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Good morning Chair Brooks-Powers, Chair Kagan, and members of the Committees on 

Transportation and Infrastructure and Resiliency and Waterfronts. I am Will Carry, Assistant 

Commissioner for Policy at the New York City Department of Transportation and I am joined by 

Yogesh Sanghvi, Associate Commissioner for Grants and Fiscal Management, Leslie Wolf, 

Executive Director of Capital Program Planning, and Rebecca Zack, Assistant Commissioner for 

Intergovernmental and Community Affairs. We are happy to testify today with our colleagues 

from the Mayor’s Office of Climate and Environmental Justice (MOCEJ) and the Department of 

Environmental Protection (DEP). It is an honor for us to be here, on behalf of Commissioner 

Rodriguez, to discuss the topic of Assessing New York City’s Infrastructure and Laying the 

Foundation for Federal Infrastructure Funding.  

 

NYC DOT is committed to maintaining our streets, bridges, and the Staten Island Ferry in a state 

of good repair, while ensuring that our infrastructure is protected from the impacts of the climate 

crisis. We seek to improve safety and expand transportation choices for all New Yorkers, 

especially those who live in historically under-served communities. I will speak to how we, 

working closely with our partner agencies, are going after every dollar available from the 

Bipartisan Infrastructure Law or “BIL” to advance projects that will benefit New Yorkers for 

decades to come. And I will also discuss how we incorporate resiliency into our work and the 

role we play in large multi-agency resiliency projects. 

 

I will start with a little context on the role that federal funding plays in our capital budget.   

 

Federal Transportation Funding Overview 

Of NYC DOT’s $20.3 billion in capital expenditures over the past 20 years, $14.9 billion, or 73 

percent, were funded by the city; $1.2 billion, or six percent, were funded by the state; and $4.2 

billion, or 21 percent, were funded by the federal government. Most of these funds have come 

through a succession of five-year federal surface transportation bills, the latest of which is the 

BIL. While state and federal funding sources play an important role, the large majority of our 

capital plan will continue to be funded by city dollars. 

 

Federal funds for transportation typically flow to NYC DOT in three ways: first, as “formula” 

funds. These are block grants to New York State, which the State in turn distributes to us and 

other local governments. Second, NYC DOT can secure funding through “discretionary” funds, 

which are competitive grants. While the selection criteria for discretionary funds are outlined in 

the authorizing statute, the transportation priorities of the President and Transportation Secretary 

at the time typically influence which applications are funded. Third, New York State may choose 

to distribute some formula funding to local governments through its own competitive grant 

programs.   
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In addition to the regular surface transportation bill, over the years we have received federal 

funds from special sources, such as 9/11 recovery, Hurricane Sandy recovery, and COVID-19 

relief. And in the past we have also received member designated funding or “earmarks.” 

Although transportation earmarks were not included in the BIL, earmarks returned for the first 

time in more than a decade in the FY22 omnibus spending bill enacted last month.  

 

Bipartisan Infrastructure Law—What It Means for NYC DOT 

Now, turning to the BIL. The BIL is a five-year surface transportation reauthorization, which 

increased the funding levels for many existing programs as well as created several new 

programs. The BIL is also a multi-year appropriations act. It’s important to note that the BIL 

funded much, although not all, of the spending levels and programs it authorized.   

 

At the outset, I want to say how eager we are to work closely with the State to make the most of 

this once-in-a-generation funding opportunity. New York City and New York State have a long 

history of working together to invest in the city’s multi-modal transportation network. New York 

State has given NYC DOT information on its share of existing formula programs under the BIL, 

and we are awaiting further details on how the state plans to distribute the new funding 

programs. These new programs could help NYC DOT address critical funding needs that are 

essential to building a stronger economy and a resilient future for the city, state, and region.  

 

Sharing these new funding programs widely with local governments is also consistent with the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s direction to state governments. In a public memo in 

December 2021, Stephanie Pollack, the FHWA Administrator, wrote:  

“FHWA staff shall emphasize to our planning and project selection and project delivery 

stakeholders [i.e. states] that the resources made available under the BIL can and should be 

applied to modernize all eligible streets, highways, and bridges – not just those owned and 

operated by State departments of transportation.”1 This is critical, as many roadways in need of 

infrastructure investment are not part of the state or federal highway systems.  

 

And for bridges, Administrator Pollack wrote that: “FHWA staff should encourage metropolitan 

planning organizations, State transportation departments, FMLAs, and other decision makers to 

direct new and expanded investments based on asset condition and need for modernization, as 

well as the potential for an investment or project to achieve Building a Better America objectives 

– rather than focusing exclusively or primarily on assets owned by States.” 2 

 

Formula Funding 

Turning first to formula funding in the BIL, NYC DOT anticipates receiving a total of about $1.3 

billion in highway formula funding from the BIL over the next five years. Prior to the BIL’s 

passage, our agency had already programmed $470 million in federal funds in our Expense and 

Capital budgets, based on the assumption that Congress would pass another transportation 

reauthorization. This means that about $830 million will be available to program in future 

financial plans.  

 

 

                                                
1 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.cfm  
2 Ibid   

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.cfm
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The State of New York recently informed NYC DOT that its annual allocation for existing 

formula programs will be $193 million. This is a 23 percent increase from our previous annual 

allocation of $157 million and is consistent with the share of federal formula funding NYC DOT 

typically receives. For new programs, NYC DOT is awaiting guidance from the State as to how 

these funds will be distributed. These programs include the Promoting Resilient Operations for 

Transformative, Efficient and Cost-saving Transportation, or “PROTECT” Formula Program, 

which funds resiliency projects; the Carbon Reduction Program, which funds bike, pedestrian, 

and bus projects; the National Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Formula Program, which funds 

electric vehicle (EV) charging stations; and the Bridge Formula Program (BFP), the largest new 

program in BIL.  

 

Based on USDOT’s apportionment tables, in Federal Fiscal Year 2022 (FFY22), New York State 

is slated to receive $409 million annually from the BFP pot alone, with an additional $50 million 

for Carbon Reduction, $56 million for PROTECT, and $26 million for EV charging, for a total 

of more than $540 million. Totals for the PROTECT and Carbon Reduction programs will 

increase each fiscal year through 2026. Because Congress did not pass the federal spending bill 

until March, and funded the government at existing levels until that point, the State may receive 

slightly less in FFY22 than USDOT originally projected. 

 

Ultimately, the State has broad discretion over how much of this funding will flow to New York 

City. Given FHWA’s guidance calling on state DOTs to share funds with local governments and 

the city’s significant infrastructure needs, we urge the state to share a portion of all formula 

programs with local governments. New York State typically allocates 30 percent of formula 

funds to New York City: with 15 percent going towards State assets and 15 percent to City 

assets. We suggest that this formula be applied to these new programs. Timely guidance on how 

the State intends to share these funds will also help the City plan for the future.   

 

If shared with the city, these funds would help us adapt our transportation infrastructure in the 

face of climate change by accelerating the transition to clean electric vehicles, expanding options 

for walking and biking, improving bus service, and integrating resiliency features into our capital 

projects. These funds would also help us to maintain our vast inventory of infrastructure in a 

state of good repair, including our 789 bridges and tunnels and 6,300 miles of streets.  

Sharing these funds will also benefit the state by helping it to achieve its expansive climate goals 

and by supporting the recovery of the city’s economy—the economic engine of New York State. 
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USDOT Formula Funds FFY22-FFY26 (in millions) 

Description Statewide NYC DOT 

Allocation 

FHWA formula funds that NYS has allocated to 

regions 

$5,596 $868 

FHWA formula funds that NYS may distribute as 

statewide competitive grants 

$3,591 $180 (NYC 

DOT 

estimate) 

FHWA formula funds that NYS has not yet 

allocated, including Bridge Formula Program 

(not included in state's funding targets) 

$3,326 $350 (NYC 

DOT 

estimate) 

Formula Funding via NYSDOT $12,513 $1,398 

   

Discretionary Funding 

Now turning to discretionary funding. The amount for which NYC DOT can compete has 

approximately doubled, to over $10 billion annually across more than 30 discretionary programs. 

Most are specific to certain types of projects, for example bridges, freight, or safety. The large 

majority of award opportunities are either small (less than $5 million) or medium sized (up to 

$25 million), with a handful of large award programs. 

 

To maximize our chances of securing discretionary funds, we are closely tracking the release of 

grant applications, coordinating with the OMB and our agency partners, and identifying a 

pipeline of competitive projects to match each grant opportunity. These candidates are screened 

to ensure that they meet USDOT requirements. We are also happy to talk with members of the 

Council about projects they are interested in advancing. For capital funding, projects often must 

be far along in the development process, referred to as “shovel ready,” as well as advance the 

Biden Administration’s goals, referred to as “shovel worthy.”  

 

These goals include building a stronger and fairer economy; combating climate change; 

addressing racial inequities and underinvestment; and improving mobility, access, and safety. 

We are cautiously optimistic on our chances, as these goals align closely with the Adams 

Administration’s top transportation priorities and NYC DOT’s capital plan.  

 

Our work to pursue these funds is well underway. New York City just submitted two 

applications for this year’s Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity or 

“RAISE” program (formerly known as TIGER), for which the BIL increased annual funding 

from $1 billion to 1.5 billion. We are requesting $17 million for capital improvements to the B82 

bus route in southern Brooklyn. The project includes a suite of safety, bus, and quality of life 

improvements, including median bus stops, curb extensions, accessibility enhancements, 

landscaped medians, raised crosswalks, and storm water improvements. Both B82 riders and 

local residents will benefit, including those living in historically disadvantaged neighborhoods on 

the eastern end of the corridor.  
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And we are also requesting $7.25 million for a planning grant to fund Filling the Gaps: NYC’s 

Greenway Expansion Plan. This effort is a collaboration between NYC DOT, Parks, and EDC. 

The project will develop a plan to expand open space and greenway connections across the five 

boroughs, particularly within low and moderate income communities. Filling the Gaps will help 

bring the open space, safety, and bike network benefits of greenways to many more New 

Yorkers.   

 

New York City is also seeking federal funds to repair the damage caused by urban highways that 

divide Black and Brown neighborhoods, a priority of Transportation Secretary Pete Buttigieg. 

Last year, NYC DOT secured a $2 million RAISE planning grant to reimagine the Cross-Bronx 

Expressway in partnership with New York State DOT and the New York City Department of 

City Planning. And New York City hopes to secure part of the $1 billion available under the new 

Reconnecting Communities Pilot Program to mitigate highways that create barriers between 

communities, reduce access to jobs, and contribute to air pollution.     

 

To implement Electrifying New York, our vision to dramatically expand publically-accessible 

electric vehicle charging, we plan to apply to the newly created Charging and Fueling 

Infrastructure grant program, which will distribute $2.5 billion in grants over five years. This 

will enable our agency to expand public EV charging in neighborhoods currently overlooked by 

private charging companies.  

 

State Discretionary Funding 

Of the formula money New York State is receiving, the State is allocating $3.6 billion for 

competitive grant opportunities and state priority projects. The State may be reserving as much 

as $1 to 2 billion for significant projects, which it will select. We hope to work with the State to 

dedicate a portion of this money to fund a major New York City project, such as the BQE, a 

project that has regional and statewide importance. 

 

Making Federal Funds Easier to Use 

While we are grateful for the resources provided in the BIL it is important to note that the current 

process for using federal funds is complex. Our goal is to maximize federal funding by targeting 

theses dollars to projects that are best suited to receive them. With the encouragement of FHWA, 

NYC DOT’s strategy is to place large amounts of federal funds on a small number of big 

projects, rather than spreading small amounts across many projects. We can then shift city capital 

dollars from these large capital projects to other projects that are less well suited for federal 

funding.    

   

NYC DOT is encouraged by the openness of USDOT leadership to discussing ways to make 

federal funds easier for local government to use. Our top priorities include right-sizing the level 

of oversight necessary for different types of projects, delegating more authority to local 

transportation departments for making routine determinations, and exploring project delivery 

changes to shorten the implementation timeline for smaller federally-funded projects. We look 

forward to continuing to work with our federal partners on these issues.  
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Other New York City Funding 

In terms of benefits of the BIL to New York City, I would be remiss not mention other 

transportation funding that is coming to the five boroughs. Our partners at the MTA are slated to 

receive billions in federal support for the modernization of the transit system, the backbone of 

our transportation network. The Federal Transit Administration recently announced an initial 

grant of $400 million for Second Avenue Subway Phase 2 and a first installment of $100 million 

for the Gateway project, the most critical rail project in the nation.   

 

Realizing the Full Potential of BIL 
And in the upcoming Federal FY23 budget process, now underway, New York City will 

advocate for further transportation funding increases, working with our Congressional 

delegation. Earlier I mentioned that most, but not all, of the new programs or increased funding 

levels established in the BIL were fully funded in the law. The new Active Transportation 

Infrastructure Investment Program was authorized, but not funded, to provide up to $200 million 

annually in grants for bike and pedestrian projects—a good fit for much of our agency’s work.  

 

The newly-created Safe Streets and Roads for All program, another promising initiative, is 

funded at $1 billion, but authorized at $1.2 billion. And in addition to the new Bridge Formula 

Program I mentioned earlier, the BIL also creates a companion discretionary program of $2.5 

billion a year. The BIL authorizes an additional average of $653 million per year for this 

program, which would make it even more impactful. We hope that in FY23 and beyond, 

Congress will fully fund these programs.     

 

Looking beyond the BIL, if Democrats in Congress revive some of their climate provisions in a 

renewed reconciliation effort, several of those proposals could provide additional funding. And, 

lastly, our Members of Congress are currently in the process of determining which projects they 

will submit for member requested funding—subject to strict transparency and accountability 

rules. We have provided our delegation members with information on worthy transportation 

projects in their districts that they could potentially fund. 

 

Resiliency 

Now, turning to the topic of infrastructure and resiliency. The BIL adds resiliency improvements 

to the allowable uses for the National Highway Performance Program, the single largest source 

of federal highway formula funding, creates the PROTECT Grant Program, and provides $7.3 

billion in formula funds and $1.4 billion in competitive grants over five years. This new funding 

and flexibility will help us to advance our resiliency efforts. Further feedback from the state on 

how it intends to distribute these funds will help us more effectively plan our resiliency projects.  

 

Following the passage of Local Law 41 of 2021, DOT now uses forward-looking climate data to 

evaluate resiliency elements for our capital project scopes. While currently in a pilot phase, this 

approach will expand to all capital projects over $10 million in 2026. In our street reconstruction 

program, we are working with the Department of Design and Construction (DDC) to review all 

new projects using a resiliency scoring framework with the goal of including as many climate 

hazard mitigations as feasible. The DOT bridge program is also using this scoring framework in 

the scoping and design of its major reconstruction projects.   
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In addition, as part of the new Unified Stormwater Rule, we are working with DEP and DDC to 

manage more stormwater through practices like porous pavement and bioswales. In partnership 

with City Hall, DEP, Parks, and others, we are also exploring ways to manage stormwater 

beyond typical rain events through the newly-funded Cloudburst program, where initial studies 

are already underway.   

 

In addition to its own projects, NYC DOT plays an important role in supporting large scale 

interagency coastal flood protection projects. These projects, generally coordinated through 

MOCEJ, protect an entire area or neighborhood. Large scale interagency projects usually involve 

at least some streets under our jurisdiction, and our agency works closely with the project team 

during the planning, design, and construction phases. NYC DOT also is responsible for critical 

operational activities on certain specific projects, including the maintenance and operation of 

deployable flood gates and other structures.  

 

Interagency projects with substantial NYC DOT involvement include:  

 East Side Coastal Resiliency 

 Brooklyn Bridge Montgomery Coastal Resiliency 

 Red Hook Coastal Resiliency  

 Bellevue 

 FiDi/Seaport Climate Resiliency Master Plan 

 Battery Park City Authority resiliency initiatives 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) South Shore Staten Island coastal protection 

project 

 USACE Rockaway/Jamaica Bay coastal protection projects 

 USACE NYNJ HATS study 

 

In an effort to develop a pipeline of more DOT-initiated projects to address climate hazards, 

DOT recently secured two planning grants. Cool Corridors is the first-ever heat mitigation 

proposal funded by FEMA’s Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities or “BRIC” grant 

to develop design guidelines and a benefit/cost methodology for heat resiliency in the right-of-

way. In addition, as part of the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, DOT received funding 

to develop strategies and a design toolkit to address long-term adaptation to sea-level rise for 

waterfront streets ends.   

 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, I would like to thank the Committees for the opportunity to testify about the 

possibilities of increased federal funding as well as our agency’s role in resiliency. We would 

now be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Good morning. I am Kizzy Charles-Guzman, Executive Director of the Mayor’s Office of 

Climate and Environmental Justice. I would like to thank Chairs Kagan and Brooks-Powers, and 

the committee members of Resiliency and Waterfronts and Transportation and Infrastructure for 

the opportunity to testify today. I began in this role just two months ago, and I am eager to work 

with you all as we prepare the city to meet the environmental needs of the coming decades.   

I would also like to acknowledge my colleagues Deputy Directors Kathleen Schmid and Carrie 

Grassi from the Mayor’s Office of Climate and Environmental Justice, who will join me in 

answering your questions today. We are also joined by our colleagues at the Department of 

Transportation, Will Carry, Assistant Commissioner for Policy, at the Department of 

Transportation who will also be providing testimony, and Yogesh Sanghvi, Associate 

Commissioner for Grants and Fiscal Management, Leslie Wolf, Executive Director of Capital 

Program Planning, and Rebecca Zack, Assistant Commissioner for Intergovernmental and 

Community Affairs. Additionally, we are joined by Vincent Sapienza, Chief Operating Officer at 

the Department of Environmental Protection. All of us will answer your questions today.   

 

As many of you know by now, there is a new configuration of the Mayor’s Office of Climate and 

Environmental Justice (MOCEJ). Our role is to lead the City’s strategic direction as it pertains to 

environmental sustainability and resiliency, with a focus on environmental justice, and to 

coordinate with agencies to implement this important work.  I am thrilled to lead a team that will 

ensure that New York City is prepared to withstand and emerge stronger from the impacts of 

climate change; mitigate its greenhouse gas and pollutant emissions; and implement remediation 

and environmental coordination efforts from an equity and public health perspective.   

 

MOCEJ is working to shift our city away from fossil fuels and towards a green economy by 

committing to carbon neutrality by 2050. This includes taking action to decarbonize our 

transportation sector, which is the second largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in our city. 

To share just a few accomplishments related to transportation for today’s hearing, New York 

City has steadily increased its bicycle network, with over 542 miles of conventional bike lanes 

and 162 miles of protected bike lanes built since 2014. We’ve also expanded the network of 

Greenways, which provide safe and accessible corridors for active recreation and non-motorized 

transportation through parks and streets. Today, there are more than 150 miles of Greenway 
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paths, with over 7,000 daily bikers on the Hudson River Greenway alone.  These 

accomplishments are in addition to the City’s leadership on the electric vehicle transition – the 

Department of Citywide Administrative Services (DCAS) has transitioned nearly 20,000 units or 

about 67 percent of the City’s fleet to alternative fuels, and in 2021, the City piloted its first two 

electric school buses, and a third bus is coming this year. The Department of Transportation 

(DOT) has also developed an electric vehicle plan, Electrifying New York, that lays out initiatives 

to dramatically expand access to public chargers across the five boroughs. 

 

As we work to reduce the City’s emissions, improve air quality, and support more sustainable 

energy sources, the City is also working tirelessly to adapt to climate change so that we are 

prepared to respond to chronic conditions like prolonged summer heat and tidal flooding, as well 

as acute events such as heat waves and flooding caused by coastal storm surge and extreme 

rainfall. This “multi-hazard” approach allows us to understand how climate hazards can result in 

compounding impacts to people and to prioritize work that provides multiple benefits to New 

Yorkers. We are also establishing layers of resiliency at many different scales across the City to 

respond to these various hazards. For example, to cool New Yorkers, the City operates cooling 

centers for vulnerable populations and is planting trees, coating roofs white, greening our streets, 

and increasing permeability in our right-of-way, which helps lower temperatures and better drain 

stormwater after extreme rain.  We have been working for more than a decade to make New 

Yorkers safer as we face climate hazards and have completed hundreds of projects and 

implemented important policy changes. Green infrastructure, expanded sewers, grid redundancy, 

coastal protection projects, emergency communication, tree plantings, cool roofs, reforms to 

building and zoning codes, and flood insurance are all critical components of our strategy.  Our 

work to develop and strengthen our infrastructure in response to climate change must continue to 

move forward with urgency, funding, and partnership within all levels of government. 

  

We are striving to operationalize environmental justice throughout the City by undertaking the 

City’s first comprehensive study of Environmental Justice, as required by Local Laws 60 and 64 

of 2017. This work will analyze environmental and climate issues, and identify which 

communities are being disproportionately impacted by environmental burdens and which are not 

seeing the benefits of green investments made by the City. This work will inform how the City 

will address activities that exacerbate environmental justice concerns and set the stage for a set 

of equitable climate actions, including those that will be catalyzed by federal funding. 

 

Today’s hearing is focused on federal funding, particularly for resilient transportation 

infrastructure. Federal funding is critical to achieving the City’s ambitious climate goals because 

of the enormous cost to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050 and adapt to climate impacts. Despite 

these costs, the benefits are even more significant -- federally-funded climate projects can 

generate incredible economic activity and green jobs to transform our energy system, retrofit our 

buildings and protect residents from environmental hazards. Federal funding opportunities such 

as those discussed today will play a pivotal role in the development of a greener economy, which 

is essential as we recover from the effects of the pandemic.  

 

The City is going after every dollar we can, as this is a once-in-a-generation level of investment 

that presents an opportunity for the City to access funding for many critical infrastructure 

projects that will benefit residents for decades to come.  
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Our office is one of many working with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and City 

agencies to ensure that we secure this funding to benefit New Yorkers and identify projects that 

are equitable, effective, and feasible.  These funds are coming through both formula funding 

streams we are familiar with, as well as some new programs, including ones to fund energy 

efficiency projects and drinking water system resiliency.   

 

In total, according to the White House, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law funds over 350 distinct 

programs, many of which are new.  

 

Our office is coordinating with OMB and City agencies to take full advantage of these resources 

as they become available. For example, we are: 

- Trying to advance safe and resilient streets with New York City’s Department of 

Transportation by exploring potential grants from the US Department of Transportation 

and Department of Energy to fund improvements to our transportation networks, build 

safer and more accessible streets and bike lanes, and embed resiliency into our public 

right of way. We are also working with the City’s DOT and DCAS to explore how we 

can install electrification and charging infrastructure for bikes, scooters, cars, and 

delivery vehicles.  

