater 
magnitude than the impacts studied and disclosed in the analysis chapters 
of this EIS. The EIS analysis accounts for 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. Therefore, the 
EIS analyses represent a reasonable worst-case depiction of future 
conditions, because they account for a full array of other nearby projects 
that could materialize within the study timeframes. To the extent that 
economic conditions affect the completion of the Proposed Project, it is 
expected that background development projects would be subject to the 
same market forces (e.g., reduced demand for commercial space). 
Therefore, an extended schedule for the Proposed Project resulting from 
prolonged adverse economic conditions would be expected to be 
accompanied by a delay in other background development projects, and 
future conditions in an extended analysis year would be projected to be 
similar to those described in this EIS for 2044. 

In an extended schedule scenario, the program, bulk, density, and location 
of the Proposed Project would not change, nor would the projected worker 
population. It is also assumed that each development site (other than Sites 
1, 2, and 3, which would be cleared for the potential southward Penn 
Station expansion) would continue as in existing conditions and would 
only be demolished when construction is ready to commence. Therefore, 
an extended schedule scenario would result in the same or similar impacts 
as the Proposed Project, but at a later date, in the analysis areas of land use, 
zoning, and public policy; socioeconomics; community facilities and 
services; open space; shadows; historic and cultural resources; urban 
design and visual resources; hazardous materials; water and sewer 
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infrastructure; solid waste and sanitation services; energy; air quality; 
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change; noise; public health; or 
neighborhood character. 

With respect to transportation, an extended schedule for the completion 
of the Proposed Project could result in an increase in background growth, 
due to the growth occurring during these additional years, but 
corresponding delays in other nearby background projects would yield, 
in the aggregate, an overall future baseline condition against which to 
evaluate the Proposed Project’s potential impacts that would be 
commensurate with the assumed 2044 background condition. Because 
transportation impact analyses are conservative and account for both a 
substantial growth in the baseline transportation conditions and a large 
number of Project-generated incremental trips, the conclusions for each 
of the transportation modes analyzed in the EIS would be reasonably 
representative of the conditions even if the analysis years were later. 

As discussed in DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” if the construction 
schedule were to extend beyond the timetable assumed in the EIS, then 
construction activities for the Proposed Project as a whole would occur 
over a longer period of time. Under this extended schedule scenario, 
construction of the overall project would be completed over the course of 
a prolonged schedule, but the period of construction for each individual 
building would not change, and there would be less overlapping of 
construction activities among the different project sites. Therefore, the 
intensity of construction activity at any period would be similar or 
reduced under this scenario. The effects of this change with respect to 
construction-period transportation, air quality, noise, and neighborhood 
character are discussed below: 

• Construction-period transportation: Under an extended schedule 
scenario, the number of construction workers and truck deliveries 
would be lower at any given time over the course of project 
construction if the construction schedule is extended beyond the 
current Phase 1 and/or Phase 2 completion years. Therefore, the 
incremental construction activities and their associated worker and 
truck trips, which are the primary contributor to potential 
construction-period transportation impacts, would correspondingly 
be less.  

• Construction-period air quality: Under an extended schedule 
scenario, there would be less simultaneous work on multiple 
development sites and buildings and potentially more time in 
between the start of each building’s construction activities. The 
number of units of construction equipment simultaneously operating 
on the development sites at any time would be expected to be similar 
or less (throughout the Project Area) than that which was assumed 
during a comparable period of construction for the reasonable worst-
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case conceptual construction schedule. Therefore, the resulting 
concentration levels for an extended schedule scenario would be 
similar or less than those estimated for the reasonable worst-case 
conceptual construction schedule. 

• Construction-period noise: Under an extended schedule scenario, 
construction of the Proposed Project as a whole would occur over a 
longer period of time, but each task for construction of each building 
would have the same duration and involve the same means and 
methods as was assumed for the construction noise analysis described 
above. Consequently, maximum noise levels at each receptor would 
be the same as or lower than those described for the reasonable worst-
case conceptual construction schedule. The duration over which time 
each receptor would experience construction noise could be extended 
at some locations, particularly those with line of sight to two or more 
buildings if those buildings were assumed to be constructed 
simultaneously in the quantified analysis presented in the DEIS but 
could be constructed consecutively under the extended construction 
scenario. However, the extended duration would not apply to the 
maximum predicted construction noise levels, which tend to result 
from construction at a single Proposed Project building. In addition, 
the duration of elevated noise from construction would not extend 
throughout the entirety of the extended schedule because 
construction would move throughout the Project Area over the course 
of the full construction period. 

• Construction-period neighborhood character: Under an extended 
schedule scenario, there would be continued localized adverse 
impacts on adjacent streets; however, effects associated with 
construction activity would be less intense because there would be 
less simultaneous activity in the Project Area. There would be an 
incremental realization of the Proposed Project as buildings are 
completed in a sequential manner with less continuous, overlapping 
construction activity. Development sites not under active 
construction are expected to be maintained in their existing condition. 
At Sites 1, 2, and 3, if delays occur after the potential construction of 
the proposed expansion of Penn Station, the sites would be cleared of 
buildings (except for the new service building for Penn Station and 
entrances to the Penn Station expansion as described in FEIS Chapter 
20, “Construction”) for longer than anticipated under the reasonable 
worst-case construction schedule. In the event that there is an 
extended period between the completion of the expansion of Penn 
Station and the commencement of construction of the new buildings 
on Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, would 
seek to activate one or more of the sites with temporary uses or other 
programming. As under the reasonable worst-case construction 
schedule, the extended schedule scenario would result in significant 
adverse localized neighborhood character impacts in the immediate 
vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 3 during construction. 
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The DEIS also discloses that the completion of the Proposed Project at a 
later date would delay the delivery of some of the project benefits such 
as revitalization of the Project Area, economic growth and tax revenue 
through job creation and economic activity, implementation of transit and 
public realm improvements, and the Proposed Project’s support for the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. 

Another important consideration of analyzing a delayed completion of the 
project is the difficulty of accurately predicting conditions further into the 
future. Predictions of conditions further than 22 years in the future would 
be subject to increasing degrees of uncertainty and speculation due to the 
range of potential, unforeseen changes that could occur, such as changes to 
development patterns, technology, the transportation network, or travel 
patterns.  

The commenter also notes that certain benefits of the project (certain 
transit entrances and other on-site improvements) would only be 
delivered at such time as the associated building is constructed. If 
construction on any of the development sites occurs later than assumed 
in the EIS (or if construction does not occur) the associated on-site 
improvements would be delayed (or may not occur). It would not be 
practicable to require developers to complete these improvements prior 
to construction of the new buildings on the development sites. For 
example, one could not create widened sidewalks without demolishing 
the existing buildings. 

DENSITY 

Comment 1-19: The proposed buildings are too large and too dense and will cause many 
negative impacts. (Achelis_108, Barbero_068, Barbero et al_754, Dent-
Rivera_363, Kinsella_110, Lunke_415, McInroe_714, Nicosia_237, 
Oddo_359, Ronner_327, Sinigalliano_743, Stern_345, Vanadore_251) 

Response 1-19: The density levels proposed in the GPP reflect a holistic planning effort 
to revitalize a lagging midtown business district with high-density 
development in close proximity to a major rail transportation center. The 
densities of Sites 4 and 7 are based on previously approved plans for 
development of those sites as part of the Moynihan GPP for Site 4 and 
New York City Planning Commission (CPC) special permits (ULURP 
Nos. C 100049 ZSM and C 100050 ZSM) issued for 15 Penn Plaza. The 
permitted density in terms of FAR on the other development sites in the 
Project Area is consistent with the density permitted by the City in other 
parts of Midtown, such as in the Special Hudson Yards District and the 
East Midtown Subdistrict of the Special Midtown District. The DEIS 
evaluated the potential effects of the Proposed Project’s density on the 
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full range of potential environmental issues. As discussed in DEIS 
Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse impacts related to open space, shadows, historic and cultural 
resources, visual resources, transportation, noise, and construction 
activities.  

Since the publication of the DEIS, ESD staff has proposed revisions to 
the GPP in response to public comments, including enhancements to the 
public realm, increases in open space, density reductions, and 
modifications to building bulk to preserve views of the Empire State 
Building along West 33rd Street.  

PROJECT FINANCING AND SOURCES OF REVENUE 

Comment 1-20: We understand that all or most of Project Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are owned 
or controlled by Vornado. It is anticipated that prior to development of a 
Project Site, ESD will acquire an interest in title to the applicable Project 
Site and in turn ground lease the sites to Vornado and the as-of-yet 
unidentified future developers of Project Sites 1, 2 and 3. Whether or not 
ESD undertakes the initial acquisitions of Project Sites 1, 2 and 3, it is 
anticipated that ESD would acquire an interest in title to those proposed 
Penn Station expansion sites and thereby effectuate the ground leases. 

• How long is the lease? 
• How much will Vornado pay for the lease? 
• What is the Payment schedule? 
• Have these terms already been agreed upon with Vornado?  
• Lease payment would be made to which entity? ESD? Other? 

(CB5_002) 
We also understand that the revenues generated by the Project will be 
structured in a value-capture framework to support such uses and may 
include PILOT, PILOST, PILOMRT, payments for development rights, 
and proceeds from the sale of land and/or ground lease payments as 
applicable. 

• What is the value capture framework? 
• How much will the valuation for development rights (TDR) be? 
• Which agency is tasked with TDR valuation? How will they be 

valuated? 
• What is the valuation specifically for the bonus FAR obtained in 

exchange for a POPS at One Penn? 
• Does this proposal compensate or pay for Farley air rights? 
• Who owns Farley air rights? 
• How is the PILOT, PILOST PILOMRT structured? 
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• How is the tax value assessed? 
• Which agency/entity is responsible for assumptions and 

assessments? (Please provide methodology) 
• What is the expected upfront payment for each tax incentive?? 
• How long is the tax exemption? 
• Is Vornado, and or ESD or any other entity being party to the Project 

in discussions/contact with NYC IDA? NYC-EDC? New York City 
Transitional Finance Authority? 

• Who is the NYC entity that will issue the PILOT/PILOST/PILOMRT 
agreement? IDA? Or EDC? Or other? 

• Who approves the PILOTs, PILOSTs, PILOMRTs?  
• Please provide the cost-benefit analysis for PILOTs, PILOST and any 

other tax incentives. (CB5_002) 

The developer of any of the Project Sites would pay to ESD PILOT, 
PILOST and/or PILOMRT and other amounts as applicable (e.g., 
proceeds from the sale of land and/or ground lease payments with respect 
to Project Sites 1, 2 and 3 only). Will ESD acquire interest in title for sites 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and ground-lease them to Vornado? Will Vornado pay for 
development rights? Will Vornado pay PILOT, PILOST and/or 
PILOMRT? Has Vornado already agreed to those terms? (CB5_002) 

Which entity will be compensated for the loss of POPS at One Penn? 
(City or state, or other) (CB5_002) 

The public and state leaders also should know exactly what level of tax 
abatements and subsidies the developer, Vornado, would receive. 
(Fauss_165) 

Will Vornado, the project’s main developer, receive subsidies? (Krueger 
et al_796) 

Response 1-20: Please refer to the response to Comment CT-5 regarding the revenue and 
value capture framework of the Proposed Project.  

The terms for any PILOT agreements are being negotiated by ESD and 
the City of New York, and various terms such as the duration of the 
PILOT and the split of PILOT will affect the total revenues available. 
ESD is in discussions with the Office of the Deputy Mayor of Economic 
Development and the New York City Economic Development 
Corporation (EDC) and expects to negotiate a financial framework 
(including for PILOT) with the City of New York before the GPP is 
affirmed. This framework will inform future site-specific agreements 
with each site’s owner and/or developer (each, a development 
agreement). Even after the GPP is affirmed, no development under the 
GPP can occur on any site without a separate, individually negotiated and 
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executed development agreement between the site’s owner and/or 
developer and ESD, laying out financial and other material terms such as 
on-site public improvements (inclusive of public transportation 
improvements) the developer would be required to implement.  

At this time, no development agreements have been entered with 
Vornado or any other private party. ESD and Vornado need to complete 
negotiations for each Vornado-controlled development site, including 
negotiations related to PILOT and other GPP revenue sources, such as 
the value of development rights and the allocation of costs for required 
public realm and transportation improvements, before development can 
commence on any of their sites. The value of any additional development 
rights will reflect market values at the time that a development agreement 
is entered into with respect to a development site. Please refer to the 
response to Comment CT-5 regarding additional opportunities for the 
public to comment on the financial arrangements to be negotiated with 
respect to each development site pursuant to Section 6 of the UDC Act. 

As noted above, no development agreements have been executed, and it 
is premature to project potential PILOT, PILOMRT, or PILOST revenue. 
The FEIS presents projections of the economic and fiscal benefits of the 
Proposed Project in the form of direct, indirect, and induced jobs from 
construction and operation, total economic output, and personal income 
tax, sales tax, and hotel occupancy tax revenues.  

As noted in the DEIS, development on Sites 4 and 5 would displace a 
portion of the existing privately owned public space (POPS) at 1 Penn 
Plaza. On Site 4, the displacement of the POPS would be addressed with 
the creation of a new Penn Station entrance, as required in the Moynihan 
GPP. On Site 5, Vornado would compensate for the total amount of the 
existing POPS on Site 5 by one or more of the following measures: 
removing the bonused floor area from 1 Penn Plaza; providing new on-
site open space with the new development; or making an appropriate 
payment for use on public realm improvements in the Project Area. 

In the Moynihan GPP, approximately 1.1 million gsf of development 
rights were dedicated to the “Penn West” site, which is Site 4 in the draft 
GPP. As indicated in the GPP for the Proposed Project, ESD would 
extinguish the unutilized 2.5 million sf of development rights at the 
Farley Building zoning lot after Sites 1, 2, and 4 are developed pursuant 
to the GPP.  

Comment 1-21: After the ESD Directors vote on this proposal and assuming it passes, 
how does the money pass from ESD (or some other entity) to the 
governing entity of the Penn Station Master Plan study and Penn Station 
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potential expansion project to implement the projects at Penn Station? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 1-21: The GPP will require that any development-related revenues to ESD be 
dedicated to the Penn Station reconstruction project and/or potential Penn 
Station expansion project, and to GPP-related transit and public realm 
improvements. The details as to how such funds are to be accessed, and 
by which agency, have not yet been established and will be developed 
with the applicable New York State and City agencies and MTA. Such 
revenues could be directed to funding project-related improvements and 
associated costs and covering debt service payments on public 
improvements bonds or federal loan programs.  

Comment 1-22: Which city agencies are tasked with authorizing any parts of the Project? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 1-22: The following city agencies have roles in reviewing aspects of the 
Proposed Project: the New York City Planning Commission (CPC), 
EDC, and NYCDOT. The GPP is subject to review by the CPC under the 
UDC Act, which provides that a planning board or commission may 
recommend approval, disapproval, or modification of a GPP whenever 
such plan requires the override of local law or regulation for 
implementation. Also, as noted above, ESD is in discussions with the 
Office of the Deputy Mayor of Economic Development and EDC about 
a potential PILOT framework. Development of shared streets within 
City-owned mapped streets would require approval and implementation 
by NYCDOT and the potential sky concourse over Plaza 33 would 
require consent by the City.  

Comment 1-23: Have you prepared a cost-resource analysis? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-23: A cost-resource analysis is outside the scope of the GPP and DEIS 
studies, and one has not been prepared.  

Comment 1-24: What methodology is used for air rights valuation? What is the air rights 
valuation for sites 1, 2, 3? What is the air rights valuation for sites 4-8? 
What is the air rights valuation for the One Penn POPS? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-24: Assuming that the commenter is referring to payments for the 
development rights under the GPP,  these payments for Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, 
and 8 are expected to be generated site by site and would be based on the 
market value of the rights and other applicable factors at the time when 
they are sold. Sites 1, 2, and 3 would not generate revenue for 
development rights because they would be leased or sold with the GPP 
development rights in place (if Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the 
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preferred alternative for a potential Penn Station expansion). The land 
value of those sites would be determined at the time a competitive 
Request for Proposal(s) is released and would account for the valuable 
opportunities presented by the GPP development potential of these sites, 
thereby maximizing revenues that can be used for the reconstruction or 
potential expansion of Penn Station and related transit and public realm 
improvements. Please refer to the response to Comment 1-20 regarding 
the 1 Penn Plaza POPS.  

Comment 1-25: FY 2022 budget proposes $1.3 billion for land acquisition necessary for 
Penn Station expansion. How would this budget be allocated? Would 
$1.3 billion fund the entire land acquisition? (CB5_002)  

Response 1-25: The $1.3 billion in the FY 2022–2023 budget is appropriated for the Penn 
Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project (referenced in the 
enacted budget as the Empire Station Complex project), including the 
acquisition of all necessary land, real property, easements, and leasehold 
interests, including any appurtenances thereto and improvements thereon, 
preparation of plans, design, demolition, construction, renovation, 
administration, and other costs incidental thereto, including the payment 
of liabilities incurred prior to April 1, 2021. No funds provided under the 
appropriation are to be used directly or indirectly for the formal 
preparation of a general project plan. Such funds are only to be used in 
furtherance of the potential expansion of Penn Station or other 
transportation improvement projects and not for the above-grade 
development contemplated in the general project plan.9 

Comment 1-26: The public and state leaders should know whether Madison Square 
Garden is expected to keep its $44 million annual tax abatement, which 
has cost New York City over $600 million in lost tax revenue since 1982. 
(Fauss_165) 

Response 1-26: MSG is not part of the Proposed Project improvements and ESD is not 
privy to any information related to the status of MSG’s tax abatement.  

Comment 1-27: We understand that the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) has 
recently reviewed a proposal by Amtrak to renovate the Seventh Avenue 
and West 32nd Street entrance to Penn Station. This entrance renovation 
project is part of, and directly related to, the broader redevelopment plans 
within the Project Area and, therefore, must be reviewed and analyzed to 
consider the cumulative effects of the project as a whole. ESD may not 

 
9 https://nyassembly.gov/2022budget/2022files/enacted/A9004d.pdf, at page 1095 
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segment out a portion of the project to circumvent consideration of the 
cumulative effects. (Merritt et al_535) 

Response 1-27: The renovation of the Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street entrance to 
Penn Station is not part of the Proposed Project or the Penn Station 
reconstruction project. It is being undertaken separately by Amtrak and 
Vornado and has independent utility. Moreover, modifications to the 
station entrance to add new elevators and replace escalators would not be 
expected to result in adverse impacts. 

Comment 1-28: What is the decision-making role of the City of New York and what are 
the revenue impacts on the City? The GPP would divert property tax 
revenue from privately owned and occupied parcels in redevelopment 
areas, which would exceed ESD’s authority beyond how it’s used in the 
past and we think the City should have a role to play in how the City’s 
tax revenue is used. (Campion_090) 

There will be adverse effects on the City’s revenue. (Bournas-Ney_096) 

How much tax revenue will the City lose per year in perpetuity, and what 
is the State’s plan to make the City whole? (Krueger et al_796) 

Response 1-28: The structure of any PILOT is being determined in consultation with the 
City. The City would continue to receive current property tax revenues, 
adjusted annually, on all sites in the Project Area, so the City would not 
lose tax revenue. In addition, the PILOT structure would not continue in 
perpetuity but rather would be limited to the duration of any financing 
mechanism utilized to pay for the Penn Station and related public realm 
improvements. Thereafter, the PILOT agreements would be terminated, 
and the sites would revert to City tax rolls. 

Comment 1-29: ESD appears to have considered only one primary source for funding 
Penn Station improvements: Vornado. This is neither prudent nor 
necessary. The DEIS makes financing an issue, but it—like ESD—fails 
to explore other means of financing all or a portion of the costs. For 
example, ESD and the DEIS should study how much income can be 
generated by a modest surcharge imposed on all of the trips that start or 
terminate in Penn Station each day. The state could borrow against this 
income stream in the same manner as it would against PILOT funding. 
(Harris_697) 

Response 1-29: Contrary to the commenter’s statement, ESD has not considered Vornado 
to be the primary source of potential funding for Penn Station 
improvements. The Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion 
projects are expected to cost billions of dollars and would be funded by a 
combination of federal and state monies, including monies from the State 
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of New Jersey. Please refer to the response to Comment CT-5 regarding 
the revenue and value capture framework of the Proposed Project.  

The Proposed Project would generate revenue from development of four 
sites currently controlled by Vornado (Sites, 4, 5, 7, and 8); the developer 
of Site 6, which is partially owned by Vornado at this time; and future 
developers of Sites 1, 2, and 3, to be selected through a competitive 
Request for Proposals process if those sites are selected as the preferred 
alternative for the potential Penn Station expansion through the NEPA 
process. To satisfy federal requirements for the local match component 
of federal funding programs, transportation improvement projects of the 
scale of the Penn Station reconstruction and potential expansion projects 
must demonstrate a commitment to established funding and financing 
approaches with a proven track record, such as development-generated 
revenue sources. Major public transportation improvements generally 
require significant capital monies and cannot be funded through fare 
revenue, which the Railroads use to fund operating costs.  

Comment 1-30: The DEIS states that “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, but various 
value-capture structures to potentially offset some of the costs of the 
improvements are being explored.” However, there are no stated 
requirements to unlock the development potential at each site under the 
GPP, nor are there any details as to when and how public realm and 
transportation improvements will be constructed or maintained. Based on 
the hypothetical timeline of the Proposed Project (ahead of the 
redevelopment of Penn Station itself) and the value of the zoning override 
to owners of real estate in the Project Area (primarily, if not exclusively, 
Vornado) versus the cost of the public realm and transportation 
improvements that may eventually be constructed, the Proposed Project 
may not generate nearly enough revenue to pay the actual costs of the 
Penn Station reconstruction. (Harris_697) 

Even if these station improvements were considered acceptable, the GPP 
provides no mechanism of accountability to ensure that the public 
benefits will come to fruition. (Chakrabarti_035) 

The project should include mechanisms to ensure that the commitments 
of private and public stakeholders are fulfilled. (Negret_231) 

Response 1-30: ESD does not expect the GPP development to fund the entire cost of 
reconstructing and potentially expanding Penn Station. Federal and state 
monies will also be required to fund these improvements. The commenter 
is correct that if adequate funding of the reconstruction (and potential 
expansion) of Penn Station does not materialize, these improvements will 
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not occur. In such circumstances, the monies generated by the Proposed 
Project would be used for a reduced scale of improvements at Penn 
Station and the adjoining transit network. 

Each development site in the Project Area would remain subject in all 
respects to local zoning and all other applicable regulations, and would 
not be subject to the Design Guidelines, unless and until ESD enters into 
a site-specific development agreement or similar transaction documents 
with a designated developer for each such site under an affirmed GPP. 
The development agreement or similar transaction document for each site 
would require the associated public realm and transportation 
improvements to be constructed as part of the redevelopment of the site, 
fulfilling GPP goals of improving the above- and below-grade circulation 
network serving Penn Station. Please refer to the response to Comment 
CT-7 regarding revenue projections. 

The value of the zoning override is not primarily or exclusively to 
Vornado. Vornado controls Sites 4, 5, 7, and 8, and a portion of Site 6. 
The balance of the development area would be on Sites 1, 2, and 3, sites 
where Vornado has no interest. 

Comment 1-31: We are concerned about the funding mechanism for the Penn Station 
Area Public Realm Fund. We request that a fixed proportion of the 
PILOTs be guaranteed for public realm funding. (Bottcher et al_147, 
Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038) 

Response 1-31: The Penn Station Public Realm Fund would be funded by a portion of the 
real estate revenues generated by the Proposed Project’s development 
sites. Specific funding arrangements for this fund have not yet been 
determined.  

Comment 1-32: Will Vornado contribute financially to the upgrades at Penn Station? How 
much added floor area will Vornado get? (Krueger et al_796) 

Response 1-32: Development-related revenues generated by future development on the 
eight sites identified in the GPP Project Area would contribute 
exclusively to the Penn Station upgrades and related public realm and 
transit improvements. The specific dollar amount generated by each site 
would be (subject to the GPP, Design Guidelines and the financial 
agreement with the City of New York) determined at the time each site’s 
development agreement is executed. 

As stated in the letter from Hope Knight, President and CEO, to Senator 
Liz Krueger, the GPP does not guarantee additional square footage for 
the eight GPP sites. Each site’s owner/developer would be required to 
pay for and/or provide public improvements in order to build more square 
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footage than currently allowed under current zoning, as well as pay 
annual PILOT payments. 

Additional square footage above current zoning could only be built after 
ESD and the owner and/or developer of any site (such as Vornado) 
negotiate and execute a development agreement that defines the financial 
terms and material commitments. 

Comment 1-33: We request a transparent analysis of the costs to acquire the development 
sites, construct the new buildings, and complete the transit improvements. 
(Goldwyn_067, NYLC_063) 

Response 1-33: Please refer to the response to Comment CT-5 regarding additional 
opportunities for the public to review and provide comment on the 
financial arrangements to be negotiated with respect to each development 
site pursuant to Section 6 of the UDC Act. As noted in the GPP, each 
property within a Project Site would continue to remain subject in all 
respects to local zoning and all other applicable regulations, and would 
not be subject to the Design Guidelines, unless and until ESD enters into 
a development agreement or similar transaction documents with a 
designated developer for each such property.  

PROJECT LOCATION/BOUNDARIES 

Comment 1-34: The building at 307 W. 30th Street (Block 754/Lot 34; p/o site of Project 
Site 1) houses the Lithuanian Alliance of America (LAA) headquarters. 
According to NYS OPRHP, the building is eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Additionally, LPC staff have 
determined that the building may merit consideration as a New York City 
Landmark. We acquired this building in 1910 because Penn Station had 
just been built. For immigrants from Lithuania, who came through Ellis 
Island, this organization helped them settle in the United States; that’s 
why the location close to the train station was chosen. The site was left 
out of previous plans to redevelop the area around Penn Station, but the 
current plan calls for its demolition. Given the building’s importance to 
LAA, Lithuanian Americans, the Republic of Lithuania, and the 
immigrant history of the New York City, New York State, and the nation, 
we request that the site of the LAA headquarters be removed from the 
Site 1 boundary and that the LAA headquarters building not be 
demolished. (Glinskis_215, LAA_136) 

Response 1-34: At this time, preliminary planning for the potential Penn Station 
expansion by the Railroads indicates that acquisition of Block 754, Lot 
34 would be necessary for the track alignment to access the new station 
in the event that an expansion of Penn Station to the south is selected as 
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the preferred alternative. Therefore, Block 754, Lot 34 has been included 
in Site 1. Although the sites that would be occupied by a proposed expan-
sion of Penn Station are included within ESD’s GPP boundaries, the 
siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction of a Penn Station 
expansion would be subject to separate approvals and a federal 
environmental review in accordance with NEPA. As part of the NEPA 
process and related consultation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, the Railroads and the federal lead 
agency must consider the effects of a proposed expansion on historic 
properties including the LAA headquarters, and must seek to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects. If a parcel on Site 1 is not 
needed for the potential expansion of Penn Station project, it would not 
be acquired in connection with that project or the GPP.  

Comment 1-35: Where are the other “preferred sites” illustrated? (Barnes_051) 

Response 1-35: The eight development sites are shown in Figure 1-1 of Chapter 1, 
“Project Description” of the DEIS. 

PROJECT COMPONENTS 

Residential/Affordable Housing 

Comment 1-36: Community Board 5 advocated for affordable housing as well as 
community space during the comment period on the Draft Scope of 
Work. We stand by this statement and believe this project should include 
a large community facility such as an indoor sport facility to serve the 
needs of the residential population and the numerous schools around the 
area. (CB5_002) 

Response 1-36: Comment noted. The Proposed Revisions include approximately 18,000 
gsf of community facility space on Site 1A. A specific tenant for this 
space has not been identified; however, as New York State would most 
likely own and issue a Request for Proposals for this site, it could require 
or give a preference to proposals that provide meaningful community 
facility uses in this space. Please refer to the response to Comment CT-8 
regarding affordable housing.  

Open Space 

Comment 1-37: Open space in the study area is already grossly inadequate, and among 
the lowest in the entire city of New York. The project would eliminate 
the POPS on block 783, as it would be taken over by sites 4 and 5. 
Community Board 5 is deeply troubled and disappointed that its meager 
open space resources would be reduced and overburdened by the 
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proposed developments to such magnitude. While the project would 
develop additional open space on block 780, it would be unacceptably 
insufficient and would result in a substantial net loss. (CB5_002) 

We need more green space. (Mallinson_242) 

The eight acres of open space in this GPP are made up of sidewalks, 
subway entrances as well as shared streets, areas that are bare necessities 
to allow pedestrian traffic and do not provide the desperately needed 
passive use of open space this area needs. (Achelis_108, Pyle_060) 

While the proposed GPP outlines the addition of eight acres of open space 
within the project area, the Commission would like to point out that the 
vast majority of this area is comprised of sidewalk widenings, with 
essentially only the mid-block open space on Site 2 (Block 780) 
amounting to a significant open space in its common understanding. The 
GPP should identify further public realm improvements within the 
development sites themselves that optimize place and movement by 
improving circulation and the pedestrian environment. (Laremont_337) 

I think these buildings as projected could accommodate a certain amount 
of urban green space to raise public space levels. (Von Klemperer_111) 

Response 1-37: The Proposed Project would result in a net increase in open space in the 
study area when compared to conditions predicted to occur in the future 
without the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would displace the 
approximately 0.16-acre through-block east plaza of the 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS, but it would also introduce an approximately 0.71-acre public 
plaza on Site 2. Overall, the Proposed Project would also result in up to 
approximately eight acres of new public space throughout the Project 
Area in the form of the proposed plaza on Site 2 (approximately 0.71 
acres), sidewalk widenings and new in-building transit entrances 
(approximately 2.4 acres) and shared streets (approximately 5.5 acres). 
While most of this public space is not considered open space for the 
purposes of the EIS open space analysis, it would have a beneficial effect 
in the Project Area by creating additional space for pedestrian circulation 
and access throughout the area. ESD has also sought to identify additional 
public realm improvements with the development sites as part of the 
Proposed Revisions. Specifically, all sites except Site 1A would be 
required to provide a direct internal entrance in the lobby to a subway, 
Penn Station, or the underground pedestrian concourse connected to Penn 
Station, and/or an at-grade public through-block connection.  

DEIS Chapter 6, “Open Space,” describes that the Project Area and 
surrounding study area have an existing passive open space ratio (i.e., the 
ratio of acres of passive open space per 1,000 persons) of approximately 
0.03 acres per 1,000 workers. Notwithstanding the increase in open space 
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described above, the DEIS concludes that the Proposed Project would 
result in significant adverse direct and indirect impacts to open space due 
to the elimination of the through-block east plaza of the 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS, new shadows on open space, and the introduction of a substantial 
new worker population. FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation” identifies 
mitigation measures to partially address the Proposed Project’s 
significant adverse impact on open spaces. The POPS on Site 4 would be 
displaced independent of the Proposed Project by development on Site 4 
under the Moynihan GPP. The north-facing and two south-facing POPS 
on this block would remain. 

The DEIS evaluated the possibility of creating a larger public plaza on 
Site 2 in Chapter 21, “Alternatives.” As discussed in that chapter, it would 
not be practicable to create a larger public plaza on Site 2 given the goals 
and objectives of the Proposed Project and the consideration of other site 
constraints. These constraints include the competing demands for 
ground-floor space on Site 2, including a potential major train hall 
entrance and other entrances to the potential Penn Station expansion if a 
southern expansion is selected, the need to provide a vibrant pedestrian 
realm, and commercial office building entrance lobbies and loading 
docks, all of which must be accommodated. The proposed 15 foot 
sidewalk widenings into the property lines on both the Seventh and 
Eighth Avenue frontages would limit the available width of the proposed 
open space. In addition, the 5 foot sidewalk widenings on both West 31st 
and West 30th Streets would further reduce the footprint available for the 
proposed buildings and open space. The buildings on Site 2 require large 
footprints, owing to several program elements including a potential major 
train hall entrance and other entrances to the potential expansion of Penn 
Station and adjoining public space, passenger and service elevators, 
transit easements and entrances, transit infrastructure service docks, 
ground floor lobbies, office tenant needs, and retail space. Reducing the 
footprint of the development would make it infeasible to accommodate 
the ground floor programmatic needs of the site. 

Comment 1-38: The public plaza on Site 2, mentioned by ESD and shown in Slide 9, 
appears to be a concrete walkway lined by a few trees. The GPP states 
“the plaza would be approximately 30,800 sf (0.71 acres) and would 
provide a variety of hard- and soft-scape features to support passive 
recreation.” Many more soft-scape green plantings, ornamental bushes, 
flowering bulbs, and flowering trees, need to be added. Both human 
comfort and carbon sequestration goals require greenery, not concrete. 
Playground equipment for children is also greatly needed in that part of 
town, and could easily be incorporated in the hardscape and softscape 
design. (Crawley_163) 
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Response 1-38: Comment noted. If approved, the proposed plaza on Site 2 would be 
subject to additional design development as the Proposed Project 
proceeds. The proposed plaza is intended to support passive recreation 
and midblock pedestrian access and circulation over a potential Penn 
Station expansion if a southern site is selected for the expansion. The 
presence of the station below-grade would likely limit the amount and 
size of plantings that could be accommodated within the plaza.  

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 

Comment 1-39: We are concerned about the displacement of residents and businesses on 
Sites 1 through 3 due to the potential southward expansion of Penn 
Station. In particular, need to understand the plan for relocation assistance 
for residents and businesses, commitments regarding a right to return to 
an affordable or rent-regulated residential unit on Site 1A (or on another 
development site if Site 1A is not developed), and the timing of such a 
return. (Arnold_726, Barnes_052, Bottcher et al_147, CB5_002, 
Cahill_244, Eldridge_437, Gelb_073, Gelb_223, Gottfried et al_069, 
Mallinson_242, Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038, Otterson_632, Park-
Rogers_320, Rodriguez_106, Semadar_076, Shapiro_055, Shapiro_179, 
Sinigalliano_081, Sinigalliano_743, Soni_253) 

Response 1-39: ESD’s affirmation of the GPP would not authorize condemnation of Sites 
1, 2, and 3. The potential expansion of the station as part of the Penn 
Station expansion project would involve review and approval by a federal 
agency and would be evaluated through a separate federal environmental 
review in accordance with NEPA. Acquisition of Sites 1, 2, and 3 would 
occur only if those sites are selected as the site of the preferred alternative 
for station expansion. There would be additional opportunities for public 
comment as part of these procedures. It is expected that Site 1A would be 
the first building completed on Sites 1, 2, and 3 if those sites are selected 
as the preferred alternative for the Penn Station Expansion through the 
NEPA process. All displaced residents who income certify would have a 
right to return to an affordable unit on Site 1A. As indicated in Chapter 
4, “Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DEIS, a determination has not 
been made as to which public entity or entities would acquire the property 
interests on Sites 1, 2, and 3 that would be needed for the potential 
southward expansion of Penn Station. Property acquisitions by Amtrak 
would be governed by applicable federal law, including the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 
U.S.C. § 4601 et seq.) and regulations promulgated under 49 CFR Part 
24 (collectively, the “Uniform Act”). Property acquisitions by the MTA, 
ESD,  or other New York State public entity would be governed by 
applicable state law, including the New York Eminent Domain Procedure 
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Law. Because the potential southward expansion of Penn Station would 
require federal approvals and likely a significant amount of federal 
funding, residents and businesses displaced by the expansion would 
receive relocation assistance provided in accordance with the federal 
Uniform Act, regardless of which entity or entities—federal or state—
undertake the required property acquisitions and relocations. Otherwise, 
relocation assistance to displaced residents and businesses would be 
provided in accordance with applicable state law. 

Also note that while basic rental assistance under the Uniform Act is 
subject to certain monetary limits, displaced persons may be eligible to 
receive rental or other relocation assistance without regard to such limits 
under the “Replacement Housing of Last Resort” provisions of 49 CFR 
§24.404 when it can be demonstrated that “comparable replacement 
dwellings are not available within the monetary limits for owners or 
tenants.” 

As noted in DEIS and FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” a 
portion of the population that would be directly displaced by the proposed 
project in the event of a southward expansion of Penn Station resides in 
single-room occupancy (SRO) units and rent-stabilized units (see Table 
4-4). There are two buildings on Site 1 with a total of 55 SRO units10 and 
three rent-stabilized buildings on Site 2 with a total of 26 units. The 
residents of these units may have lower-than-average incomes and would 
be less likely to afford market-rate rents for residential units. If 
comparable replacement housing within the financial means of such 
displaced persons cannot be found, they would be eligible to receive 
special assistance under the federal Replacement Housing of Last Resort 
provisions described above or under another relocation program that 
would be adopted by the displacing state agency or public authority. 
However, there will be additional support for tenants provided by a 
displacing agency to provide assistance with finding comparable 
replacement housing, as well as eligible moving and related expenses. In 
addition, all displaced residents who income certify would have a right to 
return to an affordable unit on Site 1A. See also the response to Comment 
4-4. 

 
10 As noted in FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” the SRO units on Site 1 are currently vacant 

and unregistered. The analysis conservatively assumes they would be retenanted in the future.  
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS 

Public Transportation Improvements 

Comment 1-40: While the initial GPP plan from ESD showed the towers on Site 2 rising 
at the avenues, with a large mid-block open space, their proposed 
alternative plan shows a slightly smaller mid-block open space on Site 2 
in exchange for a greater setback on Seventh Avenue and a significant 
avenue-facing transit entrance. The Commission strongly supports this 
revised approach, as it reinforces Seventh Avenue as the “front door” to 
Penn Station—not only taking cues from the existing station by adding 
to the two entrances already along this corridor, but also orienting the 
station and open space in the direction of commuters, north and east from 
the station. (Laremont_337) 

Response 1-40: Comment noted. The Proposed Revisions would permit Site 2B to be set 
back farther from Seventh Avenue to accommodate an avenue-facing 
train hall, in the event the Railroads determine that is the preferred 
location for an entrance to the potential southward Penn Station 
expansion.  

Comment 1-41: Will the East-West Corridor (whether Gimbels Passageway is used or 
not) be continuous at one level(no doors or steps) between the Seventh 
Avenue and Sixth Avenue subway stations, in order for ADA access to 
be efficient? For example: how easy will it be for a wheelchair user to 
move from the PATH platforms to the Seventh Avenue Express 
platform? (CB5_002) 

Will there be a privately used underground connector between sites? 
(CB5_002) 

Will the East-West Corridor be within the subway fare-control zone (like 
42nd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues) or not (like 
Rockefeller Center’s lower corridors)? (CB5_002) 

Will the East-West Corridor be operated and maintained as a 
POPS/“subway bonus” by the owners of Site 7 and 8 or will it be operated 
and maintained solely by NYCT? (CB5_002) 

Assuming retail will be in the corridor, how much pedestrian walkway 
will there be within the East-West Corridor (the width of the “useable” 
corridor designed for only walking unimpeded)? (CB5_002) 

Will the East-West Corridor ventilation be separated from Penn Station? 
Will the East-West Corridor have positive air pressure versus Penn 
Station in order to assist in reducing fire, smoke, and terror attacks on 
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Penn Station and not spread contaminated air to the 6th 
Ave/Broadway/PATH stations side of the corridor? (CB5_002) 

If the Gimbels Passageway is not used as part of the East-West Corridor, 
what will that space be used for? (CB5_002) 

Are you talking about reopening up the old Gimbels passageway under 
West 33rd St.? (Follo_820) 

Response 1-41: The East-West Connector is subject to future design and engineering 
studies. It is not yet known whether it will be feasible to make the East-
West Connector fully ADA accessible. The East-West Connector would 
not be within a fare control area (i.e., it would be accessible without 
paying a subway fare), so as to facilitate free movement of people 
between Penn Station, the Seventh Avenue subway, and the Sixth 
Avenue-Herald Square subway station. Based on preliminary design and 
engineering studies, and for the purposes of analysis in the FEIS, this 
FEIS assumes that the East-West Connector would be approximately 22 
feet wide and would not have retail space along the corridor; if there were 
to be retail space fronting the corridor, it would be set back in a lower 
level of Site 7 and/or Site 8 and would not reduce the width of the East-
West Connector. Operation and maintenance responsibility for the East-
West Connector has not been determined at this time, nor have the details 
regarding its ventilation system. If the East-West Connector is sited in the 
same general location as the existing Gimbels Passageway, it would be 
entirely rebuilt to be at the optimal elevation, width, and height compared 
to the existing remnant passage, which is significantly narrower, contains 
numerous obstructions and has a low head height. If the location of the 
Gimbels Passageway is not used for the East-West Connector, the 
Gimbels Passageway space that is within the site footprint would be 
incorporated into the base of the buildings and a separate East-West 
Connector would be built along the southern (i.e., West 32nd Street) 
portion of Sites 7 and 8.  

Comment 1-42: It is vital to create strong pedestrian connections—both above and below 
ground—between Penn Station and Herald and Greeley Squares. There 
are two proposals under consideration: re-establish the Gimbels passage, 
and build an entirely new below-grade passageway under Site 7 and Site 
8. The design and location of the passageway are unresolved but the 
Commission notes that if the Gimbels passage is chosen, it would need a 
complete redesign and overhaul from its substandard condition. 
(Laremont_337) 

Response 1-42: Comment noted. If the 33rd Street option is selected for the East-West 
Connector, it would be in the same general location as the existing 
Gimbels Passageway, but would be entirely rebuilt, expanded in width 
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and height, and lowered to a level that allows it to easily meet the Sixth 
and Seventh Avenue subway stations. 

Comment 1-43: Improvements to Penn Station are long overdue for the members of the 
differently abled community who unfairly have faced Penn’s 
inaccessibility and unfriendly design for decades. For example, today the 
existing station contains only two elevators at street level, which is, of 
course, woefully inadequate for North America’s busiest transportation 
hub. (Sanin_207) 

Disability advocates are concerned about insufficient elevators, the 
connection between the mezzanine platform and the maze of the station, 
and the lack of clear signage for finding accessible paths easily. 
(Fisher_256) 

Please consider universal design features for accessibility that will enable 
all users of this transportation hub to enjoy and travel safely to their 
destination. We will be submitting a detailed list of what is required to 
make it accessible. (Bartley_287) 

The recent re‐development Moynihan Station omits multiple features that 
can make travel more accessible to people with varying disabilities. 
These are just a few features of accessible transit that are missing that 
should be remedied, and not be left out of future transit improvements 
around Penn Station: 

• Seating outside of the ticketed waiting area that is adequate to 
accommodate all passengers, which does not force people with 
potential mobility or stamina issues to walk out of the way to be able 
to rest while they wait; 

• Tactile wayfinding for blind passengers, including braille signage, 
tactile station diagrams, and tactile guideways on the ground that can 
direct passengers who use canes through the vast open spaces; 

• Signage to direct passengers from the main hall to the elevator bank. 
Currently, the escalators to the tracks have information about the 
track numbers and an icon for the escalator, but no information 
indicating where the elevators are located. Similarly, signage with 
information about subway connections and train tracks does not 
consistently show the direction of the elevators. 

• Accessible real‐time train arrival information. Visual display screens 
are inaccessible to people who are blind. Is this information in an app 
or on a website? How can this information be communicated to blind 
and low‐vision visitors who are in Penn Station/Moynihan Station in 
a way that gives them adequate time to find their platform? 
(Murray_725) 
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Response 1-43: Planning for the Penn Station reconstruction and Penn Station potential 
expansion projects is ongoing and therefore the details of how the station 
would be made accessible with either project have not been determined. 
Both projects would comply with ADA requirements. These details 
would be developed during the preliminary design for both projects. In 
addition, compliance with ADA is also required for subway station im-
provements, where feasible, and will be coordinated with MTA as the 
various project-related station improvements advance in planning and 
design. As described in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” it is 
MTA’s current intention that Sites 4 and 5 would have new, fully 
accessible entrances to Penn Station and the adjacent subway stations 
from Eighth Avenue and 33rd Street and Seventh Avenue and 34th Street, 
respectively. In addition, two new elevators would be included in the new 
subway entrances on Sites 4 and 7. 

Public Realm Improvements 

Comment 1-44: If there will be a robustly wide East-West Corridor, why does the 
proposal still see the need for the pedestrianizing of both 32nd and 33rd 
Streets between 6th and 7th Avenues into “Shared Streets”? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-44: One of the goals of the Proposed Project is to improve transit facilities 
and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety in the Project Area. To this 
end, the East-West Connector and the shared streets are intended to 
complement each other by providing additional space for pedestrian 
circulation, relieving sidewalk crowding, and creating an attractive public 
realm at street level. Both improvements would help to accommodate the 
expected increase in pedestrians in the Project Area anticipated as a result 
of the substantial increase in train service that is projected in the future as 
well as the new buildings on the development sites pursuant to the 
Proposed Project. Furthermore, the shared streets would provide space 
for functional public realm elements such as seating, plantings, and 
furniture, and would balance the need for pedestrian circulation space 
with the need for additional public space and passive recreation space in 
the Project Area. The implementation of shared streets is subject to the 
review and approval of NYCDOT. 

Comment 1-45: Public open space requirements should be included in the plan, and 
should not be dependent on a developer seeking bonus FAR. It is critical 
that all new development be designed with the pedestrian experience at 
the forefront. Large commercial building entrances replace any potential 
for vibrant street life with dead space. While the November 2021 revision 
to the GPP reduces maximum lobby widths, it still allows lobbies to take 
up to 100 feet of avenue facing blocks in multiple locations, and should 
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be further reduced. Station entrances should be required to be large, easy 
to find, and consistent in design to ensure convenient wayfinding for 
transit users. It is critical that the added pedestrian space not become 
hijacked by other needs. Amenities such as seating and tables with access 
for people of all abilities should be available in all public spaces. 
Garbage, loading, utilities, and other critical building operations must be 
handled inside of the building. (Bottcher et al_147, Gottfried et al_069, 
Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038) 

The street-based design guidelines give lobby frontage the central role. 
While lobby width is reduced from the original proposal, it is still too 
wide. (Achelis_108) 

I would hold that the mega towers and large offices with cavernous cold 
lobbies would be far less pedestrian oriented than what is there now. 
(Dickinson_782) 

We urge ESD to commit to a shared street along West 34th Street, to fund 
future task forces with equal parity as MGA funding, to make sidewalks 
free of obstruction such as trash, deliveries and utility sources and have 
building entrances focus on access to Penn Station rather than office 
buildings. (Devlin_070) 

The proposed building controls remain focused on overly grandiose 
entrances for buildings which create a dead environment for pedestrian 
and commuters. At the same time, the planned station entrances are much 
smaller and secondary to the building entrances. We request that all 
station entrances be consistent, the largest and most visible, while office 
building entrances should be secondary to the station’s. (Kern et al_756) 

It is also critical that garbage, Con Edison grids and other utilities be 
handled inside the buildings, leaving the sidewalks entirely free for the 
thousands of pedestrians that will need to navigate them. (Kern et al_756) 

Response 1-45: The Proposed Revisions would impose public space requirements on 
each development site, including requiring a certain percentage of site 
area be set aside for public space (i.e., plaza, sidewalk widening, and/or 
in-building transit entrances). These requirements would not be 
dependent on a developer seeking additional density beyond the GPP’s 
Design Guidelines. The Proposed Revisions also reduce the width of the 
primary lobby frontage from 100 feet on all sites to 40 feet on small sites 
(Sites 1A and 4), 60 feet on medium sites (Sites 1B, 3, 5, and 6), and 90 
feet on large sites (Sites 2A, 2B, 7 and 8). As noted in DEIS Chapter 9, 
“Urban Design and Visual Resources,” substantial signage for Penn 
Station would be provided at major station entrances on the development 
sites in the Project Area. Sidewalk widening areas under the Proposed 
Project would be required to be unobstructed to maximize the available 
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pedestrian space, and street trees would not be permitted. As set forth in 
the Design Guidelines, accessory off-street loading facilities would be 
required in accordance with the provisions of Zoning Resolution section 
36-00 and 13-00, as applicable to C6-6 districts. The Proposed Project 
would also incorporate on-site trash storage within the proposed 
buildings, and trash would be collected at the required loading docks to 
minimize placement of trash on sidewalks.  

The Proposed Project would not incorporate a shared street on West 34th 
Street. The NYCDOT Street Design Manual notes that shared streets can 
be considered “…on narrower streets (at most two moving lanes) or outer 
roadways of boulevard-type streets, with little or no through traffic, and 
which are not major vehicular or cyclist through routes or designated 
truck routes.” As such, West 34th Street would not be an appropriate 
location for a shared street given that it is a wide street, major vehicular 
through route, major crosstown Select Bus Service (SBS) route, and a 
designated truck route.  

Comment 1-46: The GPP should also identify public realm improvements that optimize 
place and movement by improving and creating new open spaces, 
walking routes, and pedestrian amenities. The Commission 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. (Laremont_337) 

Response 1-46: As discussed in the DEIS, one of the goals of the Proposed Project is to 
provide much-needed public realm improvements in the Project Area, 
such as improving infrastructure for pedestrian circulation, access, and 
safety. These public realm improvements include sidewalk widenings of 
5 to 15 feet on the frontages of most development sites, new passive open 
space on Site 2, the potential creation of shared streets, and the potential 
installation of protected and standard bike lanes. The potential sky 
concourse would require consent by the City. NYCDOT typically issues 
such consents under Chapter 14 of the New York City Charter, and Title 
34, Chapter 7 of the New York City Rules and Regulations, which require 
that a revocable consent be issued pursuant to ULURP if the Department 
of City Planning deems the revocable consent to have “land use impacts 
or implications.” Subject to consent by the City, the GPP and the Design 
Guidelines would apply in lieu of any requirements of the New York City 
Charter and local law. As noted in FEIS Chapter 9, “Urban Design and 
Visual Resources,” the diversion of a small number of pedestrians 
crossing West 33rd Street on the sky concourse would not detract from 
street-level pedestrian experience due to the high volume of pedestrian 
activity in the area and numerous sources of pedestrian traffic and 
because the diverted north/south pedestrian flows would reduce 
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interference with the primary east/west pedestrian flows along West 33rd 
Street and Plaza 33.  

Comment 1-47: The Commission stresses that transit and public realm improvements 
should be expanded to include Herald Square, Greeley Square, and 
Broadway. There is 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 train station on Site 2 (Block 780). 
The Commission reiterates that construction of these vibrant and 
energetic plaza spaces as part of this proposed project are vital to creating 
a livable district that will attract both visitors and economic investment. 
(Laremont_337) 

Response 1-47: The boundaries of the Project Area were defined to support the goals and 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which are focused on improving 
substandard and insanitary conditions around Penn Station, providing 
much-needed public transportation and public realm improvements that 
improve subway stations and transit and pedestrian connections to Penn 
Station, and supporting the reconstruction and potential expansion of 
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. However, 
the Public Realm Task Force may advise on improvements that are 
proximate to but outside the Project Area if they further the Proposed 
Project’s goals and objectives. 

Comment 1-48: In general, sidewalk improvements should extend from 30th Street to 
36th Street to encompass all of the entrances and exits to the improved 
and expanded Penn 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. (Laremont_337) 

Response 1-48: As discussed in the DEIS, one of the goals of the Proposed Project is to 
provide much-needed public realm improvements in the Project Area, 
such as improving the infrastructure for pedestrian circulation, access, 
and safety. These public realm improvements include, among other 
things, sidewalk widenings of 5 to 15 feet on most frontages of most 
development sites. These sidewalk widenings would be implemented 
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through building setbacks, which can only be accomplished when a new 
building is planned and built. With respect to improvements beyond the 
Project Area, please refer to the response to Comment 1-47. 

Comment 1-49: 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. While the Commission supports this approach in concept, 
there remains many outstanding questions regarding how these streets 
would be managed and function in practice—especially given the 
significant competing needs of service and loading for the district within 
these highly constrained rights-of-way and the existing congestion from 
un/loading and truck movements in and around Penn Station. 
(Laremont_337) 

Response 1-49: ESD is recommending that NYCDOT assess whether a shared street 
should be created on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues; NYCDOT would decide whether or not to implement the 
shared street. As noted in the DEIS, development of shared streets within 
City-owned mapped streets would require approval by NYCDOT. ESD 
would consult with the City with respect to the construction of shared 
streets and other public realm improvements within City-owned mapped 
streets.  

Comment 1-50: The Commission believes it is essential that the design of streets in the 
City’s core incorporate protected bicycle lanes and the City appreciates 
the inclusion of such lanes on Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue, as 
well as 31st Street. The build-out of the protected bicycle lane on Ninth 
Avenue should be added. 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 to the extent possible. Grade-
separated protected bicycle lanes are needed along these corridors to 
ensure safe space for bicycling apart from heavy vehicular volumes. 
(Laremont_337) 

Response 1-50: None of the GPP development sites front Ninth Avenue, and a Ninth 
Avenue bike lane is not part of the Proposed Project. With respect to 
improvements beyond the Project Area, please refer to the response to 
Comment 1-47 regarding the rationale for the Project Area boundaries. 
The Proposed Project does not preclude NYCDOT from constructing a 
bike lane on Ninth Avenue or extending bike lanes into areas beyond 
Project Area boundaries. As Ninth Avenue is within the City’s ownership 
and control, the City may implement a Ninth Avenue bike lane outside of 
the GPP process at any time. 
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GENERAL PROJECT PLAN 

Comment 1-51: ESD argues that the GPP qualifies under the UDC Act as both a "Civic 
Project" and a "Land Use Improvement Project." GPP at 14-19; see UDC 
Act §§ 6, 9. To qualify as either, however, the proposed improvements 
must be within the project area. For Civic Projects, the agency must find 
that "there exists in the area in which the project is to be located" the need 
for a civic facility, and the facility must be built within that area. UDC 
Act § 10(d)(1). Similarly, for Land Use Improvement Projects, the 
agency must find that "the area in which the project is to be located is a 
substandard or insanitary area, or is in danger of becoming a substandard 
or insanitary area and tends to impair or arrest the sound growth and 
development of the municipality." Id. § 10(c)(1). The location 
requirement is, in effect, a prohibition on segmentation from another 
angle. 

To meet these tests, ESD is forced to draw the GPP "project area" to 
include Penn Station, since it is the only conceivably "civic" facility and 
the only conceivably "substandard and insanitary area." And yet the 
exclusion of Penn Station from the project area is the very premise of the 
agency's entire segmentation strategy. 

Here, as elsewhere, ESD tries to have it both ways. It needs to claim that 
the station lies within the project area to meet the requirements of the 
UDC Act. At the same time, it needs to claim that it is outside the area – 
or what, in this context, it evasively calls the "development" area – to 
avoid conducting a SEQRA review of the proposed new station. 

Agencies, however, do not have carte blanche to define a project area 
without regard for where the project actually is. When this area is 
properly drawn, without Penn Station, the GPP fails to qualify as either a 
Civic Project or a Land Use Improvement Project. 