- Additionally, we are seeking to ensure environmental co-benefits, stormwater 

solutions and cleaner air by partnering with the City’s DOT and Parks department to 

take advantage of funding to integrate porous pavement into street projects, and low 

carbon concrete in capital projects. 

- Further, we’re looking to improve resiliency for the City’s low- and moderate-income 

residents by partnering with NYCHA and the City’s Department of Housing 

Preservation and Development to use federal funding to weatherize, decarbonize, and 

flood-proof New Yorkers’ homes. These funds flow through the Bipartisan Infrastructure 

Law under US Department of Energy programs and the US Department of Housing and 

Urban Development’s Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery funding 

provided after Hurricane Ida. 

- Finally, we hope to catalyze a new set of resiliency projects and efforts by partnering 

with the City’s Office of Emergency Management to secure FEMA Building Resilient 

Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC) funding to advance projects that will be planned 

for and implemented by the City’s Parks Department, EDC, NYCHA, and Departments 

of Environmental Protection and Transportation. Such projects could support critical 

coastal infrastructure, heat mitigation, and building level flood mitigation. These funds 

flow through the New York State Department of Homeland Security and Emergency 

Services.  

 

For new and existing competitive grants, which require successful applications from states or 

local governments to win funds, federal agencies are currently developing guidance to establish 

the eligibility criteria and will release that guidance and open application periods over the next 

year for Fiscal Year 2023.  The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law is a five-year spending bill, 

making grant funding available this year as well as in future fiscal years. 
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For formula funding, which is used for recurring needs like preventative maintenance, and is 

annually set aside and designed to flow through New York State, we are working with our state 

partners to understand how much funding NYC will receive.   

 

As we wait for federal and state guidance and information, the Deputy Mayor of Operations has 

convened conversations with OMB  on federal infrastructure funding to collectively assess City 

priorities, troubleshoot challenges relating to securing and implementing federally funded 

projects, and align agencies with the City’s infrastructure priorities. As a City, our coordination 

and preparation are designed to ensure that we are taking maximum advantage of all available 

federal funds once we have all the information we need to apply.  It is only once we have federal 

guidance regarding the grant criteria that the City will be able to develop applications. As City 

agencies begin the application processes, agencies will assess which projects meet the strict 

criteria and timeline constraints.  I also want to note and emphasize that because the Office of 

Climate and Environmental Justice is not a capital agency, our role is not to apply for funding or 

implement projects and programs, but rather, to coordinate and set policy direction, a role we 

take seriously as we explore the best possible agency submissions for these various funding 

streams. 
 

One example of how we provide policy direction is through our pilot projects for the Climate 

Resiliency Design Guidelines. In March of 2021, the Administration worked with City Council 

to pass Local Law 41, which developed a pilot program for City agencies to integrate these 

Guidelines and provide a resiliency score for public projects.  The law established that by 2026, 

all City projects must meet a stringent set of requirements that will certify their preparedness for 

extreme weather threats.  There are now 23 City capital agencies participating in the pilot 

program that will begin designing and constructing new projects using the Climate Resiliency 

Design Guidelines and over forty percent of projects being advanced under this program will be 

constructed in environmental justice areas. Additionally, our office holds a valuable knowledge 

base as it relates to our experiences coordinating the City’s Hurricane Sandy coastal resiliency 

efforts. Many of our lessons learned regarding implementation of large coastal protection 

projects are now documented in a report we released in December 2021, called the 

Neighborhood Coastal Flood Protection Planning Guidance. This document reviews how, 

moving forward, the City can do a better job equitably addressing local neighborhood needs, 

increasing resiliency, and applying the best design standards.  This document does not address 

how to apply for funding, but rather, what to do once a project is funded.   
 

Finally, this summer, the United States Army Corps of Engineers will release a Tentatively 

Selected Plan for the Army Corps’ New York-New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries Feasibility 

Study, which will lay out an approach to coastal resiliency investments for the entire New York 

Harbor and lay the groundwork for a whole new set of federal coastal infrastructure projects. 

While this study is not part of the recently passed Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, it will have a 

significant impact on future federal dollars that the City can access in the coming years.  

 

The Tentatively Selected Plan will be followed by a review period where the City and the public 

will have a chance to comment on the Army Corps’ recommendation. Our Office will lead the 

City’s effort to review and provide comprehensive comments on the Tentatively Selected Plan. 

The Corps will then take all comments, followed by further study, evaluation, and design, and 
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finalize their recommendation in a Final Report that will be completed by 2024. That Final 

Report will help the City advocate to Congress for a new phase of significant federal investments 

for resiliency.   

 

To close, the City has made great strides towards a multi-hazard and multi-layered approach to 

resiliency and sustainability, and there is still much work to be done. Much of it can only be 

accomplished through the collaboration, partnership and funding from our local, state and federal 

partners. I am optimistic about our ability to meet these challenges rapidly and equitably for all 

New Yorkers, and we look forward to partnering with Council to do so.  

 

I would like to thank the Committees on Resiliency and Waterfronts and Transportation and 

Infrastructure for allowing me to testify here today. I look forward to your questions following 

my colleague’s testimony and yield the floor now to my colleague, Will Carry. 
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Thank you to Chairs Brooks-Powers and Kagan for convening this important hearing, and for the 

opportunity to testify today. My name is Louise Yeung, the first Chief Climate Officer to serve at the 
City’s Office of the Comptroller.   
 

New York City is at a crossroads. Our economy is still reeling from the impacts of the pandemic, with 

local unemployment at nearly twice the national rate. Nearly a decade after Superstorm Sandy and six 

months after Hurricane Ida, we have not done enough to prepare for future storms. Meanwhile, our 

decades-old infrastructure continues to age.   
 

The recent passage of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) offers reason for hope as a once-

in-a-generation opportunity to support our economic recovery, create good jobs, modernize our 

infrastructure systems, and build a more resilient, equitable, and well-functioning city that is ready for the 

storms to come.  
 

But New York City needs to prepare now for this opportunity, both to maximize the federal funds we 
receive, and to maximize the benefits of the funds we get. That’s why we are so grateful to Chairs 

Brooks-Powers and Kagan, along with the Committees on Transportation & Infrastructure and Resiliency 

& Waterfronts, for convening this hearing today.   
 

Comptroller Lander has long been a leading advocate for robust, strategic, and efficient infrastructure 

investments. After helping to bring participatory budgeting to NYC to give New Yorkers a say on local 
infrastructure projects, he created the first Council District-level capital projects tracking system so 

constituents could know the status of the projects they chose. This led him to pass legislation in 2020 

requiring the City to create a comprehensive, citywide Capital Projects Tracker—a critical step toward 

increasing accountability and efficiency in how the City spends billions in taxpayer dollars.   
 

Building on this work, the Comptroller’s office partnered with New York Senator and Majority Leader 
Chuck Schumer to convene experts, advocates, and union leaders to discuss the opportunities presented 

by IIJA. From those conversations, we have developed the following set of principles and 

recommendations:    

 

Principles for Prioritizing the Federal Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act (IIJA) Funding 
Opportunities    

• Advance shovel-ready projects now while simultaneously pursuing systemic reforms 

to capital project management and strategic infrastructure planning. Maximizing IIJA 

dollars requires proposing and implementing shovel-ready projects, and certainly there are 

many things we can do to bring swift improvements to NYC. Yet, we must balance that with 
broader reforms to our infrastructure planning and capital project management processes to 

improve the way we plan, design, procure, and construct infrastructure projects—or we will 

lose out on the opportunity for the IIJA to deliver the sweeping infrastructure improvements 

that our city needs.   

  

We commend First Deputy Mayor Lorraine Grillo for taking on the challenging but much-
needed task of reforming capital project management, to work with both City agencies and 

industry partners to deliver projects on-time and on-budget. By reducing time and cost, we 

can deliver far more and better infrastructure, both with IIJA funds and City capital far into 

the future. The Comptroller’s Office is excited to participate in that task force. We also 

believe it is necessary to strengthen the City’s infrastructure planning process, with a broad 
look at how we prioritize, evaluate, finance, and maintain our infrastructure in the long term.   
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• Take a laser focus on climate justice. As the 10-year anniversary of Hurricane Sandy 

approaches this fall, we must use IIJA to the greatest extent possible to fund the kind of 
transformative sustainable and resilient infrastructure projects we need to address the climate 

crisis. Unfortunately, many categories of sustainability and resiliency investments were 

removed from the final bill, or were anticipated to be in Build Back Better. Nonetheless, this 

influx of federal capital provides an opportunity to take a climate justice lens to our spending 

to counteract decades of disinvestment in environmental justice communities. Our climate 
investments must be guided by data-driven climate planning, informed by our 

decarbonization plan to achieve 80% emissions reduction by 2050, as well as the climate 

risks facing our most vulnerable neighborhoods.   

  

• Make the most of every capital dollar by improving collaboration across agencies to 

maximize project co-benefits. The lion’s share of IIJA funds is for transportation: New 
York is expected to receive nearly $25 billion in formula funding for transportation projects, 

a 43% increase from last year. While road reconstruction is of course necessary in many 

places throughout the city, we need to rethink how our streetscape improvements for traffic 

safety and public realm activation above ground relate to stormwater absorption and 

conveyance below the surface to build a greener and more resilient city. We will need to 
review each project through a climate lens and blend IIJA dollars with City Capital funds to 

develop robust scopes that deliver multiple benefits. This approach requires an increased 

level of collaboration across agencies like the Departments of Transportation,  Environmental 

Protection, and Parks and Recreation on strategic project scoping for formula and competitive 

funds alike.    
   

• Jumpstart an inclusive economic recovery by developing a proactive local hiring 

strategy that provides high-quality job opportunities for New Yorkers. The economic 

opportunity that the IIJA presents cannot be understated. IIJA was enacted to create millions 

of high-quality jobs with career pathways for American workers and to improve our nation’s 

ability to compete in emerging industries in the construction and physical and digital 
infrastructure markets. Thanks to the work and advocacy of Senator Schumer and Jobs to 

Move America, IIJA finally repealed the ban on local hire for federally funded contracts, 

representing a powerful first step towards ensuring New York City’s Black and Brown 

workers can directly benefit from these public funds. The City needs to develop targeted 

workforce initiatives to take full advantage of our new local hire capabilities.   
 

  

Concrete Ideas for IIJA Implementation  
 

With those principles in mind, we offer the following proposals for IIJA implementation:  

• Leverage every street reconstruction project to achieve climate and community 
benefits. Much IIJA funding will go for street reconstruction, but street reconstruction as 

usual is not enough. Fortunately, each project offers an opportunity to strategically leverage 

federal dollars to improve our streets with City capital dollars that can integrate green 

infrastructure, sewer reconstruction and expansion, cloudburst measures and other stormwater 

strategies, electrical vehicle charging, pedestrian and bike infrastructure, and other street 
safety measures and community benefits into the right-of-way. In fact, some new IIJA like 

the PROTECT and Healthy Streets Programs even explicitly call for street projects to 

incorporate broader resiliency benefits. This will call for greatly improved collaboration 

between DOT, DEP, and DDC. That collaboration needs to begin now, as projects are 

conceived, adapted, and designed.  
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• Pilot a major local hiring effort in East Harlem, around the Second Avenue Subway 

extension. For the first time, IIJA allows community hiring to ensure that local residents 
benefit from projects in their communities. The next phase of the Second Avenue Subway 

presents a real opportunity to put this in practice. The leadership of WeACT for 

Environmental Justice and the coalition of East Harlem community groups provides a robust 

starting point for ensuring that New Yorkers can benefit directly from the influx in federal 

infrastructure dollars coming our way. Making that real requires building workforce 
development partnerships, outreach, and training programs now, so that residents are ready 

when construction begins. While the MTA will lead on the subway expansion, the City has a 

critical role to play in making workforce development and local hiring successful.    

  

• Launch a citywide “community climate corps” program: A new citywide 

“community climate corps” program would employ local residents to steward the new 
climate infrastructure we seek to build through the IIJA, providing a pathway to good jobs 

and delivering a Green New Deal for NYC. The expansion of our green infrastructure, parks, 

and public space network is critical to reaching our climate goals and making the most out of 

IIJA funds, but requires a new maintenance framework—one that that creates accessible jobs 

for New Yorkers to be stewards of the infrastructure in their own neighborhoods. Such a 
program can directly contract with local organizations to employ residents, particularly those 

with barriers to employment, to support the everyday maintenance activities needed to keep 

our infrastructure running smoothly. Those jobs will not only support employment and 

economic recovery while improving the City’s resilience, but will also help make the most of 

these IIJA funds by keeping the infrastructure we build in a state of good repair.   
  

• Get started on tracking now: In order to effectively leverage IIJA funds to jumpstart a 

just and inclusive economic recovery for residents, the City needs to set clear programmatic 

goals for these funds from the start, and publicly track progress in meeting those goals. The 

City must continue the excellent work it has already started to finish developing a public 

capital tracker. The City’s capital projects are notoriously over-budget and overtime, which 
may significantly constrain the benefits New York City can reap from these IIJA funds. In 

February 2020, Comptroller Lander passed legislation that requires the City to create a 

comprehensive, citywide Capital Project Tracker—a critical first step toward increasing 

accountability and efficiency in how the City spends billions in taxpayer dollars. That bill led 

to the formation of the "Unified Capital Projects Warehouse Task Force” that met 
consistently through 2021 to develop an impressive blueprint for completing a unified 

tracking system by the end of 2022. According to that blueprint, the work to develop that 

unified tracker should be well underway, but the City has yet to reconvene the Task Force, 

raising concerns about the administration's prioritization of this effort. The City should 

reconvene the Task Force to ensure this critical effort remains on track for completion by the 
end of this year.   

 

In the coming weeks, our office will develop more detailed recommendations on how the City can make 

the best use of these infrastructure dollars to effectively prioritize projects, maximize co-benefits, promote 

collaboration between agencies, mitigate the impacts of climate change, extend the useful life of the 

infrastructure we build through investments in maintenance, and create high-quality jobs for New Yorkers 
with barriers to employment. Thank you again for convening this important hearing and for the 

opportunity to work together to secure the infrastructure that our city needs to thrive into the future.   
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Good afternoon, I’m Laura Shepard, Queens Organizer with Transportation Alternatives. For

nearly 50 years, TA has led the movement for safe, equitable streets in New York City.

We are at a critical juncture when it comes to how we respond to the climate crisis. The

decisions we make now will determine the survival and well-being of New Yorkers for

generations.

It is critical that new federal funding is invested equitably to address long-standing

infrastructure needs in underserved communities. We can reverse the effects of decades of racist

environmental policies in underserved areas by focusing these federal funds on areas that face

the worst flooding, slowest buses, highest asthma rates, and fewest Vision Zero investments to

prevent traffic violence.

Our public space and transit system must be a focal point in how we shift to more resilient

infrastructure. Better use of streets and waterways can reduce car emissions, clean the air, and

improve public health. This is why, alongside more than 200 local partners, we have advanced

our NYC 25x25 vision to reclaim 25 percent of street space from cars and return it to people.

Cars and trucks are responsible for 29 percent of all air pollution produced in NYC. By putting

street space to better use, like building out pedestrian plazas, parklets, and busways, we can

reduce these harmful carbon-emissions.

New York should be setting an example for the rest of the country, but our State has seen a

significant increase in harmful transportation emissions. Buildings and on-road transportation

account for 84 percent of emissions in New York City and after a series of first-in-the-nation

laws in New York City, building emissions dropped over 25 percent, yet on-road transportation

emissions actually increased in the 4 years leading up to COVID. Research shows that to achieve

the city’s necessary climate goals, over 80 percent of all trips must be made by sustainable

modes.

The New York Climate Action Council Draft Scoping Plan released earlier this year found that,

“New York will need to substantially reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) while increasing

access to public transportation.” The Council’s report estimates that the cost of inaction in

addressing our transportation needs exceeds the cost of action by $90-$120 billion:

● $40 billion associated with the health benefits of increased active transportation (e.g.,

walking, cycling)

● $50 - $120 billion from 2020-2050 of health benefits from increased air quality

1

https://nyc25x25.org/
https://onenyc.cityofnewyork.us/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/OneNYC-2020-Progress-Report.pdf
https://cbcny.org/sites/default/files/media/files/CBCREPORT_4-Facts-NYS-Emissions_11112021_0.pdf
https://cbcny.org/sites/default/files/media/files/CBCREPORT_4-Facts-NYS-Emissions_11112021_0.pdf
https://usa.streetsblog.org/2021/11/12/report-climate-goals-impossible-unless-sustainable-transport-claims-40-percent-of-mode-share/


Simply put, to meet our climate goals, we have to immediately transition from car-centric

infrastructure to more sustainable methods of transportation. And it starts with investing in

communities that have borne the brunt of environmental racism and been denied access to

public transportation and healthy environments.

More space for people to bike, walk, and ride transit will induce those modes, reduce air

pollution, result in a smaller carbon footprint, and more space for alternatives that are better for

the environment. Public transit consumes half the energy of private transportation and emits

only five percent of the carbon dioxide per passenger-mile. converting car driving and storage

lanes to bicycle lanes can reduce transportation-related carbon emissions by 11 percent.

Converting just one major street from car use into space for biking and walking caused nearby

ultrafine particulate matter rates to fall 58 percent when New York City closed Park Avenue to

car traffic for Summer Streets, and less space for cars also reduces the heat island effect and

particulate matter in the air, which contributes to hospitalizations for problems like asthma.

One tree can remove the equivalent of 11,000 miles of car emissions from the atmosphere every

year, and on-street rain gardens clean the air, cool the temperature, and keep stormwater runoff

and street pollution out of our waterways.

Transportation Alternatives proposes the following recommendations to address

New York City’s sustainable infrastructure needs:

● Invest in ‘sponge city infrastructure’ of permeable pavements, stormwater curb extensions,

and bioswales in flood-prone areas. Bioswales are cost-effective measures to absorb

stormwater runoff and mitigate flooding of our city’s subway stations and busways, which

disproportionately harms underserved communities.

● Instruct the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, the Department of Transportation,

and the Parks Department to designate “Tree Cover Priority Districts” where asthma rates,

air pollution, and summer surface-level temperatures are highest, and fund a tree planting

campaign that fills all remaining tree pits and replaces 10 percent of all parking spots with

trees in these areas.

● Expand bus lanes and busways in areas of the city least served by subways to enable more

residents to choose public transit over car use in underserved areas. The median income of

bus riders is substantially lower than those of subway riders or New Yorkers overall, and

they are more likely to be foreign-born or have a child at home, yet face unequal access to

public transit options.

● Preserve and restore natural wetlands, and daylight waterways acknowledging the ecological

services and sensitivities of these habitats.
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https://trid.trb.org/view/719441
https://www.itdp.org/a-global-high-shift-cycling-scenario/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0269749111001072
https://www.epa.gov/heatislands#:~:text=Heat%20islands%20are%20urbanized%20areas,as%20forests%20and%20water%20bodies.
https://www.milliontreesnyc.org/html/urban_forest/urban_forest_benefits.shtml
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dep/downloads/pdf/water/stormwater/green-infrastructure/gi-annual-report-2019.pdf


● Prioritize water-dependent land uses adjacent to our waterfronts and wetlands. We must

reclaim the space allocated to vehicle infrastructure on this ecologically, economically, and

culturally valuable land and going forward, we must abolish parking minimums for new

development immediately. We cannot improve our resiliency, while exacerbating the

existing harms caused by vehicular emissions and impermeable surfaces.

● Invest in the working waterfront and expand capacity for maritime freight to reduce

dependence on trucking and truck miles traveled. This will make our streets safer, reduce

congestion, improve our air quality and reduce emissions.

● Reduce dependence on short-haul air travel by investing in high speed rail.

● Improve substandard bike and pedestrian access to bridges across New York City, including

the Queensboro and RFK bridges in Queens, and fully realize Bridges for People with

protected bike lanes on the Manhattan and Williamsburg bridges in Brooklyn, and the

Washington Bridge in the Bronx.

● Build a public waterfront greenway network that connects  all five boroughs to increase

public access to our waterfront and connect communities throughout the city by building out

fully protected bike path infrastructure that is safe and accessible to people of all ages and

abilities. We support the NYC Department of Transportation’s Greenways: Filling the Gaps

Planning Grant Proposal for the USDOT RAISE Program to develop a comprehensive plan

and equitably develop and implement a pipeline of shovel-ready projects. We are also calling

for clear standards for path widths, materials, signage, and maintenance for all future

greenway development because the current piecemeal approach is slow, inequitable, and

results in substandard sections where greenways cross agency jurisdictions or private

developers are given wide latitude or public-private partnerships are in effect.

● Implement #Citibike4All with public funding to make it available for the first time for many

low-income communities and communities of color that currently live in transit deserts. We

are also calling for robust, secure, covered bike parking for the personal bikes, including

e-bikes, cargo bikes, and adaptive cycles.

● Complete the Grand Concourse, installing life-saving improvements to the entire Concourse

with traffic calming measures, protected bike lanes, curb extensions, and dedicated bus

lanes.

● Cap the Cross Bronx Expressway, which will dramatically reduce vehicle pollution causing

some of the highest asthma rates in the United States.

● Significantly increase investment in park space and work with city agencies to expand public

access to pedestrian plazas as required under the NYC Streets Plan, and city waterfronts

where parks are not available.
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Thanks to an unprecedented flow of federal infrastructure funding, New York City has a 
once-in-a-generation opportunity to upgrade and expand its transportation system. 
 
While there are many pots of federal money, quite a few of which are tied to competitive 
grants, StreetsPAC believes the city should be guided by a few overarching principles. 
 
First, similarly to the Priority Investment Areas outlined in the New York City Streets 
Plan, funding should be prioritized in communities that have historically been 
underserved. Economically disadvantaged and predominantly Black and brown 
neighborhoods should receive priority when it comes to these transportation initiatives. 
 
Secondly, investments in transportation infrastructure should emphasize safety and 
accessibility, especially the safety of vulnerable street users. The reversal in the 
progress of the city’s Vision Zero initiative has reached a critical juncture. We know that 
investments in complete streets, protected bike lanes, curb extensions, raised 
crosswalks and similar design treatments improve safety for everyone, and the influx of 
federal funds can both expand and speed up the implementation of these types of 
infrastructure. Similarly, we should take this opportunity to accelerate the pace of 
investment in making our transit system 100% accessible. 
 
Thirdly, we believe the city should prioritize quick-build projects wherever federal 
funding will support that. Dedicated bus lanes, busways, protected bike lanes, and a 
host of traffic-calming installations can be implemented quickly, and often at relatively 
low cost. Bus and bike improvements can also help to plug gaps in transit deserts. 
 
Relatedly, we believe the availability of federal funds for alternative transportation 
modes presents a golden opportunity to subsidize accelerated expansion of the city’s 
bike-share program. Bike share remains the only aspect of our transportation system 
that receives no subsidy, and we should seize this chance to expand bike share across 
the five boroughs and to New Yorkers of all means. 
 
Finally, we want to amplify the call by Council Member Rivera and others to make a 
substantial investment in the city’s Greenway network. Greenways have the potential to 
extend open space into all corners of the city, and to serve as the backbone of a safe, 
separated, and resilient citywide bike network. Federal funds can jumpstart the city’s 
decades-old plan to build a robust, interconnected Greenway network. Let’s not let this 
opportunity go to waste. 
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 Testimony of WE ACT for Environmental Justice 

 To the New York City Council Committee on Transportation and 
 Infrastructure & Committee on Resiliency and Waterfronts 

 Regarding Assessing New York City’s Infrastructure: Laying the 
 Foundation for Federal Infrastructure Funding 

 Founded in 1988,  WE ACT for Environmental Justice  is a 
 community-based organization in Harlem, New York City. At the city, state 
 and federal levels WE ACT has been fighting enviornmental racism -- 
 racial discrimination in environmental policy-making, enforcement of 
 regulations and laws, and targeting communities of color for toxic waste 
 disposal and siting of polluting industries. We recognize and advocate for 
 community-driven solutions that can remedy the institutionalized harms 
 associated with unjust urban planning policies that have plagued 
 communities of color for generations. Environmental justice is the fair 
 treatment and meaningful involvement of all persons regardless of race, 
 color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, 
 implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
 policies, and activities and the distribution of benefit and investments. 

 We have been entrenched in environmental health and justice advocacy 
 work since our beginning, when we organized against a sewage treatment 
 plant placed in West Harlem. Since then, we have led advocacy campaigns 
 to  Dump Dirty Diesel MTA buses  ,  clean up polluting  bus depots  ,  prevent 
 childhood lead poisoning  and achieve  asthma-free housing  ,  establish a 
 national  Environmental Justice Leadership Forum  ,  expand  community 
 solar and jobs  , establish seminal  City  and  State  laws  to reduce greenhouse 
 gas emissions, and get bisphenol A (BPA) and other toxic chemicals out of 
 children’s toys and beauty and personal care products. This list leaves out 
 countless other wins we have achieved for communities across New York. 

 We believe this is our seminal moment for addressing inequality and 
 systemic racism head on as Cities, States, and federal agencies   are 
 resourced to make historic investments in environmental justice 
 communities. At the federal level the  Justice 40 Initiative  promises to 
 deliver at least 40 percent of the overall benefits from Federal investments 
 in climate and clean energy to disadvantaged communities. Similarly, New 
 York State’s Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (  CLCPA  ) 

 New York, NY Office  : 1854 Amsterdam Avenue, 2  nd  Floor  | New York, NY 10031 | Phone: (212) 961-1000 | Fax: (212) 961-1015 
 Washington, DC Office  : 50 F Street, NW, 8  th  Floor  | Washington, DC 20001 | Phone: (202) 495-3036 | Fax: (202) 547-6009 

 www.weact.org 

https://www.weact.org/whoweare/ourstory/
https://www.weact.org/campaigns/dirty-diesel-campaign/
https://www.weact.org/campaigns/mother-clara-hale-bus-depot/
https://www.weact.org/2021/04/mayor-signs-lead-legislation-to-protect-new-york-citys-children/
https://www.weact.org/2021/04/mayor-signs-lead-legislation-to-protect-new-york-citys-children/
https://www.weact.org/2017/12/city-council-intro385/
https://www.weact.org/campaigns/ejforum/
https://www.weact.org/campaigns/solaruptownnow/
https://www.weact.org/campaigns/solaruptownnow/
https://www.weact.org/2020/11/we-act-celebrates-new-york-city-mayor-bill-de-blasio-expanding-climate-mobilization-act-while-safeguarding-affordable-housing/
https://www.weact.org/2019/06/new-york-state-takes-historic-action-to-address-climate-change-by-passing-the-climate-leadership-and-community-protection-act/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/01/27/fact-sheet-president-biden-takes-executive-actions-to-tackle-the-climate-crisis-at-home-and-abroad-create-jobs-and-restore-scientific-integrity-across-federal-government/
https://climate.ny.gov/


 sets a target for disadvantaged communities to receive 40 percent of the 
 overall benefits from the state’s climate programs. There is so much more 
 to be done for environmental justice at the local level.  Local Law 60  and 
 Local Law 64  codify environmental justice in New York  City and we need 
 to ensure we uplift the City’s commitment to undoing the legacy of 
 environmental injustice; improving the lives of individuals who have been 
 systemically left behind due to past and present racist policies; and 
 guarantee an equitable future for marginalized communities. 

 There are many issues in New York City that can  be addressed with 
 federal funding from the American Rescue Plan and Infrastructure 
 Investments and Jobs Act. We believe climate change and environmental 
 justice must be high on the list of priorities as these issues are present 
 threats that  hit low-income residents  and communities of color first and 
 worst. They also compound other existing hardships such as food and 
 housing insecurity. Earlier this year, WE ACT, in partnership with 
 GreenLatinos and Third way, released a  poll  that found  that Black and 
 Brown communities feel the impact of climate change and see improving 
 the economy and job growth as top priorities.  As we begin to recover from 
 the economic impacts of COVID-19 and look towards transitioning to a 
 clean energy economy supported through the use of federal investments, 
 community-led entrepreneurship and creating good-paying, 
 family-sustaining jobs should also be a priority, especially for people of 
 color whose communities have experienced decades of disinvestment and 
 unemployment, and are mostly underrepresented in the clean energy 
 industry. 

 Funding from the the Infrastructure and Investment and Jobs Act, if 
 equitably distributed, can bring much needed investments that will begin to 
 redress present and legacy social and environmental injustices and improve 
 the lives of these communities in New York City. Specifically, we 
 recommend using federal funding to: 

 Invest in the MTA Bus electrification and the East Harlem Transit 
 Hub 

 We urge the committees to consider our community-based 
 recommendations for East Harlem, one of the city's most-disadvantaged 
 communities. These recommendations include building a transit hub on 
 East 125th Street that connects the new Second Avenue Subway extension 
 with the existing Lexington Avenue Subway line and the MetroNorth 
 commuter railway. Such a project could serve as a catalyst to economically 
 and environmentally revitalize the community along with our other 
 recommendations to address the disproportionate impacts of climate 

https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1805815&GUID=8901A89B-078E-4D47-88D8-EA3E48E715A1
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2460360&GUID=0C9F8C9D-5F14-4C1E-B4AD-37BB96F82BA3&Options=&Search=
https://www.weact.org/publications/poll-of-black-and-latino-x-communities-on-climate-change-and-the-clean-energy-transition/


 change that East Harlem experiences - such as extreme heat and flooding - 
 while helping to safeguard the affordability and cultural richness the 
 community has long been known for. This could prove to be a model 
 project for the Justive40 initiative and help solidify the City's reputation as 
 a leader in equitably addressing the impacts of climate change in an urban 
 environment. 

 The  $2.2 billion  of DOT investments through the American  Rescue Plan as 
 well as  $5.5 billion  and  $2.0 billion  over the next  5 years for its Low- and 
 No-Emission Transit Vehicle Program and Buses and Bus Facilities 
 Program  1  , respectively, from the Infrastructure Investments  and Jobs Act 
 can provide the resources needed for the 125th Street Hub to come to 
 fruition, and for the MTA to modernize their bus system facilities; speed up 
 the transition of their fleets from fossil fuel powered vehicles to electric 
 buses; and facilitate a just and equitable transition of their workforces to a 
 green energy reality that includes the full cycle of zero emission vehicle 
 operations and maintenance. 

 Encourage school bus electrification 

 Low-income communities and communities of color are unfairly and 
 unequally impacted by the effects of both climate change and poor air 
 quality. Most school buses run on diesel fuel, which emits harmful soot, 
 nitrogen oxides, carbon dioxide, and other pollutants that significantly 
 worsen air quality. Continued use of diesel buses puts our children and the 
 workers who drive these buses in danger. Replacing diesel school buses 
 with all-electric school buses would help to improve air quality in NYC 
 and reduce children’s exposure to asthma-causing pollutants. 

 The bipartisan infrastructure act allocated  $5 billion  over 5 years for EPA’s 
 Clean School Bus Program  . This program is primed to  assist NYC school 
 districts replace existing diesel school buses with zero-emission buses. 
 Through the  Alliance for Electric School Buses  (AESB)  coalition, WE 
 ACT has been  pushing  to ensure investments in all-electric  models and for 
 the equitable design and implementation of the Clean School Program, 
 among others recommendations to bring clean air to children and 
 surrounding underserved and overburdened communities. The program 
 also can help achieve the goal of Local Law 120 of 2021, mandating that 
 school buses serving NYC public schools be all-electric by 2035. As part 
 of the  NYC Clean School Bus Coalition  , WE ACT was  instrumental in 
 passing this law in November, 2021. 

 Invest in an electric vehicle charging infrastructure network 

 1  https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2021-11/Bipartisan_Infrastructure_Law_NewYork.pdf 

https://www.epa.gov/cleanschoolbus
https://electricschoolbuses4kids.org/
https://electricschoolbuses4kids.org/aesb-letter-to-the-epa/
https://www.nycschoolbus.org/


 Under the bipartisan infrastructure law, the federal government will be 
 investing  $7.5 billion  in building out a first-ever  national electric vehicle 
 network of chargers across the U.S. with New York expected to receive 
 $175 million  to support this effort in the state.  It will also have the 
 opportunity to apply for  $2.5 billion  in grant funding  for EV charging 
 infrastructure.  We believe the investments in vehicle  electrification and 
 infrastructure must be supported with complementary policies, including 
 rigorous mandatory emission reduction standards that decrease our 
 exposure to carbon (CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and volatile organic 
 compounds (VOCs) – which contribute to climate change, poor air quality 
 and adverse health effects in our communities. 

 It is critical that charging infrastructure is deployed, in the first instance, to 
 serve medium- and heavy-duty vehicles especially electric transit and 
 school buses and in environmental justice communities adversely impacted 
 by diesel pollution from these trucks and buses. In addition, prioritizing 
 zero-emission, all-electric vehicles over alternative fuels we consider “  false 
 solutions  ” such as propane and renewable natural gas  that will compound 
 environmental and health burdens on these communities and contribute to 
 the climate crisis as well as building out a diverse workforce and 
 promoting community-led entrepreneurship as we transition to 
 transportation electrification. 

 WE ACT submitted further  comments  on the equitable  deployment of EV 
 charging infrastructure under the Department of Transportation’s National 
 EV Formula and Charging and Fueling Infrastructure programs established 
 by the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act in January 2022.  2  We are 
 also pursuing, through our AESB coalition  letter  ,  funding from these 
 programs as well as the Department of Energy’s Charging and Fueling 
 Infrastructure Grants for Community Charging and Corridor Charging to 
 further support charging infrastructure needs for electric school buses and 
 other medium- and heavy-duty vehicles across the country, including New 
 York. 

 Reduce flooding in East Harlem 

 It is well documented and known to many city agencies that East Harlem is 
 vulnerable to flooding from extreme rain, sea level rise, and storm surge. 
 Residents have been consistently vocal about flooded streets during strong 
 rain. Large areas of the neighborhood sit directly in a high-risk flood zone, 
 according to flood maps from the Federal Emergency Management 
 Agency. The most at-risk areas have residents that are majority Black and 

 2  https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/nevi_formula_program.cfm 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PwEIVqwJY2lc-_l-r936P02tAiq4c5aT/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PwEIVqwJY2lc-_l-r936P02tAiq4c5aT/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_-qb_LQQleFCTQv-HC53yijEX37mOviG/view?usp=sharing
https://electricschoolbuses4kids.org/aesb-letter-to-dot-and-doe/


 Latinx and represent some of the poorest in NYC. East Harlem is one of 
 the most underserved communities in NYC. For more than a decade 
 communities in East Harlem have been promised plans and funds to make 
 the neighborhood more resistant to flooding. 

 The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act  authorizes  over  $2 billion  for 
 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) projects 
 including  $491 million  toward the NOAA Community-Based  Restoration 
 Project which helps protect the safety and well-being of coastal 
 communities by buffering shorelines from erosion, reducing flooding and 
 removing hazardous structures. The infrastructure law also apportions  $1 
 billion  for the Federal Emergency Management Agency  Building Resilient 
 Infrastructure and Communities program, which provides states and local 
 communities with funding to implement hazard mitigation activities to 
 reduce risk and costs associated with natural disasters and increase the 
 resilience of critical infrastructure. 

 Tackle legacy pollution 

 The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act will bring overdue resources to 
 address legacy environmental pollution. In particular,  $5 billion  for 
 Superfund cleanups and brownfield remediation and redevelopment  . 
 According to the EPA, more than one in four Black and Hispanic 
 Americans live within 3 miles of a Superfund site. Historical factors such 
 as housing discrimination, residential segregation and community 
 disinvestment accounts for the disproportionate impact of these hazardous 
 waste sites, including brownfield sites on areas of low-income and 
 communities of color, especially in cities across the US. There are several 
 Superfund sites in NYC including the Gowanus Canal in Brooklyn and 
 thousands  of contaminated commercial and industrial  properties. 
 Infrastructure law package could be tapped to clean up and reuse these 
 sites, eliminating exposure to harmful environmental toxins such as heavy 
 metals and organic solvents and revitalizing disadvantaged communities in 
 the city. 

 Boost Weatherization Assistance Program and clean energy 

 For decades, the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP)  has assisted 
 millions of low-moderate families access energy efficiency retrofits and 
 weatherization, which helps reduce energy bills, supports resilience to 
 extreme temperatures and weather events, improves air quality, and 
 promotes healthy homes. However, these programs have been severely 
 underfunded and heavily means tested while unawareness and barriers to 
 household eligibility make WAP unreachable to many more families. 

https://www.cantwell.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Infrastructure%20Investment%20and%20Jobs%20Act%20-%20Section%20by%20Section%20Summary.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/11/16/the-bipartisan-infrastructure-law-advances-environmental-justice/
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/sustainability/initiatives/brownfields.page#:~:text=New%20York%20City%20has%20over,mandatory%20environmental%20study%20and%20management.


 We applaud DOE’s  efforts  to increase funding and improve  WAP by 
 expanding eligibility, making homes weatherization and 
 electrification-ready, and providing workforce development initiatives. The 
 infrastructure law brings  $3.5 billion  in additional  funding that would help 
 lower energy burdens for New York City residents. As the City seeks to 
 secure this funding to address home weatherization, steps must be taken to 
 also address poor housing conditions and environmental health hazards like 
 lead paint and mold. Additionally, the infrastructure law’s  $550 million 
 Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant and  $500 million  State 
 Energy Programs can provide New York City with funding to develop and 
 implement clean energy programs and projects. 

 Replace Lead Service Lines 

 Water service lines are the pipes that carry water from the water main into 
 homes and buildings. The Environmental Protection Agency  estimates  that 
 drinking water can make up 20 percent or more of a person’s total exposure 
 to lead. Infants who consume mostly mixed formula can receive 40 percent 
 to 60 percent of their exposure to lead from drinking water. According to 
 the DEP, homes built prior to 1961 may have a lead water service line. 
 There are over 860,000 water service lines in New York City. 

 In 2019,  NYC Local Law 65  was enacted to publicly  share what the DEP 
 knows about the material that water service lines are made of and where 
 they are located in an  online interactive map  . The  data, as well as 
 educational resources  and tools for preventing lead  contamination, was 
 released in August 2021 and will be updated every six months based on the 
 DEP’s “best available records.” From the city data, we learned that at least 
 137,000 (16%) of water service lines are potentially lead and at least 
 231,000 (27%) of water service lines are made of an “unknown” material. 
 However, DEP announced after its first report that it would not be updating 
 further. 

 The infrastructure package allocated  $15 billion  for  replacing lead service 
 lines with  New York  receiving  $2.6 billion  over the  next five years. This 
 funding can be leveraged to address lead service lines and deliver clean, 
 safe drinking water for the many New York City residents living in older 
 building stock,  including low-moderate income and  people of color living 
 in public housing. 

 Better School Infrastructure 

https://www.energy.gov/articles/doe-announces-186-million-expand-weatherization-assistance-program
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/basic-information-about-lead-drinking-water
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7241351&GUID=8DFB7EE2-9E40-40AC-BECE-BB1928209122
https://www1.nyc.gov/content/leadfree/pages/maps
https://www1.nyc.gov/content/leadfree/pages/maps-faq
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/NEW-YORK_Infrastructure-Investment-and-Jobs-Act-State-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/leadfree/downloads/pdf/Lead_Report_2019_Full.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/leadfree/downloads/pdf/Lead_Report_2019_Full.pdf


 Climate Works for All is a broad coalition of more than 50 labor, 
 environmental justice organizations, faith groups and environmental 
 advocates united to ensure that efforts to address climate change in New 
 York City also create good, career-track jobs and prioritize low-income, 
 climate-vulnerable communities. Its Green, Healthy Schools campaign 
 calls on the city to invest $14.5 billion by 2030, or an annual investment of 
 $1.8 billion for the next 8 years, to install solar panels and conduct deep 
 retrofits in public schools, prioritizing those located in environmental 
 justice communities. 

 New York City public schools account for one-quarter of all city-owned 
 buildings and are among the biggest polluters .  Poor  air quality in 
 classrooms  pose health risks to both teachers and  students and can affect 
 their performance and concentration. Installing solar panels and conducting 
 deep retrofits in schools - starting with HVAC installation - will help the 
 city enhance air quality, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, create green 
 career jobs, and foster resilient communities. 

 The bipartisan infrastructure law and American Rescue Plan includes 
 investments  that the City can leverage to advance  solutions that will 
 improve school infrastructure.  These investments include DOE’s  $500 
 million  grant program for energy efficiency improvements  at public 
 schools, including clean energy installation, HVAC and lighting upgrades, 
 and comprehensive energy efficiency audits, in addition to the  $350 billion 
 State and Fiscal Recovery Funds that can support pandemic and recovery 
 efforts including upgrading ventilations and building energy systems. 
 These key investments will not only reduce energy costs and reduce 
 emissions from school infrastructure but also support healthy and safe 
 classroom environments. 

 Thank you for the opportunity to provide input and we welcome the 
 opportunity to further discuss these critical federal investments that can 
 address climate change, create jobs, and improve the lives of children and 
 disadvantaged communities in New York City. 

 Sincerely, 
 Anastasia Gordon 
 Energy and Transportation Policy 
 Manager 
 WE ACT for Environmental Justice 
 Federal Policy Office 
 50 F Street, NW, Suite 550 Washington, 
 DC 20001 
 646-341-2588 | anastasia@weact.org 

 Lonnie J. Portis 
 Environmental Policy and Advocacy 
 Coordinator 
 WE ACT for Environmental Justice 
 New York Office 
 1854 Amsterdam Avenue, 2nd Floor New 
 York, NY 10031 
 646-866-8720 | lonnie@weact.org 

https://www.epa.gov/iaq-schools/reference-guide-indoor-air-quality-schools#IAQRG_Section1
https://www.epa.gov/iaq-schools/reference-guide-indoor-air-quality-schools#IAQRG_Section1
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/04/04/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-action-plan-for-building-better-school-infrastructure/?utm_source=link


Testimony
of 

Mark Henry, Chair, Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) NYS Legislative
Conference Board & President/Business Agent, ATU Local 1056 

and
Jose DeJesus, President/Business Agent, ATU Local 1179

to
City Council Transportation and Infrastructure Committee

jointly with
The Committee on Resiliency and Waterfronts

on
Assessing New York City’s Infrastructure: 

Laying the Foundation for Federal Infrastructure Funding
April 19, 2022

Thank  you  Chairpersons  Selvena  Brooks-Powers   and  Ari  Kagan  for  this  opportunity  for
Amalgamated  Transit  Union  (ATU)  to  testify  on  Transportation  Equity.    I  am  Jose  DeJesus,
President/Business Agent of ATU Local 1179.  I testify also on behalf of my labor brother, Mark Henry,
chair of the ATU NYS Legislative Conference Board and President/Business Agent of Amalgamated
Transit Union (ATU) Local 1056 in Queens.

ATU members operate and maintain NYC Transit  bus routes serving primarily  Queens and
Staten Island residents with some routes extending into The Bronx, Brooklyn and Manhattan.  ATU
Local 1056 represents drivers and mechanics who work for MTA New York City Transit's Queens Bus
Division with depots in Flushing (Casey Stengel), Jamaica and Queens Village.  ATU 1179 represents
bus operators, mechanics and supervisors who work from the Far Rockaway and JFK Depots of the
MTA Bus division (former Green Bus lines). 

Our members primarily provide the best transit options in transit desert areas of Queens. We are
also the transit option – during periodic subway service shutdowns to allow repairs; this demonstrates
how buses matter both as a practical and flexible transit mode. Buses offer a cost-effective means to
expand public transit options, including sensible bus rapid transit, where none or insufficient modes
exist. This allows policymakers to deliver transit improvement early and most cost-effectively.

As a mass transit professionals and users of public transit in this city, the members of ATU
locals  across  this  city  and  state  offers  unique  and  valuable  insights.  ATU  locals  have  always
emphasized  that  smartly  investing  in  public  transit  keys  growth  in  the  economy,  restores
neighborhoods, mobility and assist in job creation.  This keys into resiliency and maximizing the use of
Federal dollars for our transportation infrastructure.

The buses our members operate provide not only your “Green Alternative” that  adequately
resourced helps induce those who rely on less efficient transportation modes to use public transit, but
more quickly and efficiently address capacity and service shortfalls and the transit inequities which
often go hand in hand.  As a result our buses offer a key means to ensure resiliency and the flexibility
needed during crises, including major storms.
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After  the chaos and devastation of  Superstorm Sandy,  New Yorkers  experienced how ATU
Locals 1056 and 1179 memberships and sister transit unions stepped up and helped New Yorkers get
about on public buses while the MTA worked to resume subway service system-wide. Fast forward to
today, our bus operators and maintainers stood on the frontlines of the fight against COVID-19; some –
to many --losing their lives; and we stepped up despite our members working under an expired contract
that the MTA REFUSED to update when similar transit  public servants already work under a new
contract, forcing ATU to win our contract – which we did through a successful Arbitration.

Given the significant financial support that the MTA received through emergency and stimulus
funding, we believe that it  is imperative that the MTA use this funding wisely and address several
critical issues that are facing the public transportation workforce. Even with the upcoming congestion
pricing program these funding mechanisms must resource the current transit system in a manner that
introduces real equity in  the delivery of public transit.  AND produces and ensures resilient public
transit  for all New Yorkers and those who visit or work here.

The  focus  of  transit  improvements  must  not  only  be  on  subways  or  railroads;  it  must
significantly MUST include Bus Service to better serve these communities.  Where speed of service is
concerned, Queens suffers greatly from its inferior bus network.  In other forums, including before this
committee, we focused on the specific service enhancements.