Recognizing its problem, ESD attempts to argue that (1) the proposed 
towers themselves are a civic facility, and (2) the buildings they would 
replace are themselves a substandard and insanitary area. See GPP at 14-
17. Again, the agency has a straight-face problem. Regarding the first of 
these arguments, it taxes our language to argue that a subway entrance – 
which would admittedly serve a civic function – could convert an 80-
story Class A office tower into a “civic facility.” The second argument is 
no more convincing, as we explain in other comments. (Weinstock_575) 

ESD must establish that the project meets the Civic Project findings of 
UDC Act Section 10(d). While the GPP affirms that Penn Station itself is 
part of the project, Penn Station is not in the scope of work; improvements 
and expansion to Penn Station are not part of this project and are not in 
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the scope of work. The project calls for the development of ten 
commercial buildings with no educational, recreational, cultural or public 
service purpose. CB5 notes that the Project would cause the demolition 
of a higher education facility (Touro College) and a church, a homeless 
services provider facility, as well as a number of other facilities that serve 
the public and the community (NYS Department of Motor Vehicle 
office). The plans and specification demonstrate that the shadows caused 
by the developments will be massive, will impact open space and light 
sensitive historic resources, and that they will be mostly unmitigated. The 
Design Guidelines also eliminate the sky exposure plane regulation 
currently existing in the zoning and will offer no mechanism to assess 
and protect access to light at street level. The proposed density will cause 
the streets surrounding the sites to be plunged in semi-permanent twilight. 
The project will not assure adequate light and air. The project fails to fall 
within the definition of a Civic Project. (Barbero et al_754) 

ESD’s revised Penn Station GPP does not include actual renovation of 
Penn Station, track level infrastructure improvement or Penn Station 
Expansion. None of those are in the scope of work in the GPP. The GPP 
will allow the development of 10 commercial buildings but will not 
provide any educational, recreational, cultural or public services. In fact, 
the revised GPP only proposes a tiny amount of public services in their 
southern expansion alternative which this GPP and ESD has no authority 
to approve. It is clear the revised GPP fails to meet the requirements listed 
above under the UDC Act Section 10 (d) because it does not provide any 
of the required services. Worse it actually causes the destruction and loss 
of educational, cultural, community, municipal, religious and public 
services. (Sinigalliano_743) 

The Plan Exceeds/Contravene’s ESD’s Statutory Authority. The 1968 
authorizing legislation creating what is today known as ESD emphasizes 
unemployment and a lack of access to transit as its core justifications for 
engaging in its mission. The current plan is not about solving 
unemployment, nor is it about serving an area without access to transit. 
The plan is fundamentally not in alignment with the authorizing 
legislation; if it was somehow found to be, it would be impermissibly 
unbounded in a legal sense – and literally any neighborhood in New York 
City could be deemed a valid target for eminent domain and destruction 
by ESD at this time. For the powers of blight remediation to be validly 
exercised, they must be cabined. At present, the definition of what 
constitutes a “"Substandard or insanitary area” under the statute should 
be voided for its vagueness. The definition of what constitutes such an 
area is so broad and so ambiguous that it does not provide adequate 
limitation on the power to be exercised by a corporation that is only 
tenuously under the control of the electorate that would be affected by the 
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use (or in this case, abuse) of the power. The area around Penn Station is 
not blighted; if it is, vast swaths of Manhattan are blighted. The plan 
instead seeks to raze when it has not adequately considered one of the 
other options under the statutory mission: rehabilitation. Instead it seeks 
to “impair or arrest the sound growth of the area” by stopping an already 
active, complex, multivariate economic ecosystem around Penn Station 
dead in its tracks to replace it, eventually, in theory – if financing plays 
out – with a sterile Class-A commercial-only monoculture of bland, 
nowheresville towers of a looming, unwanted Vornadoville. (Vogel_654) 

Response 1-51: The Project Area is outlined on Figure 1-1 of the DEIS. It includes Penn 
Station, Moynihan Train Hall, and Madison Square Garden. The Project 
Area also includes a location for the Railroads’ potential expansion of 
Penn Station (into Sites 1, 2, and 3). The Proposed Project establishes a 
framework for redevelopment of those parcels in a manner that would 
accommodate the station expansion, provide integrated access to the 
expanded facility, and generate funding to support its construction. The 
Project Area also includes Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, each of which would be 
physically connected to Penn Station with a series of entrances, 
pedestrian corridors, and transit facilities. As discussed in FEIS Chapter 
1, “Project Description,” Penn Station, which is located at the center of 
the Project Area, operates as part of a multi-modal transportation 
complex that also includes the interconnected Moynihan Train Hall; three 
adjoining subway stations on Sixth Avenue (not currently connected), 
Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue; the PATH train; and a web of 
transit entrances and interconnecting pedestrian corridors. This 
transportation complex provides a critical civic facility for the City and 
the region. 

One commenter seems to be under the mistaken impression that the 
Project Area does not include—or does not properly include—Penn 
Station. While the GPP is clear that no new commercial building will be 
constructed within the footprint of the existing station, and therefore Penn 
Station is not identified as a Development Site in the plan, the entire Penn 
Station transportation complex—including the existing station, entrances 
to the station, adjacent pedestrian corridors, and connected transit 
facilities—is properly included in the GPP. As described in the GPP, the 
work contemplated within the Penn Station complex by developers and 
the Railroads with the support of revenue generated by development is an 
integral component of the GPP. 

Moreover, the commenter is mistaken in suggesting that such work does 
not qualify as a “Civic Project” under the UDC Act. With the Proposed 
Project, the entire integrated Penn Station transportation complex (which 
includes Penn Station; Moynihan Train Hall; train station entrances on 
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Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8; the interconnected subway stations on Sixth 
Avenue, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue; and the pedestrian 
corridors linking these facilities) would be a civic facility because it is 
devoted to the essential civic purposes of providing rail and mass transit 
services to the public. It is also clear that there is a need for this integrated 
transportation complex in the Project Area, and a critical need for the 
improvements to the complex that would be made and supported under 
the GPP. Indeed, with its improvements to this complex, the Proposed 
Project would be among the most important civic projects in the state, 
encompassing its busiest commuter train station, largest regional rail 
station, one of its busiest subway station complexes, and the complex’s 
interconnecting entrances and corridors. The New York Pennsylvania 
Station Public Safety Improvements Act (Penn Station Act), adopted by 
the State Legislature as Part MMM of Chapter 59 of the Laws of 2018, 
identified the rehabilitation of Penn Station and its connectivity to the 
surrounding areas as a “pressing public safety and transportation issue 
and … a major objective for the State to resolve and … a top priority.” 

The Proposed Project also is properly characterized as a Land Use 
Improvement Project. The substandard and insanitary conditions in the 
above-ground portions of the Project Area are documented in the 
Neighborhood Conditions Study and this FEIS. See the response to 
Comments 16 and 17. These documents also summarize the inadequate 
conditions within Penn Station. In the New York Pennsylvania Station 
Public Safety Improvements Act, cited above, the State Legislature found 
Penn Station to be “Antiquated, substandard, and inadequate to meet 
current transportation and public safety needs,” and to “present[] an 
unreasonable safety risk to the public.” Moreover, as described in FEIS 
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Penn Station transportation 
complex is characterized by inadequate subway station entrances, a long-
abandoned pedestrian corridor (the Gimbels Passageway) connecting 
Penn Station to the Herald Square subway station, narrow subway station 
platforms and staircases, inadequate accessibility and many other 
substandard elements.  

The Proposed Project would consist of a comprehensive program to 
address these substandard and insanitary conditions. Under the GPP, ESD 
would enter into arrangements with private parties for the redevelopment 
of Sites 4 through 8, including construction of new buildings and of new 
and improved pedestrian passageways and Penn Station entrances, 
subway entrances, and other transit improvements; and for the 
redevelopment of Sites 1, 2, and 3 in the event those parcels are selected 
for the expansion of Penn Station. FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” 
identifies substandard conditions of the new subway station elements that 
would be subject to public transportation improvements with the 
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Proposed Project. The GPP further maps out a plan under which ESD 
would support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station 
and the improvement of its adjacent facilities by the Railroads. 

Thus, the reconstruction, potential expansion of Penn Station, and the 
improvement of its adjacent facilities are fundamental objectives of the 
GPP, and are integral components of the GPP. 

The commenter is also mistaken that ESD has segmented the Penn 
Station construction and potential Penn Station expansion from its 
environmental review of the Proposed Project. Please refer to the 
response to Comment CT-13.  

PENN STATION MASTER PLAN STUDY 

Comment 1-52: Simultaneous to the GPP, MTA, Amtrak, and New Jersey Transit are 
undertaking a separate project to transform Penn Station. This project 
should provide for significant improvements to the existing Penn Station 
environment and improved transit connections to subways and rail. 
However, those discussions are not public, and it is not clear to the 
Commission how the Master Plan is integrating to the GPP. 
(Laremont_337) 

What this plan would not do is actually the only thing that’s desperately 
needed: It would not address Penn Station. The plan deliberately excludes 
Penn Station. This is not a plan to reconstruct Penn Station, this is not a 
plan to expand Penn Station capacity. While ESD continues to persist in 
its exercise in futility, the state is not developing a plan to upgrade Penn 
Station. It’s not engaging with the stakeholders on how to increase 
capacity. It’s not creating a collaborative framework to address the acute 
transportation needs of the Northeast Corridor. It’s not putting the 
finishing touches to its grant applications to the federal government. 
(Slutskin_307) 

ESD’s revised proposal is segmented, fragmented and lacks a Master 
Plan that coordinates the Penn Station modernization, actual track level 
infrastructure improvements, their southern expansion alternative, and 
the proposed super dense commercial real estate development of 10 
towers. Responsible land use for a better Penn Station improvement 
project plan would start with and focus on the transit improvement, the 
station and the underground tracks. Instead ESD’s GPP is primarily 
focused on a massive office real estate development of over 18 million 
square feet. The GPP does not coordinate, phase or properly align transit 
improvements with real estate development and this is a critical flaw with 
dire consequences. (Sinigalliano_743) 
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We cannot have a plan for the area around Penn Station and not have 
clear understanding, let alone agreement, on what happens to Penn 
Station. The proposed project provides the framework for additional 
density and market-rate commercial use and yet fails to fully outline the 
transit improvements and public benefits that are supposedly connected 
to this project. (Gottfried et al_020) 

In the plan there is barely anything designated to actually improve or 
expand Penn Station. So it is not actually a Penn Station plan but a 
midtown high-rise plan. (Sterling_054) 

The master plan doesn’t even apparently directly contribute to the Penn 
Station project itself. (Blasen_260) 

The impetus for shared community outcry about the original GPP was 
that the development plans were precursors to addressing the 
transportation needs of the transit sectors. A financial mechanism was 
proposed to capture the value of up-zoning eight blocks and use those 
funds to pay for elements of the station reconstruction, the above ground 
public realm improvements, and ongoing mitigation of pedestrian 
movement. (Kern et al_756) 

Please consider any alternatives that can both expand Penn Station and 
avoid new super towers. They are unnecessary and will add nothing to 
the already crowded skyline. Going vertical in no way advances the needs 
of Penn Station. You can't have trains in the sky! (Tissot_653) 

Response 1-52: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” one of the goals 
of the Proposed Project is to address the substandard conditions of the 
Penn Station transportation complex, which is currently characterized by 
inadequate train station and subway station entrances and facilities and 
inadequate or abandoned pedestrian circulation elements. The Proposed 
Project will directly address these substandard conditions (see FEIS 
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” for a substandard conditions of the Penn 
Station transportation complex that would be subject to improvements 
with the Proposed Project). It will improve passenger rail and transit 
facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety, including new 
entrances to Penn Station on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 and the implementation 
of needed transit improvements at the 34th Street–Penn Station–Eighth 
Avenue [A / C / E], 34th Street–Penn Station–Seventh Avenue [1 / 2 / 3], 
and 34th Street–Herald Square–Sixth [B / D / F / M/ M / N / Q / R / W / 
PATH] subway stations and the creation of a below-grade east–west 
corridor connecting Penn Station and the 34th Street–Penn Station–
Seventh Avenue subway station to the 34th Street–Herald Square subway 
station. The Proposed Project will also work in tandem with a potential 
expansion of Penn Station to Sites 1, 2, and 3, if that area is selected as 
the preferred alternative for expanding Penn Station as a result of the 
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federal environmental and historic review processes, thereby supporting 
and accommodating future capacity increases at Penn Station. The 
Proposed Project would also maximize revenue generated by the new 
development to fund, in part, the improvement and potential expansion 
of Penn Station. The Railroads are advancing plans for reconstruction of 
Penn Station and potential expansion of the station as part of a separate 
process that will involve federal environmental reviews in accordance 
with NEPA. The planning process for the reconstruction and potential 
expansion of Penn Station is continuing under the leadership of the 
involved Railroads. The GPP would support the reconstruction and the 
potential southward expansion by making improvements to the Penn 
Station transportation complex extending to Project Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 
(and potentially Project Sites 1, 2, and 3) and by generating revenue from 
new development to be applied towards the implementation of these 
projects. Please refer to the response to Comment CT-3 regarding why 
the GPP should precede the planning and development of Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential expansion projects. 

Comment 1-53: New York’s largest transportation hub should represent the City. If 
Madison Square Garden is not moved to a more appropriate site, allowing 
the construction of a train hall in its stead, we remain advocates of a large, 
avenue-facing train hall. Of the two options for a train hall on the 
potential expansion block, we have a strong preference for the avenue-
facing option, rather than a mid-block train hall, however, either option 
will be off-set from the majority of tracks. With nearly 70 percent of users 
heading east, the block frontage of 2 Penn is an ideal location for an 
above-ground train hall that is centered over the below grade tracks, and 
that can provide a connection to a unified concourse level. (Bottcher et 
al_147, Nadler et al_021, Gottfried et al_069), Nadler et al_038) 

Response 1-53: The FEIS assessed two train hall options—,an avenue-facing train hall or 
a mid-block train hall on Site 2B in the event that a southern site is 
selected for a Penn Station expansion. Two Penn Plaza is privately owned 
by Vornado and is undergoing a substantial renovation. There are no 
plans to demolish 2 Penn Plaza to permit a new above-grade train hall on 
that site. 

Comment 1-54: When will the Penn Station Master Plan study be released? Is ESD in 
charge of the Master Plan? Is the Penn Station Master Plan study part of 
the EIS? Is the Penn Station Expansion part of the Master Plan? What 
kind of review and approval process will be needed for the Penn Station 
reconstruction? What kind of review and approval process will be needed 
for the Penn Station expansion? What control exists between the land use 
action and the Penn Station Master Plan study? Is there a mechanism to 
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change the Penn Station Master Plan study after ESD Directors approve 
the proposal? Who will decide if there need to be any augmentations or 
modifications to the Master Plan in the future? How will the public and 
Community Boards know if a change to the Master Plan has been made? 
(CB5_002) 

The Master Plan must include comprehensive preliminary design and 
engineering details, emphasizing the integration of all the station 
components, including Moynihan Train Hall, Penn Station, Penn 
Expansion, and the proposed station on West 31st Street, south of Penn 
Station, where the track expansions are planned to occur. (Devaney_692) 

Any renovation plans must be disclosed immediately. (Yourke_512) 

Response 1-54: ESD has consulted with MTA in proposing the construction of the 
pedestrian corridors and other transit and Penn Station improvements that 
would be located on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 and provide direct connections 
into Penn Station. ESD has also consulted with MTA to present the 
conceptual information about the potential Penn Station expansion 
included in the DEIS and FEIS. The Penn Station Master Plan study has 
been developed to provide a framework for the reconstruction of Penn 
Station. ESD is not in charge of the Penn Station Master Plan study or the 
planning work to expand Penn Station, and does not have control over 
the date of the Master Plan study’s release. ESD’s GPP would generate 
revenue that would be applied to the implementation of the Penn Station 
reconstruction and Penn Station potential expansion. As discussed in 
FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Penn Station Master Plan 
study and expansion planning is currently under development by the 
Railroads and will provide the context and framework for the proposed 
Penn Station Reconstruction project and potential Penn Station 
expansion. In addition, the Railroads will develop plans for a proposed 
Penn Station expansion in accordance with federal laws including NEPA, 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, and the regulations 
adopted under those laws. As required by those laws and regulations, this 
will require public review and consultation as the plans are developed and 
analyses are conducted. The Proposed Project would provide 
improvements to the interconnecting subway stations of the Penn Station 
complex to further improve passenger rail and transit facilities and 
pedestrian circulation, access, and safety. 

DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Comment 1-55: To the maximum extent feasible, loading should be accommodated off-
street. On-street loading should be managed through creative street 
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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. Additionally, the 
proposal to create shared streets at multiple locations places additional 
importance on creating viable off-street loading and truck management 
solutions. (Laremont_337) 

Response 1-55: ESD continues to study these operational activities as part of the 
Proposed Project’s planning and design. The Design Guidelines require 
accessory off-street loading facilities to be provided..  

Comment 1-56: 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 the right of 
way, and planned to mitigate overcrowding on subway that are used for 
access and egress from Penn Station to other areas in Midtown and 
adjacent neighborhoods. (Laremont_337) 

Response 1-56: The GPP emphasizes transit-oriented and multi-modal transportation sol-
utions for the Proposed Project, which locates significant density 
adjoining the largest train and subway station complex in New York City. 
Through the Design Guidelines, the new buildings on the development 
sites would be required to provide in-building bicycle parking at a rate 
double the current requirements under the New York City Zoning 
Resolution for office uses. Specifically, zoning requires bicycle parking 
at a ratio of one bicycle parking space per 10,000 sf of office space. The 
Design Guidelines require one bicycle parking space per 5,000 sf of 
office space. The Design Guidelines also require one bicycle parking 
space for every 7,000 sf of other commercial uses and community facility 
uses, except for hotels, and 0.75 bicycle parking spaces per dwelling unit.  

Comment 1-57: A carefully considered signage approach is needed that is responsible to 
density and building form in shaping the unique character of different 
corridors within the district. There are multiple transit systems in the 
area—MTA, Amtrak, NJT and PATH—and all related transit signage 
should be clear and easily distinguishable from commercial signage. 
(Laremont_337) 

Response 1-57: As discussed in more detail in FEIS Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy,” and Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” the 
Design Guidelines establish signage regulations for the development 
sites. Transit signage for the Railroads would be prioritized such that 
advertising and accessory signage does not infringe upon transit signage, 
thereby reducing way-finding confusion for the pedestrian. The Railroads 
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would control signage within transit easement frontages at each 
development site, to facilitate better organized signage and clear 
delineation of entry points to transit.  

Comment 1-58: The current zoning, Special Midtown District (SMD), has a sky exposure 
plane threshold and requires a sky exposure plane analysis to protect and 
preserve access to air and light at the street level. The design guidelines 
eliminate this massing criteria and will cause access to light and air to be 
drastically diminished. Community Board Five believes that the Special 
Midtown District sky exposure plane criteria must be restored. 
(CB5_002) 

The Design Guidelines will override the existing Special Midtown 
District zoning: Does the Design Guideline have Sky exposure plane max 
penetration? Have you done a Waldram analysis. What’s the result? Can 
you provide a Waldram analysis? (CB5_002) 

The new design guidelines would eliminate daylight evaluation metrics. 
(Kinsella_110) 

The current zoning, Special Midtown District (SMD), has a sky exposure 
plane threshold and requires a sky exposure plane analysis to protect and 
preserve access to air and light at the street level. The design guidelines 
eliminate this massing criteria and will cause access to light and air to be 
drastically diminished. Community Board Five believes that the Special 
Midtown District sky exposure plane criteria must be restored. (Barbero 
et al_754) 

Response 1-58: Please refer to the response to Comment 3-6 regarding daylight 
evaluation. 

Comment 1-59: In your design guidelines, you don’t express density in FAR. Why don’t 
you use FAR, a metrics/unit well understood to quantify density? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 1-59: The Design Guidelines express density in terms of the permitted gross 
square footage on each site. In public presentations, which are available 
on the ESD website, ESD has provided FAR equivalents for the 
development sites.  

Comment 1-60: Do you have a mechanism to regulate the height of mechanical rooms? 
Are you addressing mechanical voids? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-60: The Design Guidelines prohibit unnecessary mechanical voids to 
increase the height of the buildings. It is anticipated that the development 
agreements to be negotiated by ESD with the developer of each building 
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will include provisions relating to ESD design review. The design review 
process would provide ESD with the opportunity to disapprove 
unnecessary mechanical voids. 

Comment 1-61: The massing calls for a set back at 75 percent of the total height of the 
building. How do you assess 75 percent? How do you measure the 
height? What effects do you expect from such massing? (CB5_002) 

Response 1-61: The Design Guidelines require that floor plates be limited to a certain 
percent of lot coverage at an elevation equal to 75 percent of the building 
height. The purpose of this tower coverage control is to encourage varied 
tower forms and allow for tower tapering or setbacks.  

EMINENT DOMAIN 

Comment 1-62: The revised GPP creates a framework for the condemnation of residential 
and commercial buildings. Community Board 5 cannot support 
displacement of hundreds of New Yorkers through the mechanism of 
eminent domain.  

Further, Community Board 5 recognizes that under the current 
framework, condemnation would likely be done by a federal entity under 
NEPA, which provides the least amount of the protection to displace 
residents. (Brosnahan_114) 

Response 1-62: The GPP does not call for ESD’s exercise of eminent domain at any of 
the development sites. If the Railroads select Sites 1, 2, and 3 as the 
preferred alternative for a potential Penn Station expansion, the land 
would be acquired in compliance with all applicable federal and state 
laws. A separate acquisition process, including additional opportunities 
for public comment, would be necessary for Sites 1, 2, and 3 if those are 
selected through the federal review and approval processes for a potential 
Penn Station expansion if those sites are selected as the preferred 
alternative; the GPP does not authorize ESD to acquire any property for 
the Proposed Project by condemnation. It should be noted that NEPA is 
a federal environmental review law that does not govern eminent domain 
or displacement of residents and businesses. Property acquisitions and 
displacements are governed by other federal and state laws that provide 
multiple protections and benefits for property owners, tenants, and 
displaced businesses and residents. Please refer to the responses to 
Comments 4-4 and 1-39 regarding the laws governing eminent domain 
and relocations, respectively.  
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CONTRACTING/HIRING 

Comment 1-63: A provision to explore local hiring agreements during construction in 
partnership with the Local Building Trades and Employer Association 
should be included in the plan and ESD should work towards an 
agreement with trade unions to establish and fund a pre-apprenticeship 
program that links economically disadvantaged New Yorkers to union 
careers in the construction trades. As the Penn Station rebuild and 
expansion nears completion, a local hiring office should be opened in the 
vicinity to connect local community members with jobs in the new station 
as well as in surrounding development sites. This office would 
collaborate with community-based organizations on outreach to 
economically disadvantaged job seekers and communities. (Bottcher et 
al_147, Bottcher_192, Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038) 

The project should include a project labor agreement and prevailing 
wages for building service workers. (Bastone_284, Eusebio_276, 
Finn_226, Gottfried et al_069, Lujan_225, Minieri_216, Ramirez_128, 
Ramirez_245, (Sourov_213, Washington_224, Williams_214, 
Williams_293) 

Response 1-63: Hiring practices, prevailing wage requirements, and project labor 
agreements (PLAs) are outside the scope of SEQRA. At this time, 
information related to prevailing wage and community benefits, such as 
local hiring initiatives, have not been developed. It is anticipated that the 
GPP will require PLAs or other form of agreement, as well as prevailing 
wage, for construction work on the development sites. 

Comment 1-64: It is notable that a great proportion of the improvements to the original 
GPP are dependent on the approval of a southern expansion of Penn 
Station onto Sites 1 to 3. The approval of this southern expansion is yet 
to be determined and will follow a separate review process than the GPP. 
There is a possibility that a southern expansion of Penn Station would not 
happen, and thus the proposed benefits on Sites 1 to 3 would not 
materialize. If the southern expansion did not occur, then: 

• There would be no requirement for housing units in the development 
area (only optional units on Sites 4 and 8); 

• There would be no requirement for Community Facility components 
on any site within the development area; 

• The additional “Shared Street” at W 31st Street would not likely 
occur; and,  

• The largest amount of public space on any one block (Site 2 with 
44%) would not occur limiting the maximum amount of public space 
to 17% on any block. (Kern et al_756) 
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Response 1-64: The commenter is correct that the required residential use, community 
facility use, and public plaza are located on Sites 1, 2, and 3, which are 
contingent on those sites being deemed the preferred alternative for a 
station expansion by or for Amtrak, MTA, and New Jersey Transit (NJT) 
pursuant to a federal environmental and historic resource review 
processes. In the event that a southern expansion of Penn Station were 
not to move forward, development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would achieve 
many important goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 
Specifically, development on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would revitalize the 
area surrounding Penn Station to the north and east with new, sustainable 
high-density development, including housing, and would make progress 
towards eliminating substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project 
Area. It would also provide substantial transit and public realm 
improvements including new in-building entrances to Penn Station and 
area subway stations, an extensive underground pedestrian network, and 
sidewalk widenings along certain site frontages. Finally, development on 
Sites 4 through 8 would generate revenues that would contribute to the 
Penn Station reconstruction and the potential expansion of Penn Station. 

With respect to the West 31st Street shared street, ESD is recommending 
that NYCDOT assess whether a shared street should be created on 31st 
Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues; NYCDOT would decide 
whether or not to implement the shared street.  

Comment 1-65: Context Sensitive Solutions are federal guidelines implemented by our 
regionally designated comprehensive planning agency; the New York 
Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC). The federal government 
cannot fund projects that do not follow these guidelines. As proposed, the 
GPP would need to override this federal process and risk losing funding 
for any improvement associated with this plan. Please be careful and take 
a fiscally responsible approach to planning within our district. We need 
federal funds to avoid burdening our tax payers with inequitable and 
unneeded expenses. (Lunke_415) 

Response 1-65: The Proposed Project set forth in ESD’s GPP does not involve federal 
funding or the override of a federal process. As noted previously, the 
Penn Station reconstruction and the potential expansion of Penn Station 
would likely receive federal funding and would be subject to their own 
federal environmental and historic resource review processes. 

Comment 1-66: We strongly object, however, to the revision to the GPP proposed by the 
staff of ESD, which would permit only residential development at 320 
West 31st Street (Manhattan Block 754, Lot 51; the “Site”). Because the 
Site is located directly across the street from the Moynihan Train Hall, it 
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is poorly suited for a purely residential development but is an ideal 
location for commercial development or potentially for a mixed-use, 
predominately commercial development. (Xu_717) 

Response 1-66: Site 1A was identified as a location for residential development in 
response to public comments and feedback from the CACWG and other 
community stakeholders, which specifically requested increased 
residential use as part of the Proposed Project. As discussed in FEIS 
Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” residential 
development on Site 1A would be consistent with the residential 
character to the south and southwest, characterized by residential 
buildings in the midblocks and residential buildings with ground floor 
retail space on the avenues. 

Comment 1-67: The Final Scope does not provide an adequate response to Gordon’s 
comment that the Environmental Impact Statement analyze an alternative 
in which 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 63 is removed from the 
proposed project to allow for the planned development to proceed at this 
time. The response to this comment referred readers to another response 
speculating that acquisition of the property “may be necessary for the 
track alignment for the proposed Penn Station expansion.” The lack of 
certainty surrounding your agencies’ plans for the project underscores the 
logic of analyzing an alternative in which the property is not included in 
the proposed project. (Gordon_344) 

Response 1-67: At this time, preliminary planning for the proposed expansion of Penn 
Station by the Railroads indicates that acquisition of Block 754, Lot 63 
would be necessary for the track alignment to access the new station in 
the event an expansion of Penn Station to the south is selected as the 
preferred alternative. Therefore, Block 754, Lot 63 has been included in 
Site 1. If a parcel on Site 1 is not needed for the Penn Station expansion 
project, it would not be acquired in connection with that project or the 
GPP. As discussed in DEIS Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” any 
development on the potential Penn Station expansion sites (Sites 1, 2, and 
3) would not occur until the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
process and federal historic resource review process in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act is complete. The 
NEPA process will include an alternatives analysis in which alternatives 
are evaluated before selection of a preferred alternative for a station 
expansion.  
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Comment 1-68: ESD needs to commit to building all the affordable units proposed in the 
modified GPP. In addition, MAS believes for the area to truly be a mixed-
use, transit-oriented neighborhood, there needs to be an increase in 
housing and a decrease in office space. In particular, we strongly advise 
additional residential development to be designated on Site 8, currently 
the site of the Gimbels Building on Block 808. (Devaney_692) 

Response 1-68: The GPP would not require the development of all of the permitted 
dwelling units. As discussed in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” 
Site 1A would be required to be a residential building, and Sites 1B, 4, 
and 8 could be developed with residential uses up to a maximum of 1,798 
dwelling units for the Proposed Project as a whole. The Proposed 
Revisions recommend an increase in permitted residential use and a 
decrease in office space on the development sites.  

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS 

Comment 1-69: We are concerned however with the suggestion by the ESD Staff that the 
one of the options for replacing the loss of existing POPS (Privately 
Owned Public Space) at Site 5 could be the removal of bonused floor area 
from One Penn Plaza. This suggestion arbitrarily takes the rights of the 
One Penn Site and redistributes them to the development site while not 
furthering the goals of the GPP. As the owners of 1 Penn Plaza, we cannot 
support the loss of floor area at that building. The alternate suggestions 
to either provide new onsite POPS or make a payment into the Penn Area 
Public Realm Fund are far more sensible in that they do not take anything 
away from any site and instead directly support the GPP goals. 
(Korein_424) 

Response 1-69: Comment noted. No demolition or redevelopment of Site 5 under the 
Proposed Project would occur absent agreement with parties controlling 
the affected property. 

OTHER 

Comment 1-70: If the New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut metropolitan region 
wishes to further promote the use of its transit network, it should connect 
Grand Central and Penn Station and reimagine the LIRR, Metro- North, 
and NJ Transit as one regional system to make its commuter rail services 
more effective and efficient and grow ridership. The proposed plan for 
Penn South seems to rely too heavily exclusively on serving NJ Transit 
riders, not addressing the fact that previous NJ Transit studies show 35% 
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of NJ Transit riders want access to Grand Central and the East Side. 
(Nagaraja et al_729) 

Response 1-70: As noted in DEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the new tracks and 
platforms in the potential Penn Station expansion are expected to 
primarily serve NJT, whose rail operations are currently the most 
constrained of the three railroads using Penn Station. NJT also anticipates 
the highest rate of service growth in mid- and long-term projections. 
Although the new tracks are expected to serve NJT, an expansion of Penn 
Station would increase the overall station capacity for train operations by 
Amtrak, LIRR, and (in the future) Metro-North. The pedestrian analysis 
presented in DEIS Chapter 14, “Transportation,” recognizes that many 
riders to Penn Station will travel east to their final destinations and 
accounts for a predominantly west-to-east pedestrian flow from Penn 
Station in the AM peak hour. A rail connection from Penn Station to 
Grand Central Terminal is outside the scope of the Proposed Project, and 
a subway connection from Penn Station to Grand Central (with transfer 
at 42nd Street-Times Square) already exists together with express bus 
service across 34th Street to the east and other bus routes that travel east 
and/or north from Penn Station and connect to Grand Central. 

Comment 1-71: In addition to facilitating circulation and offering respite, the public realm 
should provide environmental benefits, particularly regarding stormwater 
management and reducing urban heat island effect. The public realm 
vision needs to exceed the standard DOT toolkit for plazas and shared 
streets. Open spaces and other features of the public realm should include 
permeable pavement and appropriate trees and other vegetation, which 
will go a long way to contributing to an overall forward-thinking, 
sustainable development. (Devaney_692) 

Response 1-71: As discussed in the Proposed Revisions, if a modified GPP is affirmed, it 
is anticipated that ESD would establish a cross-jurisdictional Public 
Realm Task Force and Public Realm Fund inspired by the East Midtown 
Rezoning Public Realm Improvement Fund Governing Group. The 
Public Realm Task Force, or any subsequent entity that may be created, 
would advise ESD on public realm improvements related to the GPP in a 
Public Realm Improvement Concept Plan that would include a list and 
descriptions of priority public realm improvements. The Public Realm 
Task Force would solicit guidance from the New York City Department 
of City Planning to inform development of the Concept Plan, which could 
include principles in line with the commenter’s suggestions. Quantity, 
species and planting methodology for trees and other vegetation are to be 
determined in consultation with the Railroads and will consider site 
conditions and the ability to have permeable paving plantings or other 
environmental considerations as suggested. 
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Comment 1-72: We have learned that ESD omitted a material fact about the project's 
funding. ESD represented that it “anticipated” the federal share of costs 
would be 50 percent. President Biden's $1.2 trillion dollar Infrastructure 
Investment and Jobs Act, signed last December, has dramatically 
increased the revenue available for Penn Station and similar rail projects. 
Moreover, according to the Daily News, the federal government is 
prepared to cover well over 50 percent of project costs – indeed, as much 
as 80 percent. No doubt ESD was aware long before the February 22nd 
deadline for comments here that the federal contribution would be higher 
than 50 percent. Yet it never notified the public that its earlier 
representation was inaccurate. 

As we explained in our February 21st comments, the first question in any 
review under SEQRA and the UDC Act is, “What is the action's purpose 
and need?” In this instance, the primary purpose is to raise money for 
another project: the rehabilitation of Penn Station. The agency’s case 
therefore hinges on the other project's actual financial needs, which, in 
turn, depends on how much the federal government contributes. The 
result of increasing that contribution from 50 to 80 percent would be to 
reduce the contributions of New York and New Jersey from 25 to 10 
percent each. According to ESD, the Penn Expansion would cost around 
$10 billion and the Penn Reconstruction $6 to $7 billion, a total of $16 to 
$17 billion. Even if one adds 20 percent in overruns and surprises, the 
total is only $20 to $21 billion. So New York's share—10 percent—would 
be just $2 to $2.1 billion. Since the Legislature has already appropriated 
$1.3 billion, the gap is just $700 to $800 million. For a project of this 
scale, that is not a daunting number. (Weinstock_819) 

Response 1-72: Details of federal funding are outside the scope of this SEQRA review. 
The basis for the assumptions that have been stated for the Proposed 
Project are summarized here in response to the comment. Some federal 
transit grant programs state in their guidelines that they will fund up to 
80 percent of a project’s cost. However, historically projects of this scale 
do not receive more than 50 percent funding from a relevant federal 
transit grant program because the discretionary grant programs favor 
projects with larger local contributions. Federal transit grant programs are 
competitive among many projects across the country, and it is unlikely 
that a grant would fund 80 percent of the Penn Station reconstruction and 
potential Penn Station expansion costs. In addition, even with the new 
funding from the 2021 Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, the need 
across the U.S. far outstrips the amount of funding available. The demand 
for federal funding for transit projects in just the Northeast Corridor is at 
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nearly $80 billion.11 Furthermore, certain grant programs are designated 
for intercity travel projects, and it is unclear at this time whether the Penn 
Station reconstruction would qualify for those grant programs. 

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

Comment 2-1: NEPA, the federal environmental review law under which the Penn 
Expansion and reconstruction plans would be considered, also prohibits 
segmentation. In particular, it requires that “connected actions” – those, 
for example, that are “interdependent parts of a larger action and depend 
on the larger action for their justification” – be considered together. 40 
C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(1)(iii). In its consideration of the remaining phases 
of the Master Plan here, the FTA has altogether disregarded this statutory 
imperative. 

As we pointed out, it has declined to consider the contributing impacts of 
either the Override or the reconstruction in its NEPA review of the Penn 
Expansion. And apparently it will conduct no review at all of the 
reconstruction, arguing that this massive action somehow qualifies for a 
Categorical Exclusion (“CE”) under the NEPA regulations. 

It is an audacious argument. This exclusion is intended to apply to minor 
actions – platform extensions, track improvements, new retaining walls – 
that have been deemed, as a category, to be so clearly without significant 
environmental impacts that the agency need not even prepare a 
preliminary environmental assessment. See 23 C.F.R. § 771.118(a). The 
FTA's own NEPA guidance for CEs specifically cautions against 
segmentation: “A CE must capture the entire proposed action, which 
includes all connected actions.” FTA, Guidance for Implementation of 
FTA’s Categorical Exclusions (23 C.F.R. §771.118) (June 2016), at 2. A 
categorical exclusion – or, for that matter, a negative declaration – would 
not pass the straight-face test. The reconstruction, no less than the 
Expansion, requires a full environmental review. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 2-1: Please refer to the response to Comment CT-13. While the GPP supports 
the Penn Station reconstruction and potential Penn Station expansion 
projects, the implication in the comment that the GPP is dependent on 
those projects is not accurate. The FTA has no jurisdiction over the 
Proposed Project, which is being undertaken by ESD under the UDC Act. 
ESD will not select any developer or execute any development agreement 
related to Sites 1, 2, and/or 3—the potential southward Penn Station 
expansion blocks—unless and until the Railroads have advanced the plan 

 
11 Connect 2035. A report by the Northeast Corridor Commission. July 2021. Available: https://nec-

commission.com/app/uploads/2021/08/CONNECT-NEC-2035-Plan.pdf. Pg 183. 

https://nec-commission.com/app/uploads/2021/08/CONNECT-NEC-2035-Plan.pdf
https://nec-commission.com/app/uploads/2021/08/CONNECT-NEC-2035-Plan.pdf
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to expand to those sites if those sites are selected as the preferred 
alternative in the federal review process, including a NEPA evaluation, 
Section 106 consultation, and Section 4(f) evaluation. The GPP sets a 
framework for the development of Sites 1, 2 and 3 in the event that the 
parties involved in the federal environmental review select an alternative 
for the potential Penn Station expansion that includes those sites, but 
unless and until the NEPA and federal historic review processes are 
completed and that determination is made, no action would occur on Sites 
1, 2, and 3 as a result of the GPP.  

Further, the developments on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are not dependent on 
the potential Penn Station expansion or the commercial development of 
Sites 1, 2, and 3. The development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would have 
independent utility and can proceed in the absence of an expanded Penn 
Station with no federal funding or approvals necessary.  

One commenter asserts that FTA has disregarded the requirement in 
NEPA regulations to evaluate connected actions (this requirement is now 
found at 40 CFR 1501.9(e)(1)). Please note, however, that no federal lead 
agency has yet been established for NEPA reviews of the Penn Station 
reconstruction or the potential Penn Station expansion and no NEPA 
determination as to class of action or scope of environmental review has 
yet been made. FTA has taken no actions under NEPA related to the 
proposed reconstruction or potential expansion of Penn Station. Once a 
federal lead agency has been established, that lead agency will determine 
the appropriate level of NEPA review for the Penn Station reconstruction 
and potential Penn Station expansion projects. ESD’s SEQRA review for 
the Proposed Project is not dependent on that determination.  

As noted above, the potential Penn Station expansion will be subject to 
an EIS prepared under NEPA under the oversight of a to-be-selected 
federal lead agency. In addition to a NEPA EIS, the potential Penn Station 
expansion will require a review in accordance with other federal laws, 
including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act.  

Comment 2-2: It seems that although it is a SEQRA review process, the CEQR manual 
is being used in many chapters. What is the rationale for using one vs the 
other? (CB5_002) 

Response 2-2: As described in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” although it is not 
required to do so, ESD has elected generally to prepare the DEIS using 
the methodologies and following the guidelines set forth in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, where applicable. These methodologies are generally 
considered to be the most appropriate technical analysis methods and 
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guidelines for the environmental assessment of projects in New York 
City. 

Comment 2-3: Does the DEIS account for Farley air rights? (CB5_002) 

Response 2-3: Please refer to the response to Comment 1-20 regarding the air rights 
under the Moynihan GPP (i.e., the “Farley air rights”).  

Comment 2-4: Does the DEIS account for Macy’s upzoning? (CB5_002) 

AKRF mentioned the Macy’s proposal, although it was not described. If 
accepted, possibly this additional proposal will require further design 
changes. (Crawley_163) 

Response 2-4: The DEIS did not account for an upzoning of the Macy’s site in its 
projection of future “No Action” condition. However, in response to 
public comments, the FEIS includes a description of the Macy’s 
redevelopment proposal and has been revised to qualitatively account for 
the Macy’s redevelopment as part of the No Action condition. The 
Macy’s proposal, if it proceeds to an application for approval, will 
undergo a thorough environmental review and an EIS will be prepared 
under CEQR, which will take into account the development resulting 
from the Proposed Project, as appropriate. If the Macy’s proposal is 
approved by the CPC and City Council, it would not require changes in 
the design of ESD’s Proposed Project. 

Comment 2-5: Without real engagement and a thorough analysis of the proposed transit 
improvements, public realm strategy, funding mechanisms, urban design 
strategy, project program, and the other key items raised in our collective 
comments, we do not believe this process should be railroaded through 
in the budget or rushed into a hearing on the General Project Plan. 
(Gottfried et al_020) 

Response 2-5: ESD has undertaken a robust community outreach and engagement 
process for the Proposed Project over the past two years. The process has 
included more than 100 meetings with community stakeholders, 
government agencies, and elected officials to help craft the Proposed 
Project and its subsequent Proposed Revisions. ESD has conducted 
extensive coordination with the CACWG, including a series of 14 
meetings held from April through November 2021, to discuss, obtain 
community input on, and rethink aspects of the Proposed Project. It was 
as a result of the comments and recommendations of the CACWG that 
ESD staff proposed the Proposed Revisions. In addition, two public 
hearings were held on the DEIS following publication of the Proposed 
Revisions. ESD continues to consult and hold periodic meetings with the 
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CACWG, with the most recent in April 2022.Value capture presents a 
compelling way to finance large infrastructure projects such as the Penn 
Station reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion projects. 
ESD will continue to engage the community as the Proposed Project 
moves forward. The proposed changes to the Proposed Project, and other 
related items, such as commitments to future community engagement on 
topics related to the public realm, construction, and transportation, are 
presented in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description.”  

Comment 2-6: How has ESD incorporated into the DEIS the arena’s potential move 
within any chapter (Transportation, Open Space, Urban Design, etc)? 
Given that Madison Square Garden’s special permit will expire before 
the end of Phase 1 has completed and it is possible that MSG will begin 
operations at another location by the end of Phase 2, how has ESD 
accounted for Madison Square Garden’s operations, staff, and visitors at 
its current location? (CB5_002) 

Response 2-6: The DEIS and FEIS analyses assume that Madison Square Garden (MSG) 
will remain in its existing location. The Proposed Project would not 
preclude the future relocation of MSG should its special permit not be 
renewed by the City. Please refer to the response to Comment CT-12 
regarding the relocation of MSG. Though MSG’s special permit to 
operate as an entertainment facility may expire, MSG will still own the 
site. 

Comment 2-7: DEIS assumes that Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 will remain unchanged until the 
2038 analysis year. This means the No Action Scenario reflects the 
current conditions on those sites. The DEIS does not disclose how it made 
this decision, but it should have. Excluding some of these lots from the 
No Action Scenario is contrary to both the guidance of the CEQR 
Technical Manual and common sense. [Sites 1 and 6 are underbuilt and] 
the exclusion of No Action development on Sites 1 and 6 demonstrate 
this mistake. (Weinstock_575)  

Response 2-7: As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 
8 are assumed to remain unchanged from existing conditions in the future 
absent the Proposed Actions. Despite being currently underbuilt, no plans 
to redevelop the sites either on an as-of-right basis or through 
discretionary land use approval processes have been advanced by 
property owners and/or developers. No definite redevelopment plans for 
Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 were identified at the time of the EIS preparation, 
no construction activity has commenced, and no current building permit 
applications were on file with DOB for the referenced sites, including 
Site 1. Further, the exclusion of a No Action scenario on a subset of the 
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development sites, including Sites 1 and 6, results in a larger project 
increment, which is a conservative assumption for EIS analysis purposes. 
Therefore, the absence of a No Build scenario on the referenced sites is 
not a mistake and is not contrary to the guidance of the CEQR Technical 
Manual. See also the responses to Comments 2-14 and 2-20.  

Comment 2-8: Given the complexity of the entire project, we strongly recommend that 
ESD work with the various federal agencies involved to identify a lead 
federal agency that shall be responsible for fulfilling [the federal 
agencies] collective responsibilities under section 106 and to ensure that 
the various federal review processes are coordinated. (Worden et al_058) 

Response 2-8: Comment noted. ESD has been working collaboratively with MTA, 
Amtrak, and NJT in developing the analyses for the Proposed Project. 
Please note that ESD has no responsibility for, nor role in, determining 
the appropriate lead federal agency for NEPA review of the Penn Station 
reconstruction or potential Penn Station expansion projects nor for 
coordinating the federal review processes.  

Comment 2-9: We want to remind ESD and the involved federal agencies that 
demolishing historic properties prior to conducting Section 106 review 
may jeopardize ESD’s ability to obtain federal permits and funding for 
the project. The demolition of historic resources in the project area (for 
example, the National Register-listed Hotel Pennsylvania) prior to the 
initiation of Section 106 review will require the lead federal agency to 
comply with the “anticipatory demolition” requirements of Section 
110(k) of the National Historic Preservation Act. Accordingly, we urge 
ESD to refrain from any demolitions of historic structures until the 
completion of the federal review processes. (Worden et al_058) 

When will the NEPA report be available? Some tables in the Draft EIS 
show construction will start soon. Does it mean the project will proceed 
without approval of the NEPA report? (Lum_292) 

As the National Trust for Historic Preservation has pointed out, improper 
segmentation of the project stands to violate Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. Such violations are already occurring: interior 
(Café Rouge destruction) and exterior demolition (removal of ornate 
lanterns on the facades) has been happening for the past few weeks and 
continues at Hotel Pennsylvania, a structure determined eligible for the 
state and national registers of historic places. All of this is transpiring 
without a federal agency initiating Section 106 consultation with various 
consulting parties, as required by federal law, to determine how to 
minimize, mitigate, or avoid adverse effects to historic resources like the 
actions that are underway at present. This is an ongoing violation of 
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federal law because the Penn area project is a federal undertaking for 
purposes of the National Historic Preservation Act and other federal 
statutes (as it has been repeatedly made clear that the project will involve 
federal funding). (Vogel_654) 

We also continue to have strong concerns with the fact that demolition of 
the National Register-listed Hotel Pennsylvania has been initiated, which 
is also directly related to the broader redevelopment plan being promoted 
by ESD. Given the existing federal funding, and the expectation that the 
Project will receive additional federal funding and/or federal permits in 
the future, this demolition may jeopardize the ESD’s ability to obtain 
those future federal permits and funding under the “anticipatory 
demolition” provisions in Section 110(k) of the NHPA. (Merritt et 
al_535) 

Demolition of Historic and Cultural Resources in the Project Area will 
violate the anticipatory demolition provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and puts at risk the state’s ability to receive federal 
funding and approval in the future. (Worden et al_058) 

In addition, we continue to strongly object to the ESD’s position that 
there is no federal “undertaking” that would trigger compliance with 
federal environmental reviews under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (“NHPA”), the National Environmental Policy Act, and 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. As stated in our 
prior comments, the Project is directly connected with the redevelopment 
of Penn Station (as apparent from the multiple references throughout the 
Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). Consistent with the 
Section 106 regulations, ESD and the lead federal agency must assess 
adverse effects that are “reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance 
or be cumulative.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(1) (emphasis added). We 
strongly recommend that ESD work with the federal agencies involved 
to identify a lead federal agency that will be responsible for “fulfilling 
[the federal agencies’] collective responsibilities under Section 106” and 
to ensure that the various federal review processes are coordinated. 
(Merritt et al_535) 

Response 2-9: The demolition and construction of a new office building at Site 7 (the 
site of the Hotel Pennsylvania) are not dependent on the GPP, the Penn 
Station reconstruction, or the potential Penn Station expansion, and 
would proceed as of right regardless of the approval or adoption of any 
of these actions. While the construction of a new office building at Site 7 
is part of the Proposed Project, an office building would be built pursuant 
to as-of-right zoning on Site 7 if the GPP is not affirmed. In addition, the 
demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania and construction of a new office 
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building at Site 7 would occur with or without federal funding associated 
with the Penn Station reconstruction or potential Penn Station expansion 
projects, and those actions are not part of the federal actions that would 
be subject to review under NEPA, Section 106, or Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act. Accordingly, the Hotel Pennsylvania 
is not subject to the federal historic review process or the National 
Historic Preservation Act’s anticipatory demolition provision.  

As discussed in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the EIS 
assumes that the potential southward expansion of Penn Station to Sites 
1, 2, and 3, if those sites are selected as the preferred alternative, would 
be subject to environmental review under NEPA, consultation pursuant 
to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and evaluation 
in accordance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act. Please see the response to Comment 2-9. No demolition of any 
historic building on Sites 1, 2, and 3 or elsewhere in connection with a 
potential station expansion would occur until the federal environmental 
and historic review processes are complete. Those processes, which have 
not yet begun, would provide interested members of the public with the 
opportunity to participate in the environmental and historic review 
processes. 

Any mitigation measures for adverse impacts resulting from a potential 
expansion of Penn Station would be stipulated in a Memorandum of 
Agreement or Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, 
OPRHP acting in its capacity for Section 106 as the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), and other applicable parties pursuant to the 
separate Section 106 process. Since the Proposed Project would support 
the potential expansion of Penn Station on sites containing architectural 
resources, the potential impacts of such an expansion are addressed in the 
DEIS and FEIS. 

The development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are subject to review under 
Section 14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Act, and 
development of these sites is not undergoing review under NEPA or 
Section 106. Mitigation measures for adverse impacts resulting from the 
development of Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are identified in this FEIS and 
stipulated in an executed Letter of Resolution (LOR) among ESD, 
Vornado, and OPRHP. The LOR is included in Appendix G of this FEIS.  

Comment 2-10: There will be adverse effects from population density. (Bournas-
Ney_096) 

Response 2-10: The DEIS discloses the potential for the Proposed Project to result in 
significant adverse impacts to open space, traffic, transit, and pedestrian 
conditions. These impacts are attributed to the increase in commercial 
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development and the non-residential population (workers, visitors, etc.) 
generated by the Proposed Project, together with the potential expansion 
of Penn Station. The analyses presented in the FEIS also account for the 
additional residents that would be introduced by the Proposed Project’s 
residential uses. Furthermore, as discussed in the FEIS, the Proposed 
Revisions, which were introduced subsequent to the completion of the 
DEIS, include a reduction in the overall density of the Proposed Project 
and are analyzed in the FEIS. 

Comment 2-11: The scope and location of the transit improvements and potential 
renovation and expansion of Penn Station are currently unknown and will 
be determined, in the future, by a myriad of agencies, including MTA, 
NJT, Amtrak, and/or the Long Island Railroad. MSG’s lease expires in 
2023 and its future status is unknown. Therefore, the plan contained in 
the GPP is premature and its environmental impacts cannot reasonably 
be determined. (Harris_697) 

Response 2-11: While the commenter is correct that details about the Penn Station 
reconstruction and potential Penn Station expansion projects are not yet 
available, certain transportation improvements to Penn Station and area 
subway stations have been under discussion with the MTA for several 
years. As noted in FEIS Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” the array of 
public transportation improvements and underground pedestrian 
corridors at Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 reflect ESD’s consultation with MTA 
and substantial input from the MTA. The implementation of 
transportation improvements at Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 is not premature as 
they would address existing substandard conditions and anticipated 
future transit needs. See also the response to Comment CT-3. 

The Proposed Project would not preclude the future relocation of MSG. 
Please refer to the response to Comment CT-12 regarding the relocation 
of Madison Square Garden.  

Comment 2-12: The Study Area should be broadened and ESD should consider the need 
for, goals, and environmental impact of the proposed Project in context 
with the Hudson Yards rezoning and resulting development, the 
replacement and expansion of the Port Authority Bus Terminal, and the 
conditions to the east side of Herald and Greeley Squares, including the 
low-rise buildings on the south side of West 34th Street and the potential 
development of Macy’s. (Harris_697) 

The environmental impact statement didn’t really review Hudson Yards. 
(Fine_261) 
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Response 2-12: As discussed in more detail in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the 
DEIS, the purpose of the Proposed Project is to eliminate substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the area around Penn Station and provide much-
needed public transportation and public realm improvements in order to 
transform the Penn Station area into a revitalized, modern transit-oriented 
commercial and mixed-use district. The boundaries of the Project Area 
will not be extended to include the neighborhoods and locations 
referenced in the comment because that would represent a change in the 
scope of ESD’s proposal.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” for each technical 
area examined in the EIS, an appropriate study area or multiple study 
areas are defined for the specific analysis. A study area is the geographic 
area likely to be affected by the Proposed Project for a given analysis area 
or the area in which impacts of that type could occur. Appropriate study 
areas differ depending on the type of impact being analyzed. The 
locations (or portions of the neighborhoods) referenced in the comment 
are included in various study areas. The EIS analyses account for known 
development projects within these study areas (within an approximate ½-
mile of the Project Area) that are likely to be built by the analysis years, 
including developments associated with, for example, the Hudson Yards 
Rezoning (which was already approved), and the proposed replacement 
of the Port Authority Bus Terminal, as mentioned in the comment. These 
are included in the No Action condition as they are independent projects 
and would occur with or without the Proposed Project. Please refer to the 
response to Comment 2-4 regarding how the FEIS accounts for the 
Macy’s proposal.  

Comment 2-13: Data collected during the COVID-19 pandemic is not an accurate 
reflection of normal conditions in the project Area and should not be the 
basis of the Neighborhood Conditions Study or findings under the EDC 
Act. In some instances, this data improperly reduces the baseline for 
determining significant adverse impacts, in others, the data suggests that 
baseline conditions are worse than they normally are (i.e., crime and 
homelessness). No rational or reasonable reading of the UDC Act can be 
construed to grant ESD the authority to supersede and take control a city’s 
zoning laws in an area simply because of a temporary situation in that 
area caused by a global pandemic. As such, a supplemental analysis is 
warranted and the DEIS should be revised once new data has been 
collected. This applies to all chapters in the DEIS as well as the findings 
required under the UDC Act. (Harris_697) 

Response 2-13: None of the analyses in the DEIS or the FEIS is based on pandemic 
conditions, as these conditions are anomalous. Rather, analyses were 
based on longstanding trends. Where it was necessary to gather data 
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during the pandemic, the information collected was adjusted as necessary 
to reflect pre-pandemic conditions as the baseline. Similarly, future 
conditions predicted in the DEIS are also not based on existing pandemic 
conditions. Accordingly, there is no need to conduct supplemental 
analyses because of the COVID-19 pandemic. Please refer to the 
response to comment 16 regarding the addendum to the neighborhood 
condition study.  

Comment 2-14: The DEIS concludes that a No Action Alternative in which Sites 1, 2, 3, 
6, and 8 would remain unchanged from existing conditions and as-of-
right development would occur on Sites 4, 5, and 7 would not meet the 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. Specifically, the DEIS states 
that the No Action Alternative would not “improve passenger rail and 
transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety with the 
implementation of transportation and public realm improvements and the 
creation of new open space” (21-2). The DEIS incorrectly concludes that 
Sites 6, 7, and 8 would remain unchanged under the existing conditions. 
Most of the lots on Site 6 are underdeveloped; therefore, each of them 
individually and an assemblage of some or all of them are potential 
development sites. Site 8 was revealed to be a potential development site 
when Vornado applied for and received a special permit authorizing a 3.0 
FAR bonus at the site (in conjunction with Site 7) for proposed 
improvements to the subway. Thus, both Sites 7 and 8 are evidently 
potential redevelopment sites. Vornado did not construct the proposed 
improvements approved by the special permit in 2010. Site 7, which is 
overbuilt, is currently undergoing a transformation. The portions of Sites 
4 and 5 that do not include public open spaces associated with 1 Penn 
Plaza are underdeveloped and, with ZFA now on the books, are enabled 
to redevelop to a higher FAR while providing improvements to 
accessibility of the transit stations below. (Harris_697) 

Response 2-14: The statement concerning the lack of public transportation and public 
realm improvements under No Action Alternative is accurate because 
most of the improvements would not be provided in the absence of the 
Proposed Project. Vornado owns part of Site 6 and all of Site 8 and has 
indicated that it would not redevelop the sites absent the density afforded 
under the GPP, and the fact that these sites have not been redeveloped for 
many years under existing zoning supports that position. Furthermore, 
the DEIS assumption that there would be no future development on Sites 
6 and 8 absent the GPP provides for a more conservative analysis in the 
density-related analysis areas (such as transportation, open space, water 
and sewer, etc.), because with this assumption, the increment of the 
Proposed Project would be greater, resulting in the potential for greater 
environmental impacts. Therefore, this assumption does not constitute an 
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error in the environmental review. The as-of-right developments on Sites 
5 and 7 would have no requirements for increased sidewalk widths 
(outside of public circulation space requirements), increased subway 
platform widths, a new East-West Connector between the Seventh 
Avenue and Herald Square subway stations and other improvements that 
are part of the GPP. If Site 6 and 8 were to be developed as-of-right 
without such improvements, these improvements may never be realized. 

Comment 2-15: The “action” in this case is indisputably the Master Plan. The DEIS 
concedes the point, describing the Override as a “critical component” of 
the larger one. DEIS at S-2. ESD ties itself in linguistic knots trying to 
avoid the charge of segmentation, describing the Master Plan as an 
“independent but related project,” “separate but complementary.” GPP at 
10; DEIS at 1-8. This is double-talk. Just this past summer, in its July 15, 
2021 town hall presentation, ESD defined Moynihan Train Hall, the Penn 
Expansion, the Penn reconstruction, and the surrounding commercial 
redevelopment as “one interconnected complex.” (Weinstock_575) 

Response 2-15: The subject of the EIS is the GPP that would be approved by ESD to 
eliminate substandard and insanitary conditions in the area surrounding 
Penn Station and provide much-needed public transportation and public 
realm improvements in the Project Area, as described in Chapter 1, 
“Project Description.” This includes the transit-oriented development of 
10 new buildings on the eight development sites, as well as the associated 
improvements to the Penn Station entrances, subway stations, and 
pedestrian corridors beneath or proximate to the development sites. 
Approval of the GPP is identified as the action necessary to implement 
the Proposed Project. See the response to Comment CT-13  with respect 
to the assertion that ESD has improperly segmented the environmental 
review of the Proposed Project. 

The Penn Station reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion 
are indeed separate but related projects, each with independent utility. 
Because of the interconnectedness of the Project Area and Penn Station, 
the cumulative environmental effects of the Penn Station reconstruction 
and the potential Penn Station expansion were taken into consideration in 
performing the analyses in the EIS to the extent feasible in light of 
available information. 

Comment 2-16: ESD attempts to disguise the fact that its new plan is weaker than the 
Residential Alternative in the DEIS by giving Vornado at least the option 
to build the remaining 1,256 units of the 1,798 (and the remaining 377 of 
the 540 affordable) on Sites 4 and 8. But there is no reason to believe that 
the company would take advantage of that opportunity. It was intimately 
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involved in the development of Governor Cuomo’s original plan, and that 
plan included no residential units. There is no doubt the company would 
still choose commercial over residential – and market rates over 
affordable ones – for these sites. In any event, SEQRA requires that the 
DEIS consider only the reasonable worst-case scenario, which would be 
the 542 and 162 numbers. With the demolition of the buildings on Sites 
1, 2, and 3, there might well be a net loss in housing. According to the 
Post Office’s carrier routes, there are 2,173 residential units in the project 
area. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 2-16: The mix and timing of development are likely to be influenced by market 
conditions, within the constraints of the GPP parameters. The FEIS 
assesses the Proposed Project’s updated residential program options and 
requirements. Please also see response to Comment 4-5 regarding the 
number of residential units that would be displaced with the Proposed 
Project.  

Comment 2-17: The staff recommendations include a fundamental reordering of the 
proposed project, extending the build year for the southern blocks, 
including the property at 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 63 to 
2038, a full ten years later than previously assumed. The consequences 
of delay for such an extended period and the uncertainty associated with 
that delay has not been considered in the DEIS. (Gordon_344) 

Response 2-17: Please see the Foreword to the FEIS for a discussion of the shift in build 
years after the publication of the DEIS. As discussed in Chapter 2, 
“Analytical Framework,” the FEIS assesses an interim analysis year of 
2033 and a final analysis year of 2044. With respect to development 
proposed on Block 754, FEIS Chapter 2 notes that, assuming a southward 
expansion of Penn Station, by 2033 the existing above-grade uses on Sites 
1, 2, and 3 would be cleared, and developments on Sites 1A and 1B would 
be completed. Please refer to the response to Comment 1-18 regarding 
assumptions as to the construction schedule for the Proposed Project and 
the analysis of an extended schedule in the DEIS.   

Comment 2-18: The staff recommendations changed the anticipated use of 340 West 31st 
Street / Block 754, Lot 63 as a commercial use to a requirement that the 
property be developed with residential—including a significant 
affordable housing component—and community facility uses, including 
accommodating uses that may be displaced by other aspects of the 
proposed project. This is a wholesale change from the assumed 
development presented in the DEIS. (Gordon_344) 

Response 2-18: In response to public comments, including recommendations from 
elected officials, neighborhood residents, and the CACWG, ESD 
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changed the required programming for Site 1A from a commercial (hotel) 
use to residential and community facility uses. The new primarily 
residential development would provide needed affordable housing and 
community facility space and has been assessed in the FEIS. As discussed 
in FEIS Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” because the Proposed 
Project in the FEIS includes residential use, analyses that were presented 
in the DEIS as part of the Residential Alternative are now presented as 
part of the Proposed Project in the relevant FEIS chapters. 

Comment 2-19: The staff recommendations include a significantly different development 
envelope and density on 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 63 than 
analyzed in the DEIS. While the additional density would be used for 
community facility use and affordable housing displaced from other areas 
of the proposed project, the consequences of such a material change have 
not been considered in the DEIS. (Gordon_344) 

Response 2-19: The recommendations made by ESD staff with respect to the use, bulk, 
and density proposed for Site 1A, which includes 340 West 31st Street 
(Block 754, Lot 63), were made in response to public comments after the 
issuance of the DEIS. These recommendations resulted in an increase in 
the FAR equivalent on that site from 7.7 to 13. However, the overall FAR 
equivalent across Site 1 (i.e., Sites 1A and 1B) has not materially changed 
since the DEIS. (As assessed in the DEIS, Site 1 had a total gsf of 
1,283,460; with the Proposed Revisions assessed in the FEIS, Site 1 
would have a total gsf of 1,219,866.) The consequences of any change to 
the bulk, density, or uses proposed on Site 1 are assessed in the FEIS.   

Comment 2-20: The No Action condition for Site 1 must be revised to reflect the 
redevelopment of 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 63 in absence of 
the Empire Station Complex project. The substantive analyses must be 
revised to consider the consequences of the delay and uncertainty in the 
redevelopment of the property for almost two decades, including the 
impacts on land use and urban design. The response to comments on the 
Draft Scope of Work asserted misleadingly that the exclusion of the 
development of the property from the No Action condition is consistent 
with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual 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.” However, as 
made clear in the comment letter, no current building permit applications 
are on file with DOB because Amtrak is obstructing Gordon’s efforts to 
proceed with its as-of-right development. Gordon met with Amtrak 
engineers in the spring of 2020 to present its proposal and to request a 
Preliminary Engineering Agreement from Amtrak, a necessary pre-
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condition to obtaining a building permit from DOB. Gordon’s proposed 
development is well-known to the interested agencies (indeed it was only 
after drawings and information with respect to the design of the project 
were shared with Amtrak in preparation for Gordon’s preliminary 
meeting on May 29, 2020 with Amtrak that the property was added to the 
boundaries of the Empire Station Complex project), and it is 
disingenuous to assert that a known development project should not be 
included in the No Action condition simply because Amtrak, an agency 
that the Final Scope acknowledged has a “substantial role” in the project, 
has impeded construction from proceeding. (Gordon_344) 

Response 2-20: Despite the commenter’s stated work with the Railroads, there were no 
definite redevelopment plans for the referenced property reflected in 
public documents at the time the DEIS was being prepared, including 
DOB permit applications or DOB permits, and there were no definite 
redevelopment plans as of the time the FEIS was being prepared. The 
FEIS continues to assume that the referenced property would not be 
redeveloped in the future absent the Proposed Project. This assumption 
results in a greater amount of incremental development, which is a 
conservative assumption for analysis purposes. Furthermore, delays in 
the redevelopments 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 
land use and urban design. Preliminary planning for the proposed 
expansion of Penn Station by the Railroads indicates that acquisition of 
Block 754, Lot 63 would be necessary for the track alignment for the 
potential Penn Station expansion in the event an expansion of Penn 
Station to the south is selected as the preferred alternative. For this reason, 
the referenced property has been included in Site 1.  

Comment 2-21: The different pieces of the Penn Station GPP need to be studied and 
presented under their own merits, not as a confusingly bound package. 
(Ahmed_247) 

Response 2-21: As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project is 
a comprehensive redevelopment initiative to create a revitalized, modern 
transit-oriented commercial district centered around Penn Station. It 
would introduce much-needed public transportation and public realm 
improvements to the area and facilitate high-density redevelopment of 
nearby parcels to create a cohesive, transit-oriented commercial district. 
The various components of the Proposed Project all have a connection to 
Penn Station and the immediately surrounding public realm and are 
studied comprehensively in the EIS. 
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Comment 2-22: We would also like to raise an inaccurate assumption in the DEIS about 
the future development of 320 West 31st Street (Manhattan Block 754, 
Lot 51; the “Site”). At p. 2-10, the DEIS assumes that in the future 
without the GPP, 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. In fact, as Columbia Property Trust (“CPT”) informed 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 
proceeding with plans to convert the Site to commercial use and to 
construct an as-of-right, approximately seven-story enlargement above 
the Site’s existing four- story building. Although these plans have been 
undermined and adversely impacted by the GPP process, CPT continues 
to advance this as-of-right plan. (Xu_717) 

We would also note that the Final Scope does not take into account other 
development activity planned in the area or the environmental and 
socioeconomic consequences of interfering with that activity. First, 
Columbia Property Trust has designed a new commercial office building 
to replace Touro College on Block 754, Lot 51. This site spans 36,250 
square feet and is a significant portion of Development Site 1. Columbia 
purchased the site in February 2020 after conducting extensive due 
diligence in anticipation of developing the property for commercial office 
development under current zoning. (Gordon_344) 

Response 2-22: 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. In 
accordance with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, the No 
Action condition in the EIS incorporates 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 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. 
Therefore, the assumption that the site would remain unchanged from its 
existing condition does not constitute an error in the environmental 
review and as noted above provides for a more conservative analysis. 

Comment 2-23: DEIS Table 1-1, which summarizes gross square footage by use and site, 
indicates near identical sizes for Sites 7 and 8. Sites 7 and 8 are on the 
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same block, and have the same lot size and buildings area. However, the 
massing studied for Site 8 is much smaller than the massing studied for 
Site 7. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 2-23: Site 7 is analyzed as a taller building because its design is more developed 
than the other sites and may include a taller floor-to-floor height than that 
which is assumed for the other development sites. However, the taller 
floor-to-floor height on Site 7 would not be characteristic of all the other 
development sites such that it would affect the “hard look” taken in the 
EIS. The other sites are analyzed with floor-to-floor heights of 14.5 feet, 
which is consistent with those in new office buildings in Hudson Yards 
and other modern commercial office construction. In addition, the 
shadows analysis included an additional 150 feet above the illustrative 
building massing height for analysis purposes. 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Comment 3-1: The proposed density would not be permissible under the current zoning. 
Such density, ranging from 16 to 33.8 FAR would double the current built 
density. While higher density is desirable at and around transit rich areas, 
the agglutination of nine supertall buildings in a very small footprint will 
dangerously overburden the area and will cause substantial negative 
impacts, as revealed in the DEIS. (CB5_002) 

Response 3-1: Comment noted. As described in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy,” the GPP would override local zoning regulations, 
including allowable density, to facilitate the Proposed Project. The 
significant adverse impacts and the benefits of the Proposed Project will 
be weighed by ESD as part of the decision-making process. Further, the 
densities proposed in the DEIS have been reduced in response to 
comments from the community on the DEIS and draft GPP. The lower 
density buildings comprising the Proposed Project are described and 
assessed in the FEIS. 

Comment 3-2: [The Proposed Project] will have a significant and deleterious impact on 
light and air by locating up to ten supertall buildings within a small radius 
of Penn Station. Under zoning, the impact of such increased bulk would 
be mitigated by the sky exposure plane regulations applicable in the 
Special Midtown District. (Harris_697) 

Response 3-2: As described in the DEIS, the Proposed Project buildings would be 
designed in accordance with ESD’s Design Guidelines in lieu of zoning. 
Under the Design Guidelines, Site 1A on 30th Street between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues would be subject to a 350-foot building height limit, 
exclusive of rooftop mechanical equipment. There would be no 
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maximum building height restrictions for the remaining buildings. For all 
proposed developments, the proposed base heights, tower setback and 
tower coverage controls in the Design Guidelines provide for light and 
air to adjacent and nearby properties.   

Comment 3-3: The DEIS should fully disclose the Design Guidelines’ impact on zoning. 
The Design Guidelines should have been analyzed in the context of the 
existing zoning regulations they override in a clear, side-by-side 
comparison so the public could understand the changes that are being 
proposed. The Design Guidelines provide new height, setback and floor 
area limits by site. if the action is nullifying the zoning regulations, the 
Design Guidelines should be discussed using the zoning regulations they 
replace as reference. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-3: ESD released the draft Design Guidelines concurrent with the DEIS. The 
Proposed Project is assessed in the EIS for potential impacts on land use, 
zoning, and urban design based on the uses, program, bulk, and 
illustrative massings developed for the eight development sites under the 
GPP. Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” of the FEIS has 
been updated to include a discussion of zoning controls under the New 
York City Zoning Resolution and corresponding controls contained in the 
Design Guidelines. 

Comment 3-4: Approval of the GPP would void the underlying zoning and adversely 
impact the goals of previous rezoning actions approved by the City. The 
impact on the City’s public policy objectives, as implemented through 
the Zoning Resolution, are not studied or disclosed. Chapter 3 of the 
DEIS should examine the 1982 rezoning of the Midtown Special District 
(C 820214 ZMM), the 1999 Chelsea Rezoning (C 990453 ZMM), the 
2000 rezoning of Old Navy (C 000126 ZMM), the 2001 rezoning of the 
Penn Center Subdistrict (C 010652 ZMM), and the 2005 rezoning of 
Hudson Yards (C 040499a ZMM). The DEIS should examine the 
rezonings it voids, disclose the purpose of each rezoning and the planning 
objectives it was trying to implement, and discuss where those objectives 
can be met with the GPP and where they cannot. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-4: The GPP would override requirements in the Zoning Resolution with 
respect to the eight development sites. According to the CEQR Technical 
Manual, an analysis of land use and zoning should focus on a project’s 
compatibility and consistency with surrounding uses and zoning as they 
would exist in the future without the project. The analysis should address 
the interplay between a proposed project in its particular location and 
conditions in the surrounding area, including a project’s compatibility 
with surrounding zoning districts. Such an analysis that considers the use, 
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bulk, and density of the Proposed Project, as facilitated by the GPP and 
assesses the Proposed Project for consistency with surrounding land use 
and zoning, was provided in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy.” The rezonings referenced in the comment have been approved 
by the City of New York and comprise the existing zoning in the Project 
Area. An examination of the goals and objectives of approved zoning 
proposals that date back decades and are reflected in the existing zoning 
is unnecessary, outside the scope of SEQRA, and would not shed light on 
the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. Further, according to 
the Neighborhood Conditions Study, despite the establishment of the 
Special Midtown District in 1982, the Chelsea Rezoning in 1999, and the 
creation of the Penn Center Subdistrict (within the Special Midtown 
District in 2001), the resulting patchwork of zoning regulations never 
achieved the intended purpose of stimulating higher-density commercial 
development in the Project Area. An exception to this stagnation is ESD’s 
Moynihan Station Civic and Land Use Improvement Project’s General 
Project Plan, which was approved in 2006. Moynihan Train Hall opened 
last year, bringing to the market (and the public) approximately 700,000 
sf of commercial and civic space in the Farley Office Building. For 
context, the DEIS provides discussions of more recent transformative 
transit and land development proposals that affected Midtown, including 
Hudson Yards, the aforementioned Moynihan Train Hall, and the 
rezoning of Greater East Midtown. Known future rezonings and other 
planned developments and transportation projects are assumed in the No 
Action condition and the Proposed Project is assessed with respect to 
these planned projects.  

Comment 3-5: Regarding Sites 7 and 8, there is clearly substantial overlap between the 
City’s planning objectives in its 2010 rezoning and what State is trying 
to achieve with the GPP. With the GPP, however, the owner of Sites 7 
and 8 gets the benefits of additional floor area that the GPP provides, 
while at the same time relieved of commitments required by the special 
permit, which was an incentive to let the special permit expire. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-5: Despite the goals of the previous rezoning actions, the proposals have not 
achieved any meaningful planning benefits given the stagnation in the 
area. As discussed in Chapter 3, the GPP is necessary because the existing 
zoning does not permit development densities sufficient to achieve the 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, in particular, to eliminate 
substandard and insanitary conditions in the area surrounding Penn 
Station by, among other things, revitalizing the area with new, 
sustainable, high-density primarily commercial development that 
supports the level of improvements needed to address substandard 
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conditions in Penn Station and the Project Area. In addition to the 
requisite public transportation and public realm improvements provided 
at Sites 7 and 8, the developments would provide needed revenue to assist 
in funding the reconstruction and the potential expansion of Penn Station. 
ESD would also identify required mitigation measures to be implemented 
with the development of Sites 7 and 8, in addition to commitments to 
public realm and public transportation improvements.  

Comment 3-6: According to the Design Guidelines, every site in the GPP allows towers 
that cover between 60% and 70% of their zoning lot at 75% of their 
height. Such buildings would fail Midtown’s daylighting performance 
standards and create dark streets that the Special Midtown District is 
supposed to prevent. The prevention of dark streets is not an 
environmental impact studied by CEQR, but it is a planning objective of 
New York City implemented through zoning, and this planning objective 
is nullified by the GPP in this area. The DEIS should have explained the 
relevant planning objectives implemented by the Special Midtown 
District, and it should have disclosed how this impacts these planning 
objectives and the zoning that implements them. (Weinstock_575) 

The removal of daylight evaluation regulation would allow creation of 
dark canyons at street level. (Barbero et al_754, Kinsella_110) 

Although the GPP allows ESD to override city zoning regulations, given 
the impacts the proposed towers will have on the public realm, we 
strongly urge the FEIS include a daylighting evaluation, or go further and 
include an analysis of thermal comfort throughout the public realm. 
(Devaney_692) 

Response 3-6: As indicated in one of the comments, incremental shadows falling on City 
streets and sidewalks are not considered in the methodologies outlined by 
the CEQR Technical Manual. Daylight evaluation scoring is a 
mathematical simulation that is conducted on buildings that have been 
fully designed. The illustrative massings shown in the DEIS do not 
represent fully designed buildings, so the daylight evaluation scores of 
these massings would not result in accurate portrayals of potential future 
conditions. Daylight evaluation scoring does not take into account 
surrounding buildings and therefore is not a representation of actual 
daylighting at sidewalks and streets. The tower coverage controls 
contained in the Design Guidelines are consistent with recent zoning 
controls enacted to facilitate high-density development in Hudson Yards, 
whose zoning does not include daylight evaluation provisions.  

Comment 3-7: Part of Site 1 lies in [a portion] of the Chelsea rezoning, and the proposed 
plan would permit an unlimited height tower at about 21 FAR, unlike 
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anything currently in Chelsea. The 1999 rezoning was undertaken to help 
preserve and reinforce Chelsea’s character, and that planning objective is 
removed with the overriding of the local zoning. This area is currently 
zoned C6-3X (R9X equivalent), which is a high-density contextual 
commercial district that replaced a C6-2 (R8 equivalent) height factor 
commercial district. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-7: Site 1B lies within the northernmost portion of the area rezoned in 
connection with the Chelsea Rezoning in 1999. Unlike other areas within 
the Chelsea Rezoning, however, the site’s location at West 31st Street 
and Eighth Avenue is adjacent to excellent transit access and Midtown 
Manhattan. The current high-density C6 zoning designation is in 
recognition of its prominent location adjacent to Midtown. As discussed 
in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the GPP is 
necessary because the existing zoning does not permit development 
densities sufficient to achieve the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project, in particular, to eliminate substandard and insanitary conditions 
in the area surrounding Penn Station, revitalize the area surrounding Penn 
Station with new, sustainable, high-density primarily commercial 
development and support the provision of needed transit and public realm 
improvements. The Proposed Actions would permit densities and bulk 
that would further public policies to support high-density development in 
areas well-served by public transit. While the 21 FAR proposed at Site 
1B is higher than densities allowed in Chelsea, it is an appropriate density 
for this location and is consistent with the densities allowed in Hudson 
Yards and other areas of Midtown Manhattan.    

Comment 3-8: The Design Guidelines keep some of the sign regulations of the Penn 
Center Subdistrict but says, “The transit signage provisions contained in 
the Zoning Resolution, including those set forth in ZR § 81-521 for Penn 
Center Subdistrict of the Special Midtown District, shall not apply,” 
thereby permanently altering one of the goals of this rezoning. This 
impact on zoning should be disclosed. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-8: The GPP would override the provisions of ZR Section 81-521, “Rail 
Mass Transit and Subway Entrance Informational Signs,” to allow the 
Railroads to provide consistent and coherent wayfinding and signage 
throughout the Project Area, including the avenue frontages and east–
west street frontages on all development sites. The current wayfinding 
signage is inadequate and confusing to the thousands of visitors and 
commuters that use Penn Station and the Sixth Avenue, Seventh Avenue, 
and Eighth Avenues subway stations every day. The Design Guidelines 
permit substantial signage for Penn Station to be provided at major station 
entrances on the development sites in the Project Area. Transit signage 
for the Railroads would be prioritized such that advertising and accessory 
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signage does not infringe upon transit signage, thereby reducing way-
finding confusion for the pedestrian. The Railroads would control signage 
within transit easement frontages at each development site, to facilitate 
better organized signage and clear delineation of entry points to transit. 
With respect to advertising signage, the Design Guidelines permit 
advertising signage on the Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue frontages 
of new buildings on the development sites from West 31st to West 34th 
Streets and on certain portions of the east–west cross streets in the Project 
Area though no advertising signage is permitted at Sites 1A, 1B and 2A 
and any building frontage on West 30th Street. The signage requirements 
contained in the GPP are described and assessed in FEIS Chapter 3, 
“Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” and FEIS Chapter 9, “Urban 
Design and Visual Resources.”  

Comment 3-9: The Hudson Yards rezoning impacted the north side of block 754, 
changing the zoning from a 6.0 FAR district to C6-3X, a 9.0 FAR district, 
stating that “the increase in permitted density would encourage 
development compatible with the activity generated by the proposed 
Moynihan/Pennsylvania Station,” and “that the proposed requirements 
for a 60 to 120 foot streetwall height limit, and maximum building height 
of 160 feet are appropriate and would control building heights across 
from the historic Farley Post Office building.” (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-9: The DEIS assessed a commercial hotel development on Site 1A that had 
an FAR of 7.7, a street wall height of 200 feet, and a building height of 
235 feet (but noted that the building height would be restricted to 400 
feet). In response to community comments, the development program 
proposed for Site 1A was changed to a residential development with 
community facility space on the lower floors. To accommodate a 
substantial residential program, including affordable housing, the density 
on Site 1A was increased from 7.7 FAR to 13.0 FAR. The street wall 
height would remain unchanged at 200 feet; however, the maximum 
building height would still be restricted, now to 350 feet rather than 400 
feet. As presented in the DEIS and FEIS, the building on Site 1A would 
result in a significant adverse shadow impact with respect to Moynihan 
Train Hall, including its skylight. As discussed in Chapter 22, 
“Mitigation,” to eliminate the impact attributed to Site 1A, the maximum 
building height would need to be substantially reduced to 150 feet.  

Comment 3-10: The GPP more than doubles the allowable density at Site 1, and also 
allows towers of unlimited height. This change constitutes a permanent 
impact on New York City’s zoning and its ability to implement its vision 
of Hudson Yards, which included controlling building height on new 
development directly to the south of the Farley building. This is an impact 
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on New York City zoning and the City’s ability to use it to implement a 
vision of an area. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-10: As indicated in the comment, the proposed bulk and density allowed 
under the GPP at Site 1 is greater than what is allowed under the 
comparable zoning controls that were approved by the City as part of the 
Hudson Yards Rezoning. As determined in the DEIS, the new buildings 
on Site 1 would result in a significant adverse shadow impact to 
Moynihan Train Hall. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the 
potential to create significant impacts in other technical areas should not 
necessarily be confused with a land use and zoning impact. The 
assessment of land use and zoning considers a project’s compatibility 
with surrounding land uses and compliance with zoning regulations, and 
the analysis of the effect of land use and zoning changes is typically used 
to determine whether the land use changes could lead to impacts in other 
technical areas. While a building developed in accordance with the 
density and bulk allowed under the GPP would not comply with the New 
York City Zoning Resolution, the non-compliance is geographically 
limited to the development sites in the Project Area and would not 
constitute an overall significant impact to zoning. Moreover, as discussed 
in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the Proposed 
Project is consistent with the zoning in Hudson Yards, which was 
intended to facilitate high density, mostly commercial development 
centered around substantial transit infrastructure investments.  

Comment 3-11: The intent of the UDC Act in Land Use Improvement Actions is to allow 
government to intervene only when it needs to, when there is actual 
blight. The UDC's attempt to ignore the legislative intent puts home rule 
at risk, which would indeed be a significant impact on public policy. The 
DEIS needs to disclose this impact on public policy to the public and 
mitigate it to the extent practicable. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-11: New York courts have adopted an expansive definition of permissible 
blight alleviation under the UDC Act that includes, among other things, 
economic underdevelopment and stagnation and improper land use. As 
stated in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the Proposed 
Project, facilitated by the GPP and as authorized by the UDC Act, would 
not result in a significant adverse impact to public policy. According to 
the “Empire Station Complex - Neighborhood Conditions Study,” 
released in February 2021, the Project Area—which includes Penn 
Station and the area around it—is characterized by substandard and 
deteriorated conditions; the substandard condition of Penn Station and its 
interconnecting pedestrian corridors, subway stations, and entrances; 
underutilization of permitted density under the existing zoning; an 
inhospitable public realm; and a high prevalence of aging and outmoded 
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buildings or buildings in either poor or critical condition or with building 
violations. The combination of all these conditions support the Project 
Area’s characterization as substandard and insanitary within the meaning 
of the UDC Act. Furthermore, the Project Area is substandard and 
insanitary when measured against other major transit hubs in Manhattan 
when it comes to aging, outmoded, and deteriorated building stock and 
inadequate investment, even though it is home to the largest public 
transportation hub in North America. The lack of coherent planning, 
longstanding underdevelopment, economic stagnation, and outmoded 
building stock in an area that should be economically vibrant, given its 
proximity the most important transportation complex in New York City. 
is symptomatic of an area at risk of continued deterioration in the future.It 
is within ESD’s purview to address the substandard and economically 
stagnant and underutilized conditions of the Project Area through the 
GPP.  

Comment 3-12: Demolishing older, useful buildings undermines the City’s goal to 
become carbon-neutral by 2050, a goal outlined in OneNYC, a planning 
and policy document that sets the goals for New York City in the coming 
years. The DEIS should discuss in more detail how and if the GPP is 
consistent with OneNYC, and if it is not consistent, how it will impact 
the viability of the City’s public policy objectives outlined in that plan. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 3-12: According to the “Empire Station Complex – Neighborhood Conditions 
Study,” released in February 2021, many of the existing buildings on the 
eight development sites are inefficient and do not meet green buildings 
standards—with the majority of buildings being constructed before 1950. 
Only 13 of the 61 existing lots in the study area record energy 
consumption, and only two of the buildings on those lots would be able 
to achieve an Energy Star energy efficiency score of A. By contrast, the 
proposed new buildings will meet stringent energy efficiency standards 
and include many green building features including fully electric HVAC 
and hot water systems. An assessment of the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with policies of OneNYC is contained in Chapter 3, “Land 
Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” of the DEIS. As discussed in Chapter 3, 
the Proposed Project is consistent with OneNYC. Further, as discussed in 
Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with New York City’s GHG reduction goals, and would be 
developed in compliance with recently adopted State and City 
requirements intended to reduce GHG emissions from buildings. As 
discussed in Chapter 16, in order to attain the City’s OneNYC GHG 
reduction goal to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, the City of New 
York enacted the Climate Mobilization Act (CMA). The GPP would 
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require development on the project sites to comply with the emission 
reduction and other requirements of the CMA.  

Comment 3-13: The substantive analyses must consider the land use, zoning and public 
policy and other impacts of treating 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 
63 significantly differently than all of the other development sites within 
the project boundary and significantly differently than as described and 
evaluated in the DEIS, including with respect to the remainder of Site 1. 
The disproportionate treatment is not explained in the DEIS or justified 
in any manner, nor was the wholly revised treatment now being presented 
contemplated or considered in the DEIS, including the property’s new 
role as a repository for community facility and affordable housing 
displaced from other areas as a result of the proposed project. 
(Gordon_344) 

Response 3-13: Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” assesses the potential 
effects of the proposed development on Site 1 with respect to land use, 
zoning, and public policy. The assessment considers 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. This 
arrangement 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 recommendations made by ESD staff with 
respect to the uses proposed for Site 1, which includes 340 West 31st 
Street (Block 754, Lot 63), were made in response to public comments 
after the issuance of the DEIS. The potential change of uses has been 
assessed in the FEIS. 

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Comment 4-1: The Proposed Project will jeopardize the stability of this neighborhood, 
making it more difficult to preserve affordable housing, not only below 
the complex but in neighborhoods like Hell’s Kitchen several blocks 
north. (Crull_017) 

Response 4-1: Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” of the DEIS analyzes the potential for indirect 
residential displacement due to increased rents within a half-mile radius 
for the Residential Alternative. Given the inclusion of residential units in 
the Proposed Project as a result of the Proposed Revisions, proposed in 
response to public comments, FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic 
Conditions,” has been updated to include the analysis of indirect 
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residential displacement. The Proposed Project analyzed in the FEIS 
includes a Maximum Residential Scenario with 1,798 units, of which 540 
units (30 percent) would be permanently affordable. This is the same 
number of units and share of affordability that has been analyzed under 
the Residential Alternative in DEIS Chapter 21, “Alternatives.”  

The analysis in FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” concludes 
that the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts 
due to indirect residential displacement. Absent the Proposed Project, the 
existing trend of increasing rents and household incomes in the primary 
and secondary study areas is expected to continue and the affordability 
requirements of the Proposed Project would result in more affordable 
units in the Project Area than in the No Action condition.  

Comment 4-2: The DEIS shows that the area will lose hundreds of good-paying hotel 
jobs for a minimum of 10 years if demolition and construction schedules 
proceed as currently forecasted. This job loss is not taken into 
consideration in the current DEIS. (CB5_002) 

Response 4-2: Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions” of the EIS analyzes the potential 
impacts of direct businesses displacement, including the displacement of 
hotels, and reports that 102 hotel workers would be displaced by the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would permit the development 
of up to 734 hotel rooms, which would support approximately 245 jobs.  

Comment 4-3: I’m concerned that any residential or commercial spaces that may be built 
in connection with the proposed plans ensure equitable outcomes for all 
New Yorkers and do not further increase the rich/poor divide of this city. 
(Schubert_574) 

Response 4-3: Comment noted. The Proposed Project would include affordable housing 
on Site 1A and would permit residential development, including 
affordable housing, on Sites 1B (if Site 1 is selected as the preferred 
alternative for the location of the potential Penn Station expansion), 4, 
and 8. The GPP would require that 30 percent of residential units be 
permanently affordable housing.  

Comment 4-4: The demolition of buildings envisioned under the Proposed Project would 
destroy a working-class neighborhood. It would displace thousands of 
residents, including artists and low-income New Yorkers, and hundreds 
of small, local businesses, such as Molly Wee Pub and Urban Stages. It 
will add to the homeless crisis in New York City and State. Any plan that 
results in the displacement of small businesses should offer temporary 
spaces during the construction period and relocation within the new 
towers for existing small businesses, stores, and nonprofits of similar size 
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to current locations, at current rent levels. (Arnold_726, Barbero_068, 
Barbero et al_754, Belser_700, Berlin_514, bloozvox_817, Bournas-
Ney_096, Bournas-Ney_004, Bournas-Ney_011, Blumberg_138, 
Brenner_099, Brenner_298, Byrd_572, Caggiano_727, Cahill_120, 
Calligeros_167, Chin_705, Conner_014, Cote_721, Dano_409, Demmet 
et al_338, Devaney_692, Dickinson_782, Dixon_564, Dozier_600, 
DuRussel_360, Fendley_764, Finelt _398, Fleming_703, Fogelman_383, 
Gelb_576, Giletto_467, Gottfried et al_069, Graham_132, 
Greenberg_094, Hendershott_264, Hendershott_609, Hess_202, 
Hess_805, Hoover_546, Kaplan_384, Kelly_219, Kinzler_459, 
Kirke_561, Klatzkin_421, Koteen_176, Koteen_269, Krinsky_469, 
Ling_566, Ling_744, Marshall_125, McDermott_107, McDermott_313, 
McElligott_407, McInroe_714, Mehiel_738, Miller_137, Morrow_238, 
Moskowitz_521, Nash_161, Nash_259, Nowve_089, Nial_252, 
O'Brien_425, Oddo_359, Otterson_328, Perl_450, Purr_227, Purr_356, 
Racho-Jansen_611, Reyes_814, Ronner_327, Rodriguez_329, 
Rodriguez_629, Rosenberg_250, Scher_357, Scher_783, Shanley_542, 
Shapiro_055, Shapiro_179, Sheran_390, Sinigalliano_743, Smith_718, 
Snook_139, Sosin_243, Standish_263, Stern_345, Straley_698, 
Vanderbilt_168, Vee_379, Vogel_077, Wenckly_786) 

Response 4-4: Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” of the EIS analyzes the potential 
for significant adverse impacts due to direct residential and business 
displacement. Assuming a southward expansion of Penn Station onto 
Sites 1, 2, and 3, the FEIS estimates that the Proposed Project would 
directly displace an estimated 214 residents living in 128 residential units, 
of which 55 are SRO units and 26 are in rent-stabilized buildings.12.13 
This direct displacement estimate conservatively includes all housing 
units on the development sites regardless of their current occupancy 
status or the terms upon which they would be vacated. Although causing 
individual disruption, based on guidelines in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, the direct displacement of that number of residents would not 
result in a significant adverse impact because they do not represent a 
significant portion of the study area population (the 214 residents 
represent less than five percent of the ¼-mile study area population), and 

 
12 As noted in FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” the SRO units on Site 1 are currently vacant 

and unregistered. The analysis conservatively assumes they would be retenanted in the future.  
13 The estimate of directly displaced residents was updated between DEIS and FEIS to reflect the average 

household size of Manhattan Community Districts 4 and 5 as of the 2020 U.S. Decennial Census (1.67 
persons per households). The estimate of directly displaced residents conservatively assumes all units 
would be occupied in the No Action condition, however the SRO units on Site 1 are currently vacant and 
unregistered. 
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they do not have socioeconomic characteristics that differ markedly from 
the study area population as a whole.  

The Proposed Project would directly displace 472 businesses with an 
estimated 8,937 employees. The commenters err in equating the number 
of businesses and employees displaced to the number of jobs lost, 
because, as noted in the “Detailed Analysis of Direct Business and 
Institutional Displacement” section of DEIS and FEIS Chapter 4, many 
of the displaced businesses serve trade areas larger than the Project Area 
and would find comparable space elsewhere in New York City. As also 
explained in that section, there are millions of square feet of available 
Class B and Class C office space in Midtown Manhattan to accommodate 
the commercial tenants that employ most of the employees working 
within the Project Area. Although displaced businesses and employees 
would experience disruption, The EIS assessment finds that the Proposed 
Project would not cause a significant adverse direct business and 
institutional displacement impact because the potentially displaced 
businesses and institutions provide goods and services that would still be 
found within the study area and that would continue to be available to 
local residents and businesses. None of the businesses or institutions 
serve a customer base that is uniquely dependent upon their location 
within the study area, nor are they subject to regulations or publicly 
adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, or otherwise protecting 
them in their current location. While the potentially displaced firms and 
jobs are valuable individually and collectively to the City, the Proposed 
Project would provide modern office, retail, and hotel space in an area of 
the City where the commercial building stock is aging and in need of 
revitalization. In addition, the analysis of impacts to businesses did not 
identify any potentially displaced businesses and institutions that would 
have unique locational requirements that would make relocation 
particularly challenging. Most of the potentially displaced businesses and 
institutions are currently operating in office or retail spaces, and there is 
ample leasable space of this type in Midtown Manhattan. Businesses that 
would be displaced by property acquisitions for a potential Penn Station 
expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, if a southern alternative is selected, would 
be eligible to receive compensation for their trade fixtures and for moving 
and related expenses in accordance with applicable law. Please see 
response to Comment 1-39 regarding relocation assistance for displaced 
residents and businesses. 

As also noted in the FEIS, the Proposed Project would increase the 
density and capacity for additional businesses and firms through new 
commercial spaces within the Project Area. The Proposed Project would 
also facilitate development of up to 1,798 residential units, of which 30 
percent would be permanently affordable. The generation of new, 
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permanent direct and indirect jobs in New York City and New York State 
would produce ongoing fiscal benefits for both New York City and New 
York State, including income and sales tax revenues. The new 
commercial spaces within the Proposed Project would enable greater 
business activity for current and new establishments located in and 
around Penn Station.  

Comment 4-5: You’re going to get rid of some 2,500 rent-regulated apartments and 
replace them with 500 affordable units which have an affordability which 
is magnitudes below what people already enjoy. (Adams_254, 
Baron_580, Bayiokos_562, Campo_522, Campo_745, Dahill_346, 
Dance_734, DuRussel_571, Genauer_553, Gerding_393, Gilden_766, 
Goldman_374, Hoover_546, Kidd_573, Kinzler_459, Ling_744, 
Perl_450) 

I am vehemently opposed to the plans put forward to demolish West 30th 
Street. This block houses 2,500 residents. (Citron_420) 

What will happen to the more than 2,000 people currently living in rent-
regulated housing when their homes are demolished? How many of them 
will become homeless? Can New York City and New York State afford 
to add to the homeless population? (Shapiro_179) 

2,300 apartments will be evicted. (Murphy_239) 

It is my understanding that the construction of “Penn District” will evict 
over 2,370 residents and 1,300 businesses (Lindsay_702) 

I understand that this plan eliminates 1,296 small businesses from this 
area, forcing them to go out of business or move—evicting businesses 
who employ over 10,000 workers. New York City needs these businesses 
and jobs, especially in these transitional times of COVID. I understand 
that this plan evicts 2,371 apartment residents from homes—far more 
residences destroyed than the 540 units it plans to build. (Davis_178) 

I heard this plan is going to cause about 1,200 small businesses to go out. 
(Neugebauer_236) 

Our research shows serious discrepancies in the DEIS as to the number 
of impacted residents and businesses. Our study of the site indicates 1,296 
businesses will have to relocate or go out of business and 2,371 families 
will have to relocate. The results come from official postal data. 
However, Section B. Principal Conclusions presented by the DEIS states, 
“The Proposed Project would directly displace an estimated 206 residents 
living in 128 residential units.” It also states, “the Proposed Project would 
result in the direct displacement of an estimated 9,137 employees and 473 
firms. In Phase 1 (2028), an estimated 3,747 employees at 353 firms 
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would be displaced. In Phase 2, an estimated 5,390 employees at 120 
firms would be displaced.” USPS data shows 2,371 (not 128) residential 
units, affecting approximately 5,000 residents if you conservatively 
assume two residents per mailbox. Likewise, USPS data shows 1,296 
business addresses, not the 826 cited by the DEIS. (Turvey_713) 

This proposal will destroy 2,400 affordable apartments, destroy small 
businesses that will put 10,000 employees out of work. (Berkon_567) 

ESD’s revised GPP’s project area has many undercounted small 
businesses and residents. According to US Post Office reports there are 
3,667 business addresses in its delivery routes in the project area and 
2,371 residential addresses. The official Post Office count is far higher 
what is reported in the DEIS. (Sinigalliano_743) 

Approximately 2,300 residents will be threatened with eviction. New 
York’s lack of affordable housing has been amply recognized and 
reported. No more needs to be said. (Camp_645) 

While the area around Penn Station can accommodate some new 
development, it should occur in a more thoughtful and nuanced manner, 
and not be subject to an eminent domain and slum clearance approach 
that will displace 2,300 units of housing and 1,300 businesses. Many of 
these businesses provide jobs for low and middle wage earners, which the 
City and State should be doing more to encourage, rather than to the type 
of office jobs this development will ostensibly provide. (Bray_650) 

ESD’s revised GPP’s project area has many undercounted small 
businesses and residents. According to US Post Office reports there are 
3,667 business addresses in its delivery routes in the project area and 
2,371 residential addresses. The official Post Office count is far higher 
what is reported in the DEIS. This massive difference needs to be 
investigated and ESD must revise their counting to accurate list every at 
risk business and resident in the project area. (Otterson_632) 

Response 4-5: The commenters are incorrect about the number of residents and 
businesses projected to be displaced by the Proposed Project. The 
commenters also incorrectly interpret USPS data. The number of 
residents and businesses the commenters claim are located on the 
development sites are in actuality all of the residents and businesses that 
are located in the USPS carrier routes that serve the development sites. 
The commenters also erroneously included addresses that are not part of 
the Project Area and will not be displaced by the Proposed Actions. As 
described in DEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” assuming a 
southward expansion of Penn Station onto Sites 1, 2, and 3, the Proposed 
Project would directly displace an estimated 206 residents living in 128 
residential units and an estimated 9,137 employees and 473 firms. Using 
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updated data, FEIS Chapter 4 reports that the Proposed Project would 
displace 214 residents in 128 residential units (of which 55 are Single 
Room Occupancy units and 26 are in rent stabilized buildings) and an 
estimated 8,937 employees at 472 firms. The estimates of direct 
residential displacement presented in the DEIS are sourced from publicly 
available MapPLUTO data which is provided by the Department of City 
Planning. The estimate of direct business displacement is sourced from 
Reference USA. This direct displacement estimate conservatively 
includes all housing units on the development sites regardless of their 
current occupancy status or the terms upon which they would be vacated. 
Please refer to the response to Comment 1-39 regarding relocation 
assistance for displaced residents and businesses.  

Comment 4-6: The DEIS states that the “Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts due [to] changes [in] socioeconomic conditions.” This is 
false. The GPP would eliminate more than one hundred rent-stabilized 
housing units and decimate a host of economically diverse businesses in 
the Project Area, an obvious adverse change to socioeconomic 
conditions.  

The DEIS fails to adequately assess the impact of the Proposed project 
on midmarket offices like those located on Site 6. Businesses located in 
Class B and Class C office space will be displaced from the Project Area 
and will not be able to relocate within it because the Class B office space 
will be replaced with more expensive Class A office space. Moreover, 
the DEIS fails to account for the fact that existing Class B and Class C 
offices located within the Project Area benefit from proximity to Penn 
Station and from lower rents in older building stock. The DEIS 
summarily concludes that these offices will be able to relocate elsewhere 
in New York City, but does not substantiate this claim. Moreover, the 
DEIS does not account for the fact that upon relocating, these businesses 
will be severed from the transit hub upon which they too depend nor does 
the DEIS explain why Class B and Class C office tenants should be forced 
to endure longer commute times than those that can afford to pay more 
rent. The DEIS does not adequately address the impact of the proposed 
Project on economic diversity. Class B and Class C offices tend to be 
significantly less expensive per square foot than Class A offices. As a 
result of the Proposed Project, all lower cost offices that will be available 
for small or midmarket businesses will be eradicated, eliminating 
economic diversity from the business community in the Project Area and 
from Midtown Manhattan.  

Included in the Class B and Class C buildings are ground-floor retail and 
restaurant establishments that cater to middle- and lower-class people 
who work in the local establishments. The DEIS does not address the fact 
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that replacement by Class A buildings will also displace these lower-cost 
stores and restaurants, which will not be able to afford the rent in the new 
buildings and will remove appropriately priced retail and restaurants for 
middle- and lower-class people who will work in the area. (Harris_697) 

It is a type of real estate product that is becoming scarcer as the City 
establishes new shiny centers for 21st century state-of-the-art office 
buildings with large size offices and high rent. The proposed project 
threatens the displacement of businesses that cannot thrive in such 
buildings. (Harris_129) 

This plan ignores the actual office needs of our current economy. The 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for this project fails to consider 
the need for Class B and Class C office space in the city, nor does it 
provide any data on that sector of the office market. Class B and C office 
space is a vital part of our city's entrepreneurial infrastructure. 
(Clarke_230) 

Response 4-6: Chapter 4 of the DEIS, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” discusses direct and 
indirect business displacement, including the loss of Class B and C office 
spaces. The DEIS inventories the composition of Class A, B, and C office 
space in the Penn Plaza-Garment District office submarket as compared 
to other major office districts such as Hudson Yards, Chelsea-NoMad, 
and Murray Hill (see Table 4-8). This analysis found that the Penn Plaza-
Garment District office submarket has a smaller proportion of Class A 
office space and a larger proportion of Class C office space as compared 
to the other submarkets. Table 4-8 also presents the gross rent per square 
foot for Class A, B, and C office space. The analysis found that there is 
an estimated 13.4 million gsf of available Class B office space and 3.8 
million gsf of available Class C office space in Midtown Manhattan (as 
of Q4 2019). Based on this data, there would be opportunities for 
potentially displaced businesses and institutions to relocate close to the 
Project Area. As updated in FEIS Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic 
Conditions,” in Q1 2022 there was an estimated 23.1 million gsf of 
available Class B office space and 6.0 million gsf of available Class C 
office space in Midtown Manhattan. Please see response to Comment 
1-39 regarding relocation assistance for displaced residents and 
businesses. 

Comment 4-7: This is really disrupting to our neighborhood businesses. I’ve used the 
music stores here, the studios here. I live in a loft here on 30th Street. We 
do a lot of events here. (Larsen_204) 

This is a place you cannot close down. This is a place we do music. 
There’s no other place for us to go. (Stewart_206) 
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I think it’s important to state that 30th Street is now our musical 
community. We do our recordings there, we buy our instruments there, 
we help charitable organizations there, which is very, very important. We 
will not be able to record the songs that generate money and finance to 
help ourselves, as well as helping the community. The Proposed Project 
will destroy Music Row. (Kelly_219) 

I say no to the displacement of the residences and businesses on 30th 
Street. This is a historic music district that most definitely is not blighted. 
(Alderson_373, Alexander_399, Barbarino_765, Baron_580, 
Bayiokos_562, Bowman_438, Brennan_607, Caggiano_727, 
Curiano_386, Demmet et al_338, Dreisen_352, Dupuy_646, Dance_734, 
DeLuca_549, De Luna_740, DuRussel_571, Eckerle_447, Ennis III_506, 
Fogelman_383, Fowler_375, Fuller_418, Gadd_416, Gilden_766, 
Gordon_605, Grimotes_793, Grinins_558, Haglof_579, Howard_547, 
Kidd_573, Kirke_229, Klaastad_556, Landa_762, Laniado_397, 
Larsen_389, Lewis_404, Lewis_651, Marshall_560, Marshall_712, 
Muller_767, Parenti_545, Perez_433, Phish_354, Rain_768, Raso_430, 
Roth_457, Roth_491, Roth_748, Russell_396, Scher_357, Semioli _410, 
Sexton_763, Simons_720, Smith_718, Stanley_376, Stewart_739, 
Stoner_707, Ting_715, Vasta_781, Vercesi_385, Vogel_654) 

Maintain Music Row. (Townes_265) 

The Proposed Project would destroy many thousands of existing jobs that 
New York cannot afford to lose right now. It would destroy housing units 
and offices. (Benstock_268) 

We practice here. We don’t want this building torn down. We have 
nowhere else to go to rehearse. (Stewart_281, Weekes_205, 
Weekes_282) 

There are people here, the musicians on 30th Street that shouldn’t be 
dislocated to put up these buildings that are not necessary. (Cohen_286) 

On 30th Street, you have rehearsal studios, even though those greedy 
guys have squeezed out a lot of these businesses. You still have a lot of 
rehearsal studios there. You have retailers there, you have recording 
studios there. And I don't want people to think that I'm just advocating on 
the behalf of a bunch of broken down rock and rollers or whatever. The 
circles of the New York music community spread far and wide. 
(Roth_300) 

You’re displacing citizens who have been there for so many years and 
communities like I've heard about, which I remember but haven't visited 
in years such as the music row. This is just despicable. (Brattin_301) 



Chapter 26: Response to Public Comments 

 26-133  

This project is going to eliminate recording studios, music stores and 
rehearsal studios and it will be another stake through the heart of the 
music industry. (Hecht_309) 

They're trying to kick us out of our homes. We already have the worst 
landlord in New York, we've got a good lawyer, we have harassment 
charges against them for doing what the landlord -- what I think Vornado 
is doing to Penn Station, destroying it on purpose to make people 
complain. All the people complaining about the plastic and sheetrock, it 
wasn't there a few years ago. So he's doing a terrible job and they're going 
to give him $10 million to knock our block down. And yeah, I sound a 
little skiched out, it's because they made me a little crazy because I can't 
sleep from this. All my friends' lives are going to be destroyed. Hundreds 
of people I know on this block filled with music stores, studios and artists 
who have lived here for 45, 50 years and great art deco buildings that 
were empty in 1975. (Marshall_315) 

The DEIS omits the credible economic analysis of the intergenerational 
and musical value such properties create for this the city. It also fails to 
explore the possibility of an economic development strategy based on 
rehabilitation and adaptive reuse. (McDermott_313) 

You're running a plan that you heard about could raise the capacity within 
the existing envelope of Penn Station and eliminate the need to demolish 
33rd Street. Why are we even talking about anything else? There's, you 
know, 31st Street, you've heard a lot about the musicians, you've heard a 
lot about the businesses there. There's Class B and C office space there. 
Those are things that we need to have a vibrant, diverse multi-use city. 
There are plenty of prewar one-story buildings in the neighborhood if you 
want to do new construction, you can. But let's preserve the best of the 
past. We don't need to be throwing out residents and the whole like of 
things. (Turvey_322) 

Do not destroy 30th Street, it is where musicians go to get their equipment 
purchased and fix materials as needed. (Arnao_388) 

I have worked on West 30th Street for 30 years and have seen the 
character of this block slowly diminish. A complete demolition would 
erase any history and character remaining in this area. (Chalem_387) 

I am vehemently opposed to the plans put forward to demolish West 30th 
Street. This block contains rehearsal studios, recording studios and music 
stores. Libra Studios along with others on the block for both recording 
and rehearsing, including retail businesses (including 30th Street Guitars 
and Rogue Music), are some of the last remaining infrastructure of the 
professional music scene in NYC. These are resources every professional 
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musician in this town, regardless of style or discipline, need to access. 
(Citron_420) 

This will destroy an artistic community. (Dano_409, Ling_566, 
Ricciardi_534, Townsend_716) 

For the past 30+ years, 30th Street has offered rehearsal spaces and 
businesses that cater to the professional music community. Now, this 
precious resource is being threatened. These studios and retail businesses 
are some of the last remaining infrastructure of the professional music 
scene in New York City. (Foster_432) 

You have no idea how it will kill, dismantle and displace one of the last 
vestiges of music in NYC. (bloozvox_817) 

Response 4-7: The FEIS has been revised to provide additional assessment of potential 
impacts of the Proposed Project on music-related businesses in the 
Project Area. As discussed in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” 
Based on available information, the Proposed Project would displace 17 
music-related businesses14 that provide services to musicians and artists. 
The music-related businesses in the Project Area serve a broader trade 
area beyond the local economy and the ¼-mile study area. Thus, the direct 
displacement of some of these music-related businesses would not cause 
a significant adverse impact under the CEQR Technical Manual 
methodology as there are alternative venues that provide comparable 
services and employment opportunities within the ¼-mile study area, 
borough, and City at large. The displaced businesses would also be able 
to find comparable space within the ¼-mile study area or the City at large. 

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 and operated by our company, would be eliminated as a 
result of the proposed project. (Gordon_344) 

Response 4-8: Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions” analyzes direct business 
displacement, including the displacement of the parking garage on Site 1, 
which falls under the category “Other Services.” CEQR analyses of direct 
business displacement consider whether the businesses 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, 

 
14 Reference USA Data (2019), fieldwork research (May 2020 – July 2020), and desktop research were used 

to identify specific businesses in the study area. As of March 2022, some of these businesses may have 
closed or relocated to new locations outside the Project Area. 
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comparable businesses; businesses for which comparable goods or 
services may not be found within the study area; and whether a category 
of businesses is the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans 
to preserve, enhance, or otherwise protect it. The Proposed Project would 
not cause a significant adverse direct business and institutional 
displacement impact because the potentially displaced businesses, 
including the parking garage on Site 1, and institutions provide goods and 
services that would still be found within the study area and that would 
continue to be available to local residents and businesses. None of the 
businesses or institutions serve a customer base that is uniquely 
dependent upon their location within the study area, nor are they subject 
to regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at preserving, enhancing, 
or otherwise protecting them in their current location. Chapter 4 of the 
DEIS also examines whether the net loss of parking spaces in the With 
Action condition would substantially affect business conditions. The 
analysis concludes that a loss of parking spaces would not substantially 
affect business conditions because of the many other available modes of 
transportation in the study area. As detailed in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation,” based on travel demand patterns for the study area, 
commercial office and retail businesses are not dependent upon auto-using 
customers for their economic viability. Only 1.5 percent of trips to offices, 
9.0 percent of trips to destination retail establishments, and 6.0 percent of 
trips to local neighborhood retail establishments would be attributable to 
automobiles. A majority of regular retail customers who travel by auto who 
are unable to park are expected to take public transit. 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Comment 5-1: This project will cause the demolition of buildings such as the St. John 
the Baptist Church. (Bournas-Ney_004) 

My neighbors and I are in agreement with the letter sent on March 26 to 
Governor Cuomo by several of our elected officials, including Assembly 
Member Gottfried, State Senator Hoylman, and Congressman Nadler. 
Their letter responds to what appears to be “fast-tracking” of the Project 
and haste to begin demolition of existing structures—including a historic 
church that performs much-needed social services. (Conner_014) 

The Bread of Life Food Pantry has become a hallmark of St. John's social 
outreach, serving the needy each Wednesday. (Brandes_652, Landa_762, 
Marshall_560) 

Response 5-1: As described in DEIS Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” 
St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church, which is located on Site 2, 
likely would need to be demolished if Penn Station is expanded 
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southward into Sites 1, 2, and 3. The allegation of “fast-tracking” 
demolition is factually inaccurate because any development on the 
potential Penn Station expansion sites (Sites 1, 2, and 3) would be 
contingent on those sites first being deemed the preferred alternative for 
a station expansion by or for the involved Railroads pursuant to a federal 
approval process, environmental review under NEPA and federal historic 
resource review (under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act and Section 4[f] of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act), 
independent of ESD’s Proposed Project. In addition to church services 
for parishioners, the church provides a food pantry and meeting space for 
substance abuse recovery groups. It is expected that services provided to 
parishioners of St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church, as well the 
food pantry and the provision of meeting space for recovery groups, could 
be provided at other Roman Catholic churches in the surrounding area, 
including St Francis of Assisi Roman Catholic Church, located at 135 
West 31st Street, which provides self-help and recovery programs and 
the Roman Catholic Church of the Holy Cross, located at 329 West 42nd 
Street, which has a food pantry and soup kitchen, such that these services 
would continue to be available to populations in need within the Project 
Area. 

Comment 5-2: Community Board Five believes that substantial fully affordable 
residential development should be included in this proposal, therefore 
community facility and services forecast should be part of the review. 
(Barbero et al_754, CB5_002) 

Response 5-2: As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the FEIS, the 
Proposed Project would permit residential development on Sites 1A, 1B, 
4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units, of which approximately 540 
would be permanently affordable. This is the same number of units and 
affordability level that had been analyzed in Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” 
of the DEIS. The potential residential development under the Proposed 
Project is also assessed in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and 
Services,” of the FEIS.  Compared to the No Action condition, the 
Proposed Project’s Maximum Residential Scenario would introduce an 
incremental residential development of 1,040 dwelling units including 
414 affordable units. The Maximum Residential Scenario does not meet 
the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for detailed analysis of public 
schools, healthcare facilities, and police and fire protection. However, 
detailed analyses of libraries and early childhood programs is warranted, 
and the results of these analyses are included in Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities and Services,” of the DEIS.  
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Comment 5-3: The GPP should be amended to include a significant number of 
permanently affordable housing units consistent with the City’s stated 
goal of creating affordable housing, which would necessitate a revised 
community facility and services analysis. The revised GPP marginally 
increases the number of residential units that may be developed within 
the project Area (but are not required) by approximately 1,200 units. At 
minimum, this change warrants a supplemental EIS so that the impact of 
those additional units on community facilities and services can be 
considered. (Harris_697) 

Response 5-3: Analyses that were presented in the DEIS as part of the Residential 
Alternative are now presented as part of the proposed Project in the 
relevant FEIS chapters. For example, an analysis of community facilities 
is now presented in Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” of 
the FEIS. No new or different significant adverse impacts are identified 
that were not previously disclosed in the DEIS; therefore, a supplemental 
EIS is not warranted. 

Comment 5-4: The plight of the countless mentally ill and homeless obliged to live in 
our public transport facilities as little provisions is made to care for them 
elsewhere will doubtless remain after all the small businesses and 
apartments in the area are destroyed if the project proceeds. (Taub_188) 

Response 5-4: Chapter 5, “Community Facilities and Services,” of the DEIS contains an 
assessment of the Proposed Project’s potential for impacts related to 
services for the homeless population in the Project Area. The assessment 
concludes that in the future with the Proposed Project, homeless 
individuals would continue to be able to access much-needed services. 
Furthermore, ESD intends to work with Urban Pathways, the facility 
operator of the Olivieri Homeless Drop-In Center, to locate suitable 
replacement space for this facility in the area nearby Penn Station. FEIS 
Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” contains assessments of direct 
business and residential displacement. The Proposed Project would not 
cause a significant adverse direct business and institutional displacement 
impact because the potentially displaced businesses and institutions provide 
goods and services that would still be found within the study area and that 
would continue to be available to local residents and businesses. The 
Proposed Project would directly displace an estimated 214 residents living 
in 128 residential units, assuming a southward expansion of Penn Station 
onto Sites 1, 2, and 3. This direct displacement estimate conservatively 
includes all housing units on the development sites regardless of their 
current occupancy status or the terms upon which they would be vacated. 
Based on guidelines in the CEQR Technical Manual, the direct 
displacement of these residents would not result in a significant adverse 
impact because they do not represent a significant portion of the study area 
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population (the 214 residents represent less than five percent of the study 
area population), and they do not have socioeconomic characteristics that 
differ markedly from the study area population as a whole. With the 
Proposed Revisions, all displaced residents who income certify would 
have a right to return to an affordable unit on Site 1A. The Proposed 
Project would provide modern office, retail, and hotel space in an area of 
the City where the commercial building stock is predominantly aging and 
substandard. 