ATU remains concerned about the progress on major projects and improvements in the  MTA
Capital  Plan essential to ensuring the transit riding public enjoys reliable public transportation.  In
Queens, two projects that need attention include the (NEW) Jamaica Depot and Casey Stengel Depot
(Flooding).  The  MTA NYCT Jamaica bus depot  in central Jamaica lags decades behind schedule to
improve underserved communities in Southeast Queens; it needs to be completed.  Improvements still
lag to protect the Casey Stengel Depot in Flushing against storm flooding. The Far Rockaway Depot
sits in a Flood Zone where its buses serve an underserved part of Queens. These depots’ buses service
underserved, including transit starved, Queens neighborhoods. In Staten Island, where our sister local
ATU 726 represents transit workers, massive flooding afflicts the Castleton Depot.  Lack of equipment
remains an ongoing issue.  Providing fully-functioning depots to repair buses – new and existing –
remains essential, including for system resiliency. 

 The MTA needs to overhaul existing and/or create new create terminals to facilitate commuter
transfer between transit modes.  Downtown Flushing still needs a site identified for a full-scale bus
terminal before development there makes it impractical. We have long pointed to this need.

The MTA plan must  provide for  more  electric  bus  purchases  and charging stations  for  the
transition to a zero-emissions fleet, rather than current small pilot that introduces 60 all-electric buses.

Transit in this city operated by MTA focuses primarily on economics, income level and not the
needs of the population; it’s the Tale of Two Different New Yorks.  The reality is that one’s income
level  can  dictate  where  one  lives  or  how far  one  must  commute  to  get  to  work,  school  or  other
necessities.

It remains very important that the riding public, those who they depend on and the communities
and interest served by transit all make their voices heard on bus redesign.
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As we seek to protect and upgrade our environment, and discuss a Green New Deal, it remains
important  to  recognize  how public  bus  transit  enhances  our  environment  and  reduces  our  carbon
footprint while supporting our economy and investment.

Our legislators can prove helpful by joining ATU and advocating for  public transit priorities
outlined today and in many prior testimonies at city and state legislative hearings.  ATU urges our
policymakers and, frankly all of us, to coalesce around these sound policies that make a difference in
our communities.   

Thank you!

#  #  #

Amalgamated Transit Union Local 1056
211-12 Union Turnpike
Hollis Hills, NY 11364
(718) 949-6444 * www.Local1056.org 

For more information:
Corey Bearak, ATU 1056 Policy & Political Director 
(718) 343-6779/ (516) 343-6207

http://www.Local1056.org/
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I want to thank Chairperson Brooks-Powers of the New York City Council’s Transportation
Committee for hosting this hearing today.

My name is Thomas DeVito, Public Policy Manager for Lyft’s Transit, Bikes, and Scooters team.
With 11 systems and over 60,000 devices, Lyft is the nation’s largest bikeshare operator -
including operating the Citi Bike system here in New York City.

When Citi Bike launched in 2013, the system had just 332 stations and 6,000 bikes, across two
boroughs. Today, Citi Bike has more than 1,600 stations, and more than 25,000 bikes, across
Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx - with more expansion to come in 2022, 2023 and
2024.

In a short time period, Citi Bike has become the largest bikeshare system in the world, outside of
China, and is likely the fastest growing transportation network in the history of New York City. In
2021, we moved over 1.3 million New Yorkers taking 28 million rides - and were we a transit
agency, we would have been considered the 25th largest transit provider in the USA by sheer
volume of trips facilitated. By the end of the current phase of expansion, 58% of New York City
residents will live within the Citi Bike service area.

As Citi Bike expands its geographic footprint, greater electrification of the system is key to its
continued growth and usability: almost 65% of all longer distance, interborough bike rides are
on ebikes, and Citi Bike users - as a whole - ride ebikes 20% longer distances than classic bikes.
45% or all rides taken by reduced fare bikeshare members are on ebikes. During peak months,
ebikes move over 1 million riders in total. As the system of protected bike lanes also continues to
grow - and congestion pricing comes online - ebikes will become even more important tools
connecting communities across New York City.

Citi Bike's 4,000+ electric-assist bikes are loved by riders, are ridden 3-4 times more per day on
average than pedal bikes, and replace millions of car trips across NYC. Scaling ebike ridership
however is limited by our current operational model. Manual battery swapping is simply less
efficient than if ebike batteries were charged in stations while docked. Everyday, staff drive
across the Citi Bike service area to perform battery swaps. We estimate electrifying a small
portion of Citi Bike stations can grow ebike ridership through increased availability, while also
creating a significant reduction in operational VMT, bringing an already sustainable transportation
option even closer to net-zero emissions.



Because of the complexity of trenching, federal funding could be an essential component to
facilitating the electrification of more Citi Bike docks. This would help control costs and ensure
the system could be upgraded on a quick time frame. The following federal funding streams
could be considered:

● Existing programs like the Surface Transportation Block Grant program, Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), and RAISE grants provide
pre-existing guidance that would support electrification of bikeshare.

● Additionally, newer programs established under IIJA are still awaiting guidance on funding
eligibility. Programs like the Carbon Reduction Program and the Active Transportation
Infrastructure Investment Program could become key programs that would support
investments in station electrification.

● Similarly, the Biden Administration's emphasis on building a national EV charging network
could provide opportunities for Citi Bike stations to piggyback off of infrastructure
investments for electric vehicles. Programs like the National Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
Formula Program and even the Charging and Fueling Infrastructure Grant Program could
be scoped in a way that would support the funding of station electrification efforts in
addition to automobile-oriented electrification.

We look forward to working with this committee and are always available to answer any
questions you may have. We appreciate any feedback you might have.



Good morning, 

I am writing to discuss the issues around the Open Streets program on 34th Avenue in Jackson Heights.  

History: 

Jackson Heights (zip code 11372) has approx. 160,000+ residents. 34th Avenue is a residential avenue - 

without any stores or restaurants. There are approx. 50,000 residents who live on the OS (69th - 94th 

Streets). This has been a two-way Avenue with a Tree & plant mall between. 

Open Street Issues: 

• The Open Street program rules 7am - 8pm daily (7 days a week). 

• There has been NO true public outreach. The only discussions have been on the internet. These 

postings were limited to one Facebook group and the DOT page on Facebook.  

• The survey was done in the same manner. The DOT reports 2,300 positive results. 

• We have a survey asking for a COMPROMISE with 2,000+ signatures. This has been disregarded 

by the DOT 

• Queens Community Board 3 asked for an in-person survey, but the DOT said no. 

• The DOT told CB3 at their last presentation that they will listen to their comments but will not 

follow them. 

• The French barricades are used to block traffic from turning on to the avenue from the side 

streets. 

• These barricades are large and unwieldly for many of the residents - in particular the disabled 

and elderly. 

• ADA paratransit and cabs/car services will NOT move these barricades.  

• Disabled resident are "dropped off or picked up" at the corner. A violation of the ADA and the 

rules of the MTA paratransit program. 

• The DOT has called residents who use the MTA paratransit or private Ambulettes and 

"convinced" the resident to accept this situation. 

• There has been NO attempt to find a plan to better services these residents 

• There are large planters used to "calm traffic" constantly being moved into the crosswalk 

blocking the handicapped ramp blocking the disabled. 

• For the past two Saturdays the DOT partners' Garden Committee has had mulch dumped on the 

corner where they are working covering the handicapped ramps.  

• This appears to be a blatant disregard for the disabled residents in the area. 

• We have reported to DOT, CB3 and others that there is limited use of the OS - esp. during the 

work and school days.  

• the blocking of the Avenue has caused a split in the neighborhood as people are being trolled, 

ridiculed, and harassed.  

• The DOT has refused to conduct the required Traffic and Environmental Impacted studies.  

• The Traffic on the other Avenues and side streets are now congested and the air pollution is 

worse. 

• All emergency vehicles are re-routed as there is not emergency lane as required. Also, not that if 

34th Avenue is used the emergency vehicle must stop at every corner to move the barricade. 



• Due to the increased congestion on all other routes, there are delays noted. As an example, it 

was noted that the fire engines took extra time to arrive to a "all hands-on deck" fire on 

Saturday on 81st Street and 35th Avenue. 

Request: 

We are asking for a meeting with the DOT, the Council's Committee, the Community Board in our area 

to discuss how we can provide for the disabled residents and the community in general.  We would like 

to discuss things like reducing the hours i.e., later start time), fewer days (maybe only weekends) and 

shorter distance (now 1.3 miles) 

I hope these points are helpful for your discussion. 

We are hopeful you will reach out to us and listen to the residents themselves. 

Respectfully, 

Shelley Brevda 

COMPROMISE 
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Good morning Chairs Brooks-Powers and Kagan, and members of the Committees on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and Resiliency and Waterfronts.  
Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony regarding the Federal 
government’s Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), and how the funding tied to IIJA can 
dramatically improve the quality of New York’s infrastructure, while reducing 
inequality, mitigating against the effects of climate change, and creating thousands of 
good-paying jobs.  
 
On behalf of the New York Building Congress, I want to reaffirm our support for its 
provisions, advocate that its dollars reach historically neglected and underserved 
communities, and highlight some areas of improvement that we believe would 
benefit all New Yorkers: 
 
• Increase funding for mass transit: New York alone requires hundreds of billions of 
dollars to fund mass transit improvements. We are pleased to know that necessary 
levels of funding will be dedicated to move the Gateway Program forward, however, 
we ask that other mass transit projects in New York also receive sufficient funding. 
The full rebuilding of the current Penn Station project requires reliable source 
funding to support the city’s growth. Transporting New York’s people and freight 
more efficiently is imperative to our overall economic growth. 
 
• Fund transportation alternatives: Allocate robust funding to fix our transit 
challenges through relatively lower-cost design and construction solutions, such as 
bus lanes, bike lanes, and the pedestrianization of streets. These solutions will reduce 
the strain on existing infrastructure and improve the quality of life for cyclists, 
pedestrians, seniors, and people experiencing disabilities. New York has numerous 
programs and legislation in place to do this, but they require more funding to be 
implemented successfully. 
 
• Invest in reimagining urban highways: Highways have been critical to the success of 
modern cities, allowing for people and goods to move with ease, however, they have 
tremendous social costs, including polluting and dividing marginalized communities. 
We need dedicated federal funding to reimagine these transportation infrastructure 
assets into places that provide equitable access to open space, enhanced 
placemaking, and protection from the effects of climate change. In particular, we 
urge a full reimagining of the Brooklyn Queens Expressway, a mass transit project 
that would create economic opportunity for the surrounding communities where 
more than 70% of the residents are people of color, many living below the federal 
poverty line. 

 



 
• Provide funding for New York to implement sustainability legislation: At the state  
and city level, New York is in the process of implementing, respectively, the Climate  
Leadership and Community Protection Act (CLCPA) and Local Law 97-2019. These  
ambitious pieces of legislation require our state and city governments to spend billions of  
dollars upgrading energy infrastructure and retrofitting government buildings. Yet,  
funding is needed to make these projects move ahead so that government can lead the  
way towards a greener, cleaner future.  
 
• Increase funding for affordable housing: NYCHA alone requires at least $40 billion,  
most of which is expected to come from the federal government. Without significant  
federal investment, NYCHA’s residents will continue to live in dangerously dilapidated  
buildings. 
 
• Couple funding for housing with removal of exclusionary zoning: The federal  
government has a long history of driving local policy through mandates and making the  
receipt of federal funding contingent upon compliance with important national objectives. 
Therefore, funding to local governments for the development of housing should be  
contingent upon the elimination of exclusionary zoning practices that are overly  
restrictive, decrease affordability, and harm our local and regional economies, i.e., single family 
zoning.  
 
These policies have seriously hampered efforts to combat the housing  
crisis in New York City and its surrounding counties, increased segregation and  
inequality, and ultimately prevented the housing supply from matching the needs of New  
York’s residents. The jobs plan offers a unique opportunity to combat exclusionary  
zoning policies across all of New York. 
 
Again, we thank you for your strong advocacy on behalf of New York’s built environment. We  
are committed to ensuring that billions of dollars of funding support New York’s economy, especially  
historically neglected and underfunded communities. Please consider our members in the design 
and construction industries as a resource while you examine the jobs plan and other similar 
proposals. 
 
 
Very truly yours, 

 
 
 

 
Carlo A. Scissura, Esq. 
President and CEO 
New York Building Congress 
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Good afternoon, my name is Carlos Castell Croke and I am the Associate

for New York City Programs at the New York League of Conservation

Voters (NYLCV). NYLCV represents over 30,000 members in New York

City and we are committed to advancing a sustainability agenda that will

make our people, our neighborhoods, and our economy healthier and more

resilient. I would like to thank Chairs Brooks-Powers and Kagan for the

opportunity to testify today.

The passage of the bipartisan Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act

provides a rare opportunity to bolster and build out our City in a resilient,

green and sustainable way. The deal secures an investment of $1.2 trillion,

some of which will be used to fund new climate resilience projects, such as

electric school buses, electric vehicle (EV)  infrastructure, zero- and

low-emission public transit, the removal of lead pipes & PFAS to improve



drinking water, and pollution remediation. These investments are part of a

comprehensive effort to both build resilience against the climate crisis and

prevent further damage, and it marks the largest federal investment in

infrastructure in U.S. history.

Many of the slated projects will be invaluable to our fight against climate

change, but since New York has so much authority over how this money is

spent, I would like to highlight some ideas for sustainable projects that we

should be prioritizing.

One major way we can reduce emissions in our City is by encouraging the

use of low emission forms of transportation like trains, buses, bikes,

e-bikes, and e-scooters.  By using highway and road funding we can build

out a connected network of protected bike lanes, making it safer to cycle

around the City.  We can also expand access to e-bikes, like Citi bike’s

pedal assisted system, which will allow more people to not only have

access to bikes, but gives them an easy way to commute or travel long

distances on them.



A majority of the funding for transportation is set for road and highway

infrastructure, however we strongly believe that the State and City need to

be investing more heavily in public transportation in order to achieve our

emissions reduction goals.  Building out bus lanes and installing

enforcement technology to protect them will bolster bus ridership and

reduce car dependency.  Similarly, investing in our subway and rail systems

by improving service, upgrading technology, and increasing accessibility

will also drastically cut down on carbon emissions from automobiles.  The

proposed interborough express and expansion of the 2nd avenue subway

line are great examples of building out our subway system to provide

access to commonly underserved neighborhoods.

With this funding, we must invest in resilient infrastructure, such as green

spaces, bioswales and rain gardens to absorb stormwater and fight

flooding.  Our parks are an invaluable environmental asset, absorbing 2

billion gallons of stormwater runoff every year.  Expanding parks and green

spaces is an amazing way to increase resiliency while also fighting urban

heat and air pollution.  Projects like capping the cross Bronx Expressway

are great examples of green spaces that can provide resilience in

neighborhoods that are already overburdened by a multitude of climate

https://gothamist.com/news/capping-cross-bronx-infrastructure-bill-be-used-undo-robert-moses-era-environmental-racism


hazards and environmental injustices.  This is also true of planting and

maintaining street trees to increase our canopy cover, another major

priority of NYLCV and the Forest for all NYC Coalition.

The NYC Department of Transportation has set an ambitious and

transformative agenda in the NYC Streets Plan, and we know that climate

hazards will only become more frequent as the years go by.  Therefore it is

incumbent upon our elected leaders to invest heavily in low emission forms

of transportation and resilient infrastructure with this once in a lifetime

funding opportunity.  We look forward to working with the Council and State

leaders to prioritize the environment with this money.

Thank you.
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Earth Day is this Friday and the city will “celebrate” this weekend with 100 “car-free” streets

around the city. But Earth Day should not be a day to *celebrate* - it should be a reminder of the

catastrophe we’re facing. One single day of car-free streets is like fixing a leaky faucet in a

burning building. If we want to protect our Earth - and our most vulnerable populations - from the

catastrophic effects of climate change, we don’t need one car-free day. We need a car-free
city.

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act provides historical levels of funding for infrastructure

projects in New York, and it’s critical that we use that funding wisely. The funding was designed

to focus on climate change mitigation, resilience, equity, and safety for all users, including

cyclists and pedestrians. New York must follow that framework.

The IIJA funding includes:

● $11.6 billion for highways (and other road projects, including projects that support public

transportation, cycling and walking)

● $1.9 billion for bridge replacement and repairs

● $9.8 billion for transit

● $2.6 billion for water infrastructure

● $685 million for airports

● $100+ million for broadband infrastructure

● $175 million for new electric vehicle charging stations

New York is also eligible to apply for more than $211 billion in available discretionary grants that



require approval from the federal Department of Transportation. In addition, $7.5 billion of new

funding is available from the Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity

(RAISE) grant program. A further $1 billion will be allocated to projects that reconnect

neighborhoods that have been divided by the construction of highways.

While the bulk of the funding is for “highways,” that money is flexible, and can - and should - be

used for projects that support public transportation, cycling and walking. That money should be

used to widen and physically protect bike lanes, to create complete streets and to reduce
car dependency.

Money can also be used to tear down or cap highways to reconnect neighborhoods, for

example funding could be used to cap the Cross Bronx Expressway. But tearing down the

highway is only the first step and what replaces it can be just as bad if it’s a wide road with few

marked crossings that promotes driving at high speeds. These roads should have traffic
calming measures, street trees, frequent crossings, pedestrian refuges, bike
infrastructure and mixed use development. Or highways can be replaced altogether with

linear parks or greenways.

Specifically, the best approach to replacing urban highways would include the following best

practices:

● Using narrower lanes that are 11 feet wide or less, rather than the 12-foot-wide lanes

found on highways

● Eliminating one-way streets or two-way streets with large medians, in favor of traditional

two-way streets

● Adding street trees, traffic-calming measures and frequent crossings for cyclists and

pedestrians

● Encouraging mixed-use development along the new corridor, with buildings that come up

to the sidewalk instead of being set back

Making our streets safer is also critically important and the IIJA includings funding for Vision
Zero projects. The bill includes the first ever Safe Streets and Roads for All program to support

projects to reduce traffic fatalities. $11 billion is available for transportation safety programs

nationwide. Last year was the most deadly year on our streets since Vision Zero began, and



2022 is starting off even worse. While much of that carnage can be attributed to the bigger and

bigger vehicles on our streets - like SUVs and large trucks - design is a critical component in

making our streets safer. Federal funding should be targeted at the most dangerous streets and

intersections.

While there is money dedicated to public transit, much of the “highway” funds can also be used

to help buses run more efficiently on our streets. For the millions of New Yorkers who rely on

buses, it’s critical that we help speed up those buses. The best way to do this is by creating

dedicated and enforced bus lanes to create true bus rapid transit.

Finally, in addition to efforts to mitigate climate change these funds should be used to build
resiliency. Funds should be used to make street improvements including bioswales and

permeable pavement to help prevent flooding, planting street trees and rain gardens, and

improving drainage.

What you do with this money is important, but equally important is what you absolutely should

not do. In the face of a climate catastrophe we implore the city: do NOT fund any additional
highway widenings. The evidence is clear that widening highways only induces more demand,

causing more traffic and more pollution. We must invest in alternative transportation instead.

Similarly, while building out Electric Vehicle infrastructure is important, we must balance this with

the need to make the best use of our public space. We urge the city to NOT place EV
chargers in the curbside space - this is public space and just as you wouldn’t put a gas

station there you shouldn’t put EV chargers there. Rather, underused parking lots and garages

could be transformed into public EV charging hubs.

Similarly, we’d like to take this opportunity to remind the Council that electric vehicles only solve

one problem of the many that cars cause, including deaths and injuries, particulate pollution

from tires and brake pads (which is actually worse on heavy electric cars), congestion and much

more. The key to solving all of these problems and to tackling the climate crisis is to
reduce car dependency in our city.

Equity demands that we protect those populations who will be most vulnerable to climate

change, those populations that are suffering most from particulate pollution from vehicles, those



whose communities have been ripped apart by highways.

We use this Council and the administration to use this once in a lifetime investment to prepare

our city for the catastrophe that’s coming. Do not bury your heads in the sand and cave to the

whims of the loud but small minority of New Yorkers who demand that their desire to drive cars

be prioritized.

Be leaders. Our children will thank you.



Testimony of Jackson Chabot, Director of Public Space Advocacy at Open Plans.

I’d like to highlight how we have the opportunity to use federal funds to extend the Clean Up

Corps to manage open streets, take care of bioswales, and much more. The Clean Up Corps,

according to the previous administration, “employed 10,000 New Yorkers for beautification

across our city.” Even with modest gains, New York City’s unemployment rate is still nearly twice

the national average. We have an opportunity to employ New Yorkers with green jobs, we train

people on the job, and simultaneously provide resources to neighborhoods across New York

City.

Extending the Clean Corps will enhance our public realm and build a more livable city for all

New Yorkers, while employing New Yorkers. Longer-term, this model can be used to manage

and care for public spaces. We call for an Office of Public Space Management to coordinate and

strategically distribute this workforce to the neighborhoods most in need, identified by the DOT’s

Priority Investment Areas. Caring for public space is a jobs program.

All neighborhoods should have access to clean air, space for children to play, and neighbors to

socialize. We both need to allocate space to people, instead of vehicles, as well as provide the

necessary resources to effectively care for the space.

The Open Streets program collaboration with the Hort has started to move the needle in this

direction and has exciting opportunities. The next step is to ensure there’s a plan to manage and

take care of this newly created space. Let’s use these federal funds to create public space and

continue the Clean Up Corps to care for public space.
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Good day, I am Lisa Daglian, Executive Director of the Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the 
MTA, PCAC. Thank you for holding this hearing today during Earth Week. By bringing together the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and Committee on Resiliency and Waterfronts, you’re 
highlighting the clear linkage that exists between our systems and ecosystems, and the work we must 
collectively do to meet climate change goals – and prevent the ravages we have already seen are 
possible when the built environment doesn’t respect the forces of nature. 

PCAC and our Councils represent riders on New York City’s subways and buses, Staten Island Railway, 
the Long Island Rail Road and Metro-North Railroad. Anyone who uses any of those systems knows how 
great the needs for improvement are – even as we have come so far since the so-called “Summer of 
Hell” not that long ago. We’re also still rebuilding from Superstorm Sandy, at the same time we seek to 
address different dangers that came to us during Hurricanes Henri and Ida. Fortunately, we have 
partners in Washington who are attuned to the needs of urban life and our transit networks, and how 
interconnected and interdependent infrastructure is across all systems. That awareness formed the 
basis of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act – IIJA – and subsequent programmatic funding.  Now 
it’s essential that the city, state, MTA and all other eligible partners take advantage of the opportunities 
presented to build a stronger, more resilient and sustainable transportation network and region.  