Comment 5-5: The introduction of additional residents will also warrant expanded 
analysis in the FEIS due to demands the new residents will have on area 
schools and public facilities. (Devaney_692) 

Response 5-5: See the response to Comment 5-2. Subsequent to the publication of the 
DEIS, the Proposed Project was revised to include more residential 
programming options. The residential development associated with the 
Proposed Project is analyzed in the FEIS. Specifically, detailed analyses 
of libraries and early childhood programs are warranted and are included 
in the FEIS. 

Comment 5-6: The Proposed Project will increase emergency response times and 
bicyclist and pedestrian deaths. (Benstock_268) 

The proposed project would be even more dangerous for pedestrians and 
bikers trying to get around such a congested area if construction is 
allowed. (Dent-Rivera_363, Straley_698) 

 

Response 5-6: The DEIS included an analysis of the anticipated traffic impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project and recommendations on potential 
improvements that would address those impacts to the extent practicable. 
As described in FEIS Chapter 5, “Community Facilities” the Project Area 
is surrounded by multiple NYPD, FDNY and hospital facilities. Access 
would therefore be provided from multiple directions in the event of an 
emergency. Traffic congestion can delay vehicles responding to 
emergencies. However, when responding to emergencies, NYPD, FDNY 
and EMS vehicles are not bound by standard traffic controls or rules and 
are capable of adjusting to congestion encountered en route to their 
destinations and are therefore less affected than other vehicles by traffic 
congestion. Vehicles are also equipped with enhanced sirens and 
emergency lights that assist them in safely navigating through congested 
areas. These vehicles would be able to access the Project Area as they do 
other neighborhoods throughout New York City. Furthermore, All 
hospital-based ambulances are dispatched by FDNY under the same 
computer-based system, regardless of hospital affiliation. The dispatch 
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system divides the City into geographic areas, based loosely on NYPD 
precinct sectors, with a number of areas located within each precinct, and 
assigns the nearest unit to an emergency call based on its current location. 
All units are assigned a permanent cross-street location where they await a 
service call; units return to this location once service is complete. These 
locations are determined by FDNY based on historical call volumes by 
location and time of day. Further, outside of peak hours, traffic congestion 
would be lower in non-peak hours than in the peak hours assessed in the 
EIS. As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the FEIS, the 
Proposed Project would allow for the enhancement of bicycle lane 
infrastructure within the Project Area along Seventh and Eighth Avenues. 
As part of the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3, the Proposed Project 
would also accommodate a new one-way parking-protected bicycle lane 
on the south curb of West 31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
and between Eighth and Ninth Avenues, and a new two-way parking-
protected bicycle lane would be provided on the south curb of West 31st 
Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The Proposed Project would 
also provide sidewalk widenings and an Underground Concourse 
Network linking Penn Station and nearby subway stations for increased 
pedestrian circulation space. 

As part of the Vision Zero initiatives, NYCDOT has made and is 
continuing to make safety improvements across the City. The Proposed 
Project would include additional public realm improvements to further 
increase and enhance public spaces for pedestrian and bicyclists. 
Potential traffic and pedestrian impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project were studied in the DEIS. Where impacts were identified, 
improvement measures were recommended to mitigate the impacts to the 
extent practicable. In connection with these studies, a “Vehicular and 
Pedestrian Safety Assessment” was also prepared to evaluate crash 
history in the study area and provide recommendations on the potential 
implementation of additional safety measures. 

The vehicular and pedestrian safety assessment was presented in DEIS 
Chapter 14, “Transportation,” to document crash history at study area 
intersections with specific focus on those involving bicyclists and 
pedestrians. It described how NYCDOT and NYPD have prioritized 
Vision Zero strategies that encompass engineering and planning 
solutions, enforcement, and education and awareness campaigns to 
improve the safety of all road users. For locations identified as high crash 
locations and those that are Vision Zero high priority intersections or part 
of high priority corridors, additional readily implementable safety 
measures were recommended where available to further enhance safety 
at those locations. It is also anticipated that improvements to the public 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 26-140  

realm, such as widened sidewalks, may improve pedestrian safety in the 
area. 

OPEN SPACE 

Comment 6-1: What is the size of the POPS at One Penn Plaza? What is the process to 
convert POPS to buildable area at One Penn Plaza? Does the building 
owner return the FAR bonus granted in exchange for the POPS? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 6-1: As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the GPP would override 
local zoning regulations. Please refer to the response to Comment 1-20 
regarding compensation for the displaced portions of the 1 Penn Plaza 
POPS.  

Comment 6-2: The proposed GPP will create extreme density and we’ll see a drastic 
reduction of open space per user. (Achelis_108) 

Response 6-2: As described in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” of the DEIS, the Proposed 
Project would introduce a substantial new worker population that would 
utilize limited open space in the study area, resulting in a significant 
adverse impact. Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of the FEIS identifies 
mitigation measures to address the Proposed Project’s significant adverse 
impact on open spaces.  

Comment 6-3: The GPP will eliminate the Privately Owned Public Space that generated 
FAR bonuses for One Penn Plaza on Block 783, which is owned by 
Vornado, and does not replace it with comparable outdoor space. Even 
under the amended GPP the Proposed Project does not create useable 
open space. Instead, it counts as open space the additional square footage 
of widened sidewalks in the Project Area. This slight of hand will not 
result in actual recreational space. Indeed, even using the artificially 
inflated numbers in the DEIS, the Project Area will contain a total worker 
population of 325,523 and a meager 10.12 acres of passive open space, a 
ratio of .031 acres of open space per 1,000 workers, which is only 20.6% 
(!) of the City’s goal of .15 acres per 1,000 workers. As noted, the DEIS 
also fails to consider the actual influx of users within the Project Area, 
which will further exacerbate this critical flaw with the GPP. 
(Harris_697) 

Open space in the study area is already grossly inadequate, and among 
the lowest in the entire city of New York. The project would eliminate 
the POPS on Block 783, as it would be taken over by Sites 4 and 5. 
Community Board Five is deeply troubled and disappointed that its 
meager open space resources would be reduced and overburdened by the 
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proposed developments to such magnitude. While the project would 
develop additional open space on block 780, it would be unacceptably 
insufficient and would result in a substantial net loss. (Barbero et al_754, 
Calderaro_693, Devaney_692, McInroe_714, Otterson_632, Walsh_625) 

Response 6-3: The DEIS discloses that a significant adverse open space impact would 
occur as a result of the Proposed Project due to the introduction of a 
substantial non-residential population to the open space study area and 
the direct impact attributed to the elimination of a portion of the 1 Penn 
Plaza POPS on Site 5. Please refer to the response to Comment 1-20 
regarding compensation for the displacement of the 1 Penn Plaza POPS. 
As discussed in Chapter 6, “Open Space,” of the FEIS, accounting for the 
new open space on Site 2 and the displacement of the through-block east 
plaza on Site 5, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in 
open space in the study area. However, the Proposed Project would 
introduce a substantial new worker population that would utilize limited 
open space in the study area, resulting in a significant adverse impact. 
Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of the FEIS identifies mitigation measures to 
address the Proposed Project’s significant adverse impact on open spaces. 
The Proposed Revisions also seek to identify additional public space in 
the Project Area. With these revisions, the Proposed Project would result 
in eight acres of new public space throughout the Project Area in the form 
of the proposed plaza on Site 2, sidewalk widenings, shared streets, and 
new in-building transit entrances. While most of this public space is not 
considered “open space” for the purposes of the EIS open space analysis, 
it would have a beneficial effect in the predominantly commercial Project 
Area by creating additional space for pedestrian circulation and access 
throughout the area.  

SHADOWS 

Comment 7-1: The proposed residential and commercial buildings are massive. We 
don’t need more towers and skyscrapers that will block out the sky and 
sunlight. The Proposed Project will create more shadows, darkening 
surrounding streets. (Barbero_068, Davis_178, Dreisen_352, 
DuRussel_571, Immergut_257, Koteen_176, Koteen_269, Ling_566, 
Lunke_415, Oddo_019, Reyes_814, Townsend_716, Vanderbilt_168) 

Banal and undistinctive cracker-box glass towers will shade streets to the 
north. (Pyle_060) 

There are glass skyscrapers that obliterate the sky and the sun and the 
clouds. (Ronner_121) 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 26-142  

The DEIS portrays the immense shadow impact on the public realm as 
trivial, even irrelevant. There is no economic analysis of these impacts. 
(McDermott_313) 

You’re going to have eight acres of shade. (Marshall_125) 

The new tall skyscrapers proposed with the Penn Station expansion 
would leave our whole neighborhood completely in the dark. Hudson 
Yards has already blocked out the sun after 2:00 p.m. from all of Midtown 
Manhattan and now these high-rises as part of this proposal will block the 
sun from the whole morning, all of midtown, including all the way up to 
Bryant Park will never see the sun again in the wintertime. (Mullen_271) 

Response 7-1: Chapter 7, “Shadows,” of the DEIS presents an analysis of potential new 
project-generated shadows on sunlight-sensitive resources, which include 
public parks, plazas, and playgrounds, planted Greenstreets medians, and 
sunlight-dependent features of historic resources. The study showed that 
the Proposed Project would cast new shadows that, like all shadows, 
would move clockwise from west to east over the course of each day, 
would vary in length based on time of day and season, and would 
sometimes overlap with existing shadows and at other times would add 
new shadows. Under the shadows assessment methodology presented in 
the CEQR Technical Manual, City streets and sidewalks (except 
Greenstreets features and pedestrian plazas) are not subject to shadows 
analyses. However, the FEIS (and the DEIS before it) analyzes shadows 
on several pedestrian plazas and Greenstreets located in the Project Area 
and surrounding streets, including Plaza 33 (West 33rd Street pedestrian 
plaza); most of Broadway extending through the study area (including 
Herald Square and Greeley Park, the Broadway pedestrian plazas from 
34th Street to 42nd Street, and Times Square); the planted Greenstreets 
medians on Ninth Avenue from West 22nd to West 30th Streets; and 
others farther afield. Significant shadow impacts were identified to Plaza 
33 and Herald Square, and mitigation efforts are explored in Chapter 22 
“Mitigation,” of the FEIS. With regard to the Broadway Boulevard 
plazas, the Ninth Avenue medians, and the streets and sidewalks of the 
area in general, the analysis showed that from late morning to early 
afternoon, particularly in the late spring and summer months, the 
resources are fairly sunny despite the dense development of tall buildings. 
The Proposed Project would not add appreciably to the existing shadows 
except at locations adjacent to or nearby the proposed buildings, as can 
be seen in the figures in Chapter 7, “Shadows.” In the shadier conditions 
that characterize the study area in the fall, winter, and early spring, and 
mornings and late afternoons in any season, the Proposed Project 
buildings would not add substantial new shadows or alter the already 
shaded character of the neighborhood’s streets.  
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With regard to obscuring the sun, it should be noted that the sun appears 
in constant motion each day, moving through the eastern sky in the 
morning, through the southern sky in the middle of the day, and through 
the western sky in the afternoon. In the late spring and summer, the sun 
arcs nearly overhead from late morning through early afternoon and is 
more visible than in other seasons even in areas densely developed with 
tall buildings like the Project Area and surrounding neighborhood. In the 
winter, the sun moves in a low arc and is more likely not to be visible in 
the Project Area and surrounding neighborhood even in existing 
conditions. Based on the shadow study presented in Chapter 7, 
“Shadows,” from certain vantage points within the Project Area the 
proposed developments in aggregate would block the direct sun (i.e. 
would cast incremental shadows on that location) for substantial periods 
during the day in some or all seasons. For example, as shown in DEIS 
Table 7-6 and the associated figures, the MSG plazas on the east side of 
Eighth Avenue and Plaza 33 (on West 33rd Street near Seventh Avenue) 
would receive incremental shadow for several hours in most months. 
From certain vantage points outside but within a block or two of the 
Project Area, for example from the Manhattan West development or 
Broadway, the direct sunlight would be blocked for somewhat shorter 
periods, for example up to 2 or 3 hours in some months and an hour or 
less in others, as shown in Table 7-6. From other vantage points within a 
block or two of the Project Area, as well as those farther afield, direct 
sunlight would be blocked only for moderate to minimal durations or not 
at all, because they are farther away, or south of the development sites, 
or direct sunlight is already blocked by existing buildings.  

Comment 7-2: Given that Herald Square will be greatly impacted by shadows from Sites 
2, 3, 7, and 8; the new Moynihan Train Hall’s glass skylight will be 
diminished by Sites 1, 2, 5, and 6; Plaza 33 will lose sunlight because of 
Sites 1, 2, 6, and 7; the One Penn West Plaza POPS will be impacted by 
Sites 1, 2, and 4; and Penn South complex’s lawns will also lose sunlight 
because of Site 2; what mitigations will the residents, workers, and 
tourists in Community Board Five receive from the Proposed Project’s 
additional shadows, reduced open space, and reduced greenery? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 7-2: As discussed in FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” mitigation measures for 
the shadows impacts to Chelsea Park, the Penn South open space areas 
north of West 26th Street, Herald Square Park, the MSG POPS, and Plaza 
33 have been explored by ESD. To address the significant adverse 
shadow impacts on open spaces, ESD would require future developers to 
fund open space improvements and/or maintenance at impacted open 
space resources. The funds would be used for renovation, repairs, or 
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improvements to the impacted open space resources (such as relocating 
seating, providing more seating in sunlit areas, upgrading walkways, 
upgrading the Chelsea Park comfort station, replacing existing plantings 
with shade-tolerant species, or hiring additional maintenance staff to 
provide improved maintenance of these resources). With respect to the 
Moynihan Train Hall (i.e., Farley Building) skylights, the FEIS concludes 
that artificial lighting for the significant adverse impact to the Farley 
Building skylights would be impracticable, but this issue will be further 
considered as described in the LOR with OPRHP included in Appendix 
G.   

Comment 7-3: The proposed development would cast the south side of West 30th Street 
into darkness and cause significant adverse shadow impacts. 
(Mackie_033) 

The south side of 30th St. would be dark and overshadowed. 
(Dickinson_782, Mackie_585) 

Response 7-3: The shadows analysis focuses on potential effects to sunlight-sensitive 
resources, including public parks, plazas, playgrounds, planted 
Greenstreets medians, and sunlight-dependent features of historic 
resources. City streets, sidewalks, and buildings that do not contain these 
resources are not subject to shadows analyses. As shown in Chapter 7, 
“Shadows,” of the DEIS, there are no sunlight-sensitive resources on the 
south side of 30th Street that could be affected by project-generated 
shadows, aside from a portion of the High Line between Tenth and 
Eleventh Avenues, which was included in the DEIS study. However, it 
should be noted that, as can be seen in certain of the Chapter 7 figures, 
shadows from the proposed development would not fall far enough south 
in winter to reach the south side of 30th Street, and could only reach 
portions of the south side of 30th Street in the early to mid-mornings of 
the spring, summer, and fall seasons, overlapping with existing shadows 
to some degree at that time. The shadows analysis identified significant 
adverse shadow impacts to five parks/plazas/open spaces and four 
historic resources, none of which were located on the south side of 30th 
Street for reasons stated above.  

Comment 7-4: There will be adverse effects from shadows. (Bournas-Ney_096) 

Response 7-4: The shadows analysis presented in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” of the DEIS 
analyzed the potential effects of new shadows resulting from the 
proposed development and concluded that new project-generated 
shadows could reach portions of 48 sunlight-sensitive resources (out of 
the 107 total sunlight-sensitive resources analyzed in the longest-shadow 
study area). The analysis quantified the extent and duration of 
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incremental shadows on these affected resources, provided detailed 
diagrams, and described the potential adverse effects of the new shadows 
given the features’ sensitivity, usage, existing shadows present, and other 
factors depending on the specific context in each case. The analysis 
identified significant adverse shadow impacts to five parks/plazas/open 
spaces and four historic resources: MSG POPS, Plaza 33, Herald Square 
Park, Chelsea Park, the Penn South open spaces, the Farley Building, St. 
Michael’s Catholic Church, St. Francis of Assisi Church, and the former 
Greenwich Savings Bank. The FEIS shadows analysis conservatively 
retains maximum buildable envelopes analyzed in the DEIS for each site 
(the Proposed Revisions would generally result in shorter buildings and 
smaller building envelopes). Mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate 
these adverse impacts are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.”  

Comment 7-5: The buildings would cause long and deep shadows that would affect 
numerous residential developments including Penn South and other sun-
sensitive resources. (Kinsella_110) 

Response 7-5: The length of shadows varies by time of day as well as season. Shadows 
cast by the Proposed Project, like all shadows, would be longest in the 
winter, of moderate length in the fall and early spring, and shorter in the 
late spring and summer. In any season, midday shadows are shorter than 
shadows in the morning or later in the afternoon when the sun is closer to 
the horizon. In addition, shadows move clockwise over the course of each 
day, falling to the west in the morning, the north in the midday, and the 
east in the afternoon, such that any given structure casts shadow on 
different locations hour to hour throughout the day. In seasons with 
longer shadows, the proposed developments’ shadows would tend to 
overlap and blend with the many existing shadows in the neighborhood, 
and in seasons where shadows are shorter, the Proposed Project’s 
shadows would be limited primarily to locations adjacent to or nearby the 
development sites. With regard to shadow impacts to residential 
developments including Penn South and other sunlight-sensitive 
resources, under the CEQR Technical Manual methodology, residential 
buildings (that do not have historic status and sunlight-sensitive features) 
and associated private outdoor spaces such as rear yards and stoops are 
not subject to the shadows analysis. However, publicly accessible open 
spaces such as those in Penn South were included, and the analysis 
identified a significant adverse shadow impact on the Penn South open 
spaces occurring in the early to mid-morning in late spring and summer 
months.  

Comment 7-6: The DEIS concludes that the towers included in the Proposed Project 
would cast significant shadows within the Project Area and beyond, 
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including on open space [and light-sensitive historic resources]. The 
revised GPP calls for a reduction in the heights of the towers on Sites 1 
and 2. This does very little to mitigate the adverse shadow impact of the 
Proposed Project caused by the towers on Sites 2 and 3, on the south and 
southeast side of the Project Area, which will case the most impactful 
shadow for the longest duration. The DEIS fails to consider whether, 
despite the reduction in heights, the Proposed Project still has a 
significant adverse impact by creating such shadows, and what additional 
mitigation can be recommended, such as eliminating the building on Site 
2 and replacing it with useable, recreational open space and leaving West 
31st Street a through street for vehicular access to Penn Station. 
(Harris_697) 

Response 7-6: The analysis in DEIS Chapter 7, “Shadows,” conservatively assumed the 
maximum buildable envelope for each development site (i.e., assuming 
minimum required setbacks), up to the illustrative building height for 
each development site, plus an additional 150 feet (except for the 
midblock portion of Site 1, which was limited to 400 feet in height).  As 
discussed in DEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” to eliminate shadow 
impacts, the building heights on Sites 2 and 3 would need to be reduced 
substantially to eliminate the significant adverse impacts, such that the 
reductions would compromise the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project. The goals and objectives of the Proposed Project would be even 
further compromised if there were additional mitigations such as 
eliminating a building on Site 2 and replacing it with open space. Even 
with the bulk changes under the revised GPP, the significant adverse 
shadow impacts attributed to Sites 2 and 3 would still remain.   

Comment 7-7: We recommend the FEIS disclose the shadow impacts of the proposed 
buildings, which will range in height from 350 feet to 1,100 feet, on new 
open space under the GPP. (Devaney_692) 

Response 7-7: The shadows analysis in Chapter 7 of the DEIS included an assessment 
of the shadow conditions in the new project-generated open space on Site 
2 on all the representative dates of the year. The assessment disclosed that 
new open space would be mostly to entirely shady throughout the day in 
winter. On the March 21/September 21 analysis day, it would be mostly 
shady in the morning, partly shady in the late morning, mostly in sun in 
the early afternoon, and mostly shady in the late afternoon. On the May 
6/August 6 analysis day the plaza would be mostly shady in the morning, 
partly shady in the late morning, mostly in sun in the early to mid-
afternoon, and mostly shady in the late afternoon. Similarly, on June 21 
the plaza would be mostly sunny from late morning through mid-
afternoon and mostly shady before and after that period.  
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HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Comment 8-1: The Proposed Project would demolish over 40 historic buildings 
(possibly more than 50 historic structures), including buildings that are 
listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
The terrible ESD plan would destroy the historic heritage of the 
neighborhood surrounding Penn Station, a whole swath of the City. ESD 
should evaluate the importance of historic preservation and implement 
more thoughtful urban planning. (Barbero_068, Bayiokos_562, 
Blumberg_138, Bournas-Ney_096, Brandes_652, Calderado_220, 
Cameron_303, Clarke_050, Camp_645, Campo_745, Dickinson_782, 
DuRussel_360, Davis_178, Douglas_036, Genauer_553, Goldwyn_067, 
Greenberg_324, Hendershott_264, Hendershott_609, Hess_202, 
Hess_805, Kelly_219, Lamba_794, Lant_746, Lindsay_702, Ling_566, 
Lunke_415, Luskin_593, McDermott_313, McInroe_714, NYLC_063, 
Otterson_632, Paulsen_788, Perez_433, Revella-Hamilton_719, 
Rinaldi_049, Schrop_308, Scott_037, Sexton_763, Simons_720, 
Smith_718, Straley_698, Suter_631, Townsend_716) 

30 St.+ 31St. between 7th and 8th Ave. are made up of a vintage church 
and a pattern of high and low buildings, for the purpose of maintaining 
appropriate light. The 16 story tiered wedding cake buildings are 
mirrored by similar buildings on the other side of the block. These elegant 
structures are of note because they were all built around the same time as 
the Post Office, the original (now demolished) Penn Station and the still 
existing Penn Station electric plant which, of course, should be preserved. 
If 50 story buildings are built on the north side of the street, this historic 
phenomena would not exist. (Mackie_109, Mackie_585) 

The most severe impact to historic resources would be to the New York 
City Landmarks and New York State and National Register-eligible 
(1) Penn Station Service Building, 236-248 West 31st Street, (3) St. John 
the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, 207-215 West 30th Street, 
and (5) Stewart Hotel, 371-377 Seventh Avenue. (Tolbert_047) 

The most egregious part of your plan is the destruction of so many historic 
buildings in the area, including the gorgeous French Gothic St. John the 
Baptist Church; the neo-Italianate Stewart hotel; the historic Hotel 
Pennsylvania; and—perhaps most devastating of all—the Gimbels 
Skybridge. (Adams_254, Newton_140) 

I object to the destruction of historic buildings, especially the St. John the 
Baptist Church, one of the few 19th Century buildings in this area. 
(Baron_580, Dance_734, DuRussel_571, Gilden_766, Gordon_605, 
Luskin_095, Luskin_593, McInroe_714, Muller_767, Racho-
Jansen_772, Smoke_614) 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 26-148  

The demolition of the St. John the Baptist Church and the 32nd Street 
skybridge are apparently goners with this whole plan. We want to 
repurpose. (Ling_566, Tosiello_122, Townsend_716) 

My main concern is the destruction of historic buildings in the 
surrounding blocks, such as the John the Baptist Church, built in 1871, 
and the beautiful architecture of the Italianate and Romanesque-style 
Stewart among others. (Dorney_183) 

I think that any new plan should include the landmarks-eligible St. John 
the Baptist Roman Catholic Church, which is a beautiful 150-year-old 
church, and the art deco Gimbel’s sky bridge and some of the other useful 
buildings that still exist in the neighborhood. (Youngberg_211) 

It’s going to be a destruction of historic community places like St. John’s 
Church. (Larsen_389, McDermott_107, Mehiel_804) 

This real estate plan would cause the demolition of numerous historic 
resources, including the historic McKim, Mead and White Hotel 
Pennsylvania, which was built in 1919 and the copper-clad, three-story-
high Gimbels Bridge. Built in 1925, the skybridge was designed by the 
architecture firm of Shreve and Lamb, who would go on to develop the 
Empire State Building. (Kinsella_110) 

I believe that clear-cutting our city is what is going on because the Hotel 
Pennsylvania is doomed as we speak. The developer of this is destroying 
one of the historic resources. (Kroessler_078) 

The working group called for efforts to try to preserve the area’s Historic 
and Cultural Resources by incorporating them into the new design. 
Specifically, the Penn Station Powerhouse, St. John the Baptist Church, 
and the Gimbel’s Bridge. Their list also includes the Hotel Pennsylvania, 
which we’ve been told will take two years to demolish. (Nowve_089) 

Until ESD provides a valid accounting to the plan’s historic resources and 
proposed space to develop the area without their wholesale destruction, 
it has an insurmountable credibility problem. This entire project needs a 
harder look. (Holowka_130) 

Before Governor Hochul’s plan can be enacted, the New York City 
Landmarks Preservation Commission should hold hearings on the 13 
buildings sited as eligible for being designated New York City 
landmarks. (Murphy_239) 

The landmarks are one of the things that make the neighborhood a 
neighborhood: the interesting architecture. (Mallinson_242) 

The Sky Bridge deserves to be adaptively reused or preserved. 
(Supley_266) 
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The Proposed Project would destroy historic buildings. (Benstock_268) 

This project destroys fantastic historic structures that should have been 
approved by Landmarks. (Koteen_269) 

The current plan would have devastatingly adverse effects on at least 13 
National Register-eligible and two National Register-listed historic 
buildings, along with significant adverse affects to the viewshed of the 
Empire State Building, which is a National Historic Landmark, our 
highest federal designation. (Nelson_288) 

The Landmarks Preservation laws that the city enacted were a direct 
result of the demolition of Penn Station. The ESDC and Vornado’s 
proposal to demolish the remaining historic buildings in the 
neighborhood is to double down on the worst mistake in the history of 
New York, the demolition of the original station which was the grandest 
train station in the world. (Cameron_303) 

Many of the goals of the project can be achieved through a more 
thoughtful plan that combined rehabilitation of historic structures, 
narrowly targeted and appropriate demolitions, and possible areas of new 
construction that will not have the devastating adverse effects to at least 
thirteen National Register-eligible and two National Register-listed 
historic buildings, including the Penn Station Service Building, St. John 
the Baptist RC Church Complex, the Stewart Hotel, and the Former 
Equitable Life Assurance Company building. (Worden et al_058) 

Use the Hotel Pennsylvania for affordable housing. (Finch_115) 

The hotels could be affordable housing. (Dantzler_124) 

When working from home is the new normal, the proposal also includes 
two hotels and does not consider the relatively easy, sustainable, and 
economical renovation of the two vast historic hotels it plans to demolish: 
the Hotel Pennsylvania, one of the largest in the world having opened in 
1919; or the Hotel Stewart. (Graham_132) 

In my proposal I pose the idea of doing what was done to the Moynihan 
Train Hall to the Hotel Pennsylvania, giving it a mixed-use feel for the 
modern age. (Lora_169) 

The destruction of the Hotel Pennsylvania is already under way, and has 
completely ignored the possibility of renovating the building that 
Vornado has allowed to fall into a state of almost unrecoverable disrepair. 
(Vanderbilt_168) 

The Hotel Pennsylvania is still standing, even though they’re going to 
destroy it, it has over 700 guest rooms which could be used adaptively 
for housing or something else. (Townes_265) 
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Under this proposal, the Hotel Pennsylvania, an historic building eligible 
for the National Register, should be prioritized for conversion into deeply 
affordable and supportive housing. (Brosnahan_114, Demmet et al_338) 

There’s been no meaningful proposal of alternatives that would enable to 
project to meet its objectives while still preserving some or all of the 
significant historic buildings in the area. (Woodoff_133) 

Many modern cities around the world build transportation hubs outside 
the old city so they can avoid the congested city center and we all know 
it will be easier construction and cost-effective, so they should look for 
alternatives outside this area without the destruction of the buildings. 
(Lum_292) 

Response 8-1: The DEIS identified 45 architectural resources in a study area that 
includes the eight potential GPP development sites and the surrounding 
area depicted on DEIS Figure 8-1. The identification of architectural 
resources for the analysis in the DEIS was made in consultation with the 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
(OPRHP), which provided comments on architectural resources in letters 
dated December 30, 2020, and February 2, 2021, prior to publication of the 
DEIS. In an Environmental Review letter dated December 14, 2020, the 
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) also 
provided comments on the identification of architectural resources in the 
study area. Consultation with OPRHP regarding the identification of 
architectural resources continued after issuance of the DEIS on February 
18, 2021, and in correspondence dated March 26, 2021, and April 14, 
2021, OPRHP requested an architectural survey of additional properties 
in the study areas. That additional survey was performed, and an 
Additional Architectural Survey Information memorandum was prepared 
and submitted to OPRHP on October 8, 2021. In a letter dated November 
5, 2021, OPRHP provided comments on the additional architectural 
survey and identified another architectural resource that was not included 
in the initial survey. As a result of OPRHP’s review, the FEIS 
supplements the DEIS list of architectural resources with nine additional 
National Register-eligible properties based on the additional architectural 
survey prepared in consultation OPRHP and additional information from 
OPRHP. Of these 53 architectural resources up to six would be 
demolished in conjunction with the potential Penn Station expansion and 
the development of Sites 1, 2, and 3 and up to two would be demolished 
in conjunction with the developments on Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 as further 
discussed below and in Chapter 8, “Historic Resources,” of the FEIS. 

Project Sites 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 contain two architectural resources—the 
shuttered Hotel Pennsylvania that is currently being demolished (see the 
response to Comment 8-7)and the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge over West 
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32nd Street that is anchored and structurally supported in part, on the 
north side of West 32nd Street, to the existing building at Site 8. The 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge is structurally supported on the south side by 
a building that is not in the Project Area. The Hotel Pennsylvania will be 
removed with or without the Proposed Project. The Gimbel Brothers 
Skybridge may be removed in connection with development of Site 8, 
subject to additional review and consultation with OPRHP at the time a 
redevelopment proposal is put forward for the site.  

Project Sites 1, 2, and 3 contain six architectural resources (including the 
St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church, Penn Station Service 
Building, and Stewart Hotel identified in the comments) that could be 
removed, if a southern expansion alternative is selected for the Penn 
Station expansion project. These resources would be subject to reviews 
and consultation to be conducted in accordance with NEPA, Section 106, 
and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, to 
determine whether there is any feasible and prudent alternative to site 
clearance. It is anticipated, however, that the feasibility of preserving one 
or more of these architectural resources, even with the construction of the 
Penn Station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, will be assessed during the 
federal environmental and historic resource review for the potential Penn 
Station expansion. 

Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of the FEIS identifies mitigation measures to 
address the Proposed Project’s significant adverse impact on architectural 
resources. Further, the measures to partially mitigate potential adverse 
impacts resulting from construction on Sites 4 through 8 are stipulated in 
a LOR among ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP in accordance with Section 
14.09 of the State Historic Preservation Act. The LOR is included in 
Appendix G of this FEIS. Measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects on historic properties resulting from the potential 
expansion of Penn Station, including adverse effects on the properties on 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 if a southward expansion is selected as the preferred 
alternative, would be stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement or 
Programmatic Agreement among the lead federal agency, SHPO, and 
other applicable parties in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  

Comment 8-2: While not mentioned in the DEIS as an historic resource, I would hope 
ESD would work with the owner of the former Capuchin Monastery of 
St. John (210 West 31st Street) to salvage the stained glass and metal 
entrance sculpture designed by the renowned artist Benoit Gilsoul, in the 
event that the structure is demolished. (Tolbert_047) 
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Response 8-2: The Capuchin Monastery is mentioned in the DEIS description of St. 
John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, which has been 
determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and designation as a New York City Landmark (NYCL), but it 
is not a contributing feature of that historic resource as it was constructed 
in 1975. In addition, the entrance sculpture of metal, glass, and stone has 
been altered through the removal of its defining element—the 11-foot-
tall central bronze statue of Jesus.  

The church complex is located on Site 2, and as noted in the DEIS, the 
potential siting, planning, property acquisition, and construction of a 
potential southward expansion of Penn Station would be subject to 
separate actions and approvals by the involved public transportation 
agencies and are undergoing separate environmental review under 
NEPA, consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, and evaluation in accordance with Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act. Therefore, the removal of the St. 
John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church Complex, including the non-
contributing Capuchin Monastery, would be evaluated under the separate 
NEPA, Section 106, and Section 4(f) reviews, and federal regulations 
provide ample opportunity for interested members of the public to 
participate in the NEPA and Section 106 processes. It is anticipated that 
potential mitigation measures for adverse impacts on the church complex 
resulting from the potential expansion of Penn Station would be 
stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreement 
among the lead federal agency, SHPO, and other applicable parties 
pursuant to the Section 106 process. If the sculptural group is reassembled 
prior to removal of the building, there could be discussions among the 
Railroads and the Archdiocese of New York regarding salvage of the 
artwork.  

Comment 8-3: This is a massive project that, as proposed, will have devastating adverse 
effects on Historic and Cultural Resources and historic viewsheds 
(including those of the Empire State Building, a National Historic 
Landmark), among others. (Worden et al_058) 

The new buildings would obstruct views to the Empire State Building, 
our most significant historic resource. All of the view corridors onto the 
Empire State Building must be protected. (Kinsella_110) 

Response 8-3: As described in the FEIS, the proposed development on Site 6 would 
partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building along West 34th 
Street that are west of Sixth Avenue. The proposed developments on Sites 
5 and 6 would also partially obstruct views of the Empire State Building 
on West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue. In views northeast from the east 
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portion of Chelsea Park along Ninth Avenue and from Ninth Avenue and 
West 28th Street, the eastern building of Site 2 along Seventh Avenue 
would obstruct views of the Empire State Building. This would constitute 
a significant adverse impact to visual resources. As described in the 
DEIS, the obstruction of prominent views—looking east along West 34th 
Street at Eighth Avenue resulting from new development on Site 6 and 
along West 33rd Street at Ninth Avenue resulting from new development 
on Sites 5 and 6 and the obstruction of views northeast from Ninth 
Avenue and West 28th Street and from the east portion of Chelsea Park 
from the new development on Site 2—would constitute a significant 
adverse visual impact on the Empire State Building. However, potential 
mitigation measures for this significant adverse impact to views of the 
Empire State Building, which included limiting the height of the 
proposed buildings on Sites 2, 5, and 6 and requiring a greater setback 
from West 33rd Street and/or West 34th Street on Site 6 and on West 33rd 
Street on Site 5, would not be practicable since they would not meet the 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project.  

Comment 8-4: This plan will call for the demolition of many historic structures and they 
are invisible in your EIS. (Kroessler_078) 

Comments from OPRHP noted that a survey would be conducted of 
architectural resources in the direct project area. Where is that completed 
architectural resources survey? (Holowka_130) 

Response 8-4: As described in the response to Comment 8-1, ESD continued consulting 
with OPRHP regarding architectural resources after completion of the 
DEIS in February 2021. In October 2021, on behalf of ESD, a historian 
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards 
submitted an architectural survey of twenty additional properties to 
ORPHP for evaluation. In a letter dated November 5, 2021, OPRHP 
determined that seven of those twenty properties meet the eligibility 
criteria for NRHP listing. OPRHP also identified an additional NRHP-
eligible property (the Lithuanian Alliance of America at 307 West 30th 
Street, on Site 1), whose owner is in the process of listing it on the NRHP. 
In addition, OPRHP determined Penn Plaza—comprising Madison 
Square Garden, Two Penn Plaza, and Penn Station—to be eligible for 
NRHP listing. These nine additional NRHP-eligible properties are 
included and described in this FEIS, and the historic and cultural 
resources chapter of this FEIS assesses the Proposed Project’s potential 
impacts on them. The architectural survey and OPRHP determination 
letter are both included in Appendix G of the FEIS.  
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Comment 8-5: This project is illegitimate until LPC hold a public hearing on the historic 
structures at threat. LPC should have a hearing and state publicly that the 
1872 church designed by Napoleon Le Baron on 30th Street does not 
merit designation if this project is to go forward. (Kroessler_078) 

There are many buildings that merit designation by the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission and we want the LPC to hold hearings about 
their considerations for the site area buildings. (Greenberg_094) 

This project destroys fantastic historic structures that should have 
received landmark status. (Koteen_176) 

Response 8-5: As noted in the DEIS, the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission 
(LPC) has identified a number of resources in the study area as NYCL-
eligible properties. LPC considers NYCL designation of eligible 
buildings in the context of the agency’s priorities in all five boroughs, and 
the designation of individual buildings as NYCLs is at the discretion of 
LPC and the City Council following comprehensive research and 
consultation with the community.  

Comment 8-6: The mitigation measures for the historic resource impacts associated with 
demolition, including salvage, are inadequate and close to useless. 
(Cronson_088) 

Response 8-6: The DEIS identified potential mitigation measures for significant adverse 
impacts on architectural resources resulting from the development of 
Sites 5, 6, 7, and 8. Following completion of the DEIS, ESD continued 
consulting with OPRHP regarding the development of mitigation and the 
evaluation of alternatives to avoid or mitigate those significant adverse 
impacts, consistent with the requirements of the New York State Historic 
Preservation Act. ESD and OPRHP identified partial mitigation measures 
using well-established, standard approaches. These practicable 
mitigation measures are described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of this 
FEIS and stipulated in the executed LOR between ESD, Vornado, and 
OPRHP, which is included in Appendix G of this FEIS.  

Comment 8-7: Although Vornado refuses to discuss the Hotel Pennsylvania and other 
buildings it plans to demolish because it owns them already, these are all 
part of the GPP project that will receive public funds and should, 
therefore, be considered as part of the project. (Calderado_220) 

As to the Hotel Pennsylvania, its owner, Vornado, promised to restore the 
landmark hostelry when it acquired it; but now it is threatening to pull it 
down as the removal of zoning restrictions under the GPP and Master 
Plan make the Hotel’s demolition a foregone conclusion. This fine, if 
abused, specimen of the work of McKim, Mead and White could be 
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gloriously restored and converted into a world-class hotel or residential 
building. (Turvey_713) 

Why is the historic McKim Mead and White Hotel Pennsylvania, a 
massive structure of nearly 500,000 square feet, slated for demolition? 
This is sheer waste on a staggering scale. Renovating the structure from 
hotel use to housing would provide an impressive first step for our new 
mayor’s promise to fast track affordable housing, while supporting 
climate protection. The Hotel Pennsylvania is only one of many 
significant structures to be demolished under this proposal, erasing the 
historic fabric of Penn Station area and displacing its residents. 
(Bromm_146) 

Response 8-7: The DEIS acknowledged that the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania 
would proceed regardless of whether ESD affirms the GPP. While the 
construction of a new office building at Site 7 is part of the Proposed 
Project, an office building would be built pursuant to zoning on an as-of-
right basis on Site 7 if the GPP is not affirmed. In addition, the demolition 
of the Hotel Pennsylvania and construction of a new office building at 
Site 7 would occur with or without federal funding associated with the 
Penn Station reconstruction or the potential Penn Station expansion. 
Nonetheless, for the purposes of a conservative analysis, the DEIS 
identified a significant adverse impact on the Hotel Pennsylvania 
resulting from the Proposed Project and identified measures to partially 
mitigate that significant adverse impact. Following completion of the 
DEIS, ESD continued consultation with Vornado and OPRHP regarding 
the significant adverse impact on the Hotel Pennsylvania and evaluated 
alternatives presented in a report prepared by professional consultants 
that might avoid or fully or partially mitigate that significant adverse 
impact. That alternatives analysis, which was approved by ESD and 
OPRHP and is included in Appendix K of this FEIS, concluded that there 
is no feasible and prudent alternative to the demolition of the hotel. 
Therefore, the LOR between ESD, Vornado, and OPRHP (see the 
response to Comment 8-6), which is also included in Appendix G of this 
FEIS, identifies partial mitigation for the demolition of the Hotel 
Pennsylvania. That mitigation includes the preparation of Historic 
American Buildings Survey and the salvage of architectural features from 
the hotel together with the future display of those items in a public area. 
Mitigation measures are also described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of 
this FEIS.  

Comment 8-8: The cruel irony is not lost on us that in April of 2021, SHPO decided to 
very quietly put the superblock of MSG and 2 Penn on the list of eligible 
sites to the national register. (Kinsella_110) 
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Response 8-8: As noted in the comment, in April 2021 after completion of the DEIS, 
OPHRP determined that Penn Plaza—comprising MSG, 2 Penn Plaza, 
and the below-grade Pennsylvania Station—is eligible for listing on the 
NRHP under Criteria A and C. The historic resources analysis in this 
FEIS includes Penn Plaza in its list of architectural resources in the 
Project Area and assesses the potential of the Proposed Project to result 
in adverse effects on Penn Plaza. The FEIS analysis concludes the 
Proposed Project would not result in adverse effects on Penn Plaza. 

Comment 8-9: It’s alarming that the State Historic Preservation Office should feel the 
need to invoke the “hard look” doctrine. There certainly are danger 
signals in the draft EIS. It says there are no architectural resources located 
on site 8 even though this site is entirely occupied by the former Gimbel’s 
store by Daniel Burnham, one of America’s most influential architects 
and urban planners. (Holowka_130) 

Response 8-9: The former Classical Revival-style Gimbel Brothers department store on 
Site 8 lacks integrity of design and materials as it has been substantially 
altered through the removal of ornament, replacement of storefronts, and 
the replacement of sections of the façade with contemporary glass and 
metal window bays. In December 2020, as documented in OPRHP’s 
Cultural Resources Information System (CRIS), OPRHP determined the 
former Gimbel Brothers department store to be ineligible for listing on 
the National Register. 

Comment 8-10: People live in affordable, often rent-stabilized apartments in beautiful 
classical old buildings. These buildings should be landmarked. 
(Nash_161, Nash_259) 

Response 8-10: As noted in the response to Comment 8-1, the DEIS included a list of 45 
architectural resources in the study area, and the FEIS includes nine 
additional architectural resources based on an architectural survey 
prepared by a historian that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
professional standards and on additional information provided by 
OPRHP. None of the eight architectural resources located on the eight 
development sites are residential buildings. As noted in the response to 
Comment 8-5, the designation of individual buildings as NYCLs would 
be at the discretion of LPC and the City Council, following 
comprehensive research and consultation with the community. The 
designation of individual buildings as NYCLs is outside the scope of the 
Proposed Project and the SEQRA review. 

Comment 8-11: I do not believe the cultural analysis has been adequately done. 
(Tosiello_122) 
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Response 8-11: A historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s professional 
standards prepared the historic and cultural resources analysis following 
the methodologies in the CEQR Technical Manual and in accordance 
with the State Environmental Quality Review Act and Section 14.09 of 
the New York State Historic Preservation Act. Further, the historic and 
cultural resources analysis was prepared in consultation with OPRHP and 
LPC. 

Comment 8-12: The proposed developments would cause extensive demolition of historic 
resources including the Church of St John the Baptist, the Gimbels 
Bridge, among others. (Barbero et al_754) 

Response 8-12: The FEIS discloses that the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse direct impacts on several historic resources, including the Church 
of St. John the Baptist and the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. As to the 
skybridge in particular, the LOR (FEIS Appendix G) provides for further 
consideration of potential alternatives to avoid a direct impact on that 
resource and a requirement to further study such alternative(s) at such 
time as a site-specific development plan is prepared for Site 8. 

Comment 8-13: ESD’s revised GPP is fatally flawed because it proposes to clear cut 
several city blocks and destroy over 40 classic NYC buildings including 
at least 13 National Register-eligible and two National Register-listed 
historic buildings. These include the Pennsylvania Hotel, Penn Station 
Service Building, 7 Penn Plaza, St Johns the Baptist Church and Padre 
Pio Shrine, St John’s Rectory, Gimble’s Skybridge, Gimbels, Fairmont 
Building, the Stewart Hotel, and the Lithuanian Alliance of America 
Building just to name a few. (Sinigalliano_743) 

Response 8-13: This comment misidentifies the number of architectural resources that 
would be demolished by the Proposed Project. As identified in this FEIS, 
the Proposed Project would result in significant adverse direct impacts on 
six architectural resources located on Sites 1, 2, and 3 that may be 
removed for the potential below-grade southward expansion of Penn 
Station in the event it is selected following the federal environmental and 
historic resources review processes, and one architectural resource (the 
Hotel Pennsylvania) on Site 7 that is being demolished (regardless of the 
GPP) to allow for new commercial development on Site 7 (in either the 
With Action or No Action condition). The FEIS also discloses that the 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, which is eligible for National Register 
listing, could be removed for the redevelopment of Site 8. 

While the Proposed Project could have adverse physical impacts on 15 
additional architectural resources that are located within 90 feet of 
proposed construction activities, those architectural resources would be 
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protected through the development and implementation of construction 
protection plans in consultation with OPRHP and LPC as warranted. 

Comment 8-14: The Environmental Impact Statement fails to consider material 
information and must be re-done. Just one example of the many 
oversights and omissions (the list would take pages): The historic 
resource at 363 7th Avenue, an Art Deco structure designed by architect 
Emery Roth with a classic ziggurat-1916 Zoning law-influenced 
roofscape was not even mentioned as having been considered for state or 
national register eligibility. (Vogel_654) 

Response 8-14: See the response to Comment 8-11. In addition, OPRHP has evaluated 
the building mentioned in the comment, 363 Seventh Avenue, for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places. In OPRHP’s Cultural 
Resource Information System, the building is recorded as having been 
determined not eligible on 12/29/20. 

Comment 8-15: The FEIS must evaluate an alternative that minimizes or eliminates the 
demolition of historic properties, particularly those on Block 780. In 
addition, the historic resources analysis must provide details of the work 
that necessitates the demolition of these properties, including the 
underlying track elevations. (Devaney_692) 

Community Board Five is troubled by the blunt damage caused by this 
project to historic resources. Some of these buildings and structures could 
be saved by incorporating them into the proposed developments, with a 
more tactful urban planning approach. The proposal makes no effort to 
address the historic resources. (Barbero et al_754) 

Response 8-15: The FEIS and the alternatives analysis included in Appendix K conclude 
that it is not feasible to retain and reuse the Hotel Pennsylvania building 
as part of the Proposed Project and retaining the architectural resources 
on Block 780/Site 2 (as well as the architectural resource on Site 3) would 
substantially compromise the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project. In addition, regarding the architectural resources on Sites 1, 2, 
and 3, further analysis of this issue, including the analysis of alternatives 
to the demolition of the architectural resources, would be developed 
during the federal environmental and historic review process under 
NEPA, Section 106 consultation, and Section 4(f) evaluation; see the 
response to Comment 2-9. 

Comment 8-16: As you are probably aware, the Historic McKim Mead and White Hotel 
Pennsylvania is slated for demolition by it's owner Vornado/Steve Roth. 
This building is of significant Historic and Architectural value. When it 
was built, it was the largest Hotel in the world with 1000 rooms. It is the 
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place where music was integrated in the Cafe Rouge, Benny Goodman 
asked Duke Ellington to play with him AND it's the only structure in NYS 
that has it's own song "Pennsylvania 6-5000" is the phone number of the 
hotel and was made famous by Glenn Miller in his well known song. You 
are the only one with the power to give this beautiful, important structure 
a "stay of execution". I am part of a coalition of over 15 Community 
Groups that stand against this destruction and the surrounding buildings. 
Midtown Manhattan does not in 2022 need MORE office space and this 
building could be repurposed in many different ways! Not to mention the 
environmental impact of destroying this beautiful building. Lastly, where 
will the dogs stay during the historic Westminster Dog Show? We 
implore you to intervene! (McDermott_803) 

Finally, a major point for preservationists should be countering 
assumptions that the demolition of the Hotel Pennsylvania is a fait 
accomplit because Vornado owns it. For months the formerly magnificent 
Hotel Pennsylvania has been closed, covered in massive electronic 
billboards, gutted and its grand fixtures sold online, creating an actual 
blighted condition in the area. Why the demolition of the Pennsylvania 
Hotel and other potential landmarks’ demolition are not being included 
as part of the whole project review (such as it is). (Calderaro_693) 

Response 8-16: The Hotel Pennsylvania has been denied individual landmark status by 
the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission and was slated 
for demolition in 2010 as part of an application approved by the City that 
was subject to ULURP for the development of a new building on this site. 
Since that time, the owner, Vornado Realty Trust, has consistently stated 
its intent to demolish the hotel and proceed with a commercial 
development on the site whether or not the GPP goes forward and, in fact, 
has commenced demolition. As discussed in DEIS Chapter 21, 
“Alternatives,” retaining, renovating, and adaptively reusing the Hotel 
Pennsylvania building would not have been feasible, and the hotel 
building, including its mechanical, electric, plumbing, and other systems, 
had more than reached the end of its useful life. However, as part of the 
environmental and historic resources review for the GPP, ESD has been 
in ongoing consultation with OPRHP regarding the Hotel Pennsylvania 
site, as well as other listed and eligible properties in the Project Area. As 
part of that process, Vornado has committed to and will complete 
measures that would partially mitigate the impact of the demolition of the 
building. These mitigation measures include the completion of Historic 
American Buildings Survey Level 2 recordation and salvage of several 
architectural features that could be included in an interpretive exhibit. 
ESD will continue to consult with OPRHP and has memorialized these 
required mitigative measures in a LOR (FEIS Appendix G). 
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URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Comment 9-1: The revisions to the GPP improve view corridors from the original plan, 
though there remains significant concerns in the local community of the 
overall impact on views. ESD should continue to minimize negative 
impacts from new development where possible on surrounding sightlines 
and on the street from new building shadows. (Barbero et al_754, 
Bottcher et al_147, Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038, Otterson_632, 
Skyrm_508) 

Revisions to the design must shift the balance from tall office buildings 
to preserve views and sunlight. (Crawley_163) 

Response 9-1: Comment noted.  

Comment 9-2: The DEIS wrongly concludes that the proposal would not have adverse 
impacts. The proposed developments would be as tall or taller than the 
most iconic building in the city and possibly the world, the Empire State 
Building (ESB). The buildings are directly in the sightline of the Empire 
State Building and would obstruct its views from most west side vantage 
points. (CB5_002, McDermott_107, Reyes_814) 

The Penn Station project plan will almost completely obscure the profile 
of the Empire State Building as viewed from 8th Avenue and 33rd Street 
excerpt for the needle, a view I regularly witness tourists photographing. 
(Luskin_095, Luskin_593) 

This mega real estate project – with its numerous super-tall towers – 
would stand in direct competition with and diminish our beloved Empire 
State Building, the world-renowned symbol of New York City. 
(Oddo_359) 

I won’t even be able to look up and admire the Empire State Building 
anymore because it will be blocked by these super Hudson Yard, 
impersonal icicle buildings. (Stewart_208) 

I think they’ll destroy a lot of the Empire State Building views. 
(Youngberg_211) 

Response 9-2: The commenter is incorrect that no adverse impacts on views were 
disclosed in the DEIS; Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” 
of the DEIS discloses that the obstruction of views east and northeast 
from certain vantage points within the western portion of the study area 
towards the Empire State Building in the With Action condition would 
constitute a significant adverse impact to visual resources. Moreover, the 
Proposed Revisions include changes to the Design Guidelines for Site 6 
to better preserve views of the Empire State Building from certain 
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vantage points on West 33rd Street. As described in the FEIS, the 
proposed tower on Site 6 would be required to have an additional, 
intermediate 30-foot setback (inclusive of the 10-foot sidewalk widening) 
above 500 feet. This would allow for greater visibility of the spire of the 
Empire State Building in certain views east from the open space at the 
Manhattan West development (located on the block west of the James A. 
Farley Post Office Building), above the roofs of the existing Farley 
Building and 2 Penn Plaza buildings and also along West 33rd Street from 
locations west of Eighth Avenue. New depictions of the views east of the 
Empire State Building with the Proposed Project on West 33rd Street 
from Eighth Avenue are included in the FEIS. The FEIS discloses partial 
obstructions on West 33rd Street because of updates and refinements to 
the views made between the DEIS and FEIS. 

Comment 9-3: The Photo Location Reference Map Figure 9-1 p 7, identifies and 
documents 60 existing views, but only 14 Illustrative No Action and With 
Action Massing View Locations are studied. (Figure 9-41 p 70). Visual 
impact to ESB is only represented in one view. Views at 32nd, 33rd & 
34th street looking east are not represented. CB5 requests that these views 
be represented. The visual impact is not properly assessed and illustrated. 
It deprives the public of the ability to fully appreciate the adverse impact 
of the proposal. It is imperative that the Final EIS include illustrative 
views matching the documented existing condition in Figure 9-1 map p 
7, especially views within the project area, looking east to assess the 
impact to the Empire State Building. (CB5_002, Barbero et al_754) 

Response 9-3: Visual impacts to the Empire State Building are represented in five views 
in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” of the DEIS: View 
9 looking southeast on Eighth Avenue at West 34th Street (Figure 9-50); 
View 11 looking east on West 33rd Street from Ninth Avenue (Figure 
9-52); View 12 looking northeast on Ninth Avenue at West 28th Street 
(Figure 9-53); View 13 looking northeast within Chelsea Park near Tenth 
Avenue (Figure 9-54); and View 14 looking east from Hudson River Park 
at West 34th Street (Figure 9-55). Additional views/visual renderings 
depicting the effects of the Proposed Project on views of the Empire State 
Building are included in the FEIS, including a view east on West 33rd 
Street at Eighth Avenue, and a view east on West 33rd Street between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues at the Moynihan Train Hall entry/exit. 

Comment 9-4: Undistinctive cracker-box glass towers create wind tunnels. (Pyle_060) 

There is no discussion of the wind tunnel effects. Have you ever walked 
down 33rd Street? The documents also omit the obvious shadowing and 
wind will negate the public realm improvements. (McDermott_313) 
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Aside from destroying the streetscape, a wall of towers stretching from 
11th Avenue to 6th Avenue would likely create a powerful wind tunnel 
that would make walking around the Penn Station area frustrating in the 
summer and absolutely frigid in the winter. (Scott_044) 

The FEIS must evaluate pedestrian wind impacts. We recommend that 
the evaluation is coordinated with the New York City Department of City 
Planning (DCP), and the findings included in the FEIS Urban Design 
analysis. The evaluation should include mitigation strategies such as 
changes in building orientation and design that reduce impacts in the 
public realm. If ESD determines a wind study is not warranted, the FEIS 
should include the rationale for the decision and if it was informed in 
consultation with DCP. (Devaney_692) 

Response 9-4: A pedestrian wind condition analysis is not warranted for the Proposed 
Project based on the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual. The 
Project Area is located in an inland area of Manhattan, and prevailing 
winds from the surrounding waterways (i.e., the Hudson and East rivers) 
are likely to remain attenuated by existing and planned tall buildings to 
the east and west of the Project Area, as they are today. Development 
pursuant to the GPP would occur within the existing Manhattan street 
grid. Further, portions of Midtown and Hudson Yards that surround the 
Project Area already contain a large concentration of high-rise towers. 
The introduction of additional high-rise buildings would not be expected 
to significantly change or exacerbate wind conditions at the pedestrian 
level. Therefore, the construction of new tall buildings within the existing 
block and street configuration would have little or no potential to create 
new pedestrian wind effects that may affect pedestrian safety due to wind 
channelization or downwash. 

Comment 9-5: The Proposed Project would replace the already fairly well-functioning—
and historic—streetscape from 31st to 34th Streets along 6th and 8th 
avenues with glass towers that appear to be mainly set-back from the 
street. (Scott_044)  

Here at what is basically ground zero for historic preservation in the city, 
not even a single bone has been thrown to those of us who care about the 
historic buildings slated to be destroyed for this plan. Instead, a vibrant 
area full of the kinds of contrasts that make the streetscapes interesting 
and make New York the kind of place so many of us wanted to come to 
in the first place is to be ripped out wholesale and replaced with expanses 
of glass and steel towers and hardscaped public plazas that look like they 
belong more in an Atlanta suburb than here—no offense to Atlanta—that 
are completely antithetical to what Jane Jacobs talked about in the “Death 
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And Life Of Great American Cities”. And everything that Rem Koolhaas 
celebrated in his book, “Delirious New York.” (Rinaldi_325) 

The DEIS fails to adequately describe the daunting visual impact of up to 
ten towers when viewed from within and outside the Project Area, and 
the impact at street level. Not recognizing these impacts, the DEIS fails 
to suggest mitigation measures for such impact. In both ways, the DEIS 
is deficient. (Harris_697) 

Response 9-5: As described in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” of the 
DEIS, the streetscapes on Sixth and Eighth Avenues include a mix of 
older and newer buildings and widened sidewalks and open spaces. 
Along Sixth Avenue recently built glazed towers are at 855 Sixth Avenue 
(at West 31st Street) and 885 Sixth Avenue (at West 32nd Street). The 
Proposed Project would include one development site (Site 8) at the 
juncture of Sixth Avenue and Broadway where open space and 
landscaping contribute to the streetscape, including at Herald Square and 
Greeley Square. Along Eighth Avenue, the streetscape is also varied and 
includes MSG, with widened sidewalks at the corners of the avenue and 
West 31st and West 33rd Streets in the locations of the Penn Station 
entrances and with widened sidewalks also at the corners of West 33rd 
and West 34th Streets in the location of one-story commercial building at 
Site 4. The Farley Building (Moynihan Train Hall) is also set back from 
Eighth Avenue behind stairs and with widened sidewalks also formed by 
the setback of the building from the street. The Proposed Project’s 
sidewalk widenings would be provided adjacent to public sidewalks at 
the development sites to allow for greater circulation along the sidewalks, 
and would be consistent with the streetscape of the study area. In addition, 
as described in the DEIS and as further elaborated in the FEIS, the Design 
Guidelines provide requirements at street level to encourage active, 
diversified street frontages. These include limitations regarding the size 
of lobby frontages, minimum requirements for active uses—retail or 
similar uses and transit entrances, and transparency requirements at the 
ground floor street frontages. The Design Guidelines permit a mix of uses 
or porosity between uses, and balance the space needs of the multiple 
competing uses in the proposed transit district while fostering an active 
street.  

As described in the DEIS, the Design Guidelines set forth building bulk 
and massing parameters, including establishing tower setbacks and 
maximum base heights, as well as tower coverage controls to encourage 
varied tower forms that would result in a varied skyline. The DEIS 
described that while most of the new buildings would be among the tallest 
in the secondary study area, the height of the new buildings, when viewed 
in context with other tall towers visible to pedestrians within and outside 
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the secondary study area, would not result in significant adverse impacts 
to the pedestrian experience at street level or from elevated publicly 
accessible locations including from the Eighth Avenue steps of the Farley 
Building and the High Line. The new developments, in views throughout 
the secondary study area and from outside the secondary study area, 
would contribute to the continuously evolving Manhattan skyline with its 
diversity of shorter and taller buildings of different massings, designs and 
materials. 

Comment 9-6: The high/low configuration creates a unique atmosphere. The blocks 
surrounding Penn Station are part of New York City’s fabric. Keep the 
concept of walking on the earth with space and sunlight. (Mackie_109) 

Response 9-6: As described in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” of the 
DEIS, the streetscape and urban character of the study area are varied, 
and include older, smaller buildings and more recently constructed, taller 
towers. The area surrounding the Project Area continues to undergo 
extensive redevelopment, with many tall and high-density office, hotel, 
and residential developments. The Proposed Project would introduce a 
number of very tall towers to this context while still retaining lower-scale 
existing buildings in and around the Project Area.. The Design Guidelines 
provide for amenities for the pedestrian at street level of the proposed 
developments including active ground floor uses such as retail, widened 
sidewalks, shared streets, and improved and new public open space as 
described in Chapter 9. 

Comment 9-7: The proposed redevelopment will allow a new built environment that will 
be hostile to pedestrians. (Kinsella_110) 

Response 9-7: As described in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” of the 
DEIS, the Proposed Project is expected to enhance the pedestrian 
experience in the Project Area with improvements such as widened 
sidewalks, improved transit entrances with greater visibility, potential 
shared streets, and new public open spaces providing amenities. In 
addition, as described in the DEIS and as elaborated in the FEIS, the 
Design Guidelines provide requirements at street level to encourage 
active, diversified street frontages at the new developments. These 
include limitations regarding the size of lobby frontages, minimum 
requirements for active uses such as retail or similar uses, minimum 
requirements for transit entrances, and transparency requirements at the 
ground floor street frontages. The Design Guidelines permit a mix of uses 
or porosity between uses, and balance the space needs of the multiple 
competing uses in the proposed modernized, transit-oriented mixed-use 
district while fostering an active streetscape. 
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Comment 9-8: Although you say you’re addressing the streetscape you plan to tear down 
beautiful buildings, including a significant 19th century church and a 
hotel by White. (Marder_162) 

Response 9-8: As described in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” of the 
DEIS, demolition of the Church of St. John the Baptist and other 
architectural resources that would be demolished for the Proposed Project 
as identified in the historic and cultural resources analysis would have a 
significant adverse impact on architectural resources. Chapter 9, “Urban 
Design and Visual Resources” also identifies the Church of St. John the 
Baptist as a visual resource, and states that demolition of this visual 
resource would negatively affect a pedestrian’s experience by removing 
this visual resource from view, resulting in a significant direct adverse 
impact on visual resources. 

Comment 9-9: The DEIS does not even discuss the Gimbel’s traverse or sky bridge. 
(Vogel_077) 

Response 9-9: The commenter is incorrect. Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual 
Resources,” of the DEIS identifies the copper skybridge that spans above 
West 32nd Street that is connected to the existing building on Site 8 (the 
Gimbel Brothers skybridge) as a visual resource and discloses that the 
potential demolition of this visual resource would negatively affect a 
pedestrian’s experience by removing this visual resource, constituting a 
direct significant adverse impact on visual resources. Chapter 8, “Historic 
Resources,” and Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of the FEIS also discuss the 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge.  

Comment 9-10: New York City almost lost Grand Central Terminal to developers: it was 
only saved by preservationists in 1978 and now is a beautifully restored 
major tourist draw as well as a center of transportation and lined with 
shops and restaurants. Compare this architecture to the recent 
development of Hudson Yards. I can’t say I have heard anyone say that 
any one of those buildings’ architecture is noteworthy, or something that 
tourists want to visit. It seems to me that only The Vessel has attracted 
that kind of attention and notable in a bad way with a number of suicides. 
Having visited Hudson Yards on a number of occasions out of necessity, 
the shopping areas are eerily empty. Sure when it was being built it 
created lots of jobs, but the aftermath is a bunch of shiny soulless boxes 
that add nothing to the city. (Conner_334, Dorney_183) 

As a resident of Chelsea in this specific neighborhood, I am appalled at 
the plan to surround our area with a Hudson-Yards like project. Where I 
used to see the Hudson River from my windows, now I cannot even see 
the sky because those buildings are so close together that they block out 
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the sky. To think that that western eyesore may come to pass along my 
northeastern view makes me cringe. (Rosche_520) 

Response 9-10: Comments noted. 

Comment 9-11: All of the photosimulations in the DEIS have errors. Eight different types 
of errors were found, including, most fundamentally, camera-matching 
errors which result in misaligned or out-of-place buildings. The errors 
also include inconsistent application of light and shadows, which makes 
the proposed towers appear far less intrusive than they would actually be. 
Other errors include omitting foreground elements that provide scale for 
the viewer, retaining buildings that would be demolished by the project, 
and introducing beautification projects (bright open spaces or shared 
streets, for example) that are not actually part of the plan. Some of the 
errors are material and others are not, but overall the errors systematically 
understate the size of the proposed action and minimize the impacts of 
the action on the area's visual resources. The errors render the conclusions 
of the analysis unusable.  

While the redesign of Site 6 in the proposed revisions to the plan likely 
will open some views of the Empire State Building that were blocked in 
the previous proposal, Site 5 will still block the Empire State Building at 
Viewpoint 11 and from other locations along the 33rd Street corridor. 

The proposed revisions include renderings from four viewpoints along 
the 33rd Street corridor, which suggest the Empire State Building remains 
visible. But the viewpoints are different from the 33rd Street viewpoint 
used in the DEIS, viewpoint 11. As shown in our study, a corrected 
version of the viewpoint from there shows that the Empire State Building 
is not visible, either with the DEIS plan or the proposed revisions. The 
proposed revisions should disclose that the Empire State Building's spire 
is still blocked in some viewpoints, including by Site 5 in Viewpoint 11. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 9-11: The preparation of the photosimulations require professional judgment 
and the photosimulations themselves are very sensitive to camera 
matching between the existing conditions photo and the 3D model used 
to produce the simulation. The photosimulation figures in Chapter 9, 
“Urban Design and Visual Resources,” are based on illustrative massings 
that would utilize all of the available floor area on the development site. 
The purpose of the photosimulations is to illustrate the potential of the 
buildings to affect urban design and views of visual resources. They are 
not intended to depict the actual future architecture of the Proposed 
Project’s buildings or the exact extent to which a Proposed Project 
building would block views of visual resources or otherwise affect urban 
design.  
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The photosimulations have been reviewed and updated for the FEIS. The 
analysis in the FEIS has also been adjusted as necessary to correspond 
with updated visual simulations and to account for the Proposed 
Revisions, including the proposed additional setback of the tower of the 
development at Site 6 along West 33rd Street. As in the DEIS, the FEIS 
identifies significant adverse impacts to visual resources due to the 
obstruction of views to the Empire State Building based on the updated 
photosimulations. As described and depicted in the FEIS, the 
developments on Sites 5 and 6 would partially obstruct views of the 
Empire State Building on West 33rd Street. At West 33rd Street and 
Ninth Avenue (View 11), Sites 5 and 6 would partially obstruct views, 
although the proposed intermediate tower setback at Site 6 would allow 
more of the spire to be visible than would occur without the setback. New 
photosimulations created for the FEIS on West 33rd Street at Eighth 
Avenue and between Eighth and Ninth Avenues—Views 17 and 18—
show that the development at Site 6 would partially obstruct views of the 
Empire State Building but the upper stories and spire would remain 
visible.  

Comment 9-12: The FEIS photosimulations should disclose that the Proposed Action 
would completely obstruct the view of the Empire State Building in 
viewpoint 14, as shown in the photosimulations provided in our comment 
submission. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 9-12: The photosimulation of View 14 and the corresponding analysis in the 
FEIS have been adjusted as necessary to describe and depict the With 
Action view along West 34th Street from Hudson River Park, including 
an analysis of the effect of the development on Site 4, which would occur 
as part of Phase 1. As described and depicted in the FEIS, the No Action 
development on Site 4 would partially obstruct the view to the Empire 
State Building west of Site 4 along West 34th Street in views from 
Hudson River Park. In the 2033 With Action condition (Phase 1), the 
development on Site 4 under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would 
not substantially obscure more of the Empire State Building when 
compared with the No Action condition in views east on West 34th Street 
from Hudson River Park. As the illustrative building height for the 
development on Site 4 under the Maximum Residential Scenario would 
be taller, it is possible that it could obstruct more of the spire of the 
Empire State Building in views east on West 34th Street from Hudson 
River Park, depending on the bulk and location of the tower on the site. 
However, the potential obstruction in view would not be considered 
significantly adverse, since the view to the Empire State Building will be 
partially blocked in the No Action condition and this view is distant, 
outside of the secondary study area, and not the focus of viewers in 
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Hudson River Park. In the 2044 With Action condition (Phase 2), the 
developments on Sites 4, 5, and 6 would largely obstruct the Empire State 
Building from view west of these buildings along West 34th Street from 
Hudson River Park. However, the anticipated obstruction in view would 
not be considered significantly adverse, since the view to the Empire 
State Building will be partially blocked in the No Action condition and 
this view is distant, outside of the secondary study area, and not the focus 
of viewers in Hudson River Park.  

Comment 9-13: The photosimulations prepared for the urban design analysis do not 
account for the additional 150 feet added to the tops of the project 
buildings in the shadows analysis. The two analyses should use the same 
building massings for each analysis and should have accounted for the 
additional potential height in the urban design analysis. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 9-13: The CEQR Technical Manual methodology for the shadows assessment 
specifies that the shadows analysis analyze the entire permitted envelope, 
e.g. a structure’s maximum feasible height including rooftop mechanical 
equipment. For urban design and visual resources analyses, the 
illustrative massings provide a more reasonable approximation of what a 
pedestrian would experience at street level. The urban design and visual 
resources analysis assesses an illustrative program that is consistent with 
the Design Guidelines for the Proposed Project, which specify the 
parameters for permitted development in lieu of zoning as referenced in 
the GPP. Any additional height would not materially change the 
conclusions of the urban design and visual resources analysis, which 
accounts for an assemblage of large and tall buildings and where it is 
concluded that the height of the new buildings, when viewed in context 
with other tall towers visible to pedestrians within and outside the 
secondary study area, would not result in significant adverse impacts to 
the pedestrian experience at street level. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Comment 10-1: Tons and tons of toxic materials are generated by demolition and go into 
the landfills. (Koteen_176, Koteen_269) 

Response 10-1: Comment noted. As discussed in Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,” of 
the DEIS the Proposed Project would include appropriate health and 
safety and investigative/remedial measures (conducted in compliance 
with all applicable laws and regulations and conforming to appropriate 
engineering practice) that would precede or govern both demolition and 
soil disturbance activities. Demolition materials would be properly sorted 
and disposed at facilities properly permitted to accept them. 



Chapter 26: Response to Public Comments 

 26-169  

Comment 10-2: Demolition waste, especially from old buildings, can be highly toxic. In 
New York, much of this waste is shipped to ex-urban and rural 
communities—generally poorer communities—who then must suffer the 
consequences of having toxic waste in their neighborhoods. (Scott_044) 

Demolition is a filthy business that creates toxic dust. (Koteen_176) 

This project would create congestion and toxic dust air pollution (likely 
including asbestos) that would make Chelsea environmentally dangerous 
for at least the next 10 years and probably longer. (Hendershott_609) 

Response 10-2: As described in DEIS Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,” in order to 
prevent exposure pathways, the Proposed Project would include 
appropriate health and safety and investigative/remedial measures 
(conducted in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations and 
conforming to appropriate engineering practice) that would precede or 
govern both demolition and soil disturbance activities. ESD (with respect 
to the Proposed Project) and the Railroads (with respect to the Penn 
Station reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion) would 
require the developers and/or contractors to comply with all applicable 
laws and regulations. Appropriate engineering controls (e.g., wetting and 
other dust control measures) would be implemented prior to and 
throughout demolition/reconstruction. The demolition, excavation and 
construction at a development site would be performed in accordance 
with the approved Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and Construction Health 
and Safety Plan (CHASP) for the site. The site-specific RAPs would 
address procedures for soil stockpiling, testing, loading, transporting 
(including truck routes), and properly disposing of all excavated material 
at properly permitted facilities; permit conditions on such facilities are 
intended to protect surrounding communities. The CHASPs would 
include procedures for community air monitoring for dust and vapors, 
dust suppression protocols, and environmental monitoring to ensure that 
construction is conducted in a manner protective of workers, the public, 
and the environment. As noted in DEIS Chapter 10, “Hazardous 
Materials,” these measures would be required through project documents. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

Comment 11-1: The proposed action will require the relocation of water and sewer 
infrastructure controlled by DEP located under a public street, but the 
DEIS does not provide a plan or any detail on the required relocation of 
the infrastructure. It never says what infrastructure will be moved, or 
where it will be moved to, and it does not address impacts created by 
relocating the water and sewer infrastructure.  
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The DEIS needs to address the infrastructure under West 31st Street in 
particular, since it is City-owned infrastructure which conveys water and 
sewer not only to these sites, but also to other parts of the City, and their 
permanent relocation is not a minor issue. The area beneath the city 
streets, especially in this area, is crowded, not only with water and sewer 
infrastructure, but also with other utilities and transit infrastructure. Will 
there be room for the relocation or rerouting of the infrastructure? If so, 
where? How does this fit in with the City’s plan for maintaining and 
updating their systems? (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-1: The potential relocation of water and sewer infrastructure is discussed in 
Chapter 20, “Construction,” of the DEIS. As noted in that chapter, all 
relocation activities would be coordinated with the appropriate utility 
operators, including the New York City Department of Environmental 
Protection (NYCDEP) for water and sewer lines. The detailed designs for 
the potential Penn Station expansion (which would be approved and 
undertaken by different governmental agencies), transit improvements, 
and below-grade pedestrian corridors have not been prepared; therefore, 
detailed information on relocated water and sewer infrastructure is not 
available at this time. However, as noted in the DEIS, all necessary 
relocation and re-routing would be conducted in coordination with 
NYCDEP to minimize water and sewer service disruption to other 
buildings. Any disruption to service that may occur when new facilities 
(e.g., a sewer or water line) are put into operation is expected to be very 
short-term (i.e., hours). Therefore, the construction of infrastructure 
improvements in connection with the Proposed Project, including 
relocation and/or re-routing of water and sewer lines, would not cause 
any significant adverse impacts to nearby users of these services. 

Comment 11-2: The proposed project will support and finance the expansion and 
renovation of the current Penn Station, but the DEIS does not detail the 
interdependency between the two projects and fatally segments the DEIS. 
To understand the impacts of the Empire Station Complex, it must be 
analyzed within the context of the Penn Station Master Plan study.  

A full understanding of the project’s impacts on water and sewer cannot 
be assessed until additional details of the GPP and the Penn Station 
Expansion are developed and disclosed. The City is under a 2005 Consent 
Decree that requires it to reduce combined sewer overflow (CSO) events. 
Yet details regarding stormwater runoff into combined sewers have not 
been disclosed and the GPP, as proposed and revised, may increase such 
events. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-2: Concerning stormwater runoff, as discussed in Chapter 11, “Water and 
Sewer Infrastructure,” of the DEIS, independent of the Proposed Project, 
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DEP has enacted the Unified Stormwater Rule, which includes amended 
on-site stormwater management requirements for new and 
redevelopment projects in combined sewer areas which reduce peak 
discharges to the city’s sewer system during rain events. In particular, the 
Unified Stormwater Rule requires greater on-site storage of stormwater 
runoff and slower release to the sewer system. The Unified Stormwater 
Rule, which was under consideration at the time of the DEIS but was 
adopted and released in February 2022, is expected to lead to a substantial 
improvement in the way that individual new and redeveloped properties 
manage stormwater, including all new buildings that may be built under 
the GPP which would be subject to such regulations. In combined 
sewersheds, such as the portion of Manhattan that contains the Project 
Area, the Unified Stormwater Rule is expected to lead to a reduction in 
CSO volume as more lots redevelop over time, and such new 
development is subject to the stringent requirements of the Unified 
Stormwater Rule.  

As shown in the DEIS analysis of stormwater flows, which reflects DEP’s 
older standards for a new development’s discharge to the City’s 
combined sewers, the Proposed Project would result in a decrease in peak 
stormwater runoff rate compared to existing conditions. The Water and 
Sewer Infrastructure analysis in the FEIS has been updated to reflect the 
new more stringent standards. As shown in the FEIS, accounting for both 
the increased sanitary flow from the new development and the decrease 
in stormwater flow from adherence to the new DEP standards for new 
development, the Proposed Project would decrease total sewer flows in 
an intense rain storm (i.e., a the model storm with a rainfall intensity of 
5.95 inches per hour) from 74.77 cubic feet per second in the existing 
condition to 4.02 cubic feet per second when all eight GPP development 
sites are redeveloped (FEIS Table 11-14). This reduction in the volume 
of total sewer flows would reduce the potential for CSO events in such a 
storm. Given the small increment in flow volumes, and the incorporation 
of sanitary and stormwater source control best management practices 
(BMPs), the Proposed Project is not expected to appreciably increase the 
frequency or volume of CSO events. Therefore, it would not conflict with 
the Consent Decree’s requirement for the City to reduce CSO events. 

Please refer to the response to Comment CT-13 regarding the 
commenter’s contention as to the segmentation of the Proposed Project 
and the Penn Station Expansion project.  

Comment 11-3: The November 2021 modifications announced by the Governor are not 
included in the analysis. In particular, the analysis does not include the 
increased residential uses announced in the November modifications, 
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which impact water and sewage. Would the addition of residential uses 
change the conclusions of a net decrease in water and sewage flows?  

The With Action tables for Water Consumption and Sewage Generation 
should be updated to reflect changes to residential, community facility, 
Penn Station Expansion (PSE) and hotel use based on the November 
modifications. In addition, the proposed project surface coverage table 
should be updated according to the November modifications and 
recalculated to determine whether this will impact stormwater runoff. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-3: The analyses presented in the FEIS have been updated to incorporate the 
Proposed Revisions. Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” has 
been updated for the FEIS to reflect the revised projected water 
consumption and sewage generation, and the calculations of surface 
coverage and stormwater runoff have been updated (inclusive of the 
residential uses referenced by the commenter above). In addition, as 
noted above in response to Comment 11-2, the FEIS analysis has been 
updated to incorporate the more stringent stormwater management 
requirements of the Unified Stormwater Rule, which was adopted 
following the publication of the DEIS. As noted in the FEIS chapter, with 
these modifications, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant 
adverse impact on the City’s water supply, wastewater treatment, or 
stormwater management infrastructure in either analysis year. This is the 
same conclusion that was reached in the DEIS analysis. 

Comment 11-4: The November 2021 plan modifications include underground corridor 
expansions to allow access from 34th Street Herald Square to Penn 
Station, which is not in the original plan and not yet studied. Will this 
additional access require more movement of underground utilities, 
including sewer and water infrastructure? If so, what will the impact on 
that existing infrastructure be? (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-4: As discussed in the FEIS, the proposed below-grade pedestrian concourse 
would be located primarily in the below grade space of Sites 6, 7, and 8. 
Where the proposed concourse would cross roadways, all relocation 
activities would be coordinated with (and subject to the approval of) the 
appropriate utility operators, for water and sewer lines, including 
NYCDEP as noted in FEIS Chapter 20, “Construction.”  

Comment 11-5: The calculations of surface area assume that “the cover of Penn Station 
expansion under Sites 1, 2 and 3 would be more similar to pavement and 
walkway than roof.” On what evidence was this assumption made? If the 
PSE is assumed to be more similar to roof, rather than pavement and 
walkway surface, this analysis would change.  
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The DEIS is claiming the replacement of existing roof coverage with 
pavement and sidewalks will result in an overall reduction in the runoff 
coefficient. According to the flow volume calculations, the total rainfall 
and sanitary sewage volume would decrease for CSO outfall NR-027 and 
that the decrease is attributable to the decrease in the “roof surface area 
resulting from the demolition of the buildings on Sites 1, 2 and 3 under 
the With Action condition as compared with the existing conditions.” 
This decrease, however, only occurs because “the cover of the Penn 
Station expansion under Sites 1, 2, and 3 would be more similar to 
pavement and walkway surface than roof. However, there isn’t an 
explanation for the assumption that the Penn Station roof would function 
more like a sidewalk than a roof for the purposes of runoff. The analysis 
does not provide details of the roof, such as its material and performance, 
to support the assumption that it will function like a sidewalk and not a 
roof. The analysis should be redone assuming that the roof of the PSE 
will function as a roof as it relates to stormwater runoff. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-5: As noted above, detailed design of a potential Penn Station expansion has 
not been prepared, therefore information on Penn Station’s potential 
expansion’s cover material is not available at this time. As part of the 
updates made to the analysis in the FEIS to incorporate the Proposed 
Revisions, the estimates of surface coverage have been updated to assume 
that the surface coverage of Sites 1, 2, and 3 under the 2033 With Action 
condition are fully impervious rooftop space. While the sites would be 
cleared to allow for construction of the below-grade expansion of Penn 
Station if a southern expansion is selected as the preferred alternative for 
that project, and there would be no above-grade structures on the sites, 
the updated assumption of fully impervious rooftop presents a more 
conservative estimate of stormwater flows to the sewer system because 
all stormwater is assumed to flow from the site into the combined sewer 
system. It should be noted that under the full project build-out in the 
Phase 2 With Action condition, Sites 1, 2 and 3 would be redeveloped 
with new buildings, and therefore the amount of fully impervious rooftop 
space would be the same as under the Phase 1 With Action condition. 

Comment 11-6: The DEIS Water and Sewer analysis does not consider resiliency in the 
face of climate change. There is no analysis of the project sites in relation 
to the impacts of drought, extreme rain and excessive heat and rising sea 
levels. It should acknowledge the inland movement of the 100- and 500-
year flood plains, as well as the record-breaking high heat and extreme 
rain of the past several years. The current sewer system is built to handle 
approximately 3.8 billion gallons of water a day and is no match for these 
extreme rain events. A new large-scale development project, such as the 
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Proposed Project, cannot assume that current infrastructure is resilient to 
a changing climate.  

The DEIS should include a resiliency assessment similar to that provided 
in the Hudson Tunnel Project DEIS, which addresses the resilience of the 
proposed infrastructure to severe weather events under future conditions. 
If ESD is leaving the resilience analysis to the FRA, Amtrak, NJT, and 
MTA, the FEIS should include details of formal coordination among all 
parties, as well as more disclosure and detail on utility relocation, 
considered resilience strategies, and the climate change modeling used to 
arrive at those strategies. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-6: As discussed in Chapter 11 “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” of the 
DEIS, the analysis follows the methodology of the CEQR Technical 
Manual. Specifically, the analysis of potential effects on stormwater 
runoff uses the NYCDEP Volume Calculation Matrix, as directed by the 
CEQR Technical Manual. The Volume Calculation Matrix uses four 
rainfall volume scenarios with varying durations, including a large storm 
event scenario with up to 2.5 inches of rainfall. Notably, the Matrix does 
not reflect the stormwater detention that would be required as part of the 
NYCDEP Site Connection Proposal (SCP) application process for new 
buildings connecting to the sewer system, in particular the increased 
detention and stormwater release rate detailed in the Unified Stormwater 
Rule. The Unified Stormwater Rule was developed with consideration of 
climate change and anticipated future stormwater management needs, 
and implementation of its standards is expected to reduce peak discharges 
to the City’s sewer system during future rain events by requiring greater 
onsite storage of stormwater runoff and slower release to the sewer 
system.  

As discussed above in the response to Comment 11-2, the Water and 
Sewer Infrastructure analysis in the FEIS has been updated to reflect the 
new more stringent standards. As shown in the FEIS, accounting for both 
the increased sanitary flow from the new development and the decrease 
in stormwater flow from adherence to the new NYCDEP standards for 
new development, the Proposed Project would decrease total sewer flows 
in an intense rain storm (i.e., a the model storm with a rainfall intensity 
of 5.95 inches per hour) from 74.77 cubic feet per second in the existing 
condition to 4.02 cubic feet per second when all eight GPP development 
sites are redeveloped (FEIS Table 11-14). 

As noted in DEIS Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” the Project 
Area would not be located within the nearest potential end-of-century 
flood hazard zone identified by the New York City Panel on Climate 
Change. Therefore, the Proposed Project is unlikely to be impacted by 
future climate conditions related to sea level rise and flooding, and a more 
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detailed assessment of the potential impacts of climate change on the 
Proposed Project is not warranted.  

The NEPA evaluation of the potential Penn Station expansion will 
include an assessment of issues related to resiliency and global climate 
change that meets the requirements of the federal lead agency or lead 
agencies. Similar to the assessment for the Hudson Tunnel Project 
provided in that project’s FEIS, the evaluation will include consideration 
of greenhouse gas emissions associated with the expansion project and 
evaluation of the Project’s consistency with goals and policies related to 
resilience and climate change. 

Comment 11-7: The Water and Sewer analysis does not consider extreme climate events: 
it uses average rainfall events to calculate stormwater and average 
monthly flow data from a 12-month period through March 2017. Did this 
12-month period represent reasonable worst-case conditions? Will it 
represent reasonable worst-case conditions in 2038? Extreme rain events, 
which have been occurring with increasing frequency, need to be 
considered when disclosing reasonable worst-case conditions, especially 
when the City is under a consent decree not to increase sewage outfalls 
from its combined sewer.  

It makes no sense to compare the average existing flow to the maximum 
permitted capacity of the plant. Instead, the DEIS needs to be looking at 
flows during rain events. The analysis in the FEIS should be updated 
using data that acknowledge extreme weather events and what those 
impacts will be on the City’s sewer infrastructure. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-7: As discussed in Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” of the 
DEIS, the analysis uses the average monthly flow to the North River 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to assess the potential increase in 
sanitary sewage from the Project Area and its potential effects on the 
capacity at the plant. The average monthly flow for the twelve-month 
period through March 2017 is the latest data available for the WWTP 
from DEP. As noted in the chapter, the average daily flow to the WWTP 
is well below the maximum permitted capacity, and under the full project 
build-out in the 2038 analysis year, the Proposed Project would result in 
an increase of approximately 1 percent of the average daily flow to the 
WWTP. This volume would not result in an exceedance of the North 
River WWTP’s capacity, therefore it is not anticipated to create a 
significant adverse impact on the City’s sanitary sewage treatment 
system. The chapter further assesses the Proposed Project’s potential 
effects on CSO discharges during wet weather events: in particular, the 
stormwater flow calculations consider an intense storm event with a 
rainfall intensity of 5.95 inches per hour. The assessment finds that, with 
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the use of sanitary and stormwater source control best management 
practices (BMPs) in the new developments to reduce sanitary volume and 
stormwater runoff volumes to the combined sewer system, the Proposed 
Project is not expected to appreciably increase the frequency or volume 
of CSO events. Please also refer to the response to Comment 11-6. 

Comment 11-8: The Water and Sewer analysis does not clearly state whether the analysis 
includes other recent development that share the same water and sewer 
infrastructure. In particular, Hudson Yards uses the North River WWTP 
and shares the same CSO outfall and regulator. Did the existing 
conditions calculations account for recent Hudson Yards development 
and its contributions to the North River WWTP? (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-8: As noted in the response to Comment 11-7 above, the analysis uses the 
average monthly flow for the twelve-month period through March 2017, 
which is the latest data available for the WWTP from DEP. At that time, 
the average monthly flow (110 million gallons per day [MGD]) was 
approximately 65 percent of the WWTP’s the maximum permitted 
capacity (170 mgd). As new developments are required by the New York 
City Plumbing Code (Local Law 33 of 2007) to utilize low-flow plumbing 
fixtures to further reduce sanitary flows, other projects constructed in the 
WWTP’s drainage area, such as the Hudson Yards project, are not 
expected to result in a substantial increase in sanitary flows to the 
WWTP.  

Comment 11-9: The FEIS should address the North River WWTP’s performance over the 
past two years, including how the Hudson Yards development has 
impacted its capacity and CSO events. The FEIS should also address any 
recent upgrades to the WWTP; operational upsets during rainfall events 
and CSO volumes from NR-027; NYCDEP work plans for the WWTP 
that could impact the findings of the analysis; and recent capacity/dry 
weather flow and SPDES permit violations for the WWTP to show the 
current performance of the facility. 

The DEIS offers no data on the existing condition and recent 
performance/operational upset of NR-N45 or the total CSO volume (per 
year) for NR-027. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-9: In accordance with the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, the 
Water and Sewer Infrastructure analysis considers whether the Proposed 
Project would result in increases in sanitary sewage and stormwater flows 
to the sewer system that would result in a significant adverse impact on 
the City’s wastewater treatment or stormwater management 
infrastructure. The existing operation and performance of the City’s 
infrastructure is beyond the scope of this analysis. As discussed in the 
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analysis, the Proposed Project would result in decreases in the peak 
stormwater runoff rate in both analysis years and would not contribute to 
increased CSO events. 

Comment 11-10: The DEIS offers very little data and analysis on water supply. There is no 
data regarding the contribution of Water Tunnel 3 to the site or the impact 
to the site when one of the water tunnels is taken offline for repairs. The 
DEIS alludes to the age of the project area’s water mains but offers no 
NYCDEP data on current performance, operational upset or proposed 
work plans. The DEIS relies on NYCDEP’s 2013 Water Demand 
Management Plan, a citywide effort to offset increased water demand 
from a growing population. The analysis should include data regarding 
the plan’s efficacy and the reduction in water demand. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-10: As noted in Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” of the DEIS, 
the assessment of the Proposed Project’s potential effects on the water 
supply found that, based on a review of available DEP water system 
mapping, the Project Area is located in an area well-served by water in-
frastructure, including many water mains that were installed during the 
first half of the twentieth century; similarly, the City’s Water Tunnel 3 
currently supplies water to the portion of Manhattan that includes the 
Project Area. As the Proposed Project would result in a relatively minor 
increase in water consumption (an approximately 0.22 percent increase 
as compared to citywide demand) and the development sites are located 
in an area well-served by water infrastructure, the Proposed Project’s 
incremental demand would not result in a significant adverse impact on 
the City’s water supply. A new development’s connection to the water 
supply system requires approval from DEP. Specifically, at the time of 
detailed design of the projected new developments, an assessment of the 
water demand of each development would be prepared, and DEP’s 
approval of the connection would only be granted if the projected demand 
is less than the available supply. The existing operation and performance 
of the water supply infrastructure and the effectiveness of the Water 
Demand Management Plan are beyond the scope of this analysis. 

Comment 11-11: Local zoning determines the intensity of development in a district. By 
overriding local zoning, the GPP will likely have impacts on local sewer 
infrastructure, and it must address those impacts. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 11-11: As discussed in Chapter 11, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure,” of the 
DEIS, connecting to the City’s sewer system requires certification from 
NYCDEP as part of the building permit process. For new developments, 
a site connection must be approved by NYCDEP. To be issued a permit 
to connect to the City sewer, a site-specific hydraulic analysis may be 
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required for new developments under the Proposed Project to determine 
whether the existing sewer system is capable of supporting higher density 
development and related increases in sanitary flows. This site connection 
process would also identify whether sewer improvements and/or a new 
drainage plan are required. Sewer improvements may be required of the 
developers selected by ESD at the time of the site connection process to 
accommodate the projected flows from the new development. 

Comment 11-12: This colossal project will have huge impacts on the West Harlem Sewage 
Treatment Plant. (Morrow_238) 

Response 11-12: As discussed in Chapter 11 of the DEIS, “Water and Sewer 
Infrastructure,” and in the response to Comment 11-7 the average daily 
flow to the North River WWTP is well below the maximum permitted 
capacity, and under the full project build-out, the Proposed Project would 
result in an increase of approximately 0.9 percent of the average daily 
flow to the WWTP. This volume would not result in an exceedance of the 
North River WWTP’s capacity, therefore it is not anticipated to create a 
significant adverse impact on the City’s sanitary sewage treatment 
system. 

SOLID WASTE 

No comments received. 

ENERGY 

No comments received. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Comment 14-1: It is unclear whether the projections are based solely on the increased 
density caused by the 10 new buildings, or whether they account for Penn 
Station improvements and expansion, as well as other land use actions 
(Macy’s upzoning) as each action would further increase traffic. (Barbero 
et al_754, CB5_002) 

Response 14-1: As detailed in DEIS Chapter 14, “Transportation,” the travel demand 
forecast for the Proposed Project accounts for the vehicle, transit, and 
pedestrian trips associated with the new development on Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7, and 8 as well as forecasted rail ridership increases. Those ridership 
increases were based on forecasts prepared by the Railroads, and regional 
rail transportation improvements, including completion of the Gateway 
Program and an expansion of Penn Station with additional tracks and 
platforms, are needed to accommodate the forecasted ridership demand.  
More details on these trip increases for the future No Action and With 
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Action conditions have been added to the FEIS. In addition, nearly 80 
other area projects were identified and accounted for in the projection of 
future traffic, transit, and pedestrian volumes. The Macy’s project 
referenced in the comment, however, was not assumed to occur in the No 
Action condition in the DEIS. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Analytical 
Framework,” of the FEIS, the Macy’s project is still in the early planning 
stages and the FEIS qualitatively accounts for it in the No Action 
Condition. Because of the uncertainty around the Macy’s project, it is not 
included in the quantified analyses of No Action conditions. 

Comment 14-2: What is the analysis on additional pedestrian, bus, subway, and taxi traffic 
caused by the removal of at least 1,000 hotel rooms from the adjacent 
blocks to Madison Square Garden? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-2: The comment is presumably in reference to the redevelopment of Hotel 
Pennsylvania and Stewart Hotel, which would result in the removal of 
more than 2,000 existing hotel rooms. Removal of these hotel rooms does 
not result in “additional pedestrian, bus, subway, and taxi traffic.” In the 
DEIS analyses, the trips associated with the “removed” hotel rooms were 
estimated and ultimately replaced by trips associated with the Proposed 
Project’s development on those sites. 

Comment 14-3: Is the MSG portion of transportation traffic segregated within the With -
Action transportation analysis or within the No Action transportation 
analysis? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-3: The Proposed Project does not include any proposed changes to MSG. 
MSG’s current activities are part of both the No Action condition and the 
With Action condition. 

Comment 14-4: Does the With Action Scenario include the development of Farley Air 
Rights, Macy's upzoning, Port Authority Bus Terminal, in subway, 
pedestrian, train analysis? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-4: At the time of DEIS preparation, the Macy’s and Port Authority Bus 
Terminal projects were in the early planning phases. For the FEIS, 
appropriate updates have been made to account for the latest available 
information from these two development projects. Please refer to FEIS 
Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.” Please also refer to the response to 
Comment 1-20 regarding the development rights under the Moynihan 
GPP (i.e., the “Farley air rights”). Please also refer to the response to 
Comment 14-1 regarding how the FEIS accounts for Macy’s in the No 
Action Condition. 
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Comment 14-5: Some DEIS data is from the FEIS for 15 Penn Special Permit. This study 
was done in 2010. Has this data been updated for current and future use? 
(CB5_002) 

Response 14-5: In consultation with the MTA, NYCT, and NYCDOT, applicable data 
from that 2010 FEIS were updated for use in the studies presented in the 
DEIS.  

Comment 14-6: Can you provide methodology for pedestrian count, subway ridership and 
projections? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-6: Details on how baseline traffic, transit, and pedestrian volumes were 
developed for analysis are presented in DEIS Chapter 14, 
“Transportation.” Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, no new counts were 
collected for the DEIS, because the lower traffic, transit, and pedestrian 
volumes prevalent during the pandemic were not representative of 
projected future conditions in the No Action or With Action scenarios. 
Instead, pre-pandemic data was compiled in close collaboration with 
MTA and NYCDOT to establish reasonable baseline levels for analyses. 
Standard growth rates pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual guidance 
along with projected increases in traffic, transit, and pedestrian trips 
absent the Proposed Project were incorporated into the future No Action 
condition against which potential impacts were assessed. MTA, NYCT, 
and NYCDOT, the expert transportation agencies, agreed that this is a 
conservative analysis since pre-pandemic travel has not yet been restored.  

Comment 14-7: The DEIS is based upon outdated land use and transportation assumptions 
from an earlier version of the GPP that was updated in November 2021. 
Since these changes were not analyzed in the DEIS, those findings are no 
longer valid. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-7: The DEIS was published in February 2021 and the Proposed Revisions 
were a result of several months of extensive public engagement efforts 
undertaken by ESD in response to the concerns raised on the version of 
the GPP analyzed in the DEIS. The Proposed Revisions have been 
evaluated in the revised analyses presented in the FEIS. The Proposed 
Revisions include, but are not limited to, a reduction in the overall density 
of the Proposed Project compared to that which was analyzed in the 
DEIS, and improvements to pedestrian circulation and public transit 
access. The FEIS does not identify any impacts as a result of the Proposed 
Revisions not adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

Comment 14-8: COVID impacts on travel behavior have not been evaluated or even 
considered. As part of the calculation of transportation impacts, it is 
common to establish a baseline of current transportation conditions 
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through original on-site data collection and traffic observations. Due to 
the COVID pandemic, initially it was not possible for any type of original 
traffic data collection to be undertaken. As the worst peak of the 
pandemic subsided, it again became possible to perform original data 
collection. However, ESD did not undertake original data collection after 
it became possible to do so based on the assumption that “normal 
conditions” had not yet returned and so any new data would need to be 
carefully interpolated in order to arrive at an accurate baseline condition. 
This is true. Instead, ESD retrieved pre-pandemic data counts from 
various sources and older EIS documents. These data were adjusted in 
order to approximate baseline conditions that could be used to project 
travel behavior in the scenario years of 2028 and 2038. While this 
approach is logical, it has two key problems. The first is that some of the 
pre-pandemic data goes as far back as 13 years. Using outdated data 
means that baseline data does not account for changes in infrastructure 
and resulting travel patterns that have happened more recently, including 
Moynihan Station or the new East End Gateway entrance to Penn Station 
at 33rd Street and 7th Avenue. The even larger issue, however, is that 
constructing a pre-pandemic baseline means that the impacts of COVID 
on travel behavior have not been integrated into the impact analysis. It is 
imprudent to assume that “normal conditions” will return and proceed 
with transportation impact analysis without any assessment of the 
possible ways that prior behavior and traditional trip generation 
multipliers may no longer be valid and merit revision on account of the 
pandemic. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-8: ESD worked closely with MTA, NYCT, and NYCDOT to ensure that the 
pre-COVID data used in the DEIS was appropriately adjusted to account 
for changes in the transportation network since its initial collection, 
including the changes referenced by the commenter. MTA, NYCT, and 
NYCDOT determined that the calibrated data was representative of 
existing conditions and appropriate for use in the DEIS analyses. 
Regardless, the approach suggested by the commenter would have been 
very similar to that which was undertaken for the DEIS and would have 
required careful interpolation with pre-pandemic data to develop a 
baseline condition. See also the response to Comment 14-6. 

The commenter also asserts that the impacts of COVID on travel behavior 
have not been integrated into the impact analysis while also 
acknowledging that it is not possible to predict the long-term impact of 
the COVID pandemic on travel behavior. The commenter cites one 
observation in support of the changes of the pandemic on travel patterns 
(that November 2021 traffic at the Lincoln Tunnel was higher than that 
from November 2019). However, as the long-term effects of the 
pandemic on travel patterns is unclear, it is uncertain whether this is a 
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permanent condition or represents the temporary and unstable conditions 
as the economy emerges from the pandemic. The DEIS and FEIS 
transportation analyses were developed in close consultation with MTA, 
NYCT, and NYCDOT, the expert transportation agencies in New York 
City, and are not required to speculate about a range of possible future 
baseline conditions reflecting changes that the pandemic may or may not 
have on travel behavior in future decades. These agencies also 
determined the analyses and findings presented in the FEIS complete and 
appropriate, through their sign-off letters, which have been added to the 
FEIS’s Transportation Appendix (Appendix H). 

Comment 14-9: The impact analysis includes no assumptions for the Penn Station Master 
Plan study or Penn Station expansion. There is segmentation created by 
the lack of connection of the Penn Station Master Plan study and Penn 
Station expansion, which also creates problems for the DEIS impact 
analysis. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-9: While details associated with the Penn Station reconstruction and the 
potential Penn Station expansion  are still under development, the 
planned improvements and ridership projections used in the DEIS and 
FEIS took into account what can be reasonably expected at Penn Station 
with these two projects in place and for the surrounding region should 
those projects move forward, in order to establish a reasonable 
assessment of potential cumulative impacts. Many of the uncertainties 
raised by the commenter were carefully assessed in collaboration with 
MTA, NYCT, and NYCDOT. As described in the response to Comment 
14-1, potential future trips in the Project Area included forecasted rail 
ridership increases. Regional rail transportation improvements, including 
completion of the Gateway Program and an expansion of Penn Station 
with additional tracks and platforms needed to accommodate the 
forecasted ridership demand. Please refer to the response to Comment 
CT-13 regarding why the environmental review for the Proposed Project 
is not a case of segmentation.  

Comment 14-10: The DEIS also fails to discuss the transportation impacts of Madison 
Square Garden (MSG), whose traffic impacts will be affected by the 
access and circulation elements of the Penn Station Master Plan. An 
analysis of relevant MSG peak travel hours, including weekend, matinee, 
and special event hours should be added to the current transportation 
analysis. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-10: The development portion of the Proposed Project encompasses primarily 
commercial land uses, which along with the commuter nature of Penn 
Station and its surroundings, has the greatest effects during weekday 
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commuter and midday peak hours. MSG activities, on the other hand, are 
not prominent during these study periods but are nonetheless part of the 
background condition that is captured in the baseline traffic and 
pedestrian volume data analyzed in the DEIS. Because the purpose of the 
DEIS and FEIS transportation assessments is to disclose the 
transportation impacts of the Proposed Project, the assessments focus on 
analysis of the hours in which the Proposed Project would have the 
highest number of pedestrian, transit, and traffic trips. The evening hours 
when, for example, MSG may host an event are outside the Proposed 
Project’s peak hours and are characterized by lower background 
pedestrian transit and traffic volumes and lower volumes of trips from the 
Proposed Project; the analysis of transportation conditions in these 
evening hours is not needed to disclose the potential transportation 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Comment 14-11: The Penn Station Master Plan study, if effective, will transform Penn 
Station into a destination in its own right that might include a range of 
retail stores, concessions and public space amenities that might attract 
visitors coming to the Station with no intention of connecting to other 
transit services. Some visitors may arrive by private automobile or taxi, 
thereby changing traffic volumes in the surrounding area. None of these 
impacts are assessed in the DEIS because neither the transportation nor 
the land use plan for the Penn Station site itself has yet to be determined. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-11: The existing Penn Station already has a range of retail stores, 
concessions, and public space amenities that serve the many commuters 
who travel daily to Penn Station. While the Penn Station reconstruction 
project would result in improvements to these features, it is not expected 
to introduce amenities that would be discrete trip generators. Any 
increases that may materialize from an improved or expanded Penn 
Station would be imperceptible and overshadowed by the substantially 
larger ridership population that Penn Station would serve and the 
additional trips being generated by the planned land use development 
surrounding Penn Station as part of this Proposed Project. 

Comment 14-12: The DEIS does not provide a clear or consistent presentation of the 
precise road geometry and channelization that will be adopted as part of 
the shared streets program, the details of which are left to be determined 
at a later date. However, the eventual detailed designs for the shared 
streets, could ultimately result in significant degradations of traffic 
movements based upon the degree to which they prioritize pedestrian 
amenities over vehicular flows. For all the above reasons, the significant 
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adverse traffic impacts disclosed by the DEIS may be understated and 
inaccurate. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-12: Consultations on the standard shared street requirements and likely 
configurations were undertaken with NYCDOT during the preparation of 
the DEIS. Accordingly, the appropriate geometric and operational 
assumptions were incorporated into the DEIS analyses and the 
subsequent updates for the FEIS, both of which were reviewed and 
accepted by NYCDOT. Please refer to Chapter 14, “Transportation,” of 
the FEIS for specific features of shared streets as provided by NYCDOT. 
As stated in the DEIS and FEIS, although detailed designs for these 
shared streets have not advanced, they are envisioned to provide 
additional public spaces for pedestrians while continuing to 
accommodate local vehicular access and delivery needs. 

Comment 14-13: The subway line haul and station element impacts identified in the DEIS 
could be relieved by the Penn Station Master Plan study and Penn Station 
expansion since both these initiatives might expand opportunities for 
subway riders to access stations and connect from regional rail services. 
However, we do not know the extent of relief that would be provided by 
the Penn Station Master Plan study and Penn Station expansion because 
of segmentation. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-13: The commenter’s assertion that the Penn Station Master Plan study and 
potential Penn Station expansion “might” result in additional relief on the 
identified subway line haul and station element impacts is incorrect. The 
DEIS analyses account for the increased ridership that is projected to 
occur as a result of a potential expansion of Penn Station, in order to study 
the cumulative effects of the Proposed Project with the potential 
expansion to the extent practicable. Similarly, the DEIS analyses took 
into account both the reconstruction of Penn Station and the potential 
Penn Station expansion to the extent practicable when exploring subway 
station improvement and mitigation measures. Please refer to the 
response to Comment CT-13 regarding segmentation.  

Comment 14-14: Some of the pedestrian impacts identified in the DEIS could be relieved 
by the enhanced public realm improvements proposed in the revised GPP. 
Further, the Penn Station Master Plan study and Penn Station expansion 
may change the flow of pedestrians through the area, relieving pedestrian 
chokepoints in some areas but possibly exacerbating them in others. As 
such, the DEIS does not accurately disclose the project’s adverse impacts 
and needs to have a Supplemental DEIS. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-14: As stated in the response to Comment 14-7, the FEIS has been revised to 
account for the Proposed Revisions, which account for the comments and 
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recommendations of the CACWG. The Proposed Revisions would not 
result in any significant adverse impacts that were not already adequately 
addressed in the DEIS; therefore, an SEIS is not warranted. The FEIS 
nonetheless provides updates to these previously disclosed impacts. The 
potential effects of the design and interior configuration of the Penn 
Station reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion will be 
thoroughly addressed in the NEPA reviews for those projects. However, 
certain anticipated elements that may affect pedestrian flows to the 
interconnecting subway stations and above-grade sidewalks and 
crosswalks have been evaluated in the EIS to the extent practicable. 
Specifically, the transportation analyses in the DEIS and the FEIS 
account for the increased ridership that would materialize with the 
completion of the potential Penn Station expansion and developed 
assumptions for where the riders would travel upon arriving in Penn 
Station in consultation with MTA.  

Comment 14-15: Mitigation for the significant adverse transportation impacts does not 
resolve all of the GPP impacts. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-15: As stated in the DEIS and FEIS, improvement measures were explored 
to mitigate the projected impacts to the extent practicable. Those that 
could not be fully mitigated were appropriately disclosed in Chapter 23, 
“Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.” With the long build-out of the Proposed 
Project ESD has committed to undertake a post-approval Transportation 
Monitoring Plan that would assess real world traffic and pedestrian 
conditions at future points in time and coordinate with NYCDOT to 
determine, using conclusions and recommendations made as part of this 
process, whether the mitigation measures identified in the FEIS should 
be adjusted at those times and, if necessary, modify the mitigations 
proposed in the FEIS. Even with the Transportation Monitoring Plan and 
subsequent mitigation adjustments, however, it is anticipated that the 
Proposed Project would result in unmitigated significant adverse 
transportation impacts.  

Comment 14-16: The plan does not seem to anticipate decreased traffic through Penn 
Station as a result of the East Side Access for the LIRR, which will open 
soon. What are the expected impacts of ESA on the neighborhood around 
Penn Station? (Sheran_390) 

Response 14-16: East Side Access is a background project (planned for completion in 
December 2022) that was assumed to be complete and accounted for in 
the DEIS analyses. Its effects, along with those attributed to other 
anticipated area changes, such as Penn Station Access, which would 
introduce Metro-North Railroad service at Penn Station, were all included 
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in both the DEIS’s No Action and With Action analyses (see DEIS 
Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework”). 

Comment 14-17: The traffic increase for all modes of transportation would be extremely 
high, ranging from 500% to 1000%. The proposal includes modest 
subway access and new egress improvements, but it fails to demonstrate 
that it will mitigate the transit adverse impact in an already acutely 
congested area. The DEIS concludes that there will be no impact to bus 
ridership; a conclusion that CB5 disagrees with. CB5 requests that bus 
ridership be evaluated. The proposal does not have a comprehensive plan 
for vehicular traffic, especially to address congestion caused by MSG 
patrons. It is unclear whether the projections are based solely on the 
increased density caused by the 10 new buildings, or whether they 
account for Penn Station improvements and expansion, as well as other 
land use actions (Macy’s upzoning) as each action would further increase 
traffic. (Barbero et al_754) 

Response 14-17: Penn Station is the busiest commuter rail facility in the nation, serving 
more than 600,000 daily passengers in 2019. Its adjacent 34th Street 
subway stations (at Herald Square, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue) 
have ridership levels that are among the top 10 of the 472 stations in New 
York City. As such, travel to/from the area is made primarily by rail and 
subway. The area is also served by PATH and intercity buses from the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal, as well as more than 10 local and several 
inter-borough express bus routes. In consideration of the above and 
pursuant to guidelines prescribed in the CEQR Technical Manual, the 
DEIS concluded, with concurrence from the City’s transit operating 
agency, NYCT, that an evaluation of bus ridership levels was not 
warranted and the Proposed Project would not have the potential to result 
in significant adverse bus line-haul impacts. The Proposed Project 
includes extensive transit improvements to Penn Station’s 
interconnecting subway stations, including the development of the 
Underground Concourse Network and new entrances to Penn Station at 
each of the GPP’s eight development sites. To more comprehensively 
address the subway station impacts identified in the DEIS, additional 
connections and circulation improvements have been incorporated into 
the Proposed Project and studied in the FEIS. Where impacts were 
identified after accounting for these improvements, additional measures 
were explored to mitigate the impacts to the extent practicable. Please 
also refer to the response to Comment 14-26 regarding the potential for 
unmitigated transit impacts. 

The level of traffic increase quoted in the comment, 500% to 1000%, is 
grossly overstated and not supported by the data and analyses presented 
in the DEIS. Although the new trips resulting from the Proposed Project 
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would primarily be via public transportation, there would also be new 
auto and taxi trips. The DEIS includes an analysis of the effects of these 
trips and where impacts were identified, recommended improvement 
measures to mitigate those impacts to the extent practicable. However, 
devising a comprehensive plan for vehicular traffic in midtown 
Manhattan is not an objective of the Proposed Project and is not required 
as part of the SEQRA review. Additionally, while MSG activities are part 
of the baseline condition onto which project-generated activities were 
overlaid to assess potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project, 
mitigating congestion issues caused by the MSG activities is outside the 
scope of the DEIS. Regarding the framework of the transportation impact 
analyses, the DEIS identified nearly 80 future development projects that 
are expected to occur independent of the Proposed Project and detailed 
how trips associated with these projects were accounted for in the future 
No Action analyses. The results of these No Action analyses form the 
future baseline against which potential impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project (With Action condition) were assessed. As for the 
potential Penn Station expansion and related improvements, those 
projects were conservatively accounted for under the With Action 
condition. Most notably, because the station expansion and related 
improvements would facilitate the projected growth in commuter rail 
ridership to materialize at Penn Station, the corresponding ridership 
increases were considered incremental impacts of the Proposed Project.  

TRAFFIC 

Comment 14-18: The impact of MSG operations must be taken in account when planning 
for the surrounding streets and sidewalks, including current—including 
customer flow and loading operations. (Gottfried et al_069) 

The proposal does not have a comprehensive plan for vehicular traffic, 
especially to address congestion caused by MSG patrons. (CB5_002) 

Response 14-18: The Proposed Project does not include any changes to MSG operations, 
which are part of the existing and future No Action conditions. To the 
extent MSG activities are part of these conditions, they are accounted for 
in the DEIS analyses. However, the study of MSG’s customer flow and 
loading operations are beyond the scope of the DEIS studies. 

Comment 14-19: I am afraid that we will endure a substantial and disruptive amount of 
traffic congestion as a result of this development, hindering quality of 
life. (Oddo_019, Rosenblum_655, Santore_578) 
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Although well intentioned, the plan to open West 33rd Street to 
pedestrians will permanently clog and pollute West 29th Street with even 
more traffic. (Luskin_593) 

Response 14-19: The DEIS includes a detailed evaluation of the potential traffic impacts 
resulting from the Proposed Project. Where impacts were identified, 
measures were explored to mitigate those impacts to the extent 
practicable. Furthermore, as described in FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” 
because of the Proposed Project’s long build-out and the extent and 
significance of the transportation-related impacts identified, ESD in 
coordination with the New York City Department of Transportation 
(DOT), would require developers for the Proposed Project to undertake a 
future transportation monitoring plan (TMP). The TMP studies, which 
would be undertaken at several development milestones, are expected to 
evaluate actual project-generated demand and background conditions 
during various stages of project development and occupancy and would 
consider adjusting the identified mitigation strategies as appropriate to 
address traffic and pedestrian issues at those points in time. Additionally, 
as stated in the DEIS and FEIS, shared street operations would be added 
to West 33rd Street between Sixth and Ninth Avenues as part of the 
Proposed Project, subject to NYCDOT approval. These changes would 
allow for improved pedestrian experience on the subject roadway 
segments. Although detailed designs for the West 33rd Street shared 
streets are not  yet available, it is envisioned to provide additional public 
spaces for pedestrians while continuing to accommodate local vehicular 
access and delivery needs. Furthermore, because of Plaza 33, West 33rd 
Street does not serve through traffic like West 29th Street or other nearby 
crosstown streets. For this reason, most vehicles traveling on West 33rd 
Street within the Project Area are local in nature and are not expected to 
divert to other parallel crosstown streets with the shared street 
improvements. Hence, proposed changes are not expected to result in 
substantial diversions to West 29th Street. 

Comment 14-20: Does an evolved use of the curb (e.g. more rideshare pickup spaces, 
reduced parking, scooter shares, etc.) impact any of the 
traffic/transportation assessment? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-20: The DEIS analyses considered known future projects, including bike 
lanes, sidewalk extensions, and related curbside regulation/usage changes 
planned and currently undertaken by NYCDOT, in the development of 
future baseline (No Action) conditions. The referenced evolved use of the 
curb would be subject to NYCDOT review and approvals to ensure that 
the projects would not adversely affect adjacent traffic and pedestrian 
movements. 
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Comment 14-21: Are rideshares evaluated in taxi or in cars assessment? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-21: The DEIS did not separately evaluate rideshares in the assessment of 
traffic operations (including the movement of cars and taxis). However, 
the DEIS’s trip projections took into account ridesharing for autos and 
taxis by applying the vehicle occupancy metrics from the most recent 
census data and approved studies for different land uses comprising the 
Proposed Project. 