I’m not an expert on the IIJA or funding, but we’ve been exploring the new opportunities presented by it 
in the context of resiliency and sustainability. Here are two of our focal areas of interest and thoughts on 
funding the city can explore to address key areas of concern: 

1) Increase citywide sewer capacity to help prevent subway flooding from extreme weather events by 
aggressively pursuing federal funds.  

We were all mesmerized – and horrified – by the scene of the geyser at the 28th Street subway station 
that in fact was not the fault of the MTA, but of overwhelmed storm drains and sewer pipes. We saw 
too clearly the impact the city’s aging infrastructure has on the riding public and the MTA’s systems, 
including its old and overworked pumps. As city, state and MTA grant writers comb through the details 
of the IIJA, including the newly developed funding opportunities, it’s critical that they consider the 
system-as-a-whole and how each of its component parts contributes to making our mass transit 
network work, or not. 



  
 

 

WWW.PCAC.ORG 

Similarly, flooded roads caused surface transit to grind to a halt, keeping buses from their routes, and 
riders from getting to their jobs or back home. The newly created PROTECT grant program is designed to 
make surface transportation “…assets more resilient to current and future weather events…” on federal-
aid roadways, and now allows states to spend highway dollars on such resilience efforts. It provides 
funds to support proactively undertaking mitigation projects to protect crucial infrastructure from 
hazards and can be used for green infrastructure projects. It is definitely worth exploring how the city 
might best take advantage of those funds, and how best to gain a competitive advantage. 

2) Implement and expand dedicated bus lanes/busways and transit signal priority (TSP) to help speed 
up MTA buses with more reliable and efficient service. Explore provision of e-bus charging 
infrastructure along MTA bus routes. 

The city has committed to a significant investment in buses, with the Mayor pledging new busways and 
bus lanes above and beyond the prior Administration’s efforts. We look forward to seeing the creation 
of 150 miles of new bus lanes and busways in the next four years. That’s ambitious and we love it. 
However, implementing this amount of bus lanes will require a major increase in funding to the DOT, 
which was included in the Council’s formal response to Mayor Adams’ proposed budget. We also know 
that bus lanes and busways need enforcement, which many people don’t love, but which have proven to 
be highly effective in preventing recurring encroachment by drivers.  

Transit Signal Priority is also key to speeding up buses and getting riders where they want to go, and 
there are several federal funding pots that could potentially be used to support TSP and other bus-
related improvements, including the Surface Transportation Block Grant Program.  

The IIJA also expands the Federal Transit Administration’s Low and No Emission Bus Program, which 
could offer a unique opportunity for the MTA and city to explore partnering on bus charging 
infrastructure, including possibly looking at in-route charging as technology progresses. 

Many of the IIJA’s rules are still being written but it isn’t too soon to get together to look at the 
overarching shortcomings of the ecosystem that makes up our transportation network to see what must 
be done, when it can be done, how long it will take, and how much it will cost. The staggering expense of 
everything our region requires is too great for the city and state to bear alone; federal funding will be 
critical to meeting our transit needs and our climate and resiliency goals. The MTA has doubled down on 
its efforts to bring in grant writers, and we suggest the city look at that opportunity as well. If there’s 
money to be had, let’s have at it. Thank you. 
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Dear NYC Council Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: 
  
This testimony is a request for the immediate funding of a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Study of the QueensLink 
project. This proposed extension of the NYC subway M train from Rego Park to the Rockaways would run along 
a city-owned, 3.5-mile right-of-way that the LIRR Rockaway Branch once used. The QueensLink is to the south 
and central Queens while the IBX is to Brooklyn and west Queens. Both projects reuse existing rail assets to 
improve mass transit in outer boroughs that desperately need it, while simultaneously reducing carbon 
emissions.  Crucially it is conceived to include community parks and other infrastructure as dictated by 
neighborhoods along the right-of-way. 
  
Some of the many potential benefits of the QueensLink include: 

 New transit connections reduce commute time by up to an hour a day, bringing education, 
employment, and recreation opportunities closer to communities that need them most. 

 Reduced traffic on congested Woodhaven Blvd and Van Wyck Expressway 
 Reducing greenhouse gas emissions and other pollutants. 
 Transit equity for the underserved people in Glendale, Woodhaven. Howard Beach, Broad Channel, 

and the Rockaways. The latter endure some of the longest commutes in the country. 
 Faster trips to Resorts World Casino, JFK Airport, and Queens’ Beaches from midtown Manhattan and 

other parts of Queens, without cars! 
 A boost to small businesses along Metropolitan Ave., Jamaica Ave., 101th Ave., Liberty Ave., Cross Bay 

Blvd, and in the Rockaways, as well as the Queens Center Mall. 
 Resumption of G train service to Forest Hills. 
 Easier travel between Queens neighborhoods. 
 Up to 33 acres of space for parks, trails, or perhaps newly created farmer’s markets alongside and 

underneath the tracks. 
  
In 2019, an MTA study found this subway plan feasible and estimated it would have nearly 50,000 riders a day, 
on average. While the MTA estimated the project would cost $8 billion, an independent consultant estimated it 
would cost far less – about $3.5 billion. QueensLink is an investment that could pay for itself in economic return 
in less than a decade while serving New York for generations. The EIS would provide greater detail on its 
potential economic as well as environmental impact, and provide solutions to preserve the quality of life for 
people and businesses along the right-of-way. 
  
With the new federal infrastructure bill dedicating $10 billion for transportation projects in NYS, we want to move 
as fast as possible with the EIS to understand our choices. Attached with this letter you will find the 2019 MTA 
Feasibility Study and the 2021 QueensLink Corridor Analysis Executive Summary.  We all recognize the need for 
transit equity and environmental justice.  If we are unable to summon the collective will to act now, then 
when?   
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Thank you. 
  
Rick Horan, Executive Director 

 - RickHoran@QueensLink.org  

 
QueensRail Corporation is a 501c3 not-for-profit 
  
n 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

The objective of this study is to assess, at a sketch planning level, the physical engineering and operational feasibility and 
order-of-magnitude costs of reactivating the Rockaway Beach Branch (RBB) for Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) or New York City 
Transit (NYCT) subway use between Queens and Midtown Manhattan using the LIRR Main Line or the NYCT Queens Boulevard 
Line (QBL). As part of the study potential intermediate stations throughout Central Queens were assessed under either LIRR 
or NYCT service. The SYSTRA Team (the Team) examined the option to revitalize the RBB as either a LIRR or NYCT subway 
alternative. 
 
Throughout this initial phase of the study, the SYSTRA Team has held various working sessions and progress meetings with 
LIRR, NYCT, and MTA which has informed the direction of this project. The assumption of this analysis is based on the current 
capacity of both LIRR commuter and NYCT subway services. LIRR capacity assumes East Side Access opening day and service 
operation to both Penn Station (PSNY) and Grand Central Terminal (GCT). 

ES Figure 1 

For LIRR, the new alignment would connect to the Main Line and continue south along the abandoned RBB alignment to 
Howard Beach Station. The area south of Liberty Avenue would create a shared corridor with both LIRR and NYCT operating 
through this area. It is assumed that up to a 30-foot separation would be required by Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
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between LIRR and NYCT unless a crash barrier is constructed between the tracks. One new storage yard would be required 
for LIRR trains in the vicinity of Howard Beach Station. Two potential sites have been identified, which would provide a place 
for train storage, minor servicing and a train crew employee facility. As discussed further, the Team has determined not to 
extend the LIRR option across Jamaica Bay, as it once did in the past, due to considerable environmental and land use 
challenges. See Figure ES1 for LIRR alignment map. A detailed description of the LIRR alignment can be found in Sections 2.1 
of the report. 

ES Figure 2 

The NYCT option involves a connection to the Queens Boulevard Line (QBL) using an eastbound and westbound track (via a 
new tunnel) to the existing RBB corridor, which would then continue south and merge with the existing “A” service south of 
Liberty Avenue to Far Rockaway. The NYCT extension of the RBB line to the NYCT QBL would require the construction of a 
new tunnel for a direct underground connection to the existing QBL Station at 64th Street.  It is anticipated that this option’s 
proposed tunnel alignment and profile may have impacts to residential buildings, subject to future detailed engineering.  See 
Figure ES2 for the NYCT alignment map. A detailed description of the alignment can be found in Sections 2.2 of the report. 

 
In general, the abandoned RBB right-of-way is overgrown with vegetation and is impassable on foot.  Several undergrade 
(UG) bridges and viaduct sections will require full replacement due deteriorated conditions. Reactivation will require the 
laying of new track as well as the installation of new train signals and 3rd rail traction power substations. An Engineering 
Feasibility discussion is presented in Section 3.0 and a detailed Structures discussion can be found in Section 3.4. 
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Both options include six possible new stations which are at or adjacent to where LIRR stations were previously located. For 
the LIRR option, a possible combined station at Aqueduct Racetrack can be constructed eliminating the existing Aqueduct 
Racetrack and North Conduit stations. All stations would follow current LIRR or NYCT stations design guidelines including 
requirements for Americans with Disability Act (ADA) access. For the LIRR, the station design will include an automatic snow 
and ice melt system. A detailed description of the existing conditions and proposed concept for each LIRR and NYCT station 
are described in Section 3.3 of the report.       
 
Section 3.9 of the report includes a discussion of environmental features along the alignments to identify potential 
environmental conditions that can inform future, more detailed environmental studies. There were no field assessments, or 
any testing performed as part of this study.  
 
In order to assess the impacts and obstacles for both the proposed LIRR and NYCT alignment options, the Team separated 
the alignment into three sections: LIRR Main Line/QBL to Fleet Street; Fleet Street to Liberty Avenue; and South of Liberty 
Avenue. As these sections of the alignment each have varied issues, ranging from condition of the ROW, constructability, and 
environmental concerns; examining each alternative by section provides a more comparative and thorough assessment. The 
assessment is shown in a table format in Section 4.0.   
 
The Team performed a Constructability Analysis as part of the study to identify any major obstacles with each alignment. In 
terms of construction feasibility, there is no single “fatal flaw” that would disqualify either of the LIRR or NYCT alternatives 
from being constructed and operated. However, both options have a number of impacts associated with reactivating the 
proposed services.  Some notable items include: 
 

• Impacts to scheduled trains during construction could include slow orders along sections under construction with 
associated impacts to customers. 

• South of Liberty Avenue, the current ROW may need to be widened for sufficient clearance for the operation of both 
the NYCT and LIRR services. 

• Reactivation of the alignment (using the existing alignment) may have impacts to properties that appear to be on or 
near the right-of-way. 

• Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) and Sequence Excavation Method (SEM) tunneling under the NYCT option may require 
underpinning existing buildings between the north side of the LIRR Main Line and the connection at Queens 
Boulevard with the existing QBL subway. 

• Buildings founded on steel piles may require demolition to remove the piles, subject to future detailed 
engineering.  Currently no information on building foundations is available, but multi-story residential buildings 
potentially will have steel pile foundations based upon the age of the buildings.   

• Buildings not constructed on piles may be subjected to settlement during the NYCT Option due to TBM operations; 
as a result, the construction may require grouting programs to prevent or minimize settlement to the structures. 

• Tunneling under the LIRR Main Line tracks at White Pot Junction is anticipated to require ground stabilization and 
monitoring.  Existing track will need to be monitored and re-ballasted as needed as a result of any settlement during 
the tunneling and immediately after. 

 
A service and operating plan was modeled by the SYSTRA Team for service between PSNY or GCT and Howard Beach for the 
LIRR Option. The Rockaway Beach Branch service plan assumes 15, 20, and 30 minute headways during peak hours which are 
comparable to other LIRR branch services. For initial planning and engineering purposes, four trains, eight cars in length, will 
be stored on the four tracks available in the proposed yard and crew base east of Howard Beach station. The run time from 
Howard Beach to PSNY or GCT is 25 minutes; train turnaround at the terminals is assumed to be 15 minute revenue to non-
revenue and 20 minute revenue to revenue train cycle times, which includes the crew changing ends and mandated 
inspections. Both PSNY and GCT were examined, as well as a split service between both terminals.   
 
Per the NYCT Trip Planner, the approximate travel time for each route between 63rd Drive – Rego Park and 34th Street/Herald 
Square is 30 minutes. Combined with the above TPC runs, an overall travel time from Howard Beach to 34th Street/Herald 
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Square of approximately 45 minutes is derived. Based on the combined headway of 5 or 10 minutes along Queens Boulevard, 
it is proposed that a new service (MX) operate along the local tracks. The service should consist of three former “M” and 
three former “R” trains that operate along both the 6th Avenue and 7th Avenue-Broadway lines in Midtown. The new service 
would provide 10 minute headway along the RBB to Howard Beach. A lower frequency 15 minute headway, which would 
only eliminate two trains from each of the existing service, has also been tested and is provided for analysis of the impact of 
train frequency on NYCT passenger ridership. 
 
The Team also modeled travel demand forecasts for each option. For the LIRR alternative, the RBB was modeled with 15, 20, 
and 30 minute headways in both directions in the 4-hour AM peak period. Tables ES-1 through ES-3 demonstrate the year 
2025 forecasted station level ons and offs for the RBB for the AM peak period. Using an AM peak period to a daily factor of 
2.678 for LIRR ridership, the branch level daily ridership is forecasted to range from 11,200 riders to 10,800 riders, 
respectively, per average weekday dependent on headway. 
 

Table ES-1: Forecasted Year 2025 LIRR RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station with 15 Minute Headways 

Station Inbound Outbound 
 Ons Offs Ons Offs 
Howard Beach 209 0 0 83 
Aqueduct 97 0 0 32 
Ozone Park 269 0 0 139 
Woodhaven 389 1 1 136 
Parkside 300 2 2 112 
Rego Park 952 12 14 314 
Woodside 918 70 75 218 
Manhattan (PSNY or GCT) 0 3,050 942 0 

 
Table ES-2: Forecasted Year 2025 LIRR RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station with 20 Minute Headways 

Station Inbound Outbound 
 Ons Offs Ons Offs 
Howard Beach 198 0 0 82 
Aqueduct 73 0 0 25 
Ozone Park 228 0 0 106 
Woodhaven 372 1 1 128 
Parkside 285 1 1 93 
Rego Park 929 10 9 288 
Woodside 1,027 68 58 215 
Manhattan (PSNY or GCT) 0 3,033 867 0 
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Table ES-3: Forecasted Year 2025 LIRR RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station with 30 Minute Headways 
Inbound Outbound 

Ons Offs Ons Offs 
Howard Beach 170 0 0 70 
Aqueduct 64 0 0 22 
Ozone Park 197 0 0 85 
Woodhaven 331 1 1 111 
Parkside 256 1 1 81 
Rego Park 795 7 7 240 
Woodside 762 58 47 162 
Manhattan (PSNY or GCT) 0 2,507 715 0 

For the NYCT alternative, the RBB was modeled with 10 minute headways in both directions in the 4-hour AM peak period. 
Table ES-4 demonstrates the year 2025 station level ons and offs for the RBB for the 4-hour AM peak period. Using an AM 
peak period to a daily factor of 2.91 for NYCT ridership, has the project stations of Howard Beach to Parkside generating 
approximately 47,000 riders per day. 

Table ES-4: Forecasted Year 2025 NYCT RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station 

Inbound Outbound 
Ons Offs Ons Offs 

Howard Beach 9,063 0 0 4,616 
Aqueduct 871 0 0 709 
Ozone Park 4,015 317 118 2,857 
Woodhaven 1,278 215 170 763 
Brooklyn Manor 2,537 781 499 1,276 
Parkside 837 512 446 426 
63rd Drive-Rego Park 852 2,492 1,720 262 

The capital cost estimates (Table ES-5) were prepared for both the LIRR and NYCT alternatives. All costs were developed on 
an order of magnitude basis and do not include costs for any possible land acquisition.  

Table ES-5: Capital Cost Estimate 

Alternative Capital Cost Estimate 

Long Island Rail Road $6,774,400,000 

New York City Transit $8,102,400,000 

The NYCT option was estimated at a cost that is approximately 20 percent higher mainly due to the cost associated with 
construction of a tunnel connecting the RBB right of way with the NYCT QBL.    

While the local TOD potential around RBB station areas is limited, with established residential neighborhoods and little 
opportunity/space to dramatically increase population density, the region would experience economic growth through 
increased property values, desirability/quality of life benefits, accessibility, and mobility options through leveraging the 
improved travel times to Midtown Manhattan for the study area’s primarily middle class residents. 

Overall, the middle class established neighborhoods prevalent along the RBB do not lend themselves well to TOD potential. 
However, there are some pockets of opportunity. These pockets of opportunity include: 
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• Parkside Station: limited potential low rise commercial uses including possible structured parking for RBB passengers
• Woodhaven Station: limited potential upzoning and parcel assemblage on either side of the LIRR ROW and 100th

Street south of Atlantic Avenue
• Ozone Park Station: limited potential upzoning east of station area in currently industrial/manufacturing area

surrounded by residential areas
• Aqueduct Station: potential mixed-use mid-rise TOD and larger scale commercial/recreational development

Next Steps: 

In consideration of advancing this project, an environmental review and conceptual engineering would be a required next 
step. The environmental review will follow NEPA (Federal Process) or SEQRA (State Process). The available funding source for 
the project will determine whether NEPA is required in addition to SEQRA. If federal funding were utilized to construct rail 
service on the RBB, the FTA would likely be the funding agency. In this case, the NEPA process would be followed. The FTA 
would likely be the federal sponsor leading the EIS process following the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) statutes 
in accordance with FTA Environmental Impact and Related Procedures (23 C.F.R 771). Further, if no federal funds were 
utilized, the SEQRA would be followed; the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) review process would 
require a state-level EIS for the project. Since the project may impact both parkland and existing historic resources, a federal 
Section 4(f) evaluation may also be required.  

It should be noted that typically when a State Authority such as the MTA is the local lead entity, the state environmental 
process is used; however, the RBB right-of-way is a City owned and controlled property. It may be necessary to examine their 
role as at least a participating reviewing agency. NYC CEQR compliance is necessary if the project requires: discretionary 
approvals or permits from any city agency; city funding, or the project is being directly undertaken by a city agency. In any 
case, it may be necessary to examine their role as at least a participating reviewing agency. 
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INTRODUCTION  

The reactivation of the partially abandoned 10-mile Rockaway Beach Branch Line, located in Queens, New York, presents an 
opportunity for the borough’s transportation network. As an existing right-of-way that previously supported passenger rail 
transportation, the proposal to reactivate the line is an option. This new connection has benefits including service to Midtown 
Manhattan’s Central Business District, access to and from the Rockaway Peninsula, and the opportunity to link communities 
in “Central” Queens that have historically been underserved by rail transit.  

1.1 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
The objective of this study is to assess, at a sketch planning level, the physical subway and operational feasibility and order-
of-magnitude costs of reactivating the Rockaway Beach Branch (RBB) for LIRR or NYCT subway use between Queens and 
Midtown Manhattan using the LIRR Main Line or the NYCT Queens Boulevard Line (QBL), including service at potential 
intermediate stations throughout Central Queens (Table 1).  
 
Throughout this study, the SYSTRA Team has held various working sessions and progress meetings with LIRR, NYCT, and MTA 
which has informed the direction of this project. The assumption of this analysis is based on the current capacity of both LIRR 
commuter and NYCT subway service. LIRR capacity assumes East Side Access opening day and operation to both Penn Station 
and GCT. Pursuant to discussions with the Client Team, system wide capacity will not be added for this study and we have 
been directed to proceed with options based on current capacity constraints. 
 

Table 1: Goals and Respective Objectives of This Study 

Goal Objective 
Assess Mobility and Provide Access to 
Transit 

• Assess the physical and operational feasibility of reactivating the RBB 
using a variety of evaluation criteria 

• Improve transit access for transit-dependent and transit-reliant 
communities throughout Queens, NY 

• Reduce travel time for Manhattan-bound trips 
• Reduce increasing roadway congestion by offering a viable option to 

automobile users 
• Prepare a sketch operating plan and travel demand analysis for future 

service on the RBB 
• Assess the order of magnitude costs for reactivating the RBB 

Preservation of Open Space and the 
Environment 

• Analyze impacts to the community and environment 
• Identify potential impacts on residential areas, businesses and the built 

environment  
• Identify potential impacts on the natural environment from reactivation 

of the RBB 
• Identify possible parkland impacts 

1.2 A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE ROCKAWAY BEACH BRANCH 
Service on the Rockaway Beach Branch of the Long Island Rail Road was initiated during the late 1880s. Diverging from the 
LIRR Main Line at White Pot Junction in Rego Park, Queens and running south to the Rockaway Peninsula, this 10-mile branch 
served the communities of Forest Hills, Glendale, Richmond Hill, Ozone Park and, of course, the Rockaways. Although the line 
was frequented by day-trippers looking for a respite at the beach, the line also provided connections for freight train service 
to the Montauk Branch near Glendale (today, operating as freight), the Atlantic Branch near Woodhaven (passenger and 
freight), and the Far Rockaway Branch at Hammels, which continued through Nassau County before rejoining the Main Line 
in Jamaica, Queens.  
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A variety of factors contributed to the decline of the Rockaway Beach Branch. In 1950, a fire on a wooden trestle across 
Jamaica Bay halted service on the southern portion of the line. At the time, LIRR was bankrupt and unable to justify the large 
cost to repair this integral structure, especially given the line’s low ridership numbers. LIRR increasingly perceived this service 
south of Ozone Park as a very expensive liability and sought to either sell or abandon the line. Fortunately, the City of New 
York understood the viability and utility of this portion of the line (south of Liberty Avenue) and purchased the entire 
Rockaway Beach Branch from LIRR in 1953. Eventually, IND subway service was extended to Far Rockaway, which would 
become present-day NYCT A train service. Pursuant to an agreement with the City of New York, LIRR would continue to 
operate service on the northern portion of the RBB between the Main Line and Ozone Park through 1962. When their lease 
expired, LIRR chose to cease operation and the property reverted to the City of New York.1  
 
During its peak operation, the LIRR provided service to as many as nineteen RBB stations; however, only five remained in 
operation into the 1960s. Remnants of some stations and bridges are still present and have become an attraction for urban 
explorers, particularly for those with a strong interest in rail history and abandoned infrastructure throughout New York City. 
It is important to note the RBB ROW was originally constructed without any at grade crossings. 
 
Subsequently, a large segment of the abandoned line has been partially encroached upon by residential and commercial 
development. These encroachments are further detailed in later sections. Additional information concerning the existing 
conditions of the proposed LIRR and NYCT alignments are discussed in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of this report. 

 

                                                                 
1 Linder, Bernard. “Rockaway Line.” New York Division Bulletin. Electric Railroader’s Association. Vol. 49, No. 2, 3-4, February 2006. 