Comment 14-22: Thirty-first and 33rd Streets, the two streets slated to become shared 
streets, will have pedestrians mingling with tractor trailers loading and 
unloading equipment from MSG. These competing uses would be very 
dangerous. (Achelis_108) 

Response 14-22: West 33rd Street between Eighth Avenue and Plaza 33 has recently been 
operating as a shared street. With the Proposed Project, this street could 
be further developed with shared street design elements and features, 
which focus on calming traffic and transforming the space for safe usage 
by various road users, including cars, delivery vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians. These changes would be subject to review and approvals by 
NYCDOT and take into consideration the existing and future operational 
needs of MSG. With respect to the potential shared street on West 31st 
Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, this shared street was not 
considered in the DEIS but was included in the Proposed Revisions in 
response to comments and recommendations provided by the CACWG. 
As requested, ESD has conveyed the concept to NYCDOT for its 
consideration and qualitatively studied its anticipated effects in the FEIS. 
Implementation of the West 31st Street shared street, if approved by 
NYCDOT, would be subject to further assessments, design, and 
approvals by NYCDOT. 

Comment 14-23: The proposed project would make the continued abundance of traffic in 
the area for those commuting to the Lincoln Tunnel or to get to the West 
Side Highway even worse. (Dent-Rivera_363) 

Response 14-23: Portals and major roadways, such as the Lincoln Tunnel and the West 
Side Highway, regularly accommodate high traffic volumes for most 
hours of the day. The Proposed Project would add density to an area with 
the greatest level of travel via public transportation in the nation and 
introduce transit improvements to accommodate the related increases in 
travel and general growth in transit ridership. The DEIS also provided a 
detailed analysis of a large study area of traffic intersections, including 
those feeding to/from the Lincoln Tunnel and the West Side Highway. 
Where significant impacts were identified, potential improvements were 
recommended to mitigate those impacts to the extent practicable.  
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TRANSIT 

Comment 14-24: Bus line haul analysis was deemed not needed in the DEIS; a conclusion 
that CB5 disagrees with. Can bus line haul analysis be included? 
(CB5_002) 

The failure to truly account for the influx of additional users of Penn 
Station, as well as employees at the proposed towers who do not travel 
to/from Penn Station, is a fundamental flaw in the DEIS. The 
transportation chapter states that “based on a detailed assignment of 
project-generated bus trips in consultation with NYCT, it was determined 
that none of the express or local bus routes serving the study area would 
incur 50 or more peak hour riders in a single direction” (14-6). The 
chapter continues that because of that determination, “a detailed bus line-
haul analysis is not warranted and the Proposed Project is not expected to 
result in any significant adverse bus line-haul impacts.” This is 
inconsistent with the DEIS’ astonishingly low projection of up to 22,000 
new pedestrians in the area, and ignores the fact that not every user of the 
ten new megatowers will be coming through Penn Station. (Harris_697) 

ESD did not undertake a detailed analysis of the impacts on the several 
local and regional bus routes within the Penn Station area because it 
determined that none of them would generate more than 50 peak riders in 
a single direction. This conclusion merits further analysis given the scale 
of redevelopment proposed for 2038 and the possibility that worsened 
traffic conditions may also compromise the performance of bus routes. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-24: As detailed in both the DEIS and FEIS, the impact analyses accounted 
for all trips associated with the new development associated with the 
Proposed Project as well as projected future commuter rail ridership 
increases that would result from the substantial increase in train service 
an expansion to Penn Station would allow. The analyses distributed these 
trips to all modes of transportation (i.e., auto, taxi, subway, commuter 
rail, PATH, bus, and walk) as appropriate. Penn Station is the busiest 
commuter rail station in the nation, serving more than 600,000 daily 
passengers in 2019. The adjacent 34th Street subway stations (at Herald 
Square, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue) have ridership levels that 
are among the top 10 of the 472 stations in New York City. As such, 
travel to/from the area is made primarily by rail and subway. The area is 
also served by PATH rail service and intercity buses from the Port 
Authority Bus Terminal, as well as more than 10 local and several inter-
borough express bus routes. In consideration of the above and pursuant 
to guidelines prescribed in the CEQR Technical Manual, the DEIS 
concluded, with concurrence from MTA that an evaluation of bus 
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ridership levels was not warranted and the Proposed Project would not 
have the potential to result in significant adverse bus line-haul impacts. 
MTA, the expert public transportation agency for bus service in New 
York City, reviewed the technical analyses and concurred that the 
Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on 
bus ridership. It is unclear what the statement “the DEIS’s astonishingly 
low projection of up to 22,000 new pedestrians in the area” is in reference 
to. Table 14-15 of the DEIS showed that the incremental peak hour trip 
generation for the GPP development sites would range from 22,586 to 
23,551 person trips. These trips were distributed across several 
transportation modes (i.e., auto, taxi, subway, rail, PATH, bus, and walk) 
as appropriate. In addition, the increased commuter rail ridership 
projected to materialize as a result of a potential Penn Station expansion 
would result in an addition of another approximately 25,000 to 27,000 
person trips during the AM and PM peak hours. These trips would 
similarly be distributed across several transportation modes after arriving 
in Penn Station. All of these trips were accounted for in the DEIS’s traffic, 
transit, and pedestrian analyses, and these analyses did not ignore “the 
fact that not every user of the ten new megatowers will be coming through 
Penn Station.” 

The Proposed Project incorporated numerous transit improvements and 
the DEIS provided a comprehensive evaluation of the circulation 
elements serving all three 34th Street subway stations in the Penn Station 
area. Please refer to the response to Comment 14-1 regarding the 
inclusion of the additional users of Penn Station in the DEIS’ 
transportation analyses. 

Comment 14-25: Page 14-36 lists the O5/ O6 stair between the southernmost Downtown 
local platform and the 32ndSt underpass/Control Area 135 as needing 
analysis by NYCT, where is that analysis in the DEIS? Why is the 7th 
Ave mezzanine-level stairway O5/O6 not included as a recommended 
transit improvement to the 7th Ave 34th St subway station? Why is the 
7th Ave mezzanine -level stairway O5/O6 not included as a required 
transit improvement to the 7th Ave 34th St subway station for the 
developer of Site 7? In Figure 14-9 (DEIS, Transportation p. 42 of 184), 
within the 32nd St Subpassage diagram, there is a note next to Stair 
O5/O6 that says “STAIRS BARRICADED AS PER 2 CONTRACT C-
52038”. Does this contract prevent Stair O5/O6 from being either 
widened or redesigned for a greater flow of traffic? Is a widening of Stair 
O5/O6 within the 7th Ave 34th St subway station included in the Penn 
Station Master Plan study? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-25: The analysis details, including those for the O5/O6 stair, are summarized 
in DEIS Appendix F. In the DEIS, the widening of the O5/O6 stair was 
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considered a part of the Penn Station Master Plan study and was therefore 
included in the background No Action conditions. Based on consultations 
between MTA, ESD, and Vornado following the publication of the DEIS, 
it was determined that the widening (and relocation) of the O5/O6 stair 
together with several other newly conceived improvements should be an 
improvement constructed concurrently with the construction of Site 7 
(and part of the With Action condition) and be expected to materialize 
with the completion of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project. This change has 
been reflected in the updates made for the FEIS. The referenced 
“contract” note was from a dated drawing. There are no contracts that 
would prevent Stair O5/O6 from being widened or redesigned for a 
greater flow of traffic. 

Comment 14-26: By 2038, of the 103 station elements evaluated in the DEIS (platforms, 
stairways, escalators, elevators, entrances, turnstiles, and gates) across 
three stations, about one-third—primarily stairways—will still operate 
over capacity. Users would at best experience a slowdown and be unable 
to navigate freely due to congestion. Half of the subway lines that serve 
these stations (A, D, M, 1, 2, and 3) will experience overcrowding, with 
the busiest line—the 2/3—expected to operate at 36 percent above 
capacity at peak hours. Because of New York City (NYCT) limitations 
in modifying service improvements, these impacts may continue to go 
unmitigated. (Devaney_692) 

Response 14-26: Subsequent to the preparation of the DEIS, an underground concourse 
network and several other station circulation improvements have been 
included as part of the Proposed Project, as discussed in Chapter 1, 
“Project Description.” The updated analyses prepared for the FEIS 
indicate that the number of impacted station elements would decrease by 
17 in the AM peak hour and by 10 in the PM peak hour compared to the 
DEIS. Where impacts are identified, additional measures are explored to 
mitigate the impacts to the extent practicable. Regarding the subway lines 
serving the 34th Street subway stations adjacent to Penn Station, the 
DEIS indicated that refinements to the impact analyses may be made for 
the FEIS. With the guidance of MTA, the revised analyses, as presented 
in the FEIS, showed that the M line would no longer incur significant 
adverse impacts but the E line would. The commenter is correct in that if 
these impacts were to materialize, some may continue to be unmitigated 
due to the system’s limitations to incorporate service improvements.  

Comment 14-27: The GPP must incorporate comprehensive transit and pedestrian 
improvements that fully address access and circulations issues in and 
around Penn Station. Mitigation measures must be incorporated along 
with modifications to the plan to ensure these impacts are minimized. We 
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expect these changes and evaluations to be included in the FEIS. 
(Devaney_692) 

Response 14-27: As stated above in the response to Comment 14-25, the Proposed Project 
would include many station circulation improvements. These changes are 
reflected in the FEIS analyses, which indicate overall improved 
circulation of pedestrians through the three stations, as well as on-street, 
especially across Seventh Avenue. As described in Chapter 23, 
“Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” of the FEIS, in the event that certain 
mitigation measures are deemed impracticable and/or transportation 
analysis conditions change such that no other practicable mitigation 
measures can be identified, then there could be additional impacts that 
would be unmitigated. 

PEDESTRIANS 

Comment 14-28: Overall the sidewalk enlargement scheme is not sufficient to 
accommodate the projected foot traffic. (Achelis_108) 

A neighborhood thrives on quirks. Also, where do you expect all the 
occupants of these buildings to find room to walk at street level? The 
sidewalks are already over-congested. (MacDonald_181) 

The traffic impacts outlined and underestimated in the DEIS are not, 
according to that document, going to be mitigated. Rather than consider 
alternatives that would mitigate traffic impacts, the DEIS concludes that 
the Proposed Project will result in significant adverse impacts over 70% 
of intersections within the Project Area. Similarly, pedestrian impacts are 
forecast to be significant with a projected increase of 20,000 to 22,000 
new pedestrians at the Project Area by 2038, resulting in adverse impacts 
at 81 percent of crosswalks within the Project Area. Lastly, but crucially, 
the DEIS cannot possibly account for the impact of subway elevators and 
escalators required for universal accessibility until the location, size, and 
configuration of the revitalized Penn Station are known. That the GPP 
outlines potential locations for subway elevators is ridiculous considering 
the location of the platforms that will be served by these elevators remains 
a mystery. What is certain, however, is that the location of this crucial 
infrastructure has a significant impact on both pedestrian and traffic flow 
at street level. (Harris_697) 

Response 14-28: The proposed sidewalk space improvements were studied in the DEIS 
together with the projected increases in foot traffic. As demonstrated by 
the analysis results, most locations surrounding the development sites 
would experience improved pedestrian conditions. The DEIS also 
concluded that many of the study area intersections and crosswalks would 
incur significant adverse impacts as a result of the Proposed Project. 
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Feasible improvement measures were explored, as presented in Chapter 
22, “Mitigation,” of the DEIS to mitigate those impacts to the extent 
practicable. As shown, approximately one-third of these identified 
impacts could be fully mitigated. This was done not only for traffic 
intersections and pedestrian elements, but also for transit facilities, 
including station fare control areas (turnstiles) and circulation elements 
(i.e., stairs and escalators). It should also be noted that the station 
improvements associated with the proposed project are expected to 
substantially improve accessibility with almost a doubling of the existing 
number of elevators in the three adjacent 34th Street subway stations. The 
development of the Proposed Project buildings would also facilitate the 
opportunity to bring many of these subway station access and circulation 
elements, including elevators and escalators, into building easements, 
thereby creating additional pedestrian space on the adjacent City 
sidewalks. These planned changes were all accounted for in the DEIS 
analyses. Since the publication of the DEIS, the Proposed Revisions have 
reduced the density of the Proposed Project and added more pedestrian 
and transit improvements. The results of these changes are presented in 
the FEIS. The Penn Station reconstruction project, which would focus on 
potential changes within Penn Station, would introduce additional 
improvements to connectivity and accessibility. The commenter is 
incorrect that the location of subway platforms is unknown. The transit 
improvements have been developed in consultation with MTA and 
account for existing infrastructure such as subway station platforms. 
Furthermore, the transportation analyses in the DEIS and the FEIS 
account for the increased ridership that would materialize with the 
completion of the potential Penn Station expansion and developed 
assumptions for where the riders would travel upon arriving in Penn 
Station in consultation with MTA. 

BICYCLES 

Comment 14-29: DEIS, Page S-18, second to last sentence states: “As part of the 
development of Sites 1, 2, and 3, the Proposed Project would 
accommodate bicycle lanes between Sixth and Ninth Avenues along 
West 31st Street.” What analysis has been done by NYCDOT for a bike 
lane on these blocks? What is the analysis for a bike lane on the 6th to 
7th Ave block of West 31st St specifically? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-29: As described in DEIS Chapter 14, “Transportation,” bicycle lane 
improvements are proposed on West 31st Street between Sixth and 
Eighth Avenues as part of the Proposed Project. A new one-way parking-
protected bicycle lane would be provided on the south curb of West 31st 
Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and between Eighth and Ninth 
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Avenues, and a new two-way parking-protected bicycle lane would be 
provided on the south curb of West 31st Street between Seventh and 
Eighth Avenues. The two-way bicycle lane would provide improved 
circulation around Penn Station and a connection between the bicycle 
lanes on Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The typical cross-section on West 
31st Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and between Eighth and 
Ninth Avenues would include a four-foot bicycle lane, a three-foot buffer, 
two eight-foot parking lanes, and one 11-foot travel lane. The cross-
section on West 31st Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues would 
include two five-foot bike lanes, a three-foot buffer, two eight-foot 
parking lanes, and one 11-foot travel lane. The above configurations were 
reviewed with NYCDOT and incorporated into the traffic analyses. More 
detailed design and study efforts would need to be undertaken during the 
development of Sites 1, 2, and 3 for NYCDOT review and approvals prior 
to implementation. 

OTHER 

Comment 14-30: NYCDOT is heavily implicated in what is included in the DEIS. How do 
they feel about all this? Are they on board to do everything laid out for 
them in this document? (CB5_002) 

Response 14-30: ESD and its consultants coordinated closely with NYCDOT during the 
preparation of the DEIS and the coordination efforts continued with the 
preparation of the FEIS. NYCDOT’s review and concurrence of the 
revisions made in the FEIS was memorialized in writing in an approval 
letter dated June 22, 2022.  

PARKING 

Comment 14-31: The DEIS should also consider whether and to what extent eliminating 
accessory parking from the planned developments on Sites 6, 7, and 8 
will reduce the adverse impact of the Proposed Project. The Proposed 
Project is lauded as a transit-oriented development centered around Penn 
Station but anticipates accessory parking on Sites 6, 7, and 8. Considering 
the purpose of this project, the DEIS should consider an alternative that 
includes no accessory parking. Eliminating parking services both 
environmental and cost-savings goals and can facilitate further expansion 
of the subterranean public transportation improvements at these sites. 
Moreover, the number of spaces belie any claim that they are a 
meaningful accessory to the proposed offices as there are far too few to 
accommodate the projected number of office workers. (Harris_697) 

Response 14-31: As detailed in the DEIS, the Proposed Project would displace a 
substantial number of existing parking spaces. The small number of new 
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accessory parking spaces at some of the development sites would only 
replenish a fraction of this displaced supply. While the transit-oriented 
nature of the Penn Station area is conducive to travel primarily via transit, 
there would still be a small portion of travel by auto, the parking demand 
of which would be partially met at these small accessory parking 
facilities. 

Comment 14-32: The reduction in parking is very significant. The DEIS determined that 
the buildout will result in a severe undersupply of parking in the Penn 
Station area but also correctly observed that this shortage does not 
constitute a significant impact under CEQR Guidelines due to the 
availability of other modes of transportation. But the shortage of parking 
can also lead to higher volumes of cars in search of parking and those 
higher volumes of traffic can in turn impede the flows of public bus 
routes. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 14-32: As described in DEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” a main objective 
of the Proposed Project is to create “a comprehensive redevelopment 
initiative to … address substandard and insanitary conditions” around 
Penn Station “by facilitating redevelopment of a cohesive, transit-
oriented mixed-use district providing much-needed transportation and 
public realm improvements in the area.” The Penn Station area is the 
nation’s busiest transportation hub and already has among the highest 
level of transit usage in New York City. The Proposed Project’s planned 
improvements to the area’s public transportation infrastructure would 
further enhance travel to/from the area via transit. The assertion of the 
shortage of parking possibly leading to excessive circulation that would 
“impede the flows of public bus routes” has no basis. Rather, as stated in 
the CEQR Technical Manual, the parking shortfall would be 
accommodated at a greater walking distance from the subject location. 
But the real benefit from the Proposed Project’s public transportation 
investments would be a long-term, sustained increase in transit use and a 
corresponding decrease in parking demand. This change in travel 
behavior, however, was conservatively not assumed in the impact 
analyses prepared for the DEIS. Future Transportation Monitoring Plan 
efforts that would be required as part of the Proposed Project’s approvals 
would evaluate actual project-generated demand and background 
conditions during various stages of project development and occupancy. 

Comment 14-33: The loss of the parking spaces that would be provided in the proposed 
development of 340 West 31st Street / Block 754, Lot 63 in the No Action 
condition must be accounted for in the traffic and parking analysis. 
(Gordon_344) 
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Response 14-33: Please refer to the responses to Comments 1-67 and 2-20 regarding the 
No Action condition at Block 754, Lot 63. The displacement of the 
parking facility in the With Action condition is accounted for in the EIS. 
Project-generated trips were not assigned to this location and the related 
loss in parking supply has been accounted for in the EIS’s parking 
analysis. 

AIR QUALITY 

Comment 15-1: What kind of pollution is this project going to create for people who, like 
myself, live in Chelsea? (Stewart_208) 

Response 15-1: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” the air quality analysis 
considered the potential for air quality impacts from mobile source 
emissions of particulate matter (PM) and carbon monoxide (CO) from 
roadway vehicles at locations in the study area projected to have the 
highest levels of incremental traffic, and, therefore, where the greatest air 
quality impacts and maximum changes in concentrations would be 
expected. While concentrations of pollutants are anticipated to increase 
at locations adjacent to roadways, the Proposed Project would not result 
in a significant air quality impact at these locations or other locations in 
Chelsea near the Project Area.  

Furthermore, the air quality analysis also considered the potential for air 
quality impacts from stationary sources. As part of the Proposed Project, 
ESD would require that all buildings be designed to operate with fully 
electric heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems with 
the only on-site emission sources being emergency back-up generators 
(per New York City Department of Buildings requirements). Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not result in any significant pollutant 
emissions. During construction, as described in Chapter 20, 
“Construction," of the FEIS, an emissions reduction program would be 
implemented for the Proposed Project to minimize the effects of 
construction activities on the surrounding community. Construction of 
the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse air quality 
impacts due to construction sources. 

Comment 15-2: Without supportive calculation and modeling files submitted, none of the 
air quality assessment assumptions, modeling inputs or modeling results 
can be properly vetted. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 15-2: The methodologies used in the air quality analyses are described in 
Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” of the DEIS. 
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Comment 15-3: The Air Quality Chapter is unclear regarding predicted exceedances of 
the annual PM2.5 CEQR de minimis neighborhood scale criterion for 
mobile sources. Exceedances of the criterion are shown in tables, and the 
text indicates the criterion is exceeded at multiple intersections under the 
No Action and With Action scenarios. However, the text also states that 
the exceedances are ‘limited to the immediate areas around the 
intersections.’ The text needs to be clarified regarding the location of the 
predicted exceedances, since the annual PM2.5 CEQR de minimis 
neighborhood scale criterion for mobile sources is determined at a 
distance of approximately 15 meters from a roadway corridor. If 
exceedances were predicted at applicable receptor locations, a discussion 
of mitigation is needed, as exceedances of CEQR de minimis criteria are 
considered significant, regardless of whether the NAAQS is exceeded.  

Table 15-28 shows an exceedance of the 24-hour PM2.5 CEQR de 
minimis criterion due to mobile sources at the intersection of 6th Avenue 
and W. 31st Street under the 2038 With Action Condition. The CEQR 
Technical Manual requires a discussion of this predicted impact and all 
practicable measures that will be undertaken to mitigate this significant 
impact. Exceedances of the CEQR de minimis criteria are always 
considered significant, regardless of whether there are any predicted 
NAAQS exceedances. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 15-3: The assessment of the increase in annual-average PM2.5 concentrations 
compared to CEQR’s annual de minimis criterion is intended to evaluate 
neighborhood-scale impacts, and is determined based on the difference 
between the maximum predicted No Action concentration of all receptors 
and the maximum predicted With Action concentration at all such 
receptors. Because of this, exceedances are generally evaluated for the 
entire intersection and its immediate surroundings, rather than at discrete 
locations.  

As presented in the DEIS, while the maximum incremental 
concentrations for the 24-hour and annual-average PM2.5 concentrations 
were predicted to exceed the CEQR Technical Manual de minimis criteria 
at one or more intersections, the de minimis criteria by itself is not a direct 
indicator of unhealthy air quality. When added to the measured 
background concentrations at the nearest representative DEC monitoring 
station, the maximum total concentration at each intersection for each 
averaging period is well below the PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. Therefore, the exceedances of the PM2.5 de minimis criteria at 
these intersections would not constitute a significant adverse air quality 
impact. 

Furthermore, the prediction of future PM2.5 concentrations from the 
Proposed Project are based on very conservative assumptions of future 
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traffic conditions and vehicle emissions (in particular, the analysis does not 
assume any significant shift in the use of electric vehicles by the 2033 or 
2044 analysis years). When accounting for these and other factors, the 
incremental PM2.5 concentrations from the Proposed Project’s mobile 
sources are expected to be significantly reduced compared to current 
projections. 

Comment 15-4: It is not sufficient to state that any diesel engine generators would only 
be used for emergency purposes, and therefore no air quality assessment 
was performed. The number of hours per month that the generators are 
required to be exercised will dictate the need for an air quality assessment. 
At a minimum, a discussion must be added to the Air Quality chapter 
regarding the emergency generator testing requirements. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 15-4: Currently, there is no available design information as to the capacity and 
number of emergency generators that would be installed. However, 
emergency generators would be tested approximately once or twice per 
month for approximately one hour. Unlike stationary sources that require 
analysis per the CEQR Technical Manual, these engines would not be 
designed to generate commercial power for export to the electrical grid, 
or to power equipment on a continuous basis. In addition, emergency 
generators are considered as exempt sources of emissions under DEC 
permitting regulations, and are not required to obtain a work permit to 
construct from NYCDEP. The generators would be required to meet all 
applicable emission standards. Given the very limited frequency and 
duration of operation, concentrations of regulated pollutants would not 
be anticipated to exceed NAAQS; therefore, as discussed in the DEIS, no 
air quality analysis was required for these sources. 

Comment 15-5: Page 15-40 indicates that receptors showing NAAQS or CEQR de 
minimis exceedances on the eastern facades of development sites 5, 6, 
and 7 as a result of the CHP Plant at 1 Penn Plaza were excluded, as 
concentrations would be lower than that predicted by AERMOD due to 
the building’s bulk. If exceedances were predicted by AERMOD at these 
building facades, they need to be disclosed within the air quality 
document, and appropriate mitigation needs to be discussed.(CB5_002, 
Weinstock_575) 

Response 15-5: As presented in the DEIS, restrictions have been proposed to prohibit 
operable windows or air intakes at the elevations where concentrations of 
pollutants were predicted to exceed applicable air quality standards. 
These measures would be binding and avoid any significant air quality 
impact. Furthermore, the FEIS has been revised to reflect the Proposed 
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Project’s commitment to all-electric buildings, which would not have 
fossil-fuel fired heat and hot water equipment. Overall, most of the air 
quality restrictions proposed in the DEIS are no longer required since 
there would no longer be emissions from this equipment; accordingly, the 
FEIS has been updated to reflect this change. 

Comment 15-6: On November 11, 2021, the ESD released the ESD Staff Proposed 
Revisions to the GPP. These revisions included changes in the massing 
for 6 of the 8 sites for the preferred alternative (and an alternative that 
changed 7 of the 8 sites). Further, the revisions included changing a 
portion of 31st Street into a shared street and a substantial reduction of 
parking (from over 2,500 spaces to no more than 800).  

Changes in the proposed massing will alter the AERMOD modeling input 
values related to emission source strengths and building profiles (e.g., air 
circulation in and around buildings referred to as building downwash). 
While the overall project size decreases by about 7%, the impact of the 
building massing changes needs to be evaluated. Further, the 
transformation of a portion of 31st Street into a shared street will reduce 
capacity and will increase congestion at nearby intersections. Finally, the 
significant reduction in parking may also cause increased congestion 
throughout the roadway network. These changes to the project will 
require reevaluation to disclose air quality impacts and outline steps to 
mitigate those air quality impacts. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 15-6: The Proposed Revisions also include a commitment to all-electric 
buildings, which would not have fossil-fuel fired heat and hot water 
equipment. Therefore, the proposed changes in building massing in the 
Proposed Revisions would not result any potential significant adverse air 
quality impacts from the Proposed Project. The potential air quality 
effects of the West 31st Street shared street are discussed in FEIS Chapter 
15, “Air Quality.” It is noted that the possible West 31st shared street is 
not part of the Proposed Project. Rather, it is a recommendation for 
further study by NYCDOT, which ESD made at the request of the 
CACWG.  

Comment 15-7: The Proposed Plan would make unhealthy air pollution worse. 
(Benstock_268) 

Response 15-7: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 15, “Air Quality,” the air quality analysis 
considered the potential for air quality impacts from mobile source 
emissions of particulate matter (PM) and carbon monoxide (CO) from 
roadway vehicles. While concentrations of pollutants are anticipated to 
increase at locations adjacent to roadways, the Proposed Project would 
not result in a significant air quality impact at these or any other locations. 
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Further, the Proposed Revisions include a commitment to all-electric 
buildings, which would not have fossil-fuel fired heat and hot water 
equipment. Therefore, there would not be the potential for significant 
adverse air quality impacts from the Proposed Project’s heat and hot 
water systems. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Comment 16-1: Net zero requirements for buildings should exclude the possibility of 
purchasing carbon offsets. With such a great undertaking, there is a real 
opportunity to exceed the energy conservation requirements of Local 
Law 97 and achieve a carbon negative Penn District. (Bottcher et al_147, 
Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038) 

Response 16-1: As discussed in the FEIS and in the Proposed Revisions, ESD would 
require that all buildings be designed to operate with fully electrified 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and hot water systems 
with the only on-site emission sources being emergency back-up 
generators (per NYCDOB requirements) and to meet New York City’s 
carbon intensity limits as enacted by Local Law 97. In addition to 
requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric HVAC and hot 
water systems, the Proposed Project buildings would be subject to 
additional sustainability requirements as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines.  

In order to conservatively estimate the GHG emissions associated with 
the fully electrified systems, the emission factors for the current electrical 
grid (as specified under Local Law 97) were used. Consequently, the 
Proposed Project is estimated to generate 89,250 metric tons CO2e per 
year under the Maximum Residential Scenario and 98,122 metric tons 
CO2e per year under the Maximum Commercial Scenario for the building 
energy use. Emissions estimates used in the FEIS conservatively do not 
account for energy efficiency measures that would be required under the 
New York City Energy Conservation Code that reduce the energy use per 
square foot of development and result in proportional decreases to GHG 
emissions. Furthermore, emissions from the fully electric buildings 
would be significantly or completely reduced as a 100 percent renewable 
grid is achieved. 

However, as New York City and New York State reduce the emissions 
associated with electricity generation and moves toward its goal of a 100 
percent renewable energy grid, the Proposed Project’s building emissions 
would similarly reflect a decrease in emissions and, assuming a 100 
percent renewable energy grid, ultimately be completely reduced. 
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Comment 16-2: How does the DEIS weigh the sustainability of existing structures and 
ability to retrofit them to make them as environmentally superior as new 
construction? (Revella-Hamilton_719, Tolbert_047) 

Response 16-2: As discussed in the DEIS, the last major building in the Project Area (1 
Penn Plaza) was constructed 50 years ago (1970–1972) and most 
buildings are approaching an anticipated building lifespan of 80 years –
the age at which building materials would require inspection and possible 
reconstruction or replacement. Based on the age and structural conditions 
of a typical building constructed in this timeframe, it is unlikely that 
retrofits of the buildings would be able to achieve the sustainability 
benefits of new construction associated with improved building façade 
enclosures, improved electrical and energy systems, and high efficiency 
fully electric HVAC and hot water systems. Providing the necessary level 
of thermal insulation, efficient distribution of interior heat, and 
retrofitting fossil-fuel fired heating systems would be costly and time 
consuming. In these cases, reconstruction or replacement is often the 
quickest and most practicable approach to improving the energy 
efficiency of buildings. Furthermore, the continued use of existing 
buildings would not meet one of the project’s goals to provide substantial 
new high-density commercial development proximate to Penn Station 
and public transportation. Additionally, retention of existing buildings 
does not permit or facilitate the needed public transportation and public 
realm improvements that can only be accomplished through the 
demolition of buildings, including their foundations, to create such 
improvements as widened subway platforms, widened sidewalks and 
major new entrances connecting seamlessly into Penn Station. 

Comment 16-3: The proposed new construction will use untold amounts of resources and 
take decades to reach carbon neutrality. (Radheshwar_610, NYLC_063, 
Schubert_574) 

Response 16-3: As discussed in FEIS Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change,” construction of the Proposed Project (including 
construction emissions associated with the expanded Penn Station and 
emissions associated with building demolition activities) are estimated to 
be approximately 1.5 million metric tons of CO2e.  As discussed in FEIS 
Chapter 16, the New York State Climate Leadership and Community 
Protection Act (CLCPA) Draft Scoping Plan identifies the need for 
widespread adoption of electric HVAC systems in order to achieve the 
State’s GHG emission reduction goals. By requiring the developers of the 
Proposed Project to use fully electric HVAC systems, ensuring the 
proposed developments meet the stringent emission reductions specified in 
LL97, and complying with the green/solar rooftop requirements imposed 
by the CMA, ESD expects that development in accordance with the GPP 
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would be entirely consistent with and not hinder or interfere with the 
attainment of the future statewide emissions limits established under the 
CLCPA. If regulations promulgated by DEC under the CLCPA 
recommend additional regulations to impose emission standards even more 
stringent than the City’s CMA, developers of the buildings that would be 
constructed under the Proposed Project would be required to comply with 
such CLCPA regulations.  

 

Comment 16-4: Demolishing solid, functioning, historic structures creates tons of waste 
and pollution and squanders those buildings’ embodied energy and 
carbon. (Calligeros_167, Radheshwar_610,) 

The senseless demolition of a building that could be upgraded, retrofitted, 
and modernized at far less cost, both environmentally and financially. 
How does such gross waste address the need for intelligent planning to 
reduce carbon emissions or provide affordable housing? (Bromm_146) 

Hugely concerning for all of us is the loss of the embodied carbon when 
the existing historic fabric is destroyed to make room for new 
skyscrapers. (Radheshwar_118) 

We do need to reuse what we have to be somewhat environmentally 
responsible. (Dantzler_124) 

The flawed energy analysis of demolition versus new construction is 
wrong. (Cameron_303) 

Response 16-4: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change,” construction waste during demolition would be 
diverted from landfills to the extent practicable by separating out 
materials for reuse and recycling, with a diversion target of minimum 75 
percent. Please refer to the response to Comment 16-2 regarding 
retrofitting existing buildings to implement sustainability measures. 

Comment 16-5: Demolition adds large carbon emissions to the environment. New 
construction has a huge carbon footprint. (Crawley_163) 

Massive demolition and the accompanying construction debris goes 
directly against the sustainability goals as stated in the plan. 
(Tolbert_047) 

The carbon footprint for building is enormous. (Koteen_176) 

The carbon footprint of building is enormous. According to the EPA, in 
2018 the United States generated 600 million tons of construction and 
demolition debris, making it the largest single component of landfill 
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waste, 40 percent. Ninety percent of construction debris results from 
demolition. (Koteen_269) 

The Plan Will Have a Massive Adverse Effect on the Environment and 
Will Exacerbate the Climate Change Problem. Where is the cost counted 
for all of the tons of embodied carbon/embodied energy embedded in the 
existing historic structures that will be destroyed if this project is 
approved? In its recent Greenest Building Report, the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation wrote that it takes 10 to 80 years for a new green 
building to recover the environmental cost of demolishing an existing 
one. (Vogel_654) 

Response 16-5: As discussed in FEIS Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change,” the proposed developments would incorporate fully 
electric HVAC and hot water systems and would meet the City’s 
emission intensity limits for buildings as enacted by Local Law 97. The 
development of high-density, transit-oriented, fully electric buildings 
with corresponding low emissions intensities is consistent with the 
sustainability goals for New York City and New York State.   

In addition to requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric 
HVAC and hot water systems, the Proposed Project buildings would be 
subject to additional sustainability requirements as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines for the Proposed Project, such as exceeding the LEED Gold 
standard.  

During construction, ESD would require development pursuant to the 
GPP to follow certain sustainability measures, which would include an 
extensive diesel emissions reduction program, as described in detail in 
Chapter 20, “Construction.” Recycled steel would most likely be used for 
most structural steel since the steel available in the region is mostly 
recycled. Some cement replacements such as fly ash and/or slag may also 
be used, and concrete content would be optimized to the extent feasible. 
Since the exact origin of these materials is unknown, the FEIS 
conservatively estimated emissions embodied in these materials to 
represent approximately 920,496 metric tons of CO2e. Construction 
waste would be diverted from landfills to the extent practicable by 
separating out materials for reuse and recycling. Construction of the 
Proposed Project (including construction emissions associated with the 
expanded Penn Station) is estimated to be approximately 1.5 million 
metric tons.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would minimize its carbon footprint both 
during and after construction. 
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Comment 16-6: The proposed ten high-rise towers, if built to modern standards, would 
almost certainly be constructed using reinforced concrete cores with sleek 
glass façades. Concrete has come under increasing criticism for the 
massive amount of carbon dioxide released into the atmosphere by the 
process used to manufacture it. Keeping many of the historic buildings 
that already exist would prevent the carbon emissions that are a byproduct 
of new construction. (Scott_044) 

What about the environmental consequences of the materials used for 
construction, such as sand for the concrete? (Petersen_209) 

Response 16-6: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change,” construction of the proposed developments is 
anticipated to require approximately 991,927 metric tons of cement 
across all buildings and is conservatively estimated to result in 
approximately 920,496 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. 
However, ESD will require development pursuant to the GPP to 
incorporate certain sustainability measures, which may include the use of 
recycled materials for core and shell components, materials produced 
regionally, rapidly renewable materials, certified sustainable wood 
products, and materials that contain recycled content (as appropriate). 
Recycled steel would most likely be used for most structural steel since 
the steel available in the region is mostly recycled. Some cement 
replacements such as fly ash and/or slag may also be used, and concrete 
content would be optimized to the extent feasible. Please refer to the 
response to Comment 16-2 regarding retrofitting existing buildings to 
implement sustainability measures. 

Comment 16-7: What level of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
certification will be required for building permits? (Crawley_163) 

The Penn Station Area must be designed and operated to anticipate the 
needs to achieve net zero in the decades ahead. Simply pursuing gold and 
platinum scores will not get us there. (Taylor_201) 

Of all the responsibilities this project must embrace, none is more 
important than addressing the challenge of achieving net-zero 
decarbonization. Climate change and climate action strategies must be at 
the forefront of each of these four projects. (Taylor_737) 

For a project of this magnitude, ESD must commit to adopting the most 
energy efficient and sustainable construction and operational practices to 
reduce energy demand, greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and heat island 
effect. We recommend adhering to Local Law 97, committing to LEED 
Interior Design and Construction (ID+C) Commercial Interiors rating 
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system version 4, and additional sustainable practices such as green roofs, 
pervious pavements, and vegetation in open spaces. (Devaney_692) 

We recommend the incorporation of all sustainability measures must be 
disclosed in the FEIS Greenhouse Gas Emissions evaluation, including 
how the development would conform with OneNYC 2050. 
(Devaney_692) 

Response 16-7: As discussed in FEIS Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change,”  the proposed developments would include sustainable 
design features to meet the City’s carbon intensity limits that are 
consistent with the design principals of LEED. Potential measures would 
include the construction of energy efficient buildings and the use of clean 
power. Furthermore, ESD would require that all buildings be designed to 
operate with fully electric heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) and hot water systems with the only on-site emission sources 
being emergency back-up generators (per NYCDOB requirements). 
Additionally, the proposed developments would be required to meet the 
City’s sustainability regulations to incorporate green roofs and/or rooftop 
solar photovoltaics as part of the building design—consistent with the 
sustainability policies and goals of New York City’s and New York State. 

In addition to requiring compliance with the CMA and fully electric 
HVAC and hot water systems, the Proposed Project buildings would be 
subject to additional sustainability requirements as set forth in the Design 
Guidelines for the Proposed Project such as exceeding the LEED Gold 
standard.  

 

Comment 16-8: The erection of these supertall buildings will create additional “urban 
canyons” that can aggravate the climate crisis by blocking cooling wind 
and locking in heat. This too must be a priority for all of us. (Oddo_359, 
Stern_345) 

Response 16-8: Temperature and wind effects within an urban canyon are primarily 
driven by the geometric conditions and orientation of the buildings and 
streets that make up the canyons. When compared to the street and 
building geometry in the No Action condition, the proposed project 
would not introduce additional deep urban canyons (urban canyons where 
the height of the surrounding buildings are more than twice the distance 
between the buildings) or lengthen any existing urban canyons. In 
addition, the additional buildings of the Proposed Project would result in 
substantially more incremental shadow compared to the future No Action 
condition, particularly within the Project Area (as discussed in Chapter 7, 
“Shadows”) and would consequently result in less solar radiation to be 
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absorbed. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to 
significantly impact the temperature. 

However, the Proposed Project would include elements to reduce the 
urban heat island effect. Proposed development would be required to 
meet the City’s sustainability regulations to incorporate green roofs 
and/or rooftop solar photovoltaics as part of the building design. The 
design of Site 7 is expected  to include elements of energy recovery 
systems—systems designed to capture waste heat energy before it leaves 
the building through a cooling tower or an exhaust louver—and 
minimized wasted heat energy.  

NOISE 

Comment 17-1: The DEIS Transportation section estimates a substantial amount of 
additional street traffic in the Project Area after 2038. What noise 
mitigations have been proposed for the residents on West 30th and West 
31st Streets between 6th and 7th Avenues? (CB5_002) 

The traffic noise is at an all time high and with this proposed project it 
would make it even worse. (Dent-Rivera_363) 

Response 17-1: As detailed in Chapter 17, “Noise,” residences along West 30th and West 
31st Streets are expected to experience an increase in noise levels which 
would be considered just noticeable and would slightly exceed the CEQR 
Technical Manual noise impact criteria. At the locations in the area where 
project impacts would be predicted to occur, most residences already 
have either double-glazed windows or storm windows, and many have 
some form of alternative ventilation (air conditioning). At the impacted 
locations, ESD would require the selected developer to make these types 
of noise mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and alternative 
ventilation) available at no cost for purchase and installation to owners of 
residences to the extent the measures are not already in place on their 
West 31st or West 30th Street frontage. The proposed mitigation is 
described in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” 

Comment 17-2: Based on the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual, noise impact is based on 
the increase over background noise levels. The noise chapter states that 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, background noise measurements could 
not be conducted. Therefore, noise measurements used for this study were 
obtained from the Expanded Moynihan/Penn Station Redevelopment 
project, which were collected in 2007 and 2008. The Expanded 
Moynihan/Penn Station Redevelopment noise measurement data was not 
provided as an appendix nor could PCA locate the study through an 
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internet search. Therefore, the validity of the noise measurement data 
could not be performed.  

Certified LaGuardia Airport meteorological data was reviewed for 
reported noise measurement periods. Without the backup noise 
measurement data it is not possible to determine which measurements 
were conducted on which particular day, however wind speeds 
documented during potential measurement periods on May 16, 2007 
exceeded the wind speed recommended for noise measurements as 
detailed within Section 331.2 of the CEQR Technical Manual. Certified 
meteorological data from January 10, 2008, January 15, 16, and 17, 2008 
also reported wind speeds above 12mph and precipitation on January 17, 
2008. Noise measurements conducted during periods with wind speeds 
exceeding CEQR Technical Manual recommendations or during any 
precipitation event are not valid and should be repeated during 
appropriate weather conditions. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 17-2: Procedures for the noise measurements conducted for the Expanded 
Moynihan/Penn Station Redevelopment project in 2007 and 2008 were 
based on guidelines outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual and ANSI 
Standard S1.13-2005. Additionally, measurements were not conducted at 
LaGuardia Airport – the historical weather data referenced along the 
Flushing Bay is not likely representative of the conditions in the dense 
urban core of Manhattan during the time of the measurements. 

Comment 17-3: Traffic counts collected during the 2007 and 2008 measurement periods 
were not provided to ensure noise PCE (passenger car equivalents) 
calculations representing 2019 Existing, 2028 No Action and 2028/2038 
With Action conditions were appropriately calculated.  

Regardless of the lack of data and no PCE calculation worksheets 
provided, noise measurements and traffic count data are outdated and 
may not reflect current conditions. A reevaluation is necessary to update 
noise measurements and traffic volumes used for PCE calculations. 
Without confirmation that these input data reflect current conditions, the 
analysis of potential noise impacts may be unsubstantiated. Further, the 
outdated background noise data may not be appropriate since 
measurements were documented during periods when the wind speeds 
exceeded the wind speed recommended for noise measurements as 
detailed within Section 331.2 of the CEQR Technical Manual and noise 
comment #2 above. Both of these issues should be addressed in a 
supplemental DEIS with use of current data. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 17-3: An appendix has been added to the Noise chapter of the FEIS showing 
the detailed PCE calculations, which were conducted according to the 
guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual. The calculations show the 
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2019 Existing, 2033 No Action and 2033/2044 With Action traffic 
conditions resulting from the Transportation analysis. 

Comment 17-4: Table 17-13 provides building attenuation needs for Development Sites 
1 and 4. The table footnote states: ‘The remaining development sites have 
been omitted because the proposed uses are not considered noise-
sensitive receptors per CEQR Technical Manual section 124.’ The CEQR 
Technical Manual clearly states that commercial office spaces and 
meeting rooms are considered noise-sensitive receptors however would 
require a building attenuation 5 dBA less than what is required for 
residential dwelling and community facility developments. Sites 2, 3, 5, 
6, 7 and 8 include developments with 6.3M, 1.8M, 1.9M, 2.1M, 2.6 and 
2.6M gsf of office space and ground-floor retail, respectively. All facades 
for these developments will require building attenuation assessments 
based on future 2038 ‘With Action’ noise level predictions. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 17-4: Section 124 of the CEQR Technical Manual lists numerous types of 
indoor land uses that are considered noise-sensitive receptors, none of 
which are commercial office, and the presence of a footnote later in the 
manual stating that commercial office space would require less 
attenuation than residential use should not be read to characterize that 
land use as a noise-sensitive receptor. However, since contemporary 
façade construction methods for office buildings easily provide sufficient 
attenuation to provide acceptable interior noise levels and the current 
Mechanical Code would require an alternate means of ventilation, Table 
17-13 in the FEIS has been expanded to include attenuation requirements 
for all of the development sites. 

Comment 17-5: Table 17-13 incorrectly presents the required attenuation for the east and 
west facades of Development Site 4. The ‘Associated Noise 
Measurement Site(s) and Required Attenuations’ for the east façade 
should be 1, 2 and 37, respectively. The ‘Associated Noise Measurement 
Site(s) and Required Attenuations’ for the west façade should be 6 and 
33, respectively.  

Table 17-13 presents the required attenuation for Development Site 1 for 
each façade. The west façade building attenuation used the measurement 
documented along W40th (Associated Noise Measurement Site 5). 
Development Site 1 has two western facades and therefore the required 
attenuation should be chosen based on the higher of the noise levels 
between ‘Associated Noise Measurement Site 4 (W 31st Street)’ and 
Associated Noise Measurement Site 5 (W 30th Street).  
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Based on comments N7 and N8, the revised Table 17-13 is provided 
below: 

Development Site Block Lot(s) 
Façade(s) Associated 

Noise Measurement Site(s) 
Required 

Attenuation 
Development 

Site 

1 754 
34-41, 
44, 51 
and 63 

North 4 35 
East 6 33 

South 5 33 
West 4 35 

4 783 1 and 
part of 70 

North 1 37 
East 1,2 37 

South 2 31 
West 6 33 

(Weinstock_575) 

Response 17-5: Table 17-13 has been revised in the FEIS. 

Comment 17-6: Several project sites (Development Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 3) front 7th 
Avenue. No existing measurements were conducted along 7th Avenue, 
therefore building attenuation needs for the eastern facades of Site 5 and 
Site 2 as well as western facades of Site 6, 7 and 3 cannot be determined. 
Development Site 8 fronts 6th Avenue. No existing measurements were 
conducted along 6th Avenue, therefore building attenuation needs for the 
eastern façade of Development Site # 8 cannot be determined based on 
the study performed. To fully comply with the requirements of the CEQR 
Technical Manual, noise measurements will need to be conducted along 
7th Avenue, adjacent to Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 3) to determine eastern or 
western building attenuation needs. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 17-6: Since Table 17-13 in the FEIS has been expanded to include attenuation 
requirements for all of the development sites per the response to 
Comment 17-5, additional measurements from the data collected for the 
Expanded Moynihan/Penn Station Redevelopment project in 2007 and 
2008 have been added to the analysis (at Receptor 9) to represent 
development sites along Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue. 

Comment 17-7: Chapter 17 (Noise) does not fully disclose the mobile-source noise 
impacts as a result of the project. Chapter 17 details the commitment to 
provide mitigation, including window replacements (double-glazed) and 
an alternative ventilation (air conditioning) for the fourteen structures 
impacted by mobile-source noise. However, Chapter 23 (Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts) states that even with mitigation, ‘noise levels generated 
by the Proposed Project by the 2038 analysis year would still result in 
interior noise levels up to approximately 9 dBA higher than 45 dBA 
during the peak hour of truck activity. Therefore, the significant adverse 
noise impacts predicted to occur at the above-mentioned residences 
would be only partially mitigated. (Weinstock_575) 
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Response 17-7: Chapter 17, “Noise,” refers the reader to Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” which 
discloses the partial mitigation for the residences predicted to experience 
adverse noise impacts resulting in unmitigated impacts at these receptors. 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

Comment 18-1: These super-tall towers will create hazardous areas for people. 
(Pyle_060) 

Response 18-1: As discussed in Chapter 18, “Public Health,” the Proposed Project would 
not result in unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas of 
hazardous materials, water quality, or air quality. Thus, the Proposed 
Project would not have the potential for a public health impact related to 
these technical areas. As discussed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” 
construction activities would result in unmitigated significant adverse 
noise impacts at several sensitive receptor locations during certain phases 
of project construction. A public health assessment was conducted for 
these unmitigated noise impacts. The assessment determined that the 
predicted noise exposure that would be experienced by people inhabiting 
affected areas would be comparable to existing noise exposure at other 
nearby areas, and it would not exceed the threshold that would be 
expected to result in health effects. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s 
unmitigated noise impacts would not result in a significant adverse public 
health impact. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Comment 19-1: The DEIS concludes erroneously that the proposal would have no adverse 
impact on the neighborhood character. The loss of light, air, open space, 
views on the Empire State Building, demolition of the Gimbels Bridge as 
well as other historic resources would tremendously impact the 
neighborhood character. The area currently has a strong streetscape 
articulation with straight building walls topped with robust cornices and 
a continuing retail streetscape at the ground level, punctuated by other 
use types such as churches or educational institutions. Under the 
proposal, the new buildings would rise like those of Hudson Yards, and 
would create a vastly different streetscape. The neighborhood character 
would be drastically altered. (Barbero et al_754, Camp_645, CB5_002, 
Donen_509, Hendershott_609, Suter_631, Watkins_792) 

In particular, for our residents, there's been no plan that's been put into 
place that realistically solves the permanent impact that is south of the 
complex. We're talking about increased traffic and congestion, air and 
noise pollution, light and air limits and significant safety concerns for the 
number of our residents that use the bike lanes. (Nicosia_237) 
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Looking at the soul-numbing Hudson Yards with its dead zones, failed 
shopping mall, disconnection with the historic neighborhood fabric and 
even suicides, I fear the same conclusions for the Penn Station District if 
the proposed plan goes forward without significant revisions. 
(Lunke_290) 

It is laughable that the DEIS concludes that the Proposed project would 
not result in a significant adverse impact on neighborhood character. The 
GPP will eliminate housing, displace residents, and eradicate economic 
diversity within the Project Area. The fact that the DEIS concludes that 
the foregoing does not constitute an adverse impact on neighborhood 
character belies the validity of the Neighborhood Conditions Study and 
the entire environmental review for the project. Moreover the DEIS is 
defective in that it does not incorporate MSG into its analysis of 
neighborhood character, transportation, urban design, or elsewhere. 
Omitting MSG from a description and analysis of the built environment 
within the Project Area is an astounding oversight that must be remedied 
in a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. The Project Area is 
defined as much by the diversity of its building type as by its economic 
diversity, all of which will be eradicated by the Proposed Project. The 
Project Area is characterized by its mixed-use, varied height building 
stock. The impact of the dramatic change from this longstanding 
multifaceted urban environment to one that consists of single-use 
monoliths is not contemplated in the DEIS. (Harris_697) 

Empire Station Complex is very big and dense (six square blocks), and it 
will destroy the character of this neighborhood. (Oddo_019) 

Response 19-1: According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a neighborhood’s character 
is based on the salient features of the neighborhood—the features that are 
most noticeable or important—and an assessment of the potential for 
significant adverse impacts should focus on the major characteristics of 
the neighborhood and how they relate to the area's overall character. The 
study area for the assessment of neighborhood character is generally 
bounded by West 39th Street to the north, West 25th Street to the South, 
Madison Avenue to the east, and Eleventh Avenue to the west. 

As discussed in FEIS Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the 
Proposed Project would effectuate a dramatic change in the Project Area, 
but would not result in a significant adverse impact to neighborhood 
character. The Proposed Project would address substandard and 
insanitary conditions by introducing much needed public transportation 
and public realm improvements, including new public open space that 
would enhance the pedestrian experience, activate the area, and create an 
attractive environment in which to shop, work, and visit. 
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In addition to supporting a potential expansion of Penn Station (assuming 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 are selected as the location of the potential expansion), 
the Proposed Project would provide transit improvements, including new 
entrances, stairs, elevators, wider subway platforms, and a new an east–
west underground corridor connecting the 34th Street–Herald Square 
Station with the 34th Street–Seventh Avenue Station. It would also 
provide public realm improvements, including new open space, wider 
sidewalks, and potentially shared streets, which are amenities for 
residents as well as the workers and visitors who travel to the 
neighborhood every day because they use Penn Station, work in the 
neighborhood, or are visiting nearby amenities.  

The Proposed Project would reinvigorate the neighborhood by replacing 
aging and outmoded commercial buildings with new primarily Class A 
office buildings befitting the neighborhood’s prime New York City and 
Midtown Manhattan location and unparalleled transit access, as well as 
much-needed housing, including hundreds of permanently affordable 
units. While the Proposed Project would result in a change to 
neighborhood character, the change represents an improvement over 
current conditions and future conditions absent the Proposed Project. As 
demonstrated in DEIS Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the 
Proposed Project would address substandard conditions in the Project 
Area and reinforce the neighborhood’s defining features—a mixture of 
high-density commercial buildings and lower-scale commercial 
buildings and transportation infrastructure; high levels of pedestrian and 
vehicular activity typical of dense urban areas and central business 
districts; and a varied neighborhood context with smaller buildings 
interspersed among taller buildings and iconic New York City landmarks. 
The loss of individual historic buildings or structures would not constitute 
an impact to neighborhood character because these resources do not 
define the character of the neighborhood at large. 

As described in Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the streetscape 
of the study area is not uniform, particularly west of Seventh Avenue, 
along the blockfronts adjacent to MSG, 1 Penn Plaza, and 2 Penn Plaza. 
The Proposed Project would require base heights and retail or other active 
uses at the ground floor in all developments to enliven the pedestrian 
experience.  

MSG is not omitted in the neighborhood character analysis. To the 
contrary, MSG is discussed several times in the Neighborhood Character 
analyses—in descriptions of its history, architectural features, and 
surroundings. MSG is characterized in Chapter 19, “Neighborhood 
Character,” as one of the several iconic New York City structures that are 
considered to be defining features of neighborhood character. It is also 
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described in detail in Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” 
and its transportation demands are accounted as part of the Existing and 
No Action conditions in the analyses contained in Chapter 14, 
“Transportation.” A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to 
address MSG is not necessary. For further details on the treatment of 
MSG in the DEIS, please refer to the response to Comment 2-6.  

The obstruction of some views from certain vantage points looking east 
and northeast to the Empire State Building would not constitute an impact 
to neighborhood character, because views would continue to be available 
from other street-level, publicly accessible locations in the study area. 
Views of the Empire State Building would be unobstructed from other 
locations in the study area. More proximate and complete views of the 
Empire State Building would remain unaffected in views from the north 
and south on Fifth Avenue, from vantage points east of the Empire State 
Building looking west, and in views looking east from areas east of Sixth 
Avenue. The obstruction of views to the Empire State Building from a 
limited number of vantage points in the neighborhood would not result in 
a significant impact to neighborhood character. Please also refer to the 
responses to Comments 8-3, 9-2, 9-3, and 9-11 for more about views of 
the Empire State Building. 

Comment 19-2: The state assumes this neighborhood should be sacrificed. (Devlin_156, 
Goldwyn_067, NYLC_063) 

This project would cause the destruction of five city blocks. 
(Barbero_068) 

The character of the area will be lost forever. (Blumberg_138) 

This plan would basically destroy my neighborhood. (Neugebauer_236, 
Soni_253) 

I oppose the part of the plan that includes demolition of 30th and 31st 
streets. (Mehiel_804) 

Let's capitalize on what we learned from episodes like the loss of the old 
station and let's build great new buildings here in between the great 
historic buildings that are here. And these are the kind of historic 
buildings that make our city different from—and I say this as a proud 
New Yorker—they make our city better than places like Dubai and 
Singapore, again, no offense to them. But as a proud New Yorker, the 
kind of cities that are built from scratch in China in the matter of a couple 
of years, we have something that those places don't have and here we are, 
ready to throw it away. (Rinaldi_325) 
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Response 19-2: As discussed in Chapter 19, “Neighborhood Character,” the Proposed 
Project would change the character of the area, but that change would not 
be adverse. The Proposed Project would reinforce the neighborhood’s 
defining features—commercial development and transportation 
infrastructure, pedestrian activity, and a varied building form. The 
demolition of buildings described in the DEIS and FEIS would be 
necessary to construct the buildings envisioned as part of a modern 
transit-oriented mixed-use district, to implement the Proposed Project’s 
public realm and public transportation improvements, and to support the 
reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. The removal of 
historic buildings in the Project Area would not alter the overall character 
of the study area, as the study area exhibits a varied context of older, 
smaller buildings interspersed with taller, modern buildings. It would also 
not change the predominant commercial and transportation-related 
character of the neighborhood surrounding Penn Station. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” of the FEIS, the reasonable worst-
case development scenario for the EIS assumes that development of an 
expanded Penn Station south of the existing station would require the 
removal of all buildings currently existing on these blocks within the 
Project Area. It is anticipated, however, that the feasibility of preserving 
one or more of the buildings on these sites, even with the construction of 
the station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3, will be assessed during the 
federal environmental and historic resource review for the potential Penn 
Station expansion. 