Figure 2: Rockaway 
Beach Division 

Timetable, 1902. 
Archive: Brad Phillips 

Figure 1: Map of original LIRR RBB Line – courtesy of www.lirrhistory.org 
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Figure 3: Brooklyn Manor Station, LIRR Rockaway Beach Branch 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

2. DEFINITION OF OPERATIONAL ALIGNMENTS 

The SYSTRA Team (the Team) examined the option to revitalize the RBB as either a LIRR or NYCT subway alternative. For LIRR, 
the new alignment would connect to the Main Line and continue south along the abandoned RBB alignment to Howard Beach 
Station, see Figure 5. As discussed further, the Team has determined to not extend the LIRR option across Jamaica Bay due 
to considerable environmental and land use challenges. The NYCT option involves a connection to the Queens Boulevard Line 
(QBL) using an eastbound and westbound track (via a new tunnel) to the existing RBB corridor, which would then continue 
south and merge with the existing “A” service south of Liberty Avenue to Far Rockaway. 
 

Figure 4: Former Brooklyn Manor Station Site 
(LIRR) underneath Jamaica Avenue NYCT Line (J 

Train) 
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2.1 LONG ISLAND RAIL ROAD 

Figure 5: LIRR Alignment – Restoration of the Rockaway Beach Branch 

2.1.1 Woodside to White Pot Junction (Grade Section – Station 100+00 to 182+00) 
The LIRR Main Line between Jamaica and Woodside is a four-track railroad that is utilized by all branches, other than the Port 
Washington Branch. The proposed connection to the LIRR Main Line will require two additional tracks to be added to the 
active corridor, one north off Main Line 3 and one south of the existing Main Line 4. The existence of the prior Main Line 
connection (abandoned) to the RBB makes this alignment easily accomplished. The location of these tracks will follow the 
historic alignment that was in place while the RBB was operational. Prior to the RBB abandonment in 1962, the Main Line 
between Rego Park and Woodside had six tracks, with two of these tracks used exclusively by the RBB. 
 
The restored RBB alignment will begin at Mile Post 4.5 on the LIRR’s Main Line diverging off Main Line 4 and Main Line 3, 
which is approximately 8800 feet west of White Pot Junction. The tracks will be spaced at 13-foot on center from Main Line 
track 3 and 13-foot 6-inches from Main Line 4. A No. 20 turnout will be added to the existing Main Line tracks 3 and 4 
approximately 1,300 feet west of the Grand Avenue overhead roadway crossing. The maximum diverging speeds through 
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these turnouts will be 45 miles per hour. The RBB tracks will parallel the Main Line for approximately two miles. This will allow 
the trains using the RBB to adjust to and from Main Line track speed to minimize scheduling impacts to Main Line operations. 
This track length is needed to mitigate the speed restriction caused by the curves at White Pot Junction. 
 
There are five major UG bridges in this segment. The UG bridges along this corridor have vacant track bays that are currently 
not in use but can accommodate the proposed RBB tracks. It is assumed that the overhead bridges, overpasses or signal 
bridges in this segment can also accommodate the required LIRR MW-2000 vertical and horizontal offset clearances required 
to restore the RBB tracks, but confirmation of this will require field verification.  
 
A possible Rego Park Station could be located just east of Woodhaven Boulevard at approximate Station 152+00 to Station 
159+00. The eastbound and westbound platforms would be side platforms and would provide access to RBB service only.  

2.1.2 White Pot Junction (Cut and Embankment – Station 182+00 to 210+00) 
The possible RBB tracks will match the abandoned alignment at this location. Because of the prior railroad operation, the 
alignment can be achieved by utilizing the existing White Pot Junction rail tunnel that crosses under the LIRR Main Line tracks. 
To cross under the Main Line and connect to the abandoned RBB ROW south of White Pot Junction, the westbound alignment 
traverses a 7°15'00” curve followed by short tangent and a reverse 4°00’00" curve. This set of curves has a maximum 
authorized speed of 30 mph. The track grade profile for the westbound track will be approximately 2.00 percent to climb the 
25 feet between the top of rail in the White Pot Junction tunnel and the top of rail elevation on the 63rd Drive Bridge. To 
diverge from the south side Main Line track and connect to the eastbound RBB requires a 3°00’00” curve. This curve has a 
maximum speed of 45 mph. The track grade profile for the eastbound track will be approximately 1.50 percent to descend 
and meet the RBB ROW on the south side of White Pot Junction. 

2.1.3 White Pot Junction to Atlantic Avenue (Cut, Embankment, Bridges – Station 210+00 to 
336+00) 

This segment of the alignment will follow the abandoned RBB ROW. Despite not being operational for 55 years, this ROW has 
been reasonably well preserved. Most of the track alignment in this segment is tangent, with three areas of curvatures. The 
speed limiting area for this segment is the set of reverse curves near Union Turnpike. The maximum authorized speed for 
train operation through this curved segment of the alignment will be 45 mph. All other areas on this portion of the alignment 
can be traversed at 50 mph plus. The profile grades will match the abandoned RBB alignment. This segment of the ROW 
begins in a cut section with the track grade being below the surrounding property elevation. As the ROW continues south, it 
becomes an embankment section with the track grade being equal to or above the surrounding property elevation. This 
section of ROW can be readily restored by removing the overgrowth and addressing the cut and embankment slopes in 
specific areas. Where the ROW intersects roadways, UG bridges are used in conjunction with varying road profiles to maintain 
a dedicated corridor. All UG bridges in this segment are assumed to require a full replacement, due to deteriorated conditions. 
It is assumed that the overhead bridges in this segment can also accommodate the required vertical and horizontal offset 
clearances required to restore the RBB tracks, but confirmation of this will require field verification.  
 
The possible Parkside Station would be located at approximate Station 238+25 to Station 245+25 just south of Metropolitan 
Avenue. The eastbound and westbound platforms would be side platforms and would provide access to RBB service only.       
 
The possible Woodhaven Station would be located at approximate Station 323+25 to Station 330+25 centered over Atlantic 
Avenue. The eastbound and westbound platforms would be side platforms and would provide access to RBB service as well 
as a restored station connection to LIRR Atlantic Branch service, whereby customers could transfer to LIRR service to Brooklyn 
or Jamaica. This would require improvements and re-opening of the LIRR’s former Woodhaven Station on the Atlantic Branch. 
This former station, inside the tunnel, was closed in 1977. 
 
As a result of the close proximity to the possible Woodhaven Station, the LIRR alignment does not incorporate the 
reconstruction of the possible Brooklyn Manor Station. In addition to likely being a challenge to build to today’s standards, it 
has also been determined that the ability to transfer to proximate NYCT “J” train service is not considered significant enough 
to re-open the station at this location. The possible Woodhaven Station has been deemed the more critical of the proximate 
two stations due to its potential to provide a connection to LIRR Atlantic Branch service. 
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2.1.4 Atlantic Avenue to Liberty Avenue (Viaduct – Station 336+00 to 364+00) 
This segment of the alignment will follow the abandoned RBB ROW. Because it is a grade separated viaduct structure this 
ROW has been kept intact. The track alignment in this segment is entirely tangent except for the very south end. The 
maximum authorized speed for train operation through this segment of the alignment will be 60 mph. The profile grades will 
match the abandoned RBB alignment. 
 
This segment of the ROW begins south of Atlantic Avenue with a section of embankment and transitions into the viaduct 
structure at 97th Avenue. The viaduct is wide enough to accommodate four tracks. As the ROW continues south it continues 
as a viaduct and the track grade is elevated above the adjacent properties and street level. Where the ROW intersects 
roadways, UG bridges (part of the viaduct structure) are used to maintain a dedicated corridor.  It is assumed that the entire 
viaduct in this segment will be replaced, see more on this in Section 3.4.1. 
 
The possible RBB alignment will utilize the two eastern most tracks to simplify the interface with the NYCT “A” Line tracks 
south of Liberty Avenue. 
 
The possible Ozone Park Station would be located at approximate Station 343+20 to Station 350+20 just south of 101st 
Avenue.  The eastbound and westbound platforms would be side platforms and would provide access to RBB service only.       

2.1.5 LIRR Atlantic Branch Connection (Station 234+50) 
With the restoration of the RBB there is an option for an additional service connection to the LIRR Atlantic Branch. The Atlantic 
Branch currently originates from Valley Stream and runs through Brooklyn parallel (underneath or above) to, Atlantic Avenue 
and has its terminal station at Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues in Brooklyn. Future LIRR service from Jamaica, Queens to Atlantic 
Terminal, Brooklyn will be operated as a shuttle service as part of the East Side Access operating plan. The current LIRR 
Platform F Construction project in Jamaica is underway and will support this future shuttle service. 
 
Immediately south of Atlantic Avenue there is an abandoned ROW connection into the LIRR Atlantic Branch tunnel. This 
connection was originally built and operated on the now abandoned RBB alignment. The infrastructure that allowed for this 
connection still exists. This infrastructure includes a retained embankment section, track subgrade, original portal openings 
in the Atlantic Tunnel and steel framing in the tunnel that allows the LIRR track connection. The tunnel portals were sealed 
in a manner that allows reuse. The embankment section has been filled but the original structures are still in place. The steel 
framing in the tunnel is in use today and if restoration is required it can be readily accessed. 
 
To reactivate this connection, the portals need to be opened and excess fill needs to be excavated to track subgrade elevation. 
Structural repairs are anticipated for the retaining walls and portal openings. The steel frame in the tunnel will require minor 
modifications. 
 
This track alignment for this connection would be single track that will join the eastbound RBB track through a No. 10 turnout. 
The connection will come off LIRR Atlantic Track 2. The required curve to match the historic alignment for this connection 
and structures is a 6°15’00 curve. A rail profile grade of two percent will be required to connect the tracks on the viaduct to 
the tracks in the tunnel that runs under Atlantic Avenue. All new subgrade and track structure will be required for the 
connection. New third rail and two new fully signaled interlockings are also required. Power for the third rail and signal 
systems needs to be added. Modifications to the LIRR Atlantic Branch systems are also needed to allow the connection to be 
merged into the LIRR operation. 

2.1.6 Liberty Avenue to Belt Parkway (Viaduct, Retained Embankment, Bridges - Station 364+00 to 
419+00) 

This segment of the alignment will follow the RBB ROW that is currently being used by NYCT to provide A line train service to 
Far Rockaway and Rockaway Park. This ROW has been operated continuously and has been maintained. This segment of the 
ROW begins at the Liberty Avenue at the end of the viaduct and transitions into the retained embankment at Rockaway Blvd. 
As the ROW continues south, the track grade is elevated above the adjacent properties and street level. 
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To accommodate both LIRR RBB trains and NYCT “A” Line subway trains the alignment would locate the two LIRR tracks on 
the eastern side and the two NYCT tracks on the western side. The alignment assumes that the NYCT tracks would hold their 
current position where they enter the ROW to avoid encroachment on adjacent educational facilities and residences.  The 
Linden Boulevard and Pitkin Avenue bridges will be replaced in their entirety and will accommodate the proposed track 
spacing.  
 
The track alignment in this segment enters with a set of reverse curves to set the LIRR tracks east of NYCT to yield an up to 
30-foot separation between the two closest track centers. The alignment continues tangent until Sutter Avenue and then 
continues south with a set of reverse curves to set the LIRR tracks to be at a maximum of 30-foot separation between the 
NYCT tracks. The alignment continues tangent until the Pitkin Avenue bridge. This portion of the alignment can be traversed 
at 60 mph. The track separation will cause the new retained embankment to encroach on the adjacent parallel roadway 
between Rockaway Boulevard and Sutter Avenue, see more on this issue in Section 3.4.1.  
 
This viaduct and embankment segment can accommodate four tracks but only at standard track spacing using the same mode 
of transportation. It is assumed that an up to 30-foot separation would be required by Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
between LIRR and NYCT unless a crash barrier is constructed between the tracks. The outside tracks are currently used to 
provide A Train service to the stations at Aqueduct Racetrack, North Conduit/Aqueduct and Howard Beach. The center two 
tracks along different portions of this segment are used by NYCT for turnarounds, track maintenance and equipment storage. 
 
This track layout would require reconfiguration of the NYCT stations at Aqueduct Racetrack and North Conduit/Aqueduct 
from side platforms to one combined station with center island platforms that will be located at the Racetrack and centered 
between the two existing stations. The existing stations would be demolished. The NYCT transit tracks will be shifted west to 
obtain the increased track spacing needed to accommodate a center island platform and the proposed LIRR tracks would be 
shifted east to accommodate a center island platform. This shift would also be needed to provide a minimum of 25-foot 
center to center track spacing between the LIRR and NYCT and for construction of a crash barrier. To accommodate this 
transition, the LIRR westbound track south of Pitkin Avenue will go through a series of reverse curves to shift alignment to 
the east to increase the track spacing of the LIRR tracks from 14’ to 33’-2” to accommodate a 22-foot wide island platform to 
provide a possible LIRR Aqueduct Racetrack Transfer Station. A similar transition would occur on the NYCT eastbound track.  
 
Also, north of Belt Parkway the westbound LIRR track goes through a series of reverse curves to shift the alignment to east 
to bring track spacing between the RBB tracks back down to single track section. This shift to the east is to accommodate the 
NYCT tracks utilizing the existing western two tracks at Howard Beach Station. A similar transition north of the Belt Parkway 
would occur on the NYCT eastbound track.  

2.1.7 Belt Parkway to Howard Beach Station (Embankment, At Grade - Station 419+00 to 444+00) 
After crossing over the Belt Parkway, the RBB alignment continues south using the existing shared ROW. The LIRR transitions 
to a single-track alignment that remains on the east side of the ROW. The track alignment through this segment is tangent 
and designed to obtain a speed of 60 mph. The NYCT tracks will utilize the two western most track positions through Howard 
Beach Station. This is done to avoid impacts to the eastbound Howard Beach platform and minimize impacts to the overhead 
bridge that connects the NYCT “A” line with AirTrain. The westbound platform at the NYCT Howard Beach Station will be 
utilized by LIRR and a new 15-foot 2-inch island platform will be in the space between the NYCT and LIRR tracks for NYCT 
westbound service use only. The existing westbound side platform at Howard Beach will be utilized by LIRR. The passenger 
connection between the NYCT Howard Beach Station and AirTrain will also require modification. 
  
The profile through this segment will match the existing NYCT tracks. Maintaining this profile will be efficient for the new LIRR 
storage yard, the track shift, and the station modifications. The North Conduit Avenue and Belt Parkway bridges will undergo 
repairs as needed, see Section 3.4.1. 

2.1.8 Storage Yard between Belt Parkway and Howard Beach Station (At Grade Station 419+50 to 
Station 434+00) 

One new storage yard would be required for LIRR trains and two potential sites have been identified. Having a storage yard 
at a terminal station serves multiple purposes including a local or nearby location to store trains that start or end at the 
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terminal station, a place to perform inspections or minor service, a location to perform a brake test before entering into 
service, a place to store an out-of-service train, and a place for train crews to report. The first potential site could be built off 
the westbound LIRR track between the Belt Parkway and Howard Beach Station. The yard will be double ended and be 
accessed from No. 10 turnouts on either end. The yard will include two tracks that will provide for storage, light maintenance 
and vehicle cleaning of LIRR trains. The outside track is 600 feet long.  
 
The other potential site, located east of the existing boundary, would require the acquisition of additional ROW in order to 
be constructed. The expanded ROW will occupy land currently used as a buffer between the ROW and airport roads and 
parking lots. Also, the yard facility must be accessible from the street to allow access by trucks and railroad personnel which 
will be provided via Aqueduct Road. 

2.1.9 Terminal Storage Yard South of Howard Beach Station (At Grade Station 451+00 to End of 
Track) 

A terminal storage yard could be built off the westbound LIRR track south of Howard Beach Station. The yard will be stub-
ended and be accessed directly from the station track. The yard will include four tracks that will provide for storage, light 
maintenance and cleaning of LIRR trains. The tracks from west to east will all provide 700 feet of storage space. 
 
Additional ROW must be acquired to the east of the existing boundary to accommodate this storage yard. The yard facility 
must be accessible from the street to allow access by trucks and railroad personnel. Access as well as the layout of the facility 
and any welfare support facilities will require further analysis. 

2.1.10 Howard Beach to Rockaway Peninsula 
The study also investigated an LIRR alignment continuing south past Howard Beach Station and across Jamaica Bay to a 
connection with the existing Rockaway Peninsula track currently operated under NYCT Far Rockaway “A” service and 
Rockaway Park “A” service.  This track was originally operated by LIRR until the 1950 trestle fire noted above.  Under this 
option, a two-track LIRR alignment would be required at Howard Beach as well as two adjacent tracks to the west for 
continued NYCT “A” service to keep parallel and separate operations. In order to fit four tracks and have separate eastbound 
and westbound platforms for both LIRR and NYCT, a major reconfiguration of the Howard Beach station would be required 
that would involve demolition of the existing structure/station. Two LIRR tracks would continue south across Jamaica Bay on 
a new trestle east of the existing NYCT trestle. New construction across the bay would require extensive environmental 
analysis. The LIRR tracks would tie into a reconfigured wye track on the peninsula and take over service to the various stations 
along the beach east to the terminal station at Mott Avenue. The NYCT “A” service would continue across Jamaica Bay and 
retain service southwest to Rockaway Park/Beach, 116 Street Station, as it does today. The third leg of the wye track on the 
peninsula connecting the east and west portions of the beach service would be removed to keep the LIRR service completely 
separated from the NYCT service. The existing track and associated stations and infrastructure would have to undergo 
modifications as needed to comply with current LIRR standards. 
 
A potential connection that would be approximately 1,350 feet east from the Mott Avenue terminal station to the adjacent 
Far Rockaway terminal station on the LIRR Far Rockaway Branch was also reviewed. A horizontal connection appears possible 
with the demolition of an existing grocery store as well as acquisition of other properties between Mott Avenue and Nameoke 
Avenue. A connecting vertical alignment, however, may be problematic given that the Mott Avenue station is elevated, and 
the Far Rockway Station is at-grade and the alignment needs to cross Mott Avenue and Nameoke Avenue. This connection 
would allow for LIRR trains stored in the existing Far Rockaway Yard to be sent west and across Jamaica Bay. Further 
investigation of the existing track elevations, roadway elevations and clearances is required.  
 
In addition, the New York City Council recently approved the rezoning plan for downtown Far Rockaway (in the vicinity of the 
Mott Ave. “A” train terminal) in September 2017. This multi-million dollar rezoning is expected to spend $126 million of city 
funds on a $288 million plan to revitalize a 23-block blighted area, with the remainder of the funding to come from the federal 
government and private groups.2 The rezoning plan will also include a new park, library, sewer and sidewalk improvements, 
a pilot program to extend the shuttle bus to the newly opened Rockaway ferry landing as well as funding to acquire the Far 

                                                                 
2 Parry, Bill. “City Council approves rezoning plan for downtown Far Rockaway.” Times Ledger, 15 Sep 2017.  
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Rockaway Shopping Center which has been abandoned for decades.3 The progression of this alternative for Far Rockaway 
would involve considerable political, agency, community and stakeholder outreach given the high priority of these plans. The 
city agencies involved with this rezoning and redevelopment include New York City Department of City Planning (NYCECP), 
New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC), NYC Councilman Donovan Richards, New York City Department 
of Housing Preservation and Development (NYCHPD), NYC Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR), NYC Department of Design and Construction (NYCDDC) and NYC Small 
Business Services (SBS). 
 
The Team has determined that the provision of LIRR service past Howard Beach Station presents vast challenges. The 
following list includes a summary of aforementioned considerations of the extension of LIRR service into Far Rockaway: 
 

• Extension of service past Howard Beach requires a major configuration of the existing Howard Beach Station, which 
would likely involve the demolition of the structure/station 

• Construction of a new trestle across Jamaica Bay will bear a high cost 
• New construction would require extensive environmental analysis and fortification against future extreme weather 

events (See Section 3.9 for greater detail) 
• Existing NYCT Track and systems in Far Rockaway will have to undergo modifications as needed to comply with 

current LIRR standards 
• Construction of a new alignment and station may conflict with recently approved Far Rockaway Rezoning – any 

development would involve considerable political, agency, community and stakeholder outreach 
• “A” line stations between Mott Avenue and Beach 67 Street would experience much less frequent service (compared 

with the current NYCT frequency) due to LIRR infrastructure limitations. 
  

                                                                 
3 Honan, Katie. “Downtown Far Rockaway Rezoning Gets City Council Approval.” DNA Info, 7 Sep 2017. 
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2.2 NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT 

Figure 6: NYCT Subway Alignment – Restoration of the Rockaway Beach Branch 

 2.2.1 NYCT QBL Connection to Fleet Street (Tunnel Section – Station -1+21 to 43+00) 
The proposed connection to the NYCT Queens Boulevard Line (QBL) would require an eastbound and westbound track to the 
proposed RBB corridor. An anticipated connection east of the 63rd Drive Rego Park Station was incorporated in the original 
1930’s construction as noted in the archived plan and profile drawings provided to the SYSTRA Team. The alignment shown 
in this study replicates the connections that were originally envisioned and are described in the sections that follow. 
 
The westbound connection would diverge off the northern most QBL track and continue east parallel to the existing QBL 
alignment in a new cut and cover tunnel. The track would curve south through the 220-foot existing underpass between 65th 
Road and 66th Avenue on a 500-foot to 600-foot compound curve for 15 mph. operation. The track would continue under the 
east side of 66th Avenue for a short distance and then into a reverse curve under the LIRR Main Line. The alignment enters 
the abandoned RBB corridor south of the LIRR Main Line. The curved 30 mph alignment was set to avoid a large seven-story 
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residential building, just south of the LIRR Main Line, which is assumed to have deep pile foundations. This section of the 
alignment would be in a new bored tunnel which is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.4.2 of this report.  
 
The eastbound connection would be in an existing tunnel flare section built just east of 65th Road. A 500 to 525-foot 
compound curve for 15 mph operation curves south to the west side of 66th Avenue and parallels the alignment described 
above for the westbound track.   

2.2.2 Fleet Street to 97th Avenue (Embankment Section – Station 43+00 to 172+00) 
Both tracks would portal north of Fleet Street and would traverse the old RBB ROW from a tunnel to an embankment section. 
New UG bridges would be installed at Fleet Street and Yellowstone Boulevard. The alignment will continue tangent through 
Metropolitan Avenue. A new NYCT subway “Parkside” Station would be located just south of Metropolitan Avenue. The 
station would include two side platforms for RBB service.  
 
The alignment will continue south following the old RBB alignment on a 50 mph “S” curve over Union Turnpike and under the 
Jackie Robinson Parkway. The track would be constructed on a new embankment section at normal 14’-0” track centers.  The 
track would be tangent from Jackie Robinson Parkway to Park Lane South. The tracks curve southwest to Jamaica Avenue on 
a 50-mph alignment. A new NYCT “Brooklyn Manor” Station would be located on tangent track just south of Jamaica Avenue.  
Two side platforms for RBB service are assumed.  
 
A new NYCT subway “Woodhaven” Station will be centered over Atlantic Avenue with two side platforms for RBB service and 
potential customer transfer to LIRR Service on the Atlantic Branch below. The embankment in this section ends at 97th Avenue 
where the ROW transitions to a viaduct.    

2.2.3 97th Avenue to Sutter Avenue (Viaduct Section – Station 172+00 to 211+00) 
This viaduct section which has been out-of-service for many years is assumed to be replaced in its entirety with a new viaduct 
section. See Section 3.4.1 for more info. This section is on a tangent alignment from 97th Avenue through Liberty Avenue. A 
new NYCT subway “Ozone Park” Station would be located between 101st and 103rd Avenues, with two new side platforms for 
RBB service.   
 
South of Liberty Avenue, a new interlocking configuration is required to tie the proposed RBB service in with existing “A” Line 
service. The configuration shown in this study shows the two RBB tracks tying into the westbound “A” Line track followed by 
a double crossover for routing to the eastbound “A” Line track. Similarly, the “A” Line tracks converge to the eastbound track 
and would follow normal operations from that point east. This interlocking layout allows trains to diverge either on the RBB 
or the “A” line, though there is a short section of single track on either connection. Alternative layouts at this location will be 
discussed further with NYCT. The service from Sutter Avenue south assumes existing NYCT “A” Line service as no additional 
infrastructure changes are planned.   

 
3. ENGINEERING FEASIBILITY 

3.1 TRACK 

3.1.1 LIRR 
The at-grade segments of the track bed and track structure of the RBB will follow the LIRR’s track standards (MW-2000). The 
proposed track centers will be a minimum of 14 feet centerline to centerline. Concrete ties at 24” center to center will 
be used to support the track. Twelve inches of ballast and six inches of sub ballast will be used to support the rail and ties. 
The subgrade and sub ballast will be crowned from the center of the double track to outside of each of tracks with a minimum 
slope of two percent to provide proper drainage. A 2’-6” walkway will be provided on the outside of both tracks. A 10’ wide 
access road will be provided where feasible along the alignment. A typical section for the proposed track section is shown as 
Figure 7. 
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Figure 7: Typical Section of Proposed Track - LIRR 

3.1.2 NYCT 
The at-grade segments of the track bed and track structure of the RBB, will follow NYCT’s track standards (MW-1), Type VI 
Track. The proposed track centers will be a minimum of 13’-6” centerline to centerline. Concrete ties at 24” center to 
center will be used to support the track. The rails and crossties will be set in a 14-inch ballast section with 12” shoulders. 
A geotextile layer will be placed on the level subgrade. A 3’-0” walkway will be provided on the outside of both tracks. A 
10’ wide access road will be provided where feasible along the alignment. A typical section for the proposed track section is 
shown as Figure 8. 
 

 
Figure 8: Typical Section of Proposed Track - NYCT 

The below-grade or tunnel sections of the NYCT track structure will follow MW-1, Modified Type II Track. Type II LV 
Track would be an alternate track section. The proposed track centers will be a minimum of 13’-0” centerline to 
centerline. Wood ties in a concrete invert will be spaced at 22” center-to-center. A drainage trough will be provided in 
the gauge of the track. A typical section of the proposed track sections are shown as Figure 9 and 10.   
 

 
Figure 9: Modified Type II Track - NYCT 
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Figure 10: Type II LV - NYCT 

3.1.3 Drainage 
The proposed drainage for the RBB corridor will closely follow that of the abandoned alignment. Open ditches will be 
provided on the outside of both tracks to collect drainage from the track bed and surrounding embankments in cut 
sections. The water will be carried in these ditches along the track alignment to collector storm drains at roadway 
crossings. It should be noted that new building development since service stopped in 1962 along the RBB ROW has created 
additional drainage demands in the area. A formal drainage study must be undertaken to establish the existing drainage 
patterns and to establish the project drainage conditions to study if any modifications must be made to the existing storm drain 
infrastructure to accommodate restoration of the RBB line. 

3.2 GEOTECHNICAL 
Based on the limited geotechnical information available, the proposed NYCT tunnel alignment will fall within the soft ground. 
The anticipated subsurface geology at the site will consist of Fill and Organic silty Clay underlain by glacial deposits consisting 
of varied Silt, Clay and fine Sand, Glacial Outwash Sand and Glacial Till deposits extending to an approximate depth of 100 
feet below the existing surface. This, in turn, is underlain by Raritan Clay and Lloyd Sand deposits extending to an approximate 
depth of 350 feet and 400 feet, respectively. Bedrock consisting of Gneiss and Schist occurs at an approximate depth of 400 
feet below the existing surface. Groundwater is likely to be encountered at more shallow depths.   
 
Based on a previous NYCT subway tunnel project in this area, tunneling through sand and gravel with occasional boulders 
(soft ground) will be challenging, but constructible. The general quality of ground can be described as granular, uncemented 
and medium dense to dense material. The anticipated tunneling problems are unstable ground (running ground/flowing 
ground), and face instability. At some locations, there may be a heavy inflow of groundwater and hence deep dewatering 
wells may be required. 
 
The tunnel alignment will likely affect the foundation elements for some of the structures within the public ROW along 66th 
Street. Some multi-story buildings here may likely be founded on deep foundations. Buildings not founded on piles may be 
acceptable to remain in place, with a compensation grouting program to account and adjust for settlement during the Tunnel 
Boring Machine (TBM) drive.  
 
To the south of the proposed alignment, more towards Rockaway Boulevard/Howard Beach, the thickness of soil layers 
generally increases as a result of the increase in the thickness of glacial till layer. It is likely that this layer will be underlain by 
glacial Gardiners clay and Jameco gravel deposits. The depth of bedrock increases to approximately 600 feet.   
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Figure 11: Geological Section of Queens 

 

3.3 STATIONS 
The following table provides a summary of existing conditions at selected stations. 
 

Table 2: LIRR/NYCT Stations – Existing Conditions Matrix 

 Station Name/ Description Rego 
Park Parkside Brooklyn 

Manor Woodhaven Ozone 
Park 

Aqueduct 
Racetrack 

Howard 
Beach 

 Potential LIRR Station ● ●  ● ● ● ● 
 Potential NYCT Station  ● ● ● ● ● ● 
 Current NYCT Station ●     ● ● 

EX
IS

TI
N

G 
EL

EM
EN

TS
 

Existing/Historical Station    ● ● ● ● 
Existing Platforms    ● ● ● ● 
Track Elevation (0’-10’)       ● 
Track Elevation (10’-20’)   ●     
Track Elevation (20’-30’) ● ●  ●  ●  
Track Elevation (30’ +)     ●   
Two Track ROW  ● ● ●    
Four Track ROW ●    ● ● ● 
Retaining Wall System ● ● ● ●   ● 
Earth Berm ● ● ● ●    
Viaduct Structure     ●   
Existing Access Stairs ●       
Adjacent Residential ●  ● ● ●  ● 
Adjacent Commercial ● ● ● ● ●  ● 
Adjacent Institutional  ●      
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 Station Name/ Description Rego 
Park Parkside Brooklyn 

Manor Woodhaven Ozone 
Park 

Aqueduct 
Racetrack 

Howard 
Beach 

Adjacent Major Street 
Crossing ● ● ● ●    

Adjacent Dead End Streets ●   ●   ● 
Adjacent Green Spaces  ●     ● 
Adjacent Parking Lots  ●  ●  ● ● 
Passenger Overpass      ● ● 
Passenger Underpass        

3.3.1 LIRR – Typical Station Components 
Overall Station Intent 
The LIRR Station is an open platform system. The possible stations are derived from historic station locations and are as 
detailed in the sections that follow. 
 
A typical platform will have a minimum of two staircases on each platform, and an elevator on one end of each platform. 
Elevators shall be located on the platform end closest to the major cross street. Where space is available, additional staircases 
may be provided.  
 
Station Platforms 
Platform length is typically 700’, to accommodate for eight standard M7/M9 train cars. Single track platforms shall be a 
minimum of 12’ wide along the entire length of the platform. Center island type platforms shall maintain a minimum of 22’ 
wide along the entire length of the platform. All LIRR station platforms should include an Automatic Snow and Ice Melting 
System (ASIMS). The stations will have Ticket Vending Machines (TVMs).   
 
Wind Walls 
The wind wall will be placed along the majority of the platform serving as a buffer (wind, noise and sight) between track and 
adjacent neighborhood fabric. A canopy structure above will be provided, along portions of the platforms, affixed to the wind 
wall, for shade and rain protection. On either end of the platforms, there shall be a conventional guard rail system in place, 
instead of the wind wall, for more clear sightlines when entering and exiting the platforms.   
 
Connection between Platforms 
It is assumed that a connection between platforms will be made by the existing street grade. Selected sidewalk work and curb 
cuts would provide an ADA path of travel. Where center island platforms are proposed, overpass structures will be provided 
to access the existing street grid to these center platforms. 

3.3.2 LIRR - Rego Park Station 

3.3.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The extents of the existing site chosen for the new platforms have only limited remnants of an existing station or historical 
fabric. There is a maintenance access stair on the south side of the tracks on the southeast corner of Woodhaven Blvd. The 
tracks are elevated above street level at a minimum of 20’ above the adjacent streetscape with naturally sloping berms on 
both sides down to grade. However, there is an exception on the north and south side of Woodhaven Blvd as well as a portion 
of the north side by 62nd Avenue where a retaining wall system exists. 
 
The adjacent areas are mostly residential; predominantly 2-1/2 story attached row houses on the south side with 2-1/2 story 
single family detached houses on the north side. The elevated platforms will abut residential neighborhood backyards that 
are below in elevation. There are several high rise residential buildings and a single commercial building within the vicinity of 
this site. On the west side of the proposed platform, there is a major street intersection at Woodhaven Boulevard and Eliot 
Avenue. On the east side of the proposed platform, on both the north and south side, there is a two-way dead-end street. 
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3.3.2.2 Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the west side of the project site at both the north and south will contain the main 
entry for each platform.  A stair (with canopy) and elevator will be proposed at this end of each platform. The east side of the 
project site contains the secondary entry. A stair (straight run with canopy) will be located at this area for each of these 
platforms. A platform size of 12’ by 700’ is indicated on the conceptual plan. On the north side of the tracks the platform will 
be required to extend past the 700’ dimension in order to connect into the existing street grid. On the south side of the 
platform the length can be shortened to fit within the context of the street grid. A wind wall and canopy system shall be 
provided along both the north and south platforms.   
       
The proposed platform will be constructed in the typical LIRR station design – concrete slabs resting on concrete round 
column footings. The stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly and 
be roofed over. The proposed elevator will consist of a glass enclosure system. 

3.3.3 LIRR – Parkside Station 

3.3.3.1 Existing Conditions 

The extents of the existing site chosen for the new platforms have no remnants of an existing station or historical fabric. 
There appears to be no access stair on either side of the tracks. The tracks are elevated above street level at a minimum of 
20’ above the adjacent streetscape with naturally sloping berms on both sides down to grade. There is a retaining wall at 
varying heights on the west side of the site. 
 
The west side of the proposed platform is adjacent to single story commercial properties and parking lots. The east side of 
the proposed platform is adjacent to green space, parking lots, and the Queens Metropolitan High School. On the north side 
of the proposed platform, there is a major street intersection at Metropolitan Avenue. On the south side of the proposed 
platform is a parking lot to the west and a one-way street on the east. 

3.3.3.2 Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the north side of the project site at both the west and east will contain the main 
entry for each platform. A stair (with canopy) and elevator will be proposed at each these platforms. The south side of the 
project site contains the secondary entry. A stair (straight run with canopy) will be located at this area for each of these 
platforms. A platform size of 12’ by 700’ is indicated on the conceptual plan that connects into the existing street grid. A wind 
wall and canopy system shall provide partial coverage along both the east and west platforms.   
 
The proposed platforms will be constructed in the typical LIRR station design – concrete slabs resting on concrete round 
column footings. The stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly, 
and be roofed over. The proposed elevators will consist of a glass enclosure system. The station will have TVMs and the 
station platforms will have ASIMS. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevators. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 
• Pedestrian circulation paths to stairs not directly adjacent to the street grid. 

3.3.4 LIRR – Woodhaven Station (Atlantic Avenue) 

3.3.4.1 Existing Conditions 

The extents of the existing site chosen for the new platforms have remnants of an existing station or historical fabric. 
Platforms and tracks exist. There appears to be no access stairs on either side of the tracks. The tracks are elevated above 
street level at a minimum of 20’ above the adjacent streetscape with naturally sloping berms on both sides down to grade 
with a retaining wall at varying heights. 
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The west side of the proposed platform is adjacent to residential, 2-1/2 story single family detached houses and mixed use 
three story residential and commercial properties. On the west side at the south is mostly commercial buildings and a surface 
lot school bus depot. The east side of the proposed platform is mostly 2-1/2 story residential buildings with a mix of detached 
and attached housing units located to the north. On the east side to the south is mostly single story detached commercial 
property with some 2-1/2 story detached residential buildings at the very south side. 
 
The elevated platforms will abut residential backyards that are below in elevation in some locations. Within the middle of the 
project site is a major street intersection, Atlantic Avenue. To the north there is no secondary street access on the west side 
platform. To the north, the east side platform does have street access to 93rd Street, a dead-end street that is perpendicular 
to the tracks. At the south side of the project site, there is no direct access to the west side platform. The east side platform 
on the south side does have a direct street connection at 100th Street that runs parallel to the tracks or at 95th Street that 
runs perpendicular. 

3.3.4.2 Possible Concept 

The restoration of this station would require the north side of the project site at both the west and east will contain a 
secondary entry for each platform. A stair (with canopy) will be proposed at each these platforms. On the west platform, this 
stair does not have any connection to an adjacent street grid. It is assumed that there will be a pedestrian path that will follow 
to Atlantic Avenue.  On the east platform this stair has near direct access to 93rd Avenue. It is assumed that there will be a 
pedestrian path that will follow to this street. 
 
Within the middle of the platform will be the main entry at both the west and east platforms. A stair (with canopy) and 
elevator will be proposed at each of these platforms. 
 
The south side of the project site, at both the west and east, will contain another secondary entry for each platform. A stair 
(with canopy) will be proposed at each these platforms. On the west platform, this stair does not have any connection to an 
adjacent street grid. Further studies are needed to see where this pedestrian path terminates. On the east platform this stair 
has direct access to 100th Street. Further studies are needed as this street has dimensional constraints. 
 
A platform size of 12’ by 700’ (as indicated on the conceptual plan) connects into the existing street grid. A wind wall and 
canopy system shall provide partial coverage along both the east and west platforms.   
 
The proposed platform will be constructed in the typical LIRR station design – concrete slabs resting on concrete round 
column footings. The stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly and 
be roofed over. The proposed elevator will consist of a glass enclosure system. 
 
The station platforms will have TVMs and the station platforms will have ASIMS. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevators. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 
• Pedestrian circulation paths to stairs not directly adjacent to the street grid. 
• Investments required at former Woodhaven Station (Atlantic Branch) which would be necessary to restore service 

to that station and provide a customer connection to/from the RBB. 

3.3.5 LIRR – Ozone Park Station 

3.3.5.1 Existing Conditions 

The extents of the existing site chosen for the new platforms have remnants of an existing station and historical fabric. 
Platforms, tracks and overhead signal structures exist. There appears to be no access stairs on either side of the tracks. The 
tracks are elevated above street level at a minimum of 30’ above the adjacent streetscape cantilevering off from the viaduct 
structure. Below the viaduct are commercial businesses and warehouses. 
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To the west and east of the proposed platform, the adjacent areas are mostly commercial with some residential uses. The 
west side of the platforms, 99th Street, is predominately single story detached commercial businesses and three-story 
attached and detached residential buildings. The one-way street is wide with sidewalks on both sides. The east side of the 
platforms, at 100th Street, is comprised of single or two-story attached commercial buildings with a single 3-story residential 
building. The one-way street is narrow with a typical sized sidewalk on the east side only. The west side of 100th Street is a 
narrow, with an approximately one-foot wide concrete curb. 

3.3.5.2 Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require extensive reconstruction since the site is unable to accommodate vertical circulation 
elements. Both the north side and south side of the project site are equal in terms of space and focus. The west side of the 
project site has more space at street level over the east side. At the west side of the project site, a stair (with canopy) will be 
proposed from platform to street at both the north and south entries. Additionally, an elevator will be proposed on the west 
side, currently placed on the south side. Due to limited sidewalk availability, the east side of the project site currently has 
both stairs proposed to go through the cantilevered platform to street. This will affect current commercial properties at these 
locations. On the east side of the project, an elevator is currently located on the south side. All vertical circulation elements 
will need to be developed and studied further. Both platform sizes of 12’ by 700’ are indicated on the conceptual plan and 
connect into the existing street grid. A wind wall and canopy system shall provide partial coverage along both the east and 
west platforms.   
 
The proposed platform will be constructed in the typical LIRR station design – concrete slabs resting on concrete round 
column footings that will be built atop a reconstructed viaduct structure. The stairs from street grade to platform will be 
open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly and be roofed over. The proposed elevator will consist of a glass 
enclosure system. The station will have TVMs and the station platforms will have ASIMS. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevator. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street 

3.3.6 LIRR – Aqueduct Station 

3.3.6.1 Existing Conditions 

The NYCT “A” line is currently in service at this station. There are currently four tracks in existence at this location, one of 
which is fully removed from service. The easternmost track is being used to serve the casino and racetrack for westbound 
“A” line service, while the westernmost track is used for eastbound “A” line service. The middle track is active for train 
movements. All existing station elements must be demolished in order to reuse this station for dual LIRR/NYCT train service. 

3.3.6.2 Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the reactivation of all four existing tracks: the two westernmost tracks to be used 
for NYCT “A” line service, and the two easternmost tracks to be used for LIRR service. Between each set of tracks (LIRR and 
NYCT) there will be a 700’ long, 22’ wide island type platform, each with a standing seam type, center column mounted 
canopy. Connecting each platform to the street level will be two separate overpass structures, one on the north end of the 
platforms, and one on the south end. The overpass structures would span across both platforms, providing stair and elevator 
access down to each platform. On the east side of the platforms the overpasses would be connected into an elevated walkway 
which provides direct access into Aqueduct Racetrack Casino. In addition, there would be street access stairways and ADA 
elevators on both the north and south ends of the overpass structures.   
 
A platform size of 12’ by 700’ is indicated on the conceptual plan. A wind wall and canopy system shall be provided along 
both the east and west platforms.   
 
The proposed platform will be constructed in the typical LIRR station design – concrete slabs resting on concrete round 
column footings sitting on the berm. The stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed 
riser assembly and be roofed over. The proposed elevators will consist of a glass enclosure system. The station platforms will 
have ASIMS (Automatic Snow and Ice Melting System). 
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3.3.7 LIRR – Howard Beach Station 

3.3.7.1 Existing Conditions 

The complex at the Howard Beach Station was rebuilt in late 2003 to incorporate access to JFK Airport via the AirTrain. Tracks 
servicing NYCT are on grade level with four tracks. The outer tracks are being used by NYCT for the “A” line. Only one of the 
middle tracks is currently functional, the other one has been removed from service. The southbound track has a wind wall 
that separates the residential and commercial properties from the station. 
 
The northbound track that is currently adjacent to the existing parking lot services the AirTrain and NYCT commuters. The 
parking lot is accessed from Aqueduct Road. The current station’s main entrance is on 159th Avenue with direct access to the 
ground level tracks.   

3.3.7.2 Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the northbound track will be demolished, while the existing southbound track will 
remain. A stair (straight run with canopy) will be proposed at the platform. A platform size of 15’ by 700’ is indicated on the 
conceptual plan that connects into the existing parking area. The existing access from the station building will remain. The 
wind wall will be placed along the majority of the platform serving as a buffer (wind, noise and sight) between the track 
platform and the parking area. A canopy structure above will be provided affixed to the wind wall for shade and rain. At each 
end of the platform there will be a more conventional guardrail to allow clear visual sight lines when entering and exiting the 
platform. 
 
The proposed platform will be constructed in the typical LIRR station design – concrete slabs resting on concrete round 
column footings. The stairs from street grade to platform level will be open, consisting of a metal tread and closed riser 
assembly and be roofed over.   
 
The station will have TVMs and the station platforms will have ASIMS.   
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 

3.3.8 NYCT – Typical Station Components 

3.3.8.1 Overall Station Intent 

The NYCT subway is a controlled platform system. Control areas consisting of turnstiles will be provided in order to access 
the platforms. High Exit Entrance Turnstiles (HEET) will be provided at secondary locations. All control areas will be, at a 
minimum, covered by a roof. 

3.3.8.2 Station Platforms 

Proposed platform length is to be approximately 700’, in order to accommodate the 8-10 R46 or R68A train cars. Train car 
size is approximately 75 feet with the typical eight-car trains being around 600 feet in total length. Single track platforms are 
proposed to be a minimum of 12’ wide and center island platforms to be proposed at a minimum of 15’ wide.  

3.3.8.3 Wind Walls 

The wind wall will be placed along the majority of the platform serving as a buffer (wind, noise and sight) between the tracks 
and adjacent neighborhood fabric. A canopy structure above will be provided, affixed to the wind wall, for shade and rain 
protection. On either end of the platforms, there shall be a conventional guard rail system in place instead of the wind wall, 
for more clear sightlines when entering and exiting the platforms.   

3.3.8.4 Connection between Platforms 

It is assumed that connection between platforms will be made to the existing street grade. Where center island platforms are 
proposed, overpass structures will provide access to the existing street grid using these center platforms.   
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There is no proposed underground or below elevated track (mezzanine) connection at this time. 

3.3.9 NYCT – Parkside Station 

3.3.9.1 Existing Conditions 

Refer to Section 3.3.3: LIRR - Parkside Station 

3.3.9.2 Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the north side of the project site, at both the west and east, will contain the main 
entry for each platform. A stair (with canopy) and elevator will be proposed at each these platforms along with a control area 
with NYCT turnstiles and ticket vending machines. The south side of the project site contains the secondary entry. A stair 
(straight run with canopy) will be located at this area for each of these platforms along with a control area containing NYCT 
HEETs and ticket vending machines. A platform size of 12’ by approximately 700’ (as indicated on the conceptual plan) 
connects into the existing street grid.   
 
The wind wall will be placed along the majority of the platform serving as a buffer (wind, noise and sight) between the track 
platform and the adjacent buildings. A canopy structure above will be provided affixed to the wind wall for shade and rain. 
At each end of the platforms there will be a more conventional guardrail to allow clear visual sight lines when entering and 
exiting the platform. 
 
The proposed platform will be constructed of a concrete slab resting on concrete round column footings. The stairs from 
street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly and be roofed over. The proposed 
elevator will consist of a glass enclosure system. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevators. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 
• Pedestrian circulation paths to stairs not directly adjacent to the street grid. 

3.3.10 NYCT – Brooklyn Manor Station 

3.3.10.1  Existing Conditions 

The extent of the existing sites chosen for the new platforms have no remnants of an existing station or historical fabric. The 
tracks are elevated above street level at a minimum of 20’ above the adjacent streetscape with naturally sloping berms on 
both sides down to grade with a retaining wall system exists at the north side of the site.   
 
To the west and east of the proposed platform, the adjacent areas are mostly residential, predominantly 2-1/2 story single 
family detached houses on the west side and a mix of 2-1/2 story single family detached and attached row houses on the east 
side. At the north side are commercial buildings located on the east side. The elevated platforms will abut residential 
backyards that are below in elevation. The north side of the site at both the west and east platform includes a major street 
intersection at Jamaica Avenue. Additionally, there is another elevated overhead track system (minimum 40’ above grade) 
for the J and Z line. The east platform side has two dead-end streets, 87th and 88th Streets. The west platform has no additional 
adjacent streets other than the primary entry point. 

3.3.10.2  Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the north side of the project site at both the west and east will contain a primary 
entry for each platform. A stair (with canopy) and elevator will be proposed at each of these platforms along with a control 
area with NYCT turnstiles and fare vending machines. 
 
The east platform can have a secondary entry at 88th Street. Currently a single stair (with canopy) will be proposed at this 
platform along with a control area with NYCT HEETs and fare vending machines. There is no secondary entry for the west 
platform proposed at this time.  
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A platform size of 12’ by approximately 700’ (as indicated on the conceptual plan) connects into the existing street grid. The 
proposed platform will be constructed of a concrete slab resting on concrete round column footings sitting on the berm. The 
stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly and be roofed over. The 
proposed elevator will consist of a glass enclosure system. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevators. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 
• Pedestrian circulation paths to stairs not directly adjacent to the street grid on the west platform side. 

3.3.11 NYCT – Woodhaven Station 

3.3.11.1  Existing Conditions 

Refer to Section 3.3.4: LIRR - Woodhaven Station (Atlantic Avenue) 

3.3.11.2  Possible Concept 

Restoration of this station would require the north side of the project site at both the west and east will contain a secondary 
entry for each platform. A stair (with canopy) will be proposed at each of these platforms along with a control area with NYCT 
turnstiles and fare vending machines. On the west platform this stair does not have any connection to an adjacent street grid. 
It is assumed that there will be a pedestrian path that will follow to Atlantic Avenue. On the east platform, this stair has near 
direct access to 93rd Avenue. It is assumed that there will be a pedestrian path that will follow to this street. 
 
Within the middle of the platform will be the main entry at both the west and east platforms. A stair (with canopy) and 
elevator will be proposed at each of these platforms along with a control area with NYCT turnstiles and fare vending machine. 
 
At the south side of the project site, at both the west and east sides, is a secondary entry for each platform. A stair (with 
canopy) will be proposed at each these platforms along with a control area with NYCT HEETs and fare vending machines. On 
the west platform, this stair does not have any connection to an adjacent street grid. Further studies are needed to see where 
this pedestrian path terminates. On the east platform this stair has direct access to 100th Street. Further studies are needed 
as this street has dimensional constraints. 
 
A platform size of 12’ by approximately 700’ (as indicated on the conceptual plan) connects into the existing street grid.   
 
The proposed platform will be constructed of a concrete slab resting on concrete round column footings sitting on the berm. 
The stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and closed riser assembly, and be roofed over. 
The proposed elevator will consist of a glass enclosure system. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevators. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 
• Pedestrian circulation paths to stairs not directly adjacent to the street grid. 

3.3.12 NYCT – Ozone Park Station 

3.3.12.1  Existing Conditions 

Refer to Section 3.3.5: LIRR – Ozone Park Station 

3.3.12.2  Possible Concept 

Overall the project site, as it currently exists at street level, is restricted in placement of vertical circulation elements. Both 
the north side and south side of the project site are equal in terms of space and focus. The west side of the project site has 
more space at street level over the east side. At the west side of the project site a stair (with canopy) will be proposed from 
platform to street at both the north and south entries along with a control area with NYCT turnstiles and fare vending 
machines. Additionally, an elevator will be proposed on the west side, currently placed on the south side.  The east side of 
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the project site at street level, due to limited sidewalk, currently has both stairs proposed to go through the cantilevered 
platform to street. This will affect current commercial properties at these locations below. On the east side of the project, an 
elevator is currently located on the south side. All vertical circulation elements will need to be developed and studied further. 
Both platform sizes of 12’ by approximately 700’ are indicated on the conceptual plan and connect to the existing street grid. 
 
The proposed platform will be constructed of a concrete slab resting on concrete round column footings that will be built 
atop a reconstructed viaduct structure. The stairs from street grade to platform will be open, consist of a metal tread and 
closed riser assembly and be roofed over. The proposed elevator will consist of a glass enclosure system. 
 
Further Studies are needed: 

• Dimensional constraints at elevator. 
• Dimensional constraints at stairs to street. 

3.3.13 NYCT – Aqueduct Racetrack Station 

3.3.13.1  Existing Conditions 

New York City Transit “A” line is currently in service at this station. There are currently four tracks in existence at this location, 
one of which is fully removed from service. The easternmost track is being used to serve the casino and racetrack for 
westbound “A” line service, while the westernmost track is used for eastbound “A” line service. The middle track is active for 
train movements. 

3.3.13.2  Possible Concept 

No significant modifications are required for RBB service. 

3.3.14 NYCT – Howard Beach Station 
Existing Conditions 
The complex at Howard Beach Station was rebuilt in late 2003 to incorporate access to JFK Airport via the AirTrain. Tracks 
servicing NYCT are on grade level with four tracks. The outer tracks are being used by NYCT for the “A” line. Only one of the 
middle tracks is currently functional, as the other one has been removed from service. The southbound track has a wind wall 
that separates the residential and commercial properties from the station. 
 
The northbound track that is currently adjacent to the existing parking lot services AirTrain and NYCT commuters. The parking 
lot is accessed from Aqueduct Road. The current station’s main entrance is on 159th Avenue with direct access to the ground 
level tracks.   
 
Possible Concept 
No significant modifications are required for RBB service. 

3.4 STRUCTURES 

3.4.1 Bridges 
The existing bridge structures along the alignment have been neglected for at least the last 55 years, with many of them 
either close to or past their useful life. We propose full replacement of the structures by removing the existing spans by crane 
and placing on flatbed trucks to be removed from the area. Abutments would be repaired and replaced as necessary to 
receive the new spans, which would be lifted into position from the street. 
 
Between White Pot Junction and Atlantic Avenue, 9 bridge structures would be demolished, and 10 replacement structures 
would be constructed (the bridge over the LIRR Lower Montauk Branch had been previously demolished). Temporary impacts 
from the demolition and reconstruction of the bridges would include vehicle and pedestrian delays due to temporary traffic 
patterns, increased traffic due to construction equipment, and increased noise caused by the demolition and construction. 
Residential impacts will be primarily limited to neighborhood traffic congestion and noise. 
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Between Atlantic Avenue and Rockaway Boulevard, four additional bridge structures would be removed and reconstructed. 
South of Atlantic Avenue, the right-of-way supports a four-track alignment, but with reactivation, replacement structures 
need only to be a two track for NYCT operation. 
 
The specific bridge structures and the required work are listed below: 

3.4.1.1 Grand Avenue Bridge 

This roadway bridge is over the LIRR Main Line tracks. The LIRR RBB connection requires adding two tracks along its north 
and south abutment areas. Since space is available for these additional tracks, there should not be any impact to this bridge. 
The existing bridge, however, can impose aerial constraint to construction but it is not anticipated to be a major issue. 
Construction access can be obtained from adjacent streets, if needed.  

3.4.1.2  55th Avenue Pedestrian Bridge 

This pedestrian bridge is over the LIRR Main Line tracks and appears to have sufficient space to fit the two additional tracks 
for the LIRR RBB connection. While it is an aerial obstruction to construction, it should not present a major issue or obstacle. 
Construction access can be obtained from adjacent streets, if needed. 

3.4.1.3  57th Avenue Bridge 

This bridge carries LIRR Main Line tracks over the roadway and has sufficient room to fit the two additional tracks for the LIRR 
RBB connection. The bridge appears to be in fair condition but requires repainting of its superstructure. This bridge imposes 
a non-standard vertical clearance to roadway underneath (12’-6” posted clearance – actual vertical clearance per inspection 
report 13’-11”) and it was suggested in an internal engineering review document to raise the bridge to provide the 14’ 
minimum vertical clearance. Raising this bridge can impact all of the Main Line tracks as well as increase costs significantly; 
therefore, it is not recommended. As this non-standard vertical clearance is an existing condition and the bridge does not 
need widening to fit the additional tracks, LIRR should not have any obligation to improve the vertical clearance. Lowering 
the roadway for additional vertical clearance could be an option but it would impact the driveway access of a few existing 
residential properties located in the northwest quadrant.  
 
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) is required to repaint the 57th Avenue Bridge. Construction access needs to be 
provided from LIRR Main Line ROW. If necessary, crane stationing on 57th Avenue is feasible with lane closures. 
 
It is not clear at this point if this bridge meets the current seismic design requirements; however, since it carries the Main 
Line tracks, seismic retrofit is not recommended as part of this study. 

3.4.1.4  I-495 Bridge 

This bridge carries LIRR Main Line tracks over I-495, also known as the Long Island Expressway (LIE), and has sufficient room 
to fit the additional tracks for the connection. The bridge appears to be in fair condition but requires repainting of its 
superstructure and repairing of its pier and “tunnel” walls. The minimum vertical clearance under the bridge is 14’-5” per its 
recent inspection report provided by LIRR. 
 
The necessary work on this bridge requires major MPT on LIE as well as travel lane closures. Construction access needs to be 
provided from LIRR Main Line ROW. If necessary, crane stationing on LIE is feasible with lane closures. 
 
It is not clear at this point if this bridge meets the current seismic design requirements; however, since it carries the Main 
Line tracks, seismic retrofit is not recommended as part of this study. 

3.4.1.5  Woodhaven Boulevard Bridge 

This bridge carries LIRR Main Line tracks over Woodhaven Blvd and also has sufficient room to fit the additional tracks for the 
connection. The bridge appears to be in fair condition but requires repainting and repairing of its superstructure and pier 
columns. This bridge imposes a non-standard vertical clearance to roadway underneath (12’-9” posted clearance – actual 
vertical clearance per inspection report 13’-9”). However, as this non-standard vertical clearance is an existing condition and 
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the bridge does not require widening to fit the additional tracks, LIRR should not have any obligation to improve the vertical 
clearance.  
 
The required work on this bridge requires substantial MPT on Woodhaven Boulevard and travel lane closures are most likely 
required. Construction access needs to be provided from LIRR Main Line ROW. If necessary, crane stationing on Woodhaven 
Boulevard is feasible with lane closures. 
 
It is not clear at this point if this bridge meets the current seismic design requirements; however, since it carries the Main 
Line tracks, seismic retrofit is not recommended as part of this study. 

3.4.1.6  63rd Drive Bridge 

This bridge carries LIRR Main Line tracks over 63rd Drive and also has sufficient room to fit the additional tracks for the 
connection. The bridge appears to be in fair condition but requires repainting of its superstructure and repairing of its 
underdeck. This bridge imposes a non-standard vertical clearance to roadway underneath (12’-6” posted clearance – actual 
vertical clearance per inspection report 13’-6”). However, as this non-standard vertical clearance is an existing condition and 
the bridge does not need widening to fit the additional tracks, LIRR should not have any obligation to improve the vertical 
clearance.  
 
The repainting and repairing work requires MPT on 63rd Drive, but it is not a significant effort. Construction access needs to 
be provided from LIRR Main Line ROW. If necessary, crane stationing on 63rd Drive is feasible with lane closures. 
 
It is not clear at this point if this bridge meets the current seismic design requirements; however, since it carries the Main 
Line tracks, seismic retrofit is not recommended as part of this study. 

3.4.1.7  Fleet Street (66th Avenue) Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Fleet Street and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB connection 
tracks. This bridge is older than 75 years and appears to have not been maintained after 1962. As a result, its original design 
most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing rehabilitation, partial replacement, and 
seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, especially since its alignment is inactive. 
A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. 
 
MPT on Fleet Street is required for the bridge work. Construction access is mainly from the RBB ROW.  

3.4.1.8  Yellowstone Boulevard Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Yellowstone Boulevard and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB 
connection tracks. This bridge is older than 75 years and appears to have not been maintained after 1962. As a result, its 
original design most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing rehabilitation, partial 
replacement, and seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, especially since its 
alignment is inactive. A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. 
 
MPT on Yellowstone Boulevard is required for the bridge work. Construction access can be obtained from the RBB ROW and 
Yellowstone Blvd. 

3.4.1.9  Metropolitan Avenue Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Metropolitan Avenue and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB 
connection tracks. This bridge is older than 75 years and appears to have not been maintained after 1962. As a result, its 
original design most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing rehabilitation, partial 
replacement, and seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, especially since its 
alignment is inactive. A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. 
 
MPT on Metropolitan Avenue is required for the bridge work. Construction access can be obtained from the RBB ROW.  



 

25 

3.4.1.10   Lower Montauk Bridge (New) 

The reactivated RBB requires a new bridge to be built to carry the LIRR RBB tracks over the Lower Montauk Branch tracks. 
Reuse of any remnants of the former bridge would require a field investigation and structural inspection. This bridge situates 
at a confined location and construction access needs to be obtained through commercial and/or NYC Department of Parks 
and Recreation properties. Construction would need to be coordinated with New York and Atlantic Railway (NYAR) which 
operates freight train service on the Lower Montauk Branch. 

3.4.1.11   Union Turnpike Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Union Turnpike and will continue to be used for the new LIRR RBB 
connection tracks. This bridge is older than 75 years and appears it has not been maintained after 1962. As a result, its original 
design most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing rehabilitation, partial replacement, 
and seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, especially since its alignment is 
inactive. A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. The existing pedestrian bridge crossing the RBB tracks at this 
site also requires replacement to provide adequate vertical clearance and be upgraded to current ADA standards. A more in 
depth field investigation is required to assess what those ADA improvements would consist of. The construction of this 
pedestrian bridge should not be an onerous effort.  
 
MPT on Union Turnpike is required for the bridge work. However, this bridge is located within a confined area and 
construction access would need to be obtained via commercial and residential properties. Crane operation can be done from 
Union Turnpike with travel lane closures. 

3.4.1.12   Jackie Robinson Parkway Bridge 

The new LIRR RBB connection tracks run under this bridge. As evidenced within an internal engineering review document, 
there is sufficient clearance under the bridge to accommodate the track alignments. While there is no major issue with 
construction in this area, the existing bridge imposes overhead constraint to the construction activities. It is necessary to 
minimize impact to trees in this area. 

3.4.1.13   Myrtle Avenue Bridge 

The new LIRR RBB connection tracks run under this bridge. As evidenced within an internal engineering review document, 
there is sufficient clearance under the bridge to accommodate the track alignments. While there is no major issue with 
construction in this area, the existing bridge imposes overhead constraint to the construction activities. It is necessary to 
minimize impacts to trees in this area. 

3.4.1.14   Forest Park Bridge 

The new LIRR RBB connection tracks run under this bridge. As evidenced within an internal engineering review document, 
there is sufficient clearance under the bridge to accommodate the track alignments. While there is no major issue with 
construction in this area, the existing bridge imposes overhead constraint to the construction activities. It is necessary to 
minimize impacts to trees in this area. 

3.4.1.15   Park Lane South Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Park Lane South and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB connection 
tracks. This bridge is older than 75 years and appears it has not been maintained after 1962. As a result, its original design 
most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing rehabilitation, partial replacement, and 
seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, especially since its alignment is inactive. 
A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. The replacement can also allow for improvement to the existing non-
standard vertical clearance (12’-8” posted vertical clearance) with slight raise in the new track grade.  
 
MPT on Park Lane South is required for the bridge work and it is pretty straightforward. Construction access can be obtained 
from the RBB ROW and the adjacent local streets with construction ramps. Crane operation can be done from Park Lane with 
travel lane closures. 
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3.4.1.16   Jamaica Avenue Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Jamaica Avenue and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB connection 
tracks. As a result, its original design most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing 
rehabilitation, partial replacement, and seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, 
especially since its alignment is inactive. A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. However, the existing NYCT 
overhead structure and its columns for the “J” & “Z” subway lines makes the replacement work extremely difficult. Special 
bridge type and construction techniques would need to be deployed.  
 
MPT on Jamaica Avenue is required with some complexity due to the proximity of the existing columns of the NYCT structure 
as well as the need to utilize special construction techniques. Construction access from RBB ROW seems to be the only feasible 
method for the replacement of this bridge.  

3.4.1.17   91st Avenue Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over 91st Avenue and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB connection 
tracks. As a result, its original design most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing 
rehabilitation, partial replacement, and seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, 
especially since its alignment is inactive. A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. 
 
MPT on 91st Avenue is required for the bridge work. Construction access can be obtained from the RBB ROW. Crane operation 
can be done from 91st Avenue with travel lane closures. However, due to narrow roadway width, one-lane two-way MPT 
operation may be required. 

3.4.1.18   Atlantic Avenue Bridge 

This bridge carries the abandoned RBB tracks over Atlantic Avenue and continues to be used for the new LIRR RBB connection 
tracks. As a result, its original design most likely does not meet the current seismic requirements. Instead of performing 
rehabilitation, partial replacement, and seismic retrofit, a complete replacement of this bridge seems to be a better option, 
especially since its alignment is inactive. A new bridge would provide 75 years of service life. 
 
MPT on Atlantic Avenue is required for the bridge work. Construction access can be obtained from the RBB ROW and Atlantic 
Avenue. Crane operation can be done from Atlantic Avenue with travel lane closures. 

3.4.1.19   Ozone Park Viaduct 

This viaduct carries the abandoned RBB tracks from 97th Avenue all the way down south to Rockaway Boulevard and will 
continue to be part of the reactivated RBB line. This viaduct requires a complete replacement. A typical MPT at 97th Avenue, 
101st Avenue, and 103rd Avenue, is required for the viaduct work. However, MPT at Liberty Avenue is very complex due to 
the narrow roadway width and the proximity of the existing NYCT “A” line overhead structure. This NYCT overhead structure 
and its columns also make the viaduct replacement work extremely difficult. Special viaduct structure types and construction 
techniques are to be deployed. Longitudinal roll-in technique for pre-constructed viaduct segment may also be considered.  
 
At Rockaway Boulevard, the existing viaduct structure also provides support to the NYCT “A” line structure at the roadway 
intersection area. This situation adds complexity to construction as well as the MPT since temporary support columns are 
required and will sit in the middle of the intersection. Partial traffic detours may be required. 
 
Construction access for the entire viaduct work can be obtained from the RBB ROW and the adjacent local streets. 

3.4.1.20   Linden Boulevard and Pitkin Avenue Bridges 

These two bridges not only carry two abandoned RBB tracks but also carry two active NYCT tracks for the “A” line subway 
service. These two bridges have been well maintained by NYCT and do not appear to need any additional work. However, 
these two bridges are older than 75 years and their original design most likely does not meet the current seismic 
requirements. As the NYCT “A” line tracks on these two bridges also require relocation as part of the RBB reactivation, full 
replacement should be considered in order to meet the current seismic standards as well as gain another 75 years of service 
life. A full replacement can also address the non-standard vertical clearance at Linden Boulevard (12’-10” posted vertical 
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clearance). Replacing these two bridges will cause significant impact to NYCT operations. The feasibility of maintaining the 
existing bridges while constructing an independent bridge carrying a single track just south of the existing bridge, may be 
investigated.   
 
For full replacement, typical MPT on both roadways is required. Construction access can be obtained from the RBB ROW. 
Crane operation can be done from local roadways with travel lane closures.  

3.4.1.21   N. Conduit Avenue, Belt Parkway and Nassau Expressway Bridges 

The realignment of the LIRR RBB tracks and NYCT “A” line tracks through these areas will not require replacement of these 
bridges. These bridges are in very good condition and their replacement will cause a significant impact not only to NYCT 
operations, but also to vehicular traffic on these major highways. 

3.4.2 Tunnels 

3.4.2.1 Scope 

The NYCT extension of the RBB line to QBL provides a direct underground connection to the existing QBL Station at 64th Street. 
The underground tunneling section begins at-grade from Fleet Street, north within the NYCT ROW, beneath the LIRR Main 
Line, continuing north beneath 66th Street and connecting to the existing eastbound and westbound NYCT at Queens 
Boulevard Station at 64th Street. The tunneling structures will follow the proposed track alignment shown in Figure 12 and 
section shown in Figures 13 & 14. Several tunneling methods are considered for this study including Tunnel Boring Machine 
(TBM) method using segmental precast concrete liner, Sequential Excavation Method (SEM) using cast in place liner, where 
special mining solutions may be appropriate, and Cut-and-Cover and Boat cast in place sections to complete the alignment. 
It is anticipated that this option may impact residential buildings for the proposed tunnel alignment and profile, subject to 
future detailed engineering. 
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Figure 12: Proposed Tunnel Alignment 
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3.4.2.2  Geotechnical Setting 

The geotechnical regional geology is not well defined at this time. Based on reviewing geodetic surveys, it is anticipated that 
rock is several hundred feet deep below existing ground and overburden in the area of tunneling consists of fill, varied clay 
and silts, and sands with high phreatic groundwater and lower aquifer. Tunneling under these ground conditions will be 
challenging, but constructible. In addition, a subsurface soil exploration program of boring and testing, as well as LIRR track 
and adjacent structure monitoring, will be required to be successful. Controlled management of groundwater for TBM, SEM 
and cut-and-cover tunneling methods will be required. 

3.4.2.3  Tunnel Design and Construction Consideration 

Tunnel construction from the at-grade location begins at Fleet Street (Sta. 43+00) with a boat section, housing both trackways 
and continues into the section of cut-and-cover box and portal at Sta. 34+00. The section of cut-and-cover box will act as the 
temporary launch pit for the TBM. The TBM will launch through a head wall at the north face of the launch pit at Sta. 31+00. 
Location of the head wall to provide adequate ground cover for the TBM leaving the launch pit is critical. In addition to 
adequate ground cover, the width of the launch pit will include both trackways and adequate room to launch TBM’s from the 
pit. The width of the launch pit will be 85 feet and a length of 300’; therefore, ROW for the proposed width will need to be 
evaluated. Based