Comment 19-3: I am opposed to the proposed Empire Station Complex, because I believe 
we should seek to maintain the character of the buildings in the area. 
(Patel_157) 

As a lifelong resident of New York, the charm and character has always 
been symbolized by its diverse architecture. Displacing structures in our 
community to build yet even more glass buildings destroys that character. 
(Ensanian_402) 

Response 19-3: Comment noted. The character of a neighborhood can be comprised of 
many different elements—not just buildings. According to the CEQR 
Technical Manual, neighborhood character is a mixture of various 
elements that give neighborhoods their distinct "personality.” These 
elements may include a neighborhood’s land use, urban design, visual 
resources, historic resources, socioeconomics, transportation, and noise. 

Comment 19-4: There are historic and cultural assets, communities, businesses, and 
neighborhoods at stake here. All of which will be displaced and destroyed 
permanently if this plan is pushed through. (Urso_199) 
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Response 19-4: The Proposed Project would displace existing residential and commercial 
buildings, buildings that house community services, and historic 
structures at Sites 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, 
the Proposed Project would not displace or demolish the neighborhoods 
surrounding the eight development sites. The demolition of buildings 
described in the EIS would be necessary to construct the buildings 
envisioned as part of a modern transit-oriented mixed-use district and to 
support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. While 
it would result in the loss of buildings, the Proposed Project is expected 
to enhance neighborhood character by addressing substandard conditions 
and reinforcing the neighborhood’s defining features—commercial 
character and transportation infrastructure, pedestrian activity, and a 
varied building form—features that would remain with the Proposed 
Project. As noted in FEIS Chapter 1, “Project Description,” it is 
anticipated that the feasibility of preserving one or more of the buildings 
on the sites to the south of Penn Station will be assessed during the federal 
review of the expansion project. 

Comment 19-5: In addition to the three buildings within this site that the NYC Landmarks 
Preservation Commission has deemed landmarks eligible – the John the 
Baptist Roman Catholic Church, the Stewart Hotel and the Penn Station 
Service Building – the area is also the location of many other buildings 
that contribute in important ways to the character of the city. (Bray_650) 

Response 19-5: The reasonable worst-case development scenario assessed in the DEIS 
assumes that St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Church, the Stewart 
Hotel and the Penn Station Service Building would be demolished to 
allow for an expanded Penn Station. The blocks containing these 
resources would subsequently be redeveloped with a mix of commercial 
and residential buildings and open space. In addition, other historic 
buildings would be demolished to allow for the new commercial and/or 
mixed-use development and transit improvements envisioned under the 
Proposed Project. The historic significance of these resources has been 
described in the EIS, and the loss of the historic buildings has been 
disclosed as a significant adverse historic resource impact.  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a neighborhood’s character 
is based on the salient features of the neighborhood—the features that are 
most noticeable or important—and an assessment of the potential for 
significant adverse impacts should focus on the major characteristics of 
the neighborhood and how they relate to the area's overall character. The 
collective or individual loss of the referenced historic buildings would 
not constitute a significant adverse impact to neighborhood character 
because these resources do not define the character of the neighborhood 
at large. The Penn Station area is widely recognized by its commercial 
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character as a commuting hub for office workers and as a retail corridor. 
Commercial buildings and transportation infrastructure convey an overall 
sense of the neighborhood that the referenced historic buildings do not. 
For example, while area residents and workers may attend services at St. 
John the Baptist Church, a Roman Catholic church, it is a relatively small 
parish church, located among other Roman Catholic churches in the 
vicinity of the Project Area. The Penn Station Service Building was 
constructed around the same time as the original Penn Station and Farley 
Building and designed by the same architectural firm, but the Service 
Building is comparatively non-descript, utilitarian in nature, and ancillary 
to Penn Station’s rail functions. Unlike Penn Station, the iconic Farley 
Building, and the new Moynihan Train Hall, the Service Building was 
never opened to the public, and never handled commuters. The historic 
Stewart Hotel is one of many hotels in the blocks surrounding Penn 
Station and the loss of one hotel among many in Midtown would not 
impact the area’s overall character.  

As described in the DEIS, the Proposed Project would address 
substandard conditions in the neighborhood and reinforce its defining 
features—a mixture of high-density commercial buildings and lower-
scale (and, in some cases, historic) commercial buildings and 
transportation infrastructure; high levels of pedestrian and vehicular 
activity and associated noise; and a varied neighborhood context with 
smaller buildings interspersed among taller buildings and iconic New 
York City landmarks.  

CONSTRUCTION 

Comment 20-1: Community representatives need to be included in the planning, 
scheduling, scoping, and execution of any and all construction 
development to ensure clear communication and managing quality of life 
impacts to the existing residents, including to mitigate construction noise. 
(Bottcher et al_147, Nadler et al_021, Nadler et al_038) 

Response 20-1: Since the publication of the DEIS, ESD has conducted extensive 
coordination with the CACWG. In response to comments from the 
CACWG, during construction, ESD would assign a Quality of Life 
community liaison and send regular email blasts to community 
stakeholders regarding construction activities. In addition, ESD would 
hold Quality of Life public meetings quarterly throughout construction.  

As discussed in DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” and in the response to 
Comment 20-2, a number of measures would be implemented during 
construction to minimize potential impacts to nearby communities from 
ongoing construction. These measures would include an emissions 
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minimization program and noise reduction measures. Furthermore, the 
developer of each site would commit to a Memorandum of 
Environmental Conditions (MEC) that would provide the required 
mitigation actions. ESD would monitor the developer’s construction 
activities for consistency with the GPP and environmental commitments 
in the MEC.  

Comment 20-2: The construction of the Proposed Project would disrupt quality of life, 
affect existing residences and open spaces, and result in many years of 
pollution associated with noise, vibration, and dust. There will be years 
and years of construction, with all the concomitant noise and other 
pollution that comes with it. (Bournas-Ney_004, Bournas-Ney_011, 
Bournas-Ney_096, CB5_002, Crull_017, Lindsay_702, Oddo_019, 
Racho-Jansen_611, Rodriguez_106) 

Response 20-2: As described in Chapter 20, Construction, long-term construction activity 
associated with the Proposed Project—as well as the Penn Station 
reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 
3 (if a southward expansion occurs) would result in localized significant 
adverse impacts on neighborhood character in the immediate vicinity of 
the development sites during construction. Construction activities would 
be disruptive and concentrated on these sites for an extended period of 
time. Throughout the construction period, measures would be 
implemented to control air quality, noise, and vibration on the 
construction sites, including the erection of construction fencing and, in 
some areas, fencing incorporating sound reducing measures. This fencing 
would reduce potentially undesirable views of construction sites and 
buffer noise emitted from construction activities. Furthermore, in the 
event that there is an extended period between the completion of the 
expansion of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the 
new buildings on Sites 1, 2, and/or 3, MTA, in consultation with the City, 
would seek to activate one or more of the sites with temporary uses or 
other programming. Nonetheless, long-term construction activities on 
Sites 1, 2, and 3 would constitute a substantial change to the character of 
these blocks, especially given their location in Midtown Manhattan 
adjacent to Penn Station to the north and residential uses to the south and 
west. Therefore, construction activity associated with the Proposed 
Project would have significant adverse localized neighborhood character 
impacts in the immediate vicinity of Sites 1, 2, and 3 during construction 
if a southward expansion of Penn Station occurs. However, the impacts 
would be localized and would not alter the character of the larger 
neighborhoods surrounding these development sites. 

As detailed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” a mandatory emissions 
reduction program would be implemented for the Proposed Project to 
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minimize the air quality effects of construction activities on the 
surrounding community. These requirements would include, to the extent 
practicable, dust suppression measures, use of ultra-low sulfur diesel 
(ULSD) fuel, idling restrictions, use of electrical equipment instead of 
diesel equipment where practicable, best available emissions control 
technologies, and the utilization of newer equipment that meets EPA’s 
Tier 4 emission standards. With these measures in place, construction 
activities associated with the Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant adverse air quality impacts.  

A number of measures would be implemented during construction to 
reduce potential noise effects, including the erection of construction 
barriers, location of noisy equipment away from sensitive receptor 
locations where practicable, early electrification, idling restrictions, 
proper maintenance of equipment, and use of pathway control measures 
such as acoustic fabrics for certain dominant noise equipment to the 
extent practicable. However, even with the implementation of these 
measures, noise from construction was predicted at certain surrounding 
receptors and significant noise impacts were identified (see Table 22-29 
in Chapter 22, “Mitigation”). The noise analysis examined the peak 
hourly noise levels that would result from construction in a specific 
month selected for analysis. Specific time periods were selected to capture 
the most noise-intensive construction activities (e.g., exca-
vation/foundation work) at each development site as well as the occurrence 
of major construction stages at two or more individual construction sites at 
the same time to evaluate worst-case noise levels and to capture less noise-
intensive activities (e.g., interior fit-out work) to determine the expected 
variability in construction noise during the schedule. Consequently, the 
noise assessment is conservative in predicting significant increases in 
noise levels. Typically, the loudest hourly noise level during each month 
of construction would not persist throughout the entire month.  

As described in more detail in Chapter 20, “Construction,” many of the 
buildings where impacts have been identified feature modern façade 
construction, including insulated glass windows and an alternative means 
of ventilation that would allow for the maintenance of a closed-window 
condition. At façades of impacted buildings that do not already have one 
or both of these features, ESD would require project developers to make 
mitigation measures (i.e., storm windows and/or alternative means of 
ventilation in the form of window air conditioners) available on façades 
that face construction at no cost for purchase and installation.  

Regarding open spaces, construction of Site 5 would likely use a portion 
of the adjacent Plaza 33 for construction staging activities, which would 
temporarily reduce the amount of open space in Plaza 33. This would be 
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a temporary adverse effect on Plaza 33 and would not constitute a 
significant adverse impact to open space. At Site 2, in the event that there 
is an extended period between the completion of the potential expansion 
of Penn Station and the commencement of construction of the new 
buildings above, the proposed plaza space could be opened on a 
temporary basis after the completion of the potential expansion of Penn 
Station. The proposed plaza space would then be returned to use for 
construction staging activities during construction of one or both 
buildings on the site. After completion of the new buildings on Site 2, the 
proposed plaza space would be opened on a permanent basis. Therefore, 
the displacement of temporary Site 2 plaza space would not constitute a 
significant adverse impact to open space. Other open space resources 
would not be used for construction staging, and access to other resources 
would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction period. 
While construction of the Proposed Project may cause temporary 
disruptions to nearby open spaces, it is expected that such disruptions in 
any given area would be temporary and would not be ongoing for the full 
duration of the construction period. Throughout the construction period, 
measures would be implemented to control air quality, noise, and 
vibration within the construction areas. Therefore, construction 
associated with the Proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse impacts on nearby open spaces. 

Comment 20-3: Diesel-powered machinery—excavators, backhoes, boom loaders—and 
heavy duty vehicles servicing construction sites spew emissions along 
with pollutants. (Koteen_176) 

Response 20-3: As detailed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” a mandatory emissions 
reduction program would be implemented for the Proposed Project to 
minimize the air quality effects of construction activities on the 
surrounding community. These requirements would include, to the extent 
practicable, use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel, idling restrictions, 
use of electrical equipment instead of diesel equipment, best available 
technologies, and the utilization of newer equipment that meets EPA’s 
Tier 4 emission standards. With these measures in place, air pollutant 
emissions from both non-road construction equipment and on-road 
vehicles during construction of the Proposed Project would be 
substantially reduced, and construction activities associated with the 
Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse air quality 
impacts. 

Comment 20-4: According to the DEIS, construction will span for 18 years. It is unclear 
what traffic, noise and pollution mitigations are proposed for residents of 
the area. Construction noise in open space will not be mitigated. The 
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mitigation for construction adverse impacts is inadequate. (Barbero et 
al_754) 

The noise, dust, asbestos, and other pollutants during construction will be 
astronomical. (Citron_420, Kirke_561, De Luna_740, Smith_718) 

I am concerned about the pollution that a whole-scale demolition would 
visit on my family and community. (Gordon_605, Klaastad_556) 

Response 20-4: During construction, the Project Area and the immediately surrounding 
area would be subject to added traffic from construction trucks and 
worker vehicles and partial sidewalk and lane closures. In addition, 
staging activities, temporary sidewalks, construction fencing, and 
construction equipment and building superstructure would be visible to 
pedestrians in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area. However, the 
effects would be localized, confined largely to streets surrounding the 
Project Area, and no immediate area would experience the effects of the 
Proposed Project’s construction activities for the full project construction 
duration. As discussed in DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” a number of 
measures would be implemented during construction to minimize 
potential impacts to nearby communities from ongoing construction. 
These measures would include an emissions reduction program and noise 
reduction measures. In addition, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic 
(MPT) plans would be developed for any required temporary sidewalk 
and lane narrowing and/or closures to protect the safety of the 
construction workers and the public passing through the area. Approval 
of these plans and implementation of the closures would be coordinated 
with NYCDOT’s OCMC. Furthermore, the developer of each site would 
commit to a Memorandum of Environmental Conditions (MEC) that 
would provide the required mitigation actions. ESD would monitor the 
developer’s construction activities for consistency with the GPP and 
environmental commitments in the MEC. 

Comment 20-5: We strongly oppose the plan because it would increase traffic jams from 
heavy construction equipment sitting in the streets of the west 30s. 
(Benstock_268) 

Response 20-5: As is typical with New York City construction in a confined urban 
environment, parking lanes and sidewalks immediately adjacent to the 
construction site may need to be closed or narrowed for varying periods 
of time during the construction period to accommodate construction 
staging. However, as detailed in DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” MPT 
plans would be developed for any required temporary sidewalk and lane 
narrowing and/or closures required to minimize their effects on traffic 
and to protect the safety of the construction workers and the public 
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passing through the area. Approval of these plans and implementation of 
the closures would be coordinated with NYCDOT’s OCMC. 

Comment 20-6: I can barely imagine the pollution in our neighborhood that will be 
generated by the years of construction this project brings. (Gilden_766, 
Hoover_546, Oddo_359, Stern_345, Kinzler_459, Ling_744, 
Paulsen_788, Wiese_458) 

Response 20-6: As detailed in Chapter 20, “Construction,” a mandatory emissions 
reduction program would be implemented for the Proposed Project to 
minimize the air quality effects of construction activities on the 
surrounding community. These requirements would include, to the extent 
practicable, use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel, idling restrictions, 
use of electrical equipment instead of diesel equipment, best available 
technologies, dust control measures, and the utilization of newer 
equipment that meets EPA’s Tier 4 emission standards. With these 
measures in place, fugitive air emissions and air pollutant emissions from 
both non-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles during 
construction of the Proposed Project would be substantially reduced and 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would not 
result in any significant adverse air quality impacts.  

Comment 20-7: We will be exposed to asbestos for years. (Finelt_398) 

Response 20-7: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” the existing buildings 
on the development sites would first be abated of asbestos and any other 
hazardous materials before the start of demolition. A New York City-
certified asbestos investigator would inspect the building for asbestos-
containing materials (ACM) and those materials would be removed by a 
DOL-licensed asbestos abatement contractor and safety carted to properly 
designated facilities prior to interior demolition. Asbestos abatement is 
strictly regulated by DEP, DOL, EPA, and OSHA to protect the health and 
safety of construction workers and nearby residents and workers. 
Depending on the extent and type of ACM, these agencies would be 
notified of the asbestos removal project and may inspect the abatement 
site to ensure that work is being performed in accordance with applicable 
regulations. 

Comment 20-8: I own a music store on West 30th Street that has been in business on this 
block since 1983. We are one of the most well-known music stores for 
used musical equipment in the country. We get visitors every year from 
every country on earth, we are well known for antique, analog 
instruments. We are directly across the street from the proposed 
demolition of buildings, and it is clear that the years of demolition and 
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construction will inhibit the passage to our store which is a street level 
enterprise. (Michaels_405) 

Response 20-8: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 20, “Construction,” MPT plans would be 
developed and implemented to ensure that access to existing businesses 
near the Project Area would be maintained throughout the construction 
period. 

Comment 20-9: The wasting of the resources, materials and labor, used to create the 
existing structures. The expenditure of energy, equipment and labor in 
demolishing existing structures. The temporary disruption of the existing, 
and still alive, experience of the adjacent streets. The inevitable air 
pollution generated by the demolition. The expenditure of energy, 
equipment and labor in carting away demolished materials. In the case of 
large cities, the unjust foisting of these waste materials on less wealthy. 
communities. On top of all of that, then, the myriad environmental costs 
of new construction. (Mense_741) 

Response 20-9: Comment noted. See the responses to Comments 16-4, 16-6, and 20-5. 
The goals and objectives of the project are also summarized on page 1-
13 of the DEIS. They include revitalizing the area surrounding Penn 
Station with new, sustainable, high-density commercial development that 
would create a cohesive, transit-oriented district appropriate for the 
Project Area’s central Manhattan location proximate to passenger rail 
service at Penn Station and three major subway stations.  

Comment 20-10: Chapter 20, “Construction,” discusses the construction-related noise 
analysis. The noise section states ‘Generally, exceedances of these 
criteria on workdays for 24 consecutive months or longer are considered 
to be significant impacts. Noise level increases on workdays that would 
be considered objectionable (e.g., equal to or greater than 15 dBA) lasting 
12 consecutive months or longer and noise level increases on work days 
considered very objectionable (e.g., equal to or greater than 20 dBA) 
lasting 3 consecutive months or longer would also be considered 
significant impacts.’ It should be noted that these noise impact qualifiers 
are not provided within the CEQR Technical Manual. Any noise level 
exceeding the 3 to 5 dBA (Leq) threshold would be considered a 
significant impact per the CEQR Technical Manual. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 20-10: As described in Chapter 20, “Construction,” of the DEIS, the construction 
noise analysis considers the potential for construction of a project to 
create high noise levels (the “intensity”), whether construction noise 
would occur for an extended period of time (the “duration”), and the 
locations where construction has the potential to produce noise (the 
“receptors”) in evaluating potential construction noise effects. The noise 
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impact criteria described in Chapter 19, Section 410 of the CEQR 
Technical Manual serve as a screening-level threshold for potential 
construction noise impacts. If construction of the Proposed Project would 
result in exceedances of these noise impact criteria at a receptor, then 
further consideration of the intensity and duration of construction noise 
is warranted at that receptor. This is consistent with the typical practice 
of construction noise analysis in New York City according to the 
guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual and as approved and used by 
multiple New York City agencies including NYCDEP and DCP. 

Comment 20-11: Chapter 20, “Construction,” does not provide specific assumptions 
necessary to replicate or review construction-related noise impacts. 
Cadna input/output files would be necessary to be able to determine 
whether construction-related noise impacts are correctly disclosed. 
(Weinstock_575) 

Response 20-11: The construction noise analysis was conducted according to the guidance 
of the CEQR Technical Manual using the CadnaA 3D noise model. The 
construction schedule and expected means and methods are described in 
Chapter 20, “Construction,” of the DEIS. These input assumptions were 
used to develop CadnaA models to predict construction noise levels, and 
all of the CadnaA noise calculation results are shown in Appendix J, 
“Construction.”  

ALTERNATIVES 

Comment 21-1: The lower density and residential alternatives are noted to not generate as 
much revenue as the full proposal -- what is the difference between these 
options and the Project? (CB5_002) 

Response 21-1: As discussed in DEIS Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” because both the 
Residential and Lower Density Alternatives would result in less overall 
development than the Proposed Project, they would not maximize 
revenue to the same degree as the Proposed Project. As noted above, the 
total revenues available from the Proposed Project would be affected by 
many factors, and detailed revenue projections are not available at this 
time.  

Comment 21-2: The DEIS says analysis for residential use as an alternative use was done 
only at Site 8. What is the analysis for residential use as an alternative at 
any of the other sites? Was site 1 residential use analyzed? What is the 
analysis for residential use at Sites 1 and 4 as an alternative to hotel use? 
In the residential use alternative, what is the percentage of affordable 
housing? What kind of affordable housing program would oversee the 
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affordable housing? How affordable would it be? (what percentage of 
AMI?) (CB5_002)  

Response 21-2: As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” of the FEIS, the 
Proposed Revisions incorporate residential use as part of the Proposed 
Project and, therefore, the Residential Alternative analyzed in the DEIS 
has been eliminated. With the Proposed Revisions, the Proposed Actions 
have been updated to permit residential development on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, 
and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 units. Thirty percent of the residential 
units in each building would be set aside for affordable DUs, for a total 
of approximately 540 permanently affordable units. Income bands for the 
affordable units have not been determined at this time.  

Comment 21-3: What is the analysis for residential use at Sites 1 and 4 as an alternative 
to hotel use? What is the analysis for hotel use at other sites (not Sites 1 
or 4) as an alternative use? (CB5_002) 

Response 21-3: Residential use on Sites 1 and 4 was analyzed in Chapter 21, 
“Alternatives,” of the DEIS as part of the Residential Alternative. With 
the Proposed Revisions, residential use would be required on Site 1A and 
permitted on Sites 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 dwelling units, 
of which 30 percent would be permanently affordable. The FEIS analyses 
have accounted for this change in program in the Maximum Residential 
Scenario (see Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework,” of the FEIS). With the 
Proposed Revisions, hotel use would not be permitted on any sites except 
Site 4.  

Comment 21-4: New Yorkers for a Human Scale City (NYHSC) has promoted the 
development of an intelligent rebuilding of Penn Station on the basis of 
the original plan, but with escalators and other conveniences. (Pyle_060) 

My organization believes that you could rebuild the original Penn Station. 
You know, there's something else you could get when you go to New 
York Historical Society and that's where the plans for the original Penn 
Station are. So it would be very easy for us to replicate it. The original 
foundation still exists. (Turvey_322) 

The current plan for the Penn Station area should be scrapped, and 
replaced with imaginative architectural ideas that are truly “green,” and 
distinctive. (Padget_330) 

Please come up with a better plan that preserves the rich history of the 
neighborhood and does not further contribute to climate change and 
unnecessary waste (Svensson _335) 

Maybe we should rebuild the original Penn Station that was beautiful and 
that way we can right a historic wrong. (Kryzhanovski_080) 
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Not only would the ten new proposed towers destroy the existing 
streetscape but would raze countless historic buildings, including the 
Hotel Pennsylvania. Other precious structures under threat are the 
Stewart Hotel, three 100-plus-year-old churches, and myriad other 
beautiful old brick buildings that are literally the embodiment of what a 
tourist pictures when they think of “New York.” All of these buildings 
would be lost under the current plan, all would be saved under the 
alternative ReThinkNYC plan. (Scott_044) 

The alternative www.rethinkpennstationnyc.org plan would be superior. 
(Scott_037, Scott_086, Vitale_166) 

Rebuilding the original Penn Station harmonized with a through-running 
modern circulation plan and regional unified transit network should be 
considered as an alternative. (Turvey_713) 

Response 21-4: As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the goals and objectives 
of the Proposed Project are focused on improving substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the area around Penn Station and providing 
much-needed public transportation and public realm improvements, 
including, among other things, improved subway stations and transit and 
pedestrian connections to Penn Station. The Proposed Project would 
support the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station, but 
these projects would be undertaken by the Railroads and would be subject 
to separate approvals and separate environmental reviews and 
alternatives analyses.  

Additionally, rebuilding the original Penn Station is not contemplated as 
part of the Proposed Project. Reconstruction of the original train station 
would require the demolition of the 2 Penn Plaza office building and 
MSG, which are located in the former location of the Penn Station 
building, and would not materially contribute to the Proposed Project’s 
goal of supporting and accommodating future capacity increases at Penn 
Station. Please note that the original Penn Station platforms and tracks 
still remain within the existing Penn Station building and cannot 
accommodate the substantial increase in train traffic that is needed to 
meet projected future demand. Please refer to the response to Comment 
CT-11 regarding adaptive reuse of buildings in the Project Area and the 
response to Comment CT-12 regarding the relocation of MSG. 

Comment 21-5: Notwithstanding the DEIS’ analysis of the benefits of lower density and 
additional residential housing, it incorrectly concludes that only a host of 
Class A megatowers can accomplish the goal of remedying substandard 
conditions within the Project Area. (Harris_697) 
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Response 21-5: As outlined in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” and summarized in the 
Introduction section of Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” the goals and 
objectives for the Proposed Project include but are not limited to 
remedying substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area. The 
goals and objectives also include: (1) revitalizing the area surrounding 
Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density mixed-use 
development; (2) improving passenger rail and transit facilities and 
pedestrian circulation, access, and safety; (3) supporting improvements 
to address substandard conditions in Penn Station, including by 
maximizing revenue generated by the new development to fund, in part, 
improvements to Penn Station by the Railroads; and (4) supporting and 
accommodating future capacity increases at Penn Station. In accordance 
with SEQRA, alternatives for consideration in the EIS are generally those 
that are feasible and have the potential to reduce, eliminate, or avoid 
adverse impacts of a proposed action, while meeting some or all of the 
goals and objectives of the action. DEIS Chapter 21 provides a 
comprehensive comparative analysis of impacts in all technical areas, as 
well as a determination as to what extent the alternatives would meet the 
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. 

Comment 21-6: Adopted in 2021, New York City Zoning for Accessibility (ZFA) allows, 
by Authorization of the City Planning Commission, an increase in 
allowable FAR for up to the lesser of 200,000 square feet or 20% on 
qualifying sites (within 500 feet of a mass transit station outside of 
Central Business Districts and within 1,500 [feet] of mass transit stations 
within Central Business Districts, including the Project Area) for 
providing transit station improvements. Crucially, the GPP and DEIS 
were completed before ZFA was incorporated into the Zoning Resolution 
and, therefore, they do not take into account the fact that many, if not all, 
of the public transportation improvements anticipated in the GPP can be 
accomplished under the existing zoning by a broader number of 
landowners, not only those directly adjacent to transit stations. The 
significance of this cannot be overstated. The DEIS fails to consider 
alternatives that harness ZFA in lieu of the GPP. (Harris_697) 

Response 21-6: The zoning regulations referenced in the comment do not meet the goals 
and objectives of the Proposed Project. They allow for modest increases 
in allowable floor area in exchange for certain transit station accessibility 
improvements. A handful of the Proposed Project’s transit improvements 
could be incentivized through these regulations, but the Proposed 
Project’s substantial investments in improving the Penn Station 
transportation complex (which includes the three proximate subway 
stations and connecting pedestrian corridors) would not be achieved 
through these zoning regulations. Nor would the regulations facilitate the 
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same public realm improvements as the Proposed Project or result in 
high-density development with the potential to generate essential revenue 
for the reconstruction and potential expansion of Penn Station. In 
addition, the development density that would be permitted under the 
zoning regulations would not be sufficient to incentivize new 
development or capitalize on the Project Area’s transit access to the same 
extent as the Proposed Project. Furthermore, as noted in FEIS Chapter 3, 
“Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” portions of Site 1B within the 
R8B district, and portions of Sites 2A and 2B within the M1-5 district, 
would not be eligible for the bonus mechanisms. 

Comment 21-7: The DEIS should consider an alternative that eliminates shared streets 
and prohibits sidewalk cafes on 31st and 33rd Streets to mitigate adverse 
pedestrian and traffic impacts from the Proposed Project. (Harris_697) 

Response 21-7: As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” one of the goals of the 
Proposed Project is to improve passenger rail and transit facilities and 
pedestrian circulation, access, and safety. This would include facilitating 
public realm improvements in the Project Area, including widened 
sidewalks and the creation of shared streets. Eliminating shared streets 
(which provide additional pedestrian circulation space) would be counter 
to this goal. Additionally, as described in DEIS Chapter 21, 
“Alternatives,” the Project Area is already characterized by extremely 
high and often congested levels of activities including traffic and 
pedestrians. Even small increases in incremental volumes could result in 
significant adverse transportation impacts that could not be fully 
mitigated during one or more analysis peak hours. Correspondingly, any 
amount of development could result in unmitigated transportation 
impacts. Therefore, no reasonable alternative could be developed to avoid 
such impacts without substantially compromising the goals and 
objectives of the Proposed Project. 

Comment 21-8: The DEIS should consider a Lower Density Alternative that omits Site 6 
from the Proposed Project. Omitting Site 6 from the Project Area will 
lessen the adverse impact of the Proposed Project on displaced businesses 
and the Empire State Building. Alternatively, the DEIS should consider 
a scenario in which sites not controlled by Vornado can be developed 
independently as part of the GPP. Doing so is an appropriate protection 
of property owners within the Project Area and would serve to foster 
architectural and economic diversity within the Proposed Project, 
mitigating many of the adverse impacts noted above. This scenario 
should include incentives for maintaining affordable office space 
(including Class B and Class C offices). Crucially, the adverse impacts 
related to development on or partially on Site 6 are unnecessary to effect 
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the Proposed Project because the public transit improvements on Site 6 
are or can be achieved under ZFA, thus, a lower density alternative that 
omits Site 6 from the Proposed Project, or reduces the increase in FAR 
and places a height limitation on the site, will serve the goals of the GPP 
without adding to the environmental impact of the Proposed Project. 
(Harris_697) 

Response 21-8: As described in Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” of the DEIS, the significant 
adverse impact with respect to views east and northeast from vantage 
points within the western portion of the secondary study area towards the 
Empire State Building would be a result of development on both Sites 2 
and 6. While a Lower Density Alternative that eliminates Site 6 would 
partially address this impact, it would not address the significant adverse 
impacts of the Lower Density Alternative with respect to open space, 
historic resources, shadows, and noise (operational and during 
construction). Similar to the Lower Density Alternative analyzed in the 
DEIS, the elimination of Site 6 from this alternative would continue to 
result in transportation impacts (operational and during construction), but 
to a lesser extent than with the Proposed Project. With the elimination of 
Site 6, fewer public transportation and public realm improvements would 
be implemented than with the Proposed Project. Specifically, the widening 
of the uptown local No. 1 platform between West 33rd and West 34th 
Streets, a new below-grade north–south underground corridor from 33rd 
to 34th Streets that would connect with other below-grade passages on the 
east side of Seventh Avenue, the new West 33rd Street subway entrance, 
and the new West 34th Street subway entrance with ADA-compliant 
elevator would not be implemented. The 15-foot sidewalk widening along 
Seventh Avenue and the 10-foot sidewalk widening along 33rd Street 
associated with Site 6, would also not occur.  

Furthermore, the Proposed Revisions include additional setbacks at Site 
6 to prioritize views of the Empire State Building on West 33rd Street. 
As described in the FEIS, the proposed tower at Site 6 would be required 
to have an additional, intermediate 30-foot setback (inclusive of the 10-
foot sidewalk widening) above 500 feet. This would allow for a portion 
of the upper stories of the Empire State Building and the entirety of the 
spire to be visible in views east on West 33rd Street. With respect to 
displaced businesses, neither the Proposed Project nor the Lower Density 
Alternative as proposed in the DEIS would result in significant adverse 
impacts in the areas of direct or indirect business displacement. Overall, 
the Lower Density Alternative, even with the elimination of Site 6, would 
not substantially avoid or reduce the significant adverse impacts that 
would occur with the Proposed Project. Please also refer to the response 
to Comment 4-5  
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Comment 21-9: The massing of the proposed supertall office towers and other buildings 
will overwhelm the Project Area. Large-footprint office buildings will 
eliminate landowners that have smaller holdings as well as a panoply of 
retailers, including smaller local stores. These impacts, however, can be 
mitigated. The DEIS and ESD should explore alternatives that would 
mitigate these impacts.  

One approach to mitigate these impacts that should be explored in the 
DEIS and by ESD, is that the GPP could increase the number of “sites” 
within the Project Area that may utilize the incremental floor area 
generated by the GPP because they may be suitable for redevelopment 
within the timeframe needed to achieve the GPP’s financial goals, but 
have not been identified as “sites” or otherwise programmed in the GPP 
(i.e., Madison Square Garden on Block 781, leased by the Madison 
Square Garden Company, and 2 Penn Plaza on Block 781 and 11 Penn 
Plaza on Block 807, both owned by Vornado). They could partake in the 
incremental (above current buildable) gross square footage (gsf) 
permitted in the Project Area (approximately 8.2 million gsf in the GPP 
and 6.6 million gsf in the November 10, 2021 Staff Proposed Revisions). 
With an increase in the number of sites able to access the incremental gsf, 
the average allocation of floor area per site would be reduced.  

Another more aggressive alternative to mitigate the impacts of the 
Proposed Project should be explored in the DEIS and by ESD would 
expand the GPP’s project area. In addition to tapping MSG, 2 Penn Plaza, 
and 11 Penn Plaza as sites, an expansion of the GPP’s Project Area would 
achieve—or surpass—the state’s financial goal, reduce many of the 
negative impacts cited in the DEIS, and address many of the concerns of 
stakeholders.  

Under this scenario, the boundaries of the Project area would be extended 
to include all of Blocks 809, 807, 806, and possibly Block 754, and the 
north side of 34th Street from Sixth Avenue to Eighth Avenue. The 
amount of floor area that might be able to be distributed without negative 
environmental impacts may be able to approach the original amount 
contemplated in the GPP. The number of sites that could purchase 
development rights would be greatly increased (e.g., Macy’s is already 
poised to enlarge its building and provide transit improvements), enabling 
owners of large and small sites to participate in the plan. With more floor 
area to sell through something like a district improvement fund, there 
would be more revenue for the state and the City to share. Layers of floor 
area bonuses, akin to HY and GEM, could provide improvements to the 
transit system, the public realm, and affordable housing. The number of 
sites in the Project Area that could be slated for market rate and affordable 
residential development could be increased, landmark buildings could be 
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retained and their unused development rights sold to developments in the 
Project Area, independent owners of smaller lots and tenants that are 
smaller businesses could be retained (as suggested in the first scenario) 
and contribute to the success of the Project Plan, a larger open space—a 
park—on part of Site 2 could be introduced, and a host of creative and 
socially necessary uses could be introduced into the area. (Harris_697) 

Response 21-9: In accordance with SEQRA, the alternatives for consideration in the EIS 
are those that are feasible and have the potential to reduce, eliminate, or 
avoid adverse impacts of a proposed action while meeting some or all of 
the goals and objectives of the action. The boundaries of the GPP Project 
Area were defined to support the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project, which are focused on eliminating substandard and insanitary 
conditions in the area around Penn Station; providing much-needed 
public transportation and public realm improvements, including 
improved subway stations and transit and pedestrian connections to Penn 
Station; and financially supporting the Penn Station reconstruction and 
the potential Penn Station expansion. 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 
be as supportive of the project’s goals and objectives. Furthermore, any 
development approaching the density of the Proposed Project in the 
Project Area—including development dispersed among additional 
sites—would likely result in similar significant adverse impacts in areas 
such as open space, noise, transportation, construction noise, and 
shadows. It should be noted that the density permitted on the eight 
development sites with the Proposed Project would be consistent with the 
densities allowed in surrounding areas, such as Hudson Yards and East 
Midtown, as discussed in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy,” of the FEIS. Development on additional sites outside of the 
current Project Area would not avoid the displacement of retailers, 
including smaller local stores. In any case, the DEIS concludes that the 
Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts with 
respect to business displacement. With respect to Macy’s, that project, if 
it is advanced through a ULURP application approved by the City 
Planning Commission and City Council, would move forward 
independently of the Proposed Project. Nonetheless, the FEIS includes a 
description of the Macy’s redevelopment proposal and has been revised 
to qualitatively account for the Macy’s redevelopment as part of the No 
Action condition. The renovation of 2 Penn Plaza is currently underway. 
Please refer to the response to Comment CT-12 regarding MSG.  
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Comment 21-10: The DEIS’s primary objection to providing more housing is that it would 
generate somewhat less revenue than the Override. But it never 
establishes that differential. More importantly, the fate of these sites 
should not depend only on the amount of revenue they produce. All 
impacts must be considered, and at or near the top of the list are essential 
social goods like housing. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 21-10: In accordance with SEQRA, alternatives for consideration in the EIS are 
generally those that are feasible and have the potential to reduce, 
eliminate, or avoid adverse impacts of a proposed action, while meeting 
some or all of the goals and objectives of the action. Chapter 21, 
“Alternatives,” of the DEIS provides a comprehensive comparative 
analysis of impacts in all analysis areas, as well as a determination as to 
what extent the alternatives would meet the goals and objectives of the 
Proposed Project, including eliminating substandard and insanitary 
conditions in the area around Penn Station; providing much-needed 
public transportation and public realm improvements, including 
improved subway stations and transit and pedestrian connections to Penn 
Station; and financially supporting the Penn Station reconstruction and 
the potential Penn Station expansion. The DEIS concludes that while the 
Residential Alternative would generate less revenue than the Proposed 
Project, it would still provide substantial support for the Penn  Station 
reconstruction and the potential Penn Station expansion. Overall, the 
Residential Alternative would not substantially avoid or reduce the 
significant adverse impacts that would occur with the Proposed Project 
and could result in unmitigated significant adverse impacts in the areas 
of early childhood programs and pedestrians that would not occur with 
the Proposed Project. However, the Residential Alternative would 
substantially meet the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project. In 
light of these conclusions, and in response to the comments and 
recommendations of the CACWG received by ESD after its issuance of 
the draft GPP, the GPP has been updated to permit residential 
development on Sites 1A, 1B, 4, and 8, up to a maximum of 1,798 
dwelling units, of which approximately 540 would be permanently 
affordable. The FEIS analyses have accounted for this change in program 
in the Maximum Residential Scenario analyzed for the Proposed Project 
(see Chapter 2, “Analytical Framework.”). Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” of 
the FEIS identifies mitigation measures to address the significant adverse 
impacts that would result from the introduction of residential uses by the 
Proposed Project. 

Increasing the amount of residential use in the Proposed Project in place 
of commercial office uses reduces the amount of revenue that would be 
generated by the project. Any residential programming in the Proposed 
Project would include an affordable housing component, and nearly all 



Chapter 26: Response to Public Comments 

 26-233  

affordable housing projects receive a 100 percent real estate tax 
abatement on the entire residential program (including the market-rate 
program) under affordable housing subsidy programs. Therefore, 
residential uses in the Proposed Project would likely not generate PILOT 
revenue, as it is the functional equivalent of real estate taxes.  

Comment 21-11: The DEIS’s specific idea for the lower density alternative – eliminating 
a single tower – was always a straw man, intended to avoid a serious 
discussion of the merits of reducing the project’s density. What plausible 
argument could there be for limiting the change to just one of the eight 
sites? (Weinstock_575) 

Response 21-11: As described in the DEIS, in addition to assuming no redevelopment on 
Site 8, the Lower Density Alternative assumes a reduction in density 
across all other sites, with the exception of Site 4. Table 21-25 of the 
DEIS (Tables 21-5 and 21-6 of the FEIS) provides the development 
program for the Lower Density Alternative, and Table 21-26 of the DEIS 
(Table 21-7 of the FEIS) provides a comparison of illustrative heights 
between the Lower Density Alternative and the Proposed Project. 

Comment 21-12: The DEIS's Lower Density Alternative – eliminating a single tower – was 
always a straw man, intended to avoid a serious discussion of the merits 
of reducing the project's density. What plausible argument could there be 
for limiting the change to just one of the eight sites? To distribute the 
density reduction across many sites is manifestly superior – reducing 
congestion hotspots, better preserving the scale and character of the 
neighborhood, and providing more light and air, among other benefits. 
ESD’s argument against lower density alternatives is hardly a surprise: It 
would not “maximize the revenue that could be generated by higher-
density development.” DEIS at 21-68. That is true. But again, 
maximizing revenue should be only one of the considerations for ESD. 
The question is whether there may be better ways to provide a good 
portion of the needed money without obliterating the City’s well-
considered plan for this neighborhood. (Weinstock_575) 

Response 21-12: In accordance with SEQRA, alternatives for consideration in the EIS are 
generally those that are feasible and have the potential to reduce, 
eliminate, or avoid adverse impacts of a proposed action, while meeting 
some or all of the goals and objectives of the action. Chapter 21, 
Alternatives,” of the DEIS provided a comprehensive comparative 
analysis of impacts in all technical areas, as well as a determination as to 
what extent the alternative would meet the goals and objectives of the 
Proposed Project. Contrary to the commentor’s statement, the Lower 
Density Alternative presented in the DEIS did not only limit the change 
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to just one of the eight sites. As shown in Table 21-25 in the DEIS, all of 
the development sites included a reduction in density except Site 4, and 
Site 8 was assumed to remain as in existing conditions. Nevertheless, the 
DEIS concludes that overall, the Lower Density Alternative would not 
substantially avoid or reduce the significant adverse impacts that would 
occur with the Proposed Project and could result in new unmitigated 
significant adverse impacts with respect to pedestrians that would not 
occur with the Proposed Project. In general, although the Lower Density 
Alternative would meet a number of the Proposed Project’s goals and 
objectives (see the Introduction section of Chapter 21, “Alternatives,” for 
a list of the goals considered in the chapter), it would do so to a lesser 
degree than the Proposed Project, including not maximizing the revenue 
to the same degree as the Proposed Project. It should be noted that the 
density permitted on the eight development sites with the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with the densities allowed in surrounding 
areas such as Hudson yards and East Midtown, as discussed in Chapter 
3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” of the FEIS. Additionally, 
ESD’s assessment of the existing disjointed neighborhood zoning in the 
DEIS/FEIS and Neighborhood Conditions Study contradicts the 
commentor’s contention that there is an existing “well-considered plan” 
for this neighborhood.” The Neighborhood Conditions Study describes 
an area that is substandard and insanitary due to a lack of coherent 
planning, longstanding underdevelopment, economic stagnation, and 
outmoded building stock in an area that should be economically vibrant, 
given its proximity the most important transportation complex in New 
York City. The problems are symptomatic of an area at risk of continued 
deterioration in the future. 

Comment 21-13: Please consider any alternatives that can both expand Penn Station and 
avoid new super towers. They are unnecessary and will add nothing to 
the already crowded skyline. Going vertical in no way advances the needs 
of Penn Station. You can't have trains in the sky! (Tissot_653) 

Response 21-13: Please see the response to Comment 1-52. 

Comment 21-14: Rather than relying on the putative open space provided for in the GPP, 
the DEIS should consider an alternative that includes a public park, 
perhaps with outdoor public athletic facilities to complement the 
professional arena at MSG, within the Project Area. For instance, a larger 
portion of Site 2 could provide much-needed outdoor space instead of an 
office building, which would greatly reduce the adverse impacts of the 
Proposed Project. (Harris_697) 
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Response 21-14: As described in FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” the Proposed Project 
would result in direct and indirect significant adverse impacts with 
respect to passive open spaces. Mitigation measures include, but are not 
limited to, the creation of new passive open space within the study area 
or funding for open space improvements and/or maintenance of open 
space resources in the study area. As discussed in DEIS and FEIS Chapter 
21, “Alternatives,” it would not be practicable to create a larger public 
plaza on Site 2 given the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project and 
the consideration of other site constraints. These constraints include the 
competing demands for ground-floor space on Site 2, including a 
potential major train hall entrance and other entrances to the potential 
Penn Station expansion if a southern expansion is selected, the need to 
provide a vibrant pedestrian realm, and commercial office building 
entrance lobbies and loading docks, all of which must be accommodated. 
The proposed 15 foot sidewalk widenings into the property lines on both 
the Seventh and Eighth Avenue frontages would limit the available width 
of the proposed open space. In addition, the 5 foot sidewalk widenings 
on both West 31st and West 30th Streets would further reduce the 
footprint available for the proposed buildings and open space. The 
buildings on Site 2 require large footprints, owing to several program 
elements including a potential major train hall entrance and other 
entrances to the potential expansion of Penn Station and adjoining public 
space, passenger and service elevators, transit easements and entrances, 
transit infrastructure service docks, ground floor lobbies, office tenant 
needs, and retail space. Reducing the footprint of the development would 
make it infeasible to accommodate the ground floor programmatic needs 
of the site.  

MITIGATION 

Comment 22-1: I’d like to note that the mitigation measures described in the DEIS do not 
even begin to adequately address the losses involved. (Rinaldi_100) 

Response 22-1: DEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” identifies measures that can address, to 
the maximum extent practicable, the significant adverse environmental 
impacts identified in the DEIS. Additional information regarding 
mitigation measures is provided in FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” The 
mitigation measures ultimately selected by ESD will be those measures 
that avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable. In the event the GPP is affirmed, ESD would require 
the implementation of such measures in Project documents. Nevertheless, 
as discussed in Chapter 23, “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” several 
significant adverse impacts would not be mitigated, or would only be 
partially mitigated, by the mitigation measures that have been identified. 
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Comment 22-2: The proposed developments would cause large shadows onto sensitive 
resources and open space, both in the 2028 and the 2038 phases. The only 
shadow mitigation the DEIS offers is outdoor electric lights to two 
churches. Community Board Five in general, and the area around Penn 
Station in particular, are needful of light. Shadows will linger for 
extended periods of time and will render the existing and new open space 
inhospitable. An acceptable mitigation would be to reduce the density. 
(Barbero et al_754, CB5_002) 

Response 22-2: As discussed in detail in DEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” shadow 
mitigation measures could include reductions in building height and/or 
bulk of the proposed developments and/or the provision of dedicated 
funding for improvements to the parks/plazas/open spaces such as 
relocating seating to sunlit areas, providing more seating in sunlit areas, 
upgrades to walkways, or hiring additional maintenance staff. With 
regard to the significant impacts to historic resources, mitigation 
measures could include a reconfiguration of the bulk of the proposed 
developments to reduce shadows on the sensitive features, and the 
provision of lighting to simulate sunlight on the impacted skylights and 
stained-glass windows. Reducing the height and bulk of the proposed 
developments to a degree that would meaningfully reduce or eliminate 
the significant shadow impacts identified in DEIS Chapter 7, “Shadows,” 
would substantially compromise certain of the primary objectives of the 
Proposed Project. Regarding the streets, sidewalks, and buildings of the 
neighborhood more generally, under the CEQR Technical Manual 
methodology City streets and sidewalks (except those with sunlight-
sensitive features such as Greenstreets features or pedestrian plazas) and 
buildings other than those with historic status and sunlight-sensitive 
features are not subject to shadows analyses. However, it should be noted 
that shadows move over the course of each day, falling to the west in the 
morning, north in the middle of the day, and east in the afternoon, and as 
shown in the figures associated with Chapter 7, “Shadows,” particularly 
outside the immediate Project Area, project-generated shadows do not 
add substantially to the baseline shadows of this densely-developed area 
at most times. With regard to the new open space that would be developed 
as part of the project, as described in Chapter 7, it would be shaded or 
mostly shaded in winter and during the mornings and late afternoons in 
spring, summer and fall, and would be mostly sunny in the early 
afternoons in the spring, summer, and fall, similar to many plazas and 
open spaces in the neighborhood.  

As discussed in FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” to address the significant 
adverse shadow impacts on open spaces, ESD would require future 
developers to fund open space improvements and/or maintenance at the 
impacted open space resources. The funds would be used for renovation, 
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repairs, or improvements to the impacted open space resources (such as 
relocating seating, providing more seating in sunlit areas, upgrading 
walkways, upgrading the Chelsea Park comfort station, replacing existing 
plantings with shade-tolerant species, or hiring additional maintenance 
staff to provide improved maintenance of these resources). With respect 
to the significant adverse shadow impacts on the stained glass windows 
of the St. Francis Roman Catholic Church Complex and the stained glass 
windows of the St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex, ESD has 
committed to require the developers of Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 to offer artificial 
lighting, which would simulate the effect of direct sunlight on the stained 
glass windows of the historic resources, to the Churches in the future when 
development on Sites 1, 2, 3, and 8 proceeds. ESD has also advised 
OPRHP that ESD would consider the feasibility and efficacy of installing 
mirrors on nearby structures to mitigate the significant adverse shadow 
impacts on the Farley Building, the open spaces of the Penn South 
Apartment Complex, and the former Greenwich Savings Bank, as 
described in the LOR included in Appendix G.  

Comment 22-3: Mitigation measures appear to completely leave out several sites of the 
area, including the Hotel Stewart and the Gimbel’s Skybridge. 
(Rinaldi_100) 

Response 22-3: DEIS Chapter 20, “Mitigation,” discusses potential mitigation measures 
that may include Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) 
documentation and architectural salvage to mitigate the impact to the 
Stewart Hotel. As discussed in the DEIS, the demolition of the Stewart 
Hotel would occur in the event the potential Penn Station expansion is 
located on Sites 1, 2 and 3, which would require a separate review in 
accordance with NEPA, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. 
Those separate federal reviews would include consideration of 
alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to historic 
resources resulting from a potential station expansion. These federal 
processes would provide ample opportunity for public participation in 
these reviews. With respect to the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge, the FEIS 
reflects stipulations contained in a LOR among Vornado, ESD, and 
OPRHP that prohibits the demolition of the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge 
until: (i) alternatives to demolishing (or otherwise adversely affecting) 
the Gimbel Brothers Skybridge in connection with the proposed 
redevelopment of Site 8 are studied ; (ii) there is further consultation 
under SHPA among ESD, Vornado and OPRHP; and (iii) ESD 
determines that there is no feasible alternative to such demolition or other 
adverse effect. In the event ESD makes such determination, ESD and 
Vornado, in consultation with OPRHP, shall develop and implement 
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measures which could mitigate the loss of, or other adverse effect to, the 
Gimbel Brothers Skybridge. The Gimbel Brothers Skybridge was not 
identified as a historic resource in the DEIS because it had not been 
determined eligible for the State and/or National Registers at the time the 
DEIS was published. However, it was identified as a significant visual 
resources in the DEIS. 

Comment 22-4: The proposed open space mitigation makes reference to the High Line 
and considers CB4-focused mitigation (e.g., with Chelsea Park). What 
mitigation would they propose specifically in CB5? (CB5_002) 

Response 22-4: Mitigation measures are tied to the open space study area, which is 
generally bounded by Fifth and Tenth Avenues and West 26th and West 
38th Streets. FEIS Chapter 22, “Mitigation,” states that ESD would 
require future developers to implement one or both of the following 
measures: create additional passive open space in or near the Project Area 
(in addition to the proposed plaza on Site 2) or provide funding for open 
space improvements and/or maintenance of open space resources in the 
study area.. Open space mitigation measures have been explored by ESD 
and will be further developed in consultation with the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks). At this time, it is not 
possible to know exactly which mitigation measures would be most 
appropriate, because the condition of open spaces in the area may change, 
other spaces may be identified as needing repairs and upgrades in the 
future at the time that the open space impact occurs, and detailed 
development plans are not yet available for any of the development sites. 
ESD would require an appropriate contribution to the open space 
mitigation in the form of one or more of the mitigation measures listed 
above at the time that a development agreement is signed between ESD 
and the future developer(s) for each site.  

NATURAL RESOURCES 

Comment 23-1: The super-tall towers with highly reflective glass allowed under the 
Proposed Project will kill wildlife, especially migrating birds that will fly 
into the skyscrapers. Glass towers kill a million birds in Manhattan 
annually. (Cohen_361, Davis_178, Pyle_060, Lant_746, Pyle_117, 
Scott_044)  

Response 23-1: As discussed in DEIS Appendix A (Appendix B in the FEIS), the new 
buildings would be required to adhere to Section 1403.8 of the New York 
City building code relating to bird-friendly glass. Bird-friendly glass 
types typically have low reflectivity, surface markings like etched or 
fritted lines, dots, or other markings, or reflect ultraviolet light that birds 
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can see and enables them to recognize the glass as a solid barrier to avoid. 
Building materials for the Proposed Project have yet to be selected, but 
the Proposed Project will be designed to be in compliance with Section 
1403.8 of the New York City building code to minimize the potential for 
bird collisions. With those measures in place, the Proposed Project would 
not represent a significant collision hazard to resident or migratory birds.  

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Comment 24-1: The negative effects of the project remain unmitigated and would be 
devastating to the area. (Barbero_068) 

Response 24-1: Mitigation for the significant adverse impacts identified in as a result of 
the Proposed Project are presented in Chapter 22, “Mitigation.” Some 
impacts cannot be fully mitigated, and in the absence of feasible and 
practicable mitigation measures, some of these impacts would be 
unavoidable. Such impacts are discussed in Chapter 23, “Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts.”  

GROWTH-INDUCING ASPECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No comments received. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

No comments received. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

This section presents a list of commenters who provided general feedback but did not provide 
substantive comments or express general support or opposition to the Proposed Project. 

(Finn_358, Reilly_001, Turpin_543) 

GENERAL SUPPORT 

This section presents a list of commenters who expressed general support for the Proposed Project 
but did not provide substantive comments. 

(Adhikari_749, Albucher_667, Anderson_355, Antoine_365, Antoine_400, Aprea_669, 
Armstrong_806, Azoulay_403, Bailey_709, Basu_619, Bastone_284, Berk_372, Berk_668, 
Biederman_112, Bottcher_192, Brereton_217, Brooks_444, Buonasera_659, Burns_371, 
Burns_658, Cameron_747, Campbell_408, Colacurcio_232, Coletti_172, Conde_406, 
Costigan_184, Cothran_676, Curran_382, Curran_663, Cyrus_278, Delgado_618, Delgado_636, 
DeSanto_662, DeSanto_807, Fattizzo_255, Fernandez_198, Fernandez_349, Fernandez_623, 
Fernandez_624, Fitzgerald_347, Fritsch_072, Galante_275, Gallion_413, Gerhards_029, 
gerrimatus_808, Gibson_194, Gilligan, Jr._212, Gitt_679, Golab_370, Gordon_621, 
Gottlieb_711, Gu_350, Gu_633, Gundogan_670, Hasson_686, Hede_280, Herrera_665, 
Jackson_174, Jarnagin-Reynolds_173, Javis_426, jhnyex_683, Jovick_305, Juarbe_785, 
Kam_660, Kamper_071, Kaplan_064, Kapell_267, Kennedy_620, Keyes_634, Keyes_681, 



Pennsylvania Station Area Civic and Land Use Improvement Project 

 26-240  

Kitt_391, Kurz_283, LaBarbera_084, LaBarbera_159, Langjahr_626, Lavine_195, 
Lebowitz_675, Lewis et al_722, Lusskin_191, Madaio_750, Madaio_116, Manning_285, 
Marabello_630, McCollum_392, McCollum_666, McWilliams_082, McWilliams_182, 
Messinetti_228, Miller_367, Miller_673, Mooiman_368, Mooiman_690, Morales_639, 
Moss_222, NYSLECET_028, NYSLECET_170, O'Keefe_369, Olszewski_277, Orwitz_452, 
Osorio_123, Paran_419, Peet_795, Penna_677, Persaud_366, Persaud_685, Piccirillo_200, 
Pilafi_617, Prohaska_031, Reed_687, Reed_627, Reed_812, Ribieiro_684, Rodgers_751, 
Rogove_395, Roloff_443, Sadler_638, Sadler_672, Salgo_189, Samboy_131, Samuel_816,  
Sanders_427, Santos_708, Scannell_674, Scopo_186, Shannon_273, Shobowale_102, 
Sillitti_193, Simon_218, Soderlund_657, Sorin_119, Steele_761, Steele_811, Sterling_691, 
Sternbach_270, Strieter_678, Tantum_412, Tilenius_640, Trujillo_538, Tsang_635, Tsang_671, 
Urbach_688, Valentine_682, Vendaval_680, Wade_661, Weber_595, Weber_596, Weber_664, 
West_279, Woods_348, Woods_689, Wright_066, Yearwood_565, Zhang_364) 

GENERAL OPPOSITION 

This section presents a list of commenters who expressed general opposition to the Proposed 
Project but did not provide substantive comments. 

(Boughton_221, Brattin_301, Citarella_353, Condino_541, Dowd_789, DuBois_591, 
Goldberg_752, Grinins_558, Gross_005, Hanrihan_318, Hogarty_583, Howell_706, 
Irizarry_012, Janssen_539, Jansen_656, Kam_710, Kinzler_411, Kirshner_440, Kleinman_016, 
Landa_317, Lonergan_445, Luskin_095, Luskin_593, Meyerhofer_442, Morer_422, Muller_377, 
Oliff_057, Oloughlin_592, Otterson_105, Palchanes_431, Parker_378, Parker_496, Regal_699, 
Roux_113, Ruciello_306, Sativa_588, Schaffner_185, Shafer_233, Schwartz_180, Shaffer_258, 
Sinigalliano_081, stevealmarshall_555, Szeto_436, Templeton_439, Turner_701, Weitz_446, 
Willenbecher_331, Wilson_394, Yaggy_304, Yaney_234, Zellander_735) 

C. LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS WHO 
COMMENTED ON THE DEIS 

COMMUNITY BOARDS 

1. Dave Achelis, Community Board 5, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 
(Achelis_108) 

2. Vikki Barbero, Chair, Manhattan Community Board 5, letters dated December 7, 2021 
(Barbero et al_754) and March 22, 2021 (CB5_002), and oral testimony delivered 
December 8, 2021 (Barbero_068) 

3. Christine Berthet, Co-Chair, Transportation Planning Committee, Manhattan 
Community Board 4, letter dated December 6, 2021 (Kern et al_756) 

4. Mary Brosnahan, Community Board 5, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 
(Brosnahan_114) 

5. Paul Devlin, Co-Chair, Chelsea Land Use Committee, Manhattan Community Board 4, 
letter dated December 6, 2021 (Kern et al_756) and oral testimony delivered December 
8, 2021 (Devlin_070) 

6. Lowell D. Kern, Chair, Manhattan Community Board 4, letter dated December 6, 2021 
(Kern et al_756) and oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Kern_065) 

7. Renee Kinsella, Community Board 5, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 
(Kinsella_110) 
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8. Layla Law-Gisiko, Chair, Land Use, Housing & Zoning Committee, Manhattan 
Community Board 5, letter dated December 7, 2021 (Barbero et al_754), and oral 
testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Law-Gisiko_098) and January 20, 2022 (Law-
Gisiko_323) 

9. Jeffrey LeFrancois, First Vice Chair, Manhattan Community Board 4, letter dated 
December 6, 2021 (Kern et al_756) 

10. Craig Slutskin, Community Board 5, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Slutskin_307) 

ELECTED OFFICIALS AND AGENCIES 

11. Alessandra Biaggi, New York State Senate, letter dated March 9, 2022 (Krueger et 
al_796) 

12. Erik Bottcher, New York City Council, oral testimony notes received January 20, 2022 
(Bottcher et al_147) and oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Bottcher_192) 

13. Gale Brewer, Manhattan Borough President, letters dated March 26, 2021 (Gottfried et 
al_020) and December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_021), oral testimony notes received 
December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_038) and January 20, 2022 (Bottcher et al_147), and 
oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Gottfried et al_069) 

14. Jabari Brisport, New York State Senate, letter dated March 9, 2022 (Krueger et al_796) 
15. Cordell Cleare, New York State Senate, letter dated March 9, 2022 (Krueger et al_796) 
16. Leroy Comrie, New York State Senate, letter dated March 9, 2022 (Krueger et al_796) 
17. Nathalia Fernandez, Assembly Member, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Fernandez_198) 
18. Vanessa Gibson, Bronx Borough President, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Gibson_194) 
19. Richard Gottfried, New York State Assembly, letters dated March 26, 2021 (Gottfried et 

al_020) and December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_021), oral testimony notes received 
December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_038) and January 20, 2022 (Bottcher et al_147), oral 
testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Gottfried et al_069) 

20. Brad Hoylman, New York State Senate, letters dated March 26, 2021 (Gottfried et 
al_020), December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_021), and March 9, 2022 (Krueger et al_796); 
oral testimony notes received December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_038) and January 20, 
2022 (Bottcher et al_147); oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Gottfried et 
al_069) 

21. Robert Jackson, New York State Senate, letters dated March 26, 2021 (Gottfried et 
al_020) and December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_021), oral testimony notes received 
December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_038) and January 20, 2022 (Bottcher et al_147), oral 
testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Gottfried et al_069) 

22. Corey Johnson, Speaker, New York City Council, letter dated March 26, 2021 
(Gottfried et al_020) 

23. Liz Krueger, New York State Senate, letter dated March 9, 2022 (Krueger et al_796) 
24. Anita Laremont, Chairperson, City Planning Commission, City of New York, letter 

dated January 27, 2022 (Laremont_337) 
25. Charles Lavine, Assembly Member, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Lavine_195) 
26. Mark Levine, Manhattan Borough President, oral testimony notes received January 20, 

2022 (Bottcher et al_147) 
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27. Carolyn Maloney, U.S. Congress, letters dated March 26, 2021 (Gottfried et al_020) and 
December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_021), Carolyn Maloney, U.S. Congress, oral testimony 
notes received December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_038) and January 20, 2022 (Bottcher et 
al_147), oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Gottfried et al_069) 

28. Jerry Nadler, U.S. Congress, letters dated March 26, 2021 (Gottfried et al_020) and 
December 8, 2021 (Nadler et al_021), oral testimony notes received December 8, 2021 
(Nadler et al_038) and January 20, 2022 (Bottcher et al_147), oral testimony delivered 
December 8, 2021 (Gottfried et al_069) 

29. Gina Sillitti, Assembly Member, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Sillitti_193) 
30. Jumaane Williams, New York City Public Advocate, oral testimony delivered January 

20, 2022 (Williams_214) 

BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

31. Michael Anderson, Business Manager, Local 46 Metallic Lathers Union and 
Reinforcing Ironworkers, letter dated February 8, 2022 (Anderson_355) 

32. Monica Bartley Manager, Community Organizers, Center for Independence of the 
Disabled, NY, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Bartley_287)and oral 
testimony notes received January 20, 2022 (Bartley_401) 

33. Diane Bartow, President, Murray Hill Neighborhood Association, email dated February 
1, 2022 (Demmet et al_338) 

34. Marcy Benstock, Clean Air Campaign, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Benstock_268) 

35. Dan Biederman, President, 34th Street Partnership, oral testimony delivered December 
8, 2021 (Biederman_112) 

36. Peter Brereton, New York City Carpenters' Union, oral testimony delivered January 20, 
2022 (Brereton_217) 

37. George Calderado, 29th Street Neighborhood Association, oral testimony delivered 
January 20, 2022 (Calderado_220) 

38. David Calligeros, Remains Lighting, email dated January 20, 2022 (Calligeros_167) 
39. Richard Cameron, Atelier & Company, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Cameron_303) 
40. John D. Cameron, Chairman, Long Island Planning Council, email dated February 11, 

2022 (Cameron_747) 
41. Sean Campion, Senior Research Associate, Citizens Budget Commission, oral testimony 

delivered December 8, 2021 (Campion_090) 
42. Michele Campo, Bowery Block Association, emails dated February 19, 2022 

(Campo_522, Campo_745) 
43. Barry Caro, ReTHINK NYC, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Caro_092) 
44. Vishaan Chakrabarti, Founder and Creative Director, PAU, letter dated December 10, 

2021 (Chakrabarti_035) 
45. Susan Clarke, Empire Station Coalition, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Clarke_230) 
46. Laura Colacurcio, ABNY, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Colacurcio_232) 
47. Louis Coletti, President and CEO, Building Trades Employers' Association, oral 

testimony notes received January 20, 2022 (Coletti_172) 
48. Thomas A. Costigan, Cross Country Construction LLC, letter dated January 24, 2022 

(Costigan_184) 
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49. Andrew Cranson, Empire Station Coalition, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 
(Cronson_088) and January 20, 2022 (Cranson_311) 

50. Margaret Crull, Board Member, Penn South Social Services, email dated April 23, 2021 
(Crull_017) 

51. Lisa Daglian, Executive Director, Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the MTA, 
oral testimony notes received December 8, 2021 (Daglian_032) 

52. Susan Demmet, Member, Murray Hill Neighborhood Association, email dated February 
1, 2022 (Demmet et al_338) 

53. Thomas Devaney, Senior Director of Planning and Land Use, Municipal Art Society, 
oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Devaney_074) and letter dated February 22, 
2022 (Devaney_692) 

54. Lynn Ellsworth, Coordinator, Empire Station Coalition, oral testimony delivered 
December 8, 2021 (Ellsworth_085) and January 20, 2022 (Ellsworth_249), oral 
testimony notes received January 19, 2022 (Ellsworth_187) 

55. Dave Fattizzo, Long Island Association, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Fattizzo_255) 

56. Rachael Fauss, Senior Research Analyst, Reinvent Albany, oral testimony notes 
received December 8, 2021 (Fauss_030) and January 20, 2022 (Fauss_165), oral 
testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Fauss_083) 

57. Julie Finch, Co-chair, Hopper Gibbons Underground Railroad, oral testimony delivered 
December 8, 2021 (Finch_115) 

58. Megan Finn, IBW Local 3, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Finn_226) 
59. David Friedlander, President, Diamonds by Lauren/Rock Diamond Corp, email dated 

February 17, 2022 (Friedlander_434) 
60. James Galante, Local 3, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Galante_275) 
61. Basha Gerhards, Senior Vice President of Planning, Real Estate Board of New York, 

letter dated December 8, 2021 (Gerhards_029) 
62. Rimvydas Glinskis, Lithuanian Alliance of America, oral testimony delivered January 

20, 2022 (Glinskis_215) 
63. Elizabeth Goldstein, President, Municipal Art Society, oral testimony delivered January 

20, 2022 (Goldstein_203) and letter dated March 9, 2022 (Goldstein_802) 
64. Andrea Goldwyn, New York Landmarks Conservancy, oral testimony delivered 

December 8, 2021 (Goldwyn_067) 
65. Timothy Gordon, Managing Director, Gordon Property Group, letter dated February 3, 

2022 (Gordon_344) 
66. John Graham, Victorian Society of New York, oral testimony delivered December 8, 

2021 (Graham_132) 
67. Caroline Harris, AAG Management, Inc., representing owners of 421 7th Avenue and 

155 West 33rd Street, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Harris_129) and 
letter dated February 22, 2022 (Harris_697) 

68. Neil Hede, Local 3, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Hede_280) 
69. Brook Jackson, Vice President, Policy, Regional Plan Associated, oral testimony notes 

received January 20, 2022 (Jackson_174) 
70. Kristen Jarnagin-Reynolds, CEO and President, Discover Long Island, oral testimony 

notes received January 20, 2022 (Jarnagin-Reynolds_173) 
71. John Jovick, Local 12, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Jovick_305) 
72. Dave Kapell, Right Track for Long Island, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Kapell_267) 
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73. Laurence Kleinman, Board Member, Penn South Social Services, email dated April 23, 
2021 (Kleinman_016) 

74. Leo Korein, Chief Executive Officer, Omnipresent Management, letter dated February 
18, 2022 (Korein_424) 

75. Lucy Koteen, Sierra Club New York City Group, oral testimony notes received January 
20, 2022 (Koteen_176) and oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Koteen_269) 

76. Jeffrey Kroessler, President, City Corporate of New York, oral testimony delivered 
December 8, 2021 (Kroessler_078) 

77. Lithuanian Alliance of America, email dated January 10, 2022 (LAA_136) 
78. Gary LaBarbera, President, Building and Construction Trades Council of Greater New 

York and Vicinity, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (LaBarbera_084) and 
oral testimony notes received January 20, 2022 (LaBarbera_159) 

79. Neal Lewis, Executive Director, Sustainability Institute at Molloy College, letter dated 
February 22, 2022 (Lewis et al_722) 

80. Percy Lujan, LIUNA Local 78, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Lujan_225) 
81. Tom Lunke, Principal, Tom Lunke Studio, letter dated February 16, 2022 (Lunke_415) 
82. Elizabeth Lusskin, President, Long Island City Partnership, oral testimony notes 

received January 26, 2022 (Lusskin_191) 
83. Anthony Madaio, President, Local Union 157, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 

Joiners of America, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Madalo_116) and letter 
dated January 25, 2022 (Madaio_750) 

84. Edward McWilliams, Executive Director, New York City District Council of 
Carpenters, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (McWilliams_082) and letter 
dated January 24, 2022 (McWilliams_182) 

85. Elisabeth Merritt, Deputy General Counsel, National Trust for Historic Preservation, 
letter dated February 22, 2022 (Merritt et al_535) 

86. Levi Messinetti, Carpenters Local 157, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Messinetti_228) 

87. Dick Michaels, Owner, Rogue Music, email dated February 15, 2022 (Michaels_405) 
88. Raymond Minieri, SMART Local 28, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Minieri_216) 
89. Mostly Mammals Pet Care, email dated February 19, 2022 (MMPC_461) 
90. John Mudd, Midtown South Community Council, oral testimony delivered December 8, 

2021 (Mudd_091) 
91. John Mudd, Midtown South Community Council, oral testimony delivered January 20, 

2022 (Mudd_316) 
92. Jessica Murray, Chair, Advisory Committee on Transportation Accessibility (ACTA) to 

the MTA; Organizer, Rise and Resist Elevator Action Group, email dated February 22, 
2022 (Murray_725) 

93. Susan Nash, LEAPS Empire State Coalition, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Nash_259) 

94. Marcel Negret, Senior Planner, Regional Plan Association, oral testimony notes received 
January 20, 2022 (Negret_175) and oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Negret_231) 

95. Anne E. Nelson, Senior Associate General Counsel, National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, letters dated January 7, 2022 (Nelson_059) and February 22, 2022 (Merritt 
et al_535), oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Nelson_288) 

96. Ambur Nicosia, Penn South, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Nicosia_237) 
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97. Signe Nielsen, MNLA, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Nielsen_274) 
98. Lorna Nowve, Interim Director, Historic Districts Council, oral testimony delivered 

December 8, 2021 (Nowve_089) and January 20, 2022 (Nowve_326) 
99. New York Landmarks Conservancy, oral testimony notes received December 8, 2021 

(NYLC_063) 
100. New York State Laborers’ Employers Cooperation and Education Trust, letters dated 

December 8, 2021 (NYSLECET_028) and January 20, 2022 (NYSLECET_170) 
101. Ralph Osorio, 32BJ, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Osorio_123) 
102. Felicia Park-Rogers, Director of Regional Infrastructure, Tri-State Transportation 

Campaign, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Park-Rogers_103) and January 
20, 2022 (Park-Rogers_320) 

103. Evan Peet, President, Floral Park Chamber of Commerce, email dated January 20, 2022 
(Peet_795) 

104. Erika Petersen, Vice President, West End Preservation Society, oral testimony delivered 
January 20, 2022 (Petersen_209) 

105. Michael Prohaska, Business Manager, Greater New York Laborers-Employers 
Cooperation & Education Trust, oral testimony notes received December 8, 2021 
(Prohaska_031) 

106. Renzo Ramirez, 32BJ, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Ramirez_128) and 
January 20, 2022 (Ramirez_245) 

107. Brian Reilly COVID Response Manager, Grace Church School, email dated March 8, 
2021 (Reilly_001) 

108. Justin Rodgers, Interim President and CEO, Greater Jamaica Development Corporation, 
oral testimony notes received December 9, 2021 (Rodgers_751) 

109. Jean Ryan, Disabled in Action, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Ryan_246) 
110. Michael Salgo, Executive Director, The Cement League, letter dated January 27, 2022 

(Salgo_189) 
111. Charlie Samboy, Director of Government Affairs, New York Building Congress, oral 

testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Samboy_131) 
112. Rebecca Sanin, Health and Welfare Council of LI, oral testimony delivered January 20, 

2022 (Sanin_207) 
113. Joseph Scopo Director of Organizing, Cement and Concrete Worker's Organizing Fund, 

oral testimony notes received January 24, 2022 (Scopo_186) 
114. Tokumbo Shobowale, Regional Plan Association, oral testimony delivered December 8, 

2021 (Shobowale_102) 
115. Stefanie Siegel, Executive Director and Founder, Bailey's Cafe, email dated February 

19, 2022 (Siegel_456) 
116. Elaine Silber, Member, Murray Hill Neighborhood Association, email dated February 1, 

2022 (Demmet et al_338) 
117. Anthony Simon, SMART Transportation Union, oral testimony delivered January 20, 

2022 (Simon_218) 
118. Hank Soderlund, Local 3, oral testimony delivered February 20, 2022 (Soderlund_657) 
119. Lisa Sorin, President, Bronx Chamber of Commerce, oral testimony delivered December 

8, 2021 (Sorin_119) 
120. Tafadar Sourov, Plumbers Local Union Number 1, oral testimony delivered January 20, 

2022 (Sourov_213) 
121. Mitchell Sternbach, Greater Jamaica Development Corporation, oral testimony delivered 

January 20, 2022 (Sternbach_270) 
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122. Marilyn J. Taylor, Member, CAC-WG, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Taylor_201) and letter dated February 22, 2022 (Taylor_737)  

123. Edward Thompson, Vice President for Advancement, Molloy College, letter dated 
February 22, 2022 (Lewis et al_722) 

124. Samuel A. Turvey, Chair, Rethink New York City, oral testimony delivered December 
8, 2021 (Turvey_075) and January 20, 2022 (Turvey_322), email dated February 22, 
2022 (Turvey_713) 

125. Brad Vogel, City Club of New York, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Vogel_321) and email dated February 22, 2022 (Vogel_654) 

126. James Von Klemperer, President, Kohn Pedersen Fox Architects for New York, oral 
testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Von Klemperer_111) 

127. Alexandros Washburn, Executive Director, Grand Penn Community Alliance, oral 
testimony notes received December 8, 2021 (Washburn_027) and January 20, 2022 
(Washburn_158), oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Washburn_101) 

128. Letoya Washington, Laborers' Local 79, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 
(Washington_224) 

129. Charles Weinstock, Manhattan Community Board 5, 251 West 30th Street Residential 
Tenants Association, 29th Street Neighborhood Association, Midtown South 
Community Council, City Club of New York, ReThinkNYC, Alliance for a Human-
Scale City, Environmental Simulation Center, oral testimony delivered December 8, 
2021 (Weinstock_097), email dated February 21, 2022 (Weinstock_575), letter dated 
March 30, 2022 (Weinstock_819) 

130. Chris West, Foster and Partners, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (West_279) 
131. Tierra Williams, Local 79 Laborers, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 

(Williams_293) 
132. Jeremy Woodoff, Victorian Society of New York, oral testimony delivered December 8, 

2021 (Woodoff_133) 
133. Seri Worden, Senior Field Director, National Trust for Historic Preservation, letter dated 

January 7, 2022 (Worden et al_058) 
134. Tom Wright, President and CEO, Regional Plan Association, oral testimony delivered 

December 8, 2021 (Wright_066) 
135. Darren Xu, Senior Vice President, Columbia Property Trust, letter dated February 22, 

2022 (Xu_717) 
136. Christine Serdjenian Yearwood, Founder and CEO, UP-STAND, letter dated February 

20, 2022 (Yearwood_565) 

GENERAL PUBLIC 

137. Molly Aalyson, email dated January 20, 2022 (Aalyson_177) 
138. Judith Ackerman, email dated February 19, 2022 (Ackerman_481) 
139. Michael Henry Adams, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Adams_254) 
140. Karim Ahmed, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Ahmed_247) 
141. Russ Alderson, email dated February 10, 2022 (Alderson_373) 
142. Charles Alexander, email dated January 10, 2022 (Alexander_062) 
143. Bruce Alexander, email dated February 16, 2022 (Alexander_399) 
144. Carol Anshien, email dated February 22, 2022 (Anshien_647) 
145. Grace Arnao, email dated February 13, 2022 (Arnao_388) 
146. Arthur Arnold, email dated February 22, 2022 (Arnold_726) 
147. Eleanor Arons, email dated February 22, 2022 (Arons_791) 
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148. Jordan Auslander, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Auslander_104) 
149. Josette Bailey, email dated February 20, 2022 (Bailey_531) 
150. Lance Barbarino, email dated February 14, 2022 (Barbarino_765) 
151. Mary Barnes, email dated January 4, 2022 (Barnes_051) 
152. Craig Barnes, email dated January 4, 2022 (Barnes_052) 
153. Peter Baron, email dated February 21, 2022 (Baron_580) 
154. James Barsoumian, email dated February 21, 2022 (Barsoumian_601) 
155. John Basil, email dated February 19, 2022 (Basil_462) 
156. Alfred Bastone, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Bastone_284) 
157. Tommy Bayiokos, email dated February 20, 2022 (Bayiokos_562) 
158. Pauline Beam, email dated February 21, 2022 (Beam_589) 
159. Jonah Belser, email dated February 22, 2022 (Belser_700) 
160. Marilyn Berkon, email dated February 20, 2022 (Berkon_567) 
161. David Berlin, email dated February 16, 2022 (Berlin_417) 
162. Pamela Berlin, email dated February 19, 2022 (Berlin_514) 
163. Sandi Bill, email dated February 21, 2022 (Bill_584) 
164. Judith Binus, email dated February 19, 2022 (Binus_479) 
165. Roger Blanc, email dated February 20, 2022 (Blanc_568) 
166. Rachel Blasen, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Blasen_260) 
167. bloozvox, email dated February 8, 2022 (bloozvox_817) 
168. Elizabeth Blumberg, email dated January 16, 2022 (Blumberg_138) 
169. Francoise Bollack, email dated January 29, 2022 (Bollack_336) 
170. Lauren Bond, email dated February 19, 2022 (Bond_498) 
171. John Borras, email dated February 18, 2022 (Borras_428) 
172. Ross Boughton, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Boughton_221) 
173. Michael Bournas-Ney, email dated April 23, 2021 (Bournas-Ney_004) and oral 

testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Bournas-Nay_096) 
174. Nicole Bournas-Ney, email dated April 23, 2021 (Bournas-Ney_011) 
175. Elizabeth Bowman, emails dated February 17, 2022 (Bowman_438) and February 18, 

2022 (Bowman_448) 
176. Ann Brameier, email dated February 19, 2022 (Brameier_501) 
177. Barbara Brandes, email dated February 22, 2022 (Brandes_652) 
178. John Brattin, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Brattin_301) 
179. Peter Bray, email dated February 22, 2022 (Bray_650) 
180. Kevin Brennan, email dated February 21, 2022 (Brennan_607) 
181. Robert Brenner, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Brenner_099) and January 

20, 2022 (Brenner_298) 
182. Robert Breuer, email dated February 21, 2022 (Breuer_787) 
183. Hal Bromm, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Bromm_146, Bromm_291) 
184. Aaron Broudo, email dated April 23, 2021 (Broudo_760) 
185. Deloss Brown, email dated February 19, 2022 (Brown_513) 
186. Robert Bryan, email dated December 21, 2021 (Bryan_046) 
187. George Bulow, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Bulow_294) 
188. Tim Burrows, email dated February 21, 2022 (Burrows_615) 
189. Ricky Byrd, email dated February 21, 2022 (Byrd_572) 
190. Cecella Byrnes, email dated February 19, 2022 (Byrnes_475) 
191. Joe Caggiano, email dated February 22, 2022 (Caggiano_727) 
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192. Caitlin Cahill, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Cahill_120) and January 20, 
2022 (Cahill_244) 

193. George Calderaro, emails dated December 9, 2021 (Calderaro_034) and February 22, 
2022 (Calderaro_693) 

194. Alida Camp, email dated February 22, 2022 (Camp_645) 
195. Hope Carr, email dated February 19, 2022 (Carr_473) 
196. Clay Chalem, email dated February 13, 2022 (Chalem_387) 
197. Ellis Chase, email dated February 19, 2022 (Chase_453) 
198. Save Chelsea, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Chelsea_197) 
199. Amy Chin, email dated February 22, 2022 (Chin_705) 
200. Mary Citarella, emails dated April 22, 2021 (Citarella_003) and February 7, 2022 

(Citarella_353) 
201. Bobbi Citron, email dated February 16, 2022 (Citron_420) 
202. Susan M. Clarke, email dated January 3, 2022 (Clarke_050) 
203. Joseph Clift, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Clift_134) 
204. Florence Cohen, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Cohen_286) 
205. D. Cohen, email dated February 9, 2022 (Cohen_361) 
206. Terry Cohn, email dated February 18, 2022 (Cohn_449) 
207. Lizette Colon, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Colon_126) 
208. Deanna Condino, email dated February 20, 2022 (Condino_541) 
209. Ruth Conner, emails dated April 23, 2021 (Conner_014) and January 29, 2022 

(Conner_334) 
210. Steven Conte, email dated February 21, 2022 (Conte_570) 
211. Barry Cord, email dated February 19, 2022 (Cord_497) 
212. Addie Corn, email dated February 21, 2022 (Corn_612) 
213. Peg Cortese, email dated February 19, 2022 (Cortese_488) 
214. Edrie Amy Cote, email dated February 22, 2022 (Cote_721) 
215. Karen Cotterell, email dated February 19, 2022 (Cotterell_485) 
216. Elizabeth Crawford, email dated February 22, 2022 (Crawford_622) 
217. Jacqueline Crawley, email dated January 20, 2022 (Crawley_163) 
218. Kitty Crowley, email dated February 19, 2022 (Crowley_472) 
219. Kerri Culhane, email dated January 28, 2022 (Culhane_332) 
220. Tom Curiano, email dated February 13, 2022 (Curiano_386) 
221. Chris Curtin-Barnes, email dated February 19, 2022 (Curtin-Barnes_471) 
222. Cleveland Cyrus, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Cyrus_278) 
223. Judith Dahill, email dated February 4, 2022 (Dahill_346) 
224. Azusa Sheshe Dance, email dated February 22, 2022 (Dance_734) 
225. Carlo Dano, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Dano_297) and email dated 

February 15, 2022 (Dano_409) 
226. Russ Dantzler, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Dantzler_124) 
227. Gail Davis, email dated January 20, 2022 (Davis_178) and oral testimony delivered 

January 20, 2022 (Davis_235) 
228. Judith Daxidsen, email dated February 19, 2022 (Daxidsen_470) 
229. Michael De Luna, email dated February 22, 2022 (De Luna_740) 
230. Tony DeLuca, email dated February 20, 2022 (DeLuca_549) 
231. Yolandra Dent-Rivera, email dated February 8, 2022 (Dent-Rivera_363) 
232. Victoria DeRosa, email dated February 19, 2022 (DeRosa_500) 
233. Susan C. Dessel, email dated February 19, 2022 (Dessel_526) 
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234. Leslee Devlin, email dated January 20, 2022 (Devlin_156) 
235. James Dickinson, email dated February 20, 2022 (Dickinson_782) 
236. Peter Dixon, emails dated February 19, 2022 (Dixon_519) and February 20, 2022 

(Dixon_564) 
237. David Donen, email dated February 19, 2022 (Donen_509) 
238. Mark Dorfman, email dated February 7, 2022 (Dorfman_351) 
239. Joan Dorney, email dated January 24, 2022 (Dorney_183) 
240. Diana Douglas, Letter December 9, 2021 (Douglas_036) 
241. Ann Dowd, email dated February 22, 2022 (Dowd_789) 
242. Nancy Doyne, email dated February 19, 2022 (Doyne_503) 
243. Judi Dozier, email dated February 21, 2022 (Dozier_600) 
244. Pamela Drake, email dated February 18, 2022 (Drake_441) 
245. Sandra Dreisen, email dated February 7, 2022 (Dreisen_352) 
246. Ingrid DuBois, emails dated February 21, 2022 (DuBois_590, DuBois_591) 
247. Blaise Dupuy, email dated February 22, 2022 (Dupuy_646) 
248. Mick DuRussel, emails dated February 9, 2022 (DuRussel_360) and February 21, 2022 

(DuRussel_571) 
249. Robert Dzurilla, email dated January 5, 2022 (Dzurilla_053) 
250. Rick Eckerle, email dated February 18, 2022 (Eckerle_447) 
251. Matt Eldridge, email dated February 17, 2022 (Eldridge_437) 
252. George J. Ennis III, email dated February 19, 2022 (Ennis III_506) 
253. Karen and Armand Ensanian, email dated February 15, 2022 (Ensanian_402) 
254. Nelson Eusebio, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Eusebio_276) 
255. Brian Faleiro, email dated February 21, 2022 (Faleiro_603) 
256. Sara Fendley, email dated February 13, 2022 (Fendley_764) 
257. Kenneth Fields, email dated February 20, 2022 (Fields_554) 
258. Todd Fine, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Fine_261) 
259. Svetlana Finelt , email dated February 14, 2022 (Finelt _398) 
260. Gerald Finn, email dated February 8, 2022 (Finn_358) 
261. Miriam Fisher, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Fisher_256) 
262. Joyce Fitzpatrick, email dated February 19, 2022 (Fitzpatrick_510) 
263. Shane Fleming, email dated February 22, 2022 (Fleming_703) 
264. Cathy and David Fogelman, email dated February 12, 2022 (Fogelman_383) 
265. Michael Follo, emails dated July 18, 2021 (Follo_820) and October 14, 2021 

(Follo_822) 
266. David Foster, email dated February 17, 2022 (Foster_432) 
267. Bernard Fowler, email dated February 10, 2022 (Fowler_375) 
268. Ken Friedberg, email dated February 17, 2022 (Friedberg_429) 
269. Brian Fritsch, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Fritsch_072) 
270. Dave Fuller, email dated February 16, 2022 (Fuller_418) 
271. Carol Gadd, email dated February 16, 2022 (Gadd_416) 
272. Roberta Gelb, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Gelb_073) and January 20, 

2022 (Gelb_223), email dated February 21, 2022 (Gelb_576) 
273. Joyce Genauer, email dated February 20, 2022 (Genauer_553) 
274. Glenn Gerding, email dated February 14, 2022 (Gerding_393) 
275. Jasmine Gilden, email dated February 14, 2022 (Gilden_766) 
276. Liz Giletto, email dated February 19, 2022 (Giletto_467) 
277. Richard Gilligan, Jr., oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Gilligan, Jr._212) 
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278. Nadine Godwin, email dated February 20, 2022 (Godwin_552) 
279. Joy E. Goldberg, email dated December 8, 2021 (Goldberg_752) 
280. Lisa Goldman, email dated February 10, 2022 (Goldman_374) 
281. Robert Gordon, email dated February 21, 2022 (Gordon_605) 
282. DeeAnne P. Gorman, email dated February 3, 2022 (Gorman_343) 
283. Alison Greenberg, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Greenberg_094) and 

January 20, 2022 (Greenberg_324) 
284. Judith Greenberg, email dated February 21, 2022 (Greenberg_569) 
285. Michael Greenberg, email dated February 22, 2022 (Greenberg_790) 
286. Gabrielle Grimotes, email dated February 22, 2022 (Grimotes_793) 
287. John Grinins, email dated February 20, 2022 (Grinins_558) 
288. Nicky Grist, email dated February 19, 2022 (Grist_779) 
289. Tracy Gross, email dated April 23, 2021 (Gross_005) 
290. Katherina Grunfeld, email dated February 19, 2022 (Grunfeld_516) 
291. Karen Haglof, email dated February 21, 2022 (Haglof_579) 
292. Susan Hannah, email dated February 21, 2022 (Hannah_587) 
293. David Hanrihan, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Hanrihan_318) 
294. Jared Hanrihan, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Hanrihan_319) 
295. Susannah Hardaway, email dated February 19, 2022 (Hardaway_489) 
296. Amy Harlib, email dated February 19, 2022 (Harlib_523) 
297. Arno Hecht, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Hecht_309) 
298. Howard Hemsley, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Hemsley_248) 
299. Carmina Hendershott, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Hendershott_264) and 

email dated February 21, 2022 (Hendershott_609) 
300. Jennifer Herring, email dated February 19, 2022 (Herring_487) 
301. Sherrin Hersch, email dated February 19, 2022 (Hersch_463) 
302. Philip Herter, email dated February 19, 2022 (Herter_769) 
303. Judith Hertzberg, email dated February 21, 2022 (Hertzberg_577) 
304. Matthias Hess, email dated December 12, 2021 (Hess_805) and oral testimony delivered 

January 20, 2022 (Hess_202) 
305. Brian Hess, email dated February 22, 2022 (Hess_704) 
306. Timothy Hogarty, email dated February 21, 2022 (Hogarty_583) 
307. David Holowka, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Holowka_130) 
308. David Hoover, email dated February 20, 2022 (Hoover_546) 
309. Audrey P. Hoover, email dated February 21, 2022 (Hoover_597) 
310. Peter Howard, email dated February 20, 2022 (Howard_547) 
311. Richard Howell, email dated February 22, 2022 (Howell_706) 
312. Jeannie Hutchins, email dated February 19, 2022 (Hutchins_490) 
313. Susan Immergut, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Immergut_257) and email 

dated February 21, 2022 (Immergut_613) 
314. Camellia Irizarry, email dated April 23, 2021 (Irizarry_012) 
315. Samantha Isales, email dated February 19, 2022 (Isales_478) 
316. Rickie James, email dated February 19, 2022 (James_464) 
317. Jared Jamesson, email dated February 19, 2022 (Jamesson_477) 
318. Joe Jansen, email dated February 24, 2022 (Jansen_656) 
319. Yvette Janssen, email dated February 20, 2022 (Janssen_539) 
320. David Jenkins, email dated February 2, 2022 (Jenkins_342) 
321. Paul Jenner, email dated February 19, 2022 (Jenner_525) 
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322. Jocko, email dated February 21, 2022 (Jocko_586) 
323. Jamie Johnson, email dated December 20, 2021 (Johnson_056) 
324. Susan Kaiser, email dated February 19, 2022 (Kaiser_502) 
325. Avner Kam, email dated February 7, 2022 (Kam_710) 
326. Matt Kamper, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Kamper_071) 
327. Anna Kaplan, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Kaplan_064) 
328. Dave Kaplan, email dated February 12, 2022 (Kaplan_384) 
329. Nathan Kaplan, email dated February 21, 2022 (Kaplan_616) 
330. Peter Kavanaugh, email dated February 22, 2022 (Kavanaugh_643) 
331. Joe Kelly, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Kelly_219) 
332. Glen Kidd, email dated February 21, 2022 (Kidd_573) 
333. Val Kinzler, emails dated February 16, 2022 (Kinzler_411) and February 19, 2022 

(Kinzler_459) 
334. Maria Kirke, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Kirke_229) 
335. Simon Kirke, email dated February 20, 2022 (Kirke_561) 
336. Patricia Kirshner, oral testimony delivered February 20, 2022 (Kirshner_440) 
337. Eric Klaastad, email dated February 20, 2022 (Klaastad_556) 
338. Karen Klatzkin, email dated February 16, 2022 (Klatzkin_421) 
339. Kevin Kleeman, email dated February 19, 2022 (Kleeman_774) 
340. Rhoda E. Kleiman, email dated February 19, 2022 (Kleiman_505) 
341. Rona B. Kluger, email dated February 19, 2022 (Kluger_518) 
342. Lucia Kraus, email dated February 17, 2022 (Kraus_414) 
343. Karissa Krenz, email dated February 22, 2022 (Krenz_694) 
344. Carol Krinsky, email dated February 19, 2022 (Krinsky_469) 
345. Daniel Kryzhanovski, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Kryzhanovski_080) 
346. Rick Kurnit, email dated February 19, 2022 (Kurnit_527) 
347. Adam Kurz, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Kurz_283) 
348. Joseph Lalli, email dated February 21, 2022 (Lalli_608) 
349. Jeanmarie Lally, email dated February 21, 2022 (Lally_784) 
350. Sumeet Lamba, email dated January 19, 2022 (Lamba_794) 
351. Benny Landa, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Landa_317) 
352. Benjamin Landa, email dated February 9, 2022 (Landa_762) 
353. Claudio Laniado, email dated February 14, 2022 (Laniado_397) 
354. Antonai Lant, email dated February 13, 2022 (Lant_746) 
355. Christopher Larsen, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Larsen_204) 
356. Chris Larsen, email dated February 14, 2022 (Larsen_389) 
357. Leeann Latsch, email dated January 24, 2022 (Latsch_171) 
358. Abby Leigh, email dated February 19, 2022 (Leigh_777) 
359. Laura Fay Lewis, emails dated February 15, 2022 (Lewis_404) and February 22, 2022 

(Lewis_651) 
360. David Licht, email dated February 19, 2022 (Licht_499) 
361. Lindsay, email dated February 22, 2022 (Lindsay_702) 
362. Peter Ling, email dated February 20, 2022 (Ling_566) 
363. Steven Ling, email dated February 20, 2022 (Ling_744) 
364. Donna Robin Lippman, email dated February 19, 2022 (Lippman_511) 
365. Mark B. Lonergan, email dated February 18, 2022 (Lonergan_445) 
366. Bruno Lora, email dated January 21, 2022 (Lora_169) 
367. Lorene, email dated April 23, 2021 (Lorene_009) 
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368. Jean Lum, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Lum_292) and email dated 
January 22, 2022 (Lum_821) 

369. Thomas Lunke, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Lunke_290) 
370. Fern Luskin, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Luskin_095) and email dated 

February 21, 2022 (Luskin_593) 
371. Sandy MacDonald, email dated January 24, 2022 (MacDonald_181) 
372. Lisa Mackie, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Mackie_109), letters dated 

December 9, 2021 (Mackie_033, Mackie_045), email dated February 21, 2022 
(Mackie_585) 

373. Lynn Mallinson, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Mallinson_242) 
374. Thomas Mandel, email dated February 11, 2022 (Mandel_380) 
375. David Manning, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Manning_285) 
376. Jonathan Marder, email dated January 20, 2022 (Marder_162) 
377. Steve Marshall, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Marshall_125) and January 

20, 2022 (Marshall_296, Marshall_315), email dated February 22, 2022 (Marshall_712) 
378. Dan Marshall, email dated February 20, 2022 (Marshall_544) 
379. John Marshall, email dated February 20, 2022 (Marshall_560) 
380. Geraldine Maslanka, email dated February 19, 2022 (Maslanka_524) 
381. Barbara Mastorgi, email dated February 19, 2022 (Mastorgi_495) 
382. Lane Maurer, email dated February 21, 2022 (Maurer_581) 
383. Ann McDermott, email dated November 1, 2021 (McDermott_803), oral testimony 

delivered December 8, 2021 (McDermott_107) and January 20, 2022 (McDermott_313) 
384. Jimmy McElligott, email dated February 15, 2022 (McElligott_407) 
385. Jon McFarlane, email dated February 19, 2022 (McFarlane_507) 
386. Margaret McInroe, email dated February 22, 2022 (McInroe_714) 
387. KC McLeod, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (McLeod_087) 
388. Miles McManus, email dated February 19, 2022 (McManus_494) 
389. Kate C. McMullan, email dated February 19, 2022 (McMullan_493) 
390. Isabella Mehiel, email dated February 22, 2022 (Mehiel_738) 
391. Lio Mehiel, email dated February 22, 2022 (Mehiel_804) 
392. Audrey D. Melkin, email dated February 20, 2022 (Melkin_557) 
393. Mike Mense, email dated February 22, 2022 (Mense_741) 
394. Ida Messana, email dated February 19, 2022 (Messana_517) 
395. Will Meyerhofer, email dated February 18, 2022 (Meyerhofer_442) 
396. Sal Migliaccio, email dated February 22, 2022 (Migliaccio_644) 
397. Sloane Miller, email dated January 16, 2022 (Miller_137) 
398. David Moog, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Moog_289) 
399. Lansing Moore, email dated January 27, 2022 (Moore_190) 
400. Jack Morer, email dated February 16, 2022 (Morer_422) 
401. Stephen Mormon, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Mormon_093) 
402. Abram Morris, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Morris_310) 
403. Yvonne Morrow, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Morrow_238) 
404. Michael Moses Moskowitz, emails dated February 19, 2022 (Moskowitz_521) and 

February 20, 2022 (Moskowitz_533) 
405. Mitchell Moss, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Moss_222) 
406. Christie Mullen, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Mullen_271) 
407. Michael Muller, email dated February 10, 2022 (Muller_377) 
408. Mike Muller, email dated February 15, 2022 (Muller_767) 
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409. Sherrie Murphy, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Murphy_239) 
410. Mysore Nagaraja, email dated February 22, 2022 (Nagaraja et al_729) 
411. Susan Nash, email dated January 20, 2022 (Nash_161) 
412. Judith Nemzer, email dated February 19, 2022 (Nemzer_780) 
413. Lynn Neugebauer, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Neugebauer_236) 
414. Pamela Newton, email dated January 19, 2022 (Newton_140) 
415. Susan Nial, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Nial_252) 
416. Cezar Nicolescu, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Nicolescu_262) and email 

dated February 22, 2022 (Nicolescu_695) 
417. Nora North, email dated February 22, 2022 (North_641) 
418. Lynn O'Brien, email dated February 18, 2022 (O'Brien_425) 
419. Robert O'Brien, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (O'Brien_135) and email 

dated February 22, 2022 (O'Brien_736) 
420. Gabrielle O'Donnell, email dated February 9, 2022 (O'Donnell_362) 
421. Daniel J. O'Neill, email dated February 1, 2022 (O'Neill_341) 
422. Lynne Oddo, emails dated April 24, 2021 (Oddo_019) and February 8, 2022 

(Oddo_359) 
423. Regina Olff, email dated February 22, 2022 (Olff_728) 
424. Regina Oliff, undated letters (Oliff_057, Oliff_423) 
425. Kerry Oloughlin, email dated February 21, 2022 (Oloughlin_592) 
426. Joseph Olszewski, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Olszewski_277) 
427. Susan Ackoff Ortega, email dated February 22, 2022 (Ortega_696) 
428. Shyama Orum, email dated February 20, 2022 (Orum_540) 
429. Derek Ostergard, email dated February 19, 2022 (Ostergard_465) 
430. William Otterson, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Otterson_105) and 

January 20, 2022 (Otterson_328), email dated February 22, 2022 (Otterson_632) 
431. W. Ottinger, email dated February 20, 2022 (Ottinger_548) 
432. John R. Padget, email dated January 28, 2022 (Padget_330) 
433. Nadine Palchanes, email dated February 17, 2022 (Palchanes_431) 
434. Rosemary Grebin Palms, email dated February 19, 2022 (Palms_480) 
435. Patricia Ann Parenti, email dated February 20, 2022 (Parenti_545) 
436. Chris Parker, email dated February 11, 2022 (Parker_378) 
437. B Parker, email dated February 19, 2022 (Parker_496) 
438. Gita Patel, email dated January 20, 2022 (Patel_157) 
439. Kathryn Paulsen, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Paulsen_210) and email 

dated February 22, 2022 (Paulsen_788) 
440. Joey Perez, email dated February 17, 2022 (Perez_433) 
441. Pump Perl, email dated February 18, 2022 (Perl_450) 
442. Reed Perron, email dated February 19, 2022 (Perron_483) 
443. Connie Perry, email dated February 20, 2022 (Perry_550) 
444. Mariann Perseo, email dated April 23, 2021 (Perseo_013) 
445. Kristin Peterson, email dated February 19, 2022 (Peterson_775) 
446. Elle Phish, email dated February 8, 2022 (Phish_354) 
447. Michael Piccirillo, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Piccirillo_200) 
448. James Pietsch, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Pietsch_272) and email dated 

February 22, 2022 (Pietsch_648) 
449. Mark Polott, email dated February 19, 2022 (Polott_770) 
450. R Potasznik, email dated February 19, 2022 (Potasznik_482) 
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451. Robert W. Previdi, email dated February 22, 2022 (Nagaraja et al_729) 
452. Caroline Purr, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Purr_227) and email dated 

February 8, 2022 (Purr_356) 
453. C.M. Pyle, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Pyle_117) and oral testimony 

notes received January 7, 2022 (Pyle_060) 
454. Nathaniel F. Queen, Jr, email dated February 19, 2022 (Queen, Jr_778) 
455. Krista Racho-Jansen, email dated February 19, 2022 (Racho-Jansen_772) 
456. Joan Racho-Jansen, email dated February 21, 2022 (Racho-Jansen_611) 
457. Damyanti Radheshwar, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Radheshwar_118) 

and email dated February 21, 2022 (Radheshwar_610) 
458. Penelope Rain, email dated February 18, 2022 (Rain_768) 
459. Christopher Raso, email dated February 17, 2022 (Raso_430) 
460. John Reed, email dated February 22, 2022 (Reed_627) 
461. Rosalie Regal, email dated February 22, 2022 (Regal_699) 
462. TR Revella-Hamilton, email dated February 22, 2022 (Revella-Hamilton_719) 
463. Rosa Reyes, emails dated April 23, 2021 (Reyes_018) and February 22, 2022 

(Reyes_814) 
464. Ray Ricciardi, email dated February 20, 2022 (Ricciardi_534) 
465. Thomas Rinaldi, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Rinaldi_100) and January 

20, 2022 (Rinaldi_325), email dated December 21, 2021 (Rinaldi_049) 
466. Marlene Rivera, email dated February 22, 2022 (Rivera_649) 
467. Renee Rizzo, email dated February 22, 2022 (Rizzo_733) 
468. Bridget Oteri Robinson, email dated April 23, 2021 (Robinson_015) 
469. Mirna Rodriguez, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Rodriguez_106) and 

January 20, 2022 (Rodriguez_329), email dated February 22, 2022 (Rodriguez_629) 
470. Richard Ronner, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Ronner_121) and January 

20, 2022 (Ronner_327) 
471. Ann Rosche, email dated February 19, 2022 (Rosche_520) 
472. Helen Rosenberg, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Rosenberg_250) 
473. Leonard Rosenblum, email dated February 22, 2022 (Rosenblum_655) 
474. Thomas Rosenthal, email dated February 22, 2022 (Rosenthal_724) 
475. Charles Roth, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Roth_300), email dated 

February 10, 2022 (Roth_748) 
476. Caroline Roth, emails dated February 19, 2022 (Roth_457, Roth_491) 
477. Francois Roux, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Roux_113) 
478. Reynard Roxbury, email dated February 19, 2022 (Roxbury_773) 
479. James Ruciello, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Ruciello_306) 
480. Larry Russell, email dated February 14, 2022 (Russell_396) 
481. Loretta Ryan, email dated February 19, 2022 (Ryan_771) 
482. Laura Sachs, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Sachs_127) 
483. Howard Sackel, email dated February 22, 2022 (Nagaraja et al_729) 
484. Carol Salmanson, email dated February 20, 2022 (Salmanson_528) 
485. Martha Salper, email dated February 19, 2022 (Salper_454) 
486. Matt Samuel, email dated September 29, 2021 (Samuel_816) 
487. Sandy, email dated February 19, 2022 (Sandy_776) 
488. Cathy Santore, email dated February 21, 2022 (Santore_578) 
489. Phillip Saperia, email dated February 19, 2022 (Saperia_515) 
490. Laura Sativa, email dated February 21, 2022 (Sativa_588) 
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491. William Schaffner, email dated April 23, 2021 (Schaffner_010), oral testimony 
delivered January 20, 2022 (Schaffner_240), oral testimony notes received January 24, 
2022 (Schaffner_185) 

492. Wendy Scher, emails dated February 8, 2022 (Scher_357) and February 20, 2022 
(Scher_783) 

493. Andrea Schneer, email dated February 20, 2022 (Schneer_563) 
494. Gary Schoichet, email dated April 23, 2021 (Schoichet_006) 
495. Susie Schrop, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Schrop_308) 
496. Heidi Schubert, email dated February 21, 2022 (Schubert_574) 
497. Arlene Schutz, email dated February 20, 2022 (Schutz_559) 
498. A.L. Schwartz, email dated January 25, 2022 (Schwartz_180) 
499. Max Scott, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Scott_086), letter dated 

December 9, 2021 (Scott_044), email dated December 10, 2021 (Scott_037) 
500. Edward Scovell, email dated February 19, 2022 (Scovell_451) 
501. Alice Scovell, email dated February 19, 2022 (Scovell_468) 
502. Lois Segel, email dated February 19, 2022 (Segel_466) 
503. Omri Semadar, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Semadar_076) 
504. Neil Semer, email dated February 19, 2022 (Semer_455) 
505. Thomas Semioli , email dated February 15, 2022 (Semioli _410) 
506. Laurie Sexton, email dated February 11, 2022 (Sexton_763) 
507. Nancy Shafer, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Shafer_233) 
508. Raymond Shaffer, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Shaffer_258) 
509. Phyllia Shanley, email dated February 20, 2022 (Shanley_542) 
510. Daniel Shannon, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Shannon_273) 
511. Laura Shapiro, emails dated December 8, 2021 (Shapiro_055) and January 20, 2022 

(Shapiro_179) 
512. Nancy Idaka Sheran, emails dated January 1, 2022 (Sheran_048) and February 14, 2022 

(Sheran_390) 
513. Nancy Sherman, email dated February 21, 2022 (Sherman_594) 
514. Miranda Sielaff, email dated February 21, 2022 (Sielaff_604) 
515. David Sigman, email dated December 8, 2021 (Sigman_753) 
516. Charles Simons, email dated February 22, 2022 (Simons_720) 
517. Eugene Sinigalliano, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Sinigalliano_081) and 

January 20, 2022 (Sinigalliano_314), letter dated February 16, 2022 (Sinigalliano_743) 
518. Carol Skyrm, email dated February 19, 2022 (Skyrm_508) 
519. Jeff Smith, email dated February 22, 2022 (Smith_718) 
520. Leonard Smoke, email dated February 21, 2022 (Smoke_614) 
521. Carol Smolenski, email dated February 19, 2022 (Smolenski_492) 
522. Raven Snook, email dated January 16, 2022 (Snook_139) 
523. Rytva Soni, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Soni_253) 
524. Adrienne Andi Sosin, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Sosin_243) 
525. Alexa Spiegel, email dated February 21, 2022 (Spiegel_602) 
526. Vicki Stadlen, email dated February 22, 2022 (Stadlen_628) 
527. Jean Standish, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Standish_263) 
528. Brian Stanley, email dated February 10, 2022 (Stanley_376) 
529. Kate Stearns, email dated February 20, 2022 (Stearns_551) 
530. Susan Sterling, email dated December 22, 2021 (Sterling_054) 
531. Jill Stern, email dated February 6, 2022 (Stern_345) 
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532. Henrietta Stern, email dated February 22, 2022 (Stern_732) 
533. stevealmarshall, email dated February 20, 2022 (stevealmarshall_555) 
534. Anthony Stewart, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Stewart_206) 
535. Diana Stewart, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Stewart_208) and email dated 

February 22, 2022 (Stewart_642) 
536. Anthony Stewart, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Stewart_281) and email 

dated February 22, 2022 (Stewart_739) 
537. Amanda Stinchecum, email dated February 19, 2022 (Stinchecum_504) 
538. Rob Stoner, email dated February 22, 2022 (Stoner_707) 
539. Carol Straley, email dated February 22, 2022 (Straley_698) 
540. Kyle Supley, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Supley_266) 
541. Matt Suter, email dated February 22, 2022 (Suter_631) 
542. Katie Svensson , email dated January 29, 2022 (Svensson _335) 
543. Colette Swietnicki, email dated April 23, 2021 (Swietnicki_007) 
544. Donna Szeto, email dated February 17, 2022 (Szeto_436) 
545. Rebecca Taub, emails dated April 23, 2021 (Taub_008), January 24, 2022 (Taub_188), 

February 22, 2022 (Taub_637); oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Taub_241) 
546. Joannie Templeton, email dated February 17, 2022 (Templeton_439) 
547. Adrian Ting, email dated February 22, 2022 (Ting_715) 
548. Catherine Tissot, email dated February 22, 2022 (Tissot_653) 
549. Frampton Tolbert, email dated January 2, 2022 (Tolbert_047) 
550. Troy Torrison, email dated January 20, 2022 (Torrison_160) 
551. Katherine Tosiello, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Tosiello_122) 
552. Damina Townes, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Townes_265) 
553. Kim Townsend, email dated February 22, 2022 (Townsend_716) 
554. Jordan Trager, email dated February 21, 2022 (Trager_606) 
555. Peter Trippi, emails dated January 28, 2022 (Trippi_333) and February 19, 2022 

(Trippi_460) 
556. David Turner, email dated February 22, 2022 (Turner_701) 
557. Tyler Turpin, email dated February 20, 2022 (Turpin_543) 
558. Samuel Turvey, emails dated February 20, 2022 (Turvey_530, Turvey_537) 
559. Elaine Unkeless, email dated February 19, 2022 (Unkeless_476) 
560. Unknown, email dated February 12, 2022 (Unknown_381) 
561. Joseph Urso, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Urso_199) 
562. USApricot, email dated February 12, 2022 (USApricot_818) 
563. Leathea Vanadore, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Vanadore_251) 
564. E.K. Vanderbilt, email dated January 20, 2022 (Vanderbilt_168) 
565. Elizabeth Vanderbilt, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Vanderbilt_299) 
566. Joseph Vasta, email dated February 20, 2022 (Vasta_781) 
567. Violet Vee, email dated February 11, 2022 (Vee_379) 
568. CD Vendaval, email dated September 30, 2022 (Vendaval_680) 
569. Paul Vercesi, email dated February 13, 2022 (Vercesi_385) 
570. Livia Vertova, email dated February 21, 2022 (Vertova_582) 
571. Nicola Vitale, email dated January 24, 2022 (Vitale_166) 
572. Brad Vogel, oral testimony delivered December 8, 2021 (Vogel_077) 
573. David Walker, email dated January 20, 2022 (Walker_155) 
574. Kate C. Walker, email dated February 19, 2022 (Walker_486) 
575. Michaela Walsh, email dated February 22, 2022 (Walsh_625) 
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576. MJ and Nick Watkins, email dated February 22, 2022 (Watkins_792) 
577. Brian Weber, email dated February 21, 2022 (Weber_596) 
578. Robert Weekes, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Weekes_205, Weekes_282, 

Weekes_295) 
579. Dava Weinstein, email dated February 19, 2022 (Weinstein_474) 
580. Saul Weitz, email dated February 18, 2022 (Weitz_446) 
581. Justin Wenckly, email dated February 21, 2022 (Wenckly_786) 
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and January 20, 2022 (Wheatman_312), emails dated February 20, 2022 
(Wheatman_529, Wheatman_532) and February 22, 2022 (Wheatman_815) 

583. Denice Whitbeck, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Whitbeck_302) 
584. David White, email dated February 17, 2022 (White_435) 
585. Kady Wiese, email dated February 19, 2022 (Wiese_458) 
586. John Willenbecher, email dated January 28, 2022 (Willenbecher_331) 
587. Kitty Williston, email dated February 19, 2022 (Williston_484) 
588. Joff Wilson, email dated February 14, 2022 (Wilson_394) 
589. Pamela Wolff, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Wolff_196) 
590. Laura Wynter, emails dated February 21, 2022 (Wynter_598, Wynter_599) 
591. Amanda Yaggy, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Yaggy_304) 
592. Denice Yaney, oral testimony delivered January 20, 2022 (Yaney_234) 
593. Casmir Yanish, email dated January 20, 2022 (Yanish_164) 
594. Christine Youngberg, email dated January 10, 2022 (Youngberg_061) 
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596. George Yourke, email dated February 19, 2022 (Yourke_512) 
597. Jordan Zellander, email dated February 22, 2022 (Zellander_735) 
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600. Francis Antoine, form letter dated February 8, 2022 (Antoine_365) 
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615. Manny Delgado, form letter dated February 22, 2022 (Delgado_618) 
616. Emil Delgado, form letter dated February 22, 2022 (Delgado_636) 
617. Dave DeSanto, form letters dated September 30, 2021 (DeSanto_662) and February 7, 

2022 (DeSanto_807) 
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626. Michael Gottlieb, form letter dated February 7, 2022 (Gottlieb_711) 
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628. Ufuk Gundogan, form letter dated September 30, 2021 (Gundogan_670) 
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652. Felipe Reed, form letter dated October 1, 2021 (Reed_687) 
653. Antonio Reed, form letter dated February 22, 2022 (Reed_812) 
654. Leonardo Daniel Braga Ribieiro, form letter dated September 30, 2021 (Ribieiro_684) 
655. Jordan Rogove, form letter dated February 14, 2022 (Rogove_395) 
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656. Christopher Roloff, form letter dated February 19, 2022 (Roloff_443) 
657. James Sadler, form letters dated September 30, 2021 (Sadler_672) and February 22, 

2022 (Sadler_638) 
658. Joannie Sanders, form letter dated February 17, 2022 (Sanders_427) 
659. Ricky Santos, form letter dated February 22, 2022 (Santos_708) 
660. Stephanie Scannell, form letter dated September 30, 2021 (Scannell_674) 
661. Kelly A. Steele, form letters dated February 7, 2022 (Steele_761) and February 22, 2022 

(Steele_811) 
662. Bonnie Sterling, form letter dated October 5, 2021 (Sterling_691) 
663. Mark Strieter, form letter dated September 30, 2021 (Strieter_678) 
664. Bruce Tantum, form letter dated February 16, 2022 (Tantum_412) 
665. Eric Tilenius, form letter dated February 22, 2022 (Tilenius_640) 
666. Eric Trujillo, form letter dated February 20, 2022 (Trujillo_538) 
667. Jack Tsang, form letters dated September 30, 2021 (Tsang_671), February 7, 2022 

(Tsang_809), February 22, 2022 (Tsang_635) 
668. Yisroel Meir Urbach, form letter dated October 1, 2021 (Urbach_688) 
669. Glenn Valentine, form letter dated September 30, 2021 (Valentine_682) 
670. Conrad Wade, form letter dated September 30, 2021 (Wade_661) 
671. Brian Weber, form letters dated September 30, 2021 (Weber_664) and February 21, 

2022 (Weber_595) 
672. Simon Woods, President and CEO, League of American Orchestras, form letters dated 
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673. Hongzhuo Zhang, form letter dated February 8, 2022 (Zhang_364) 
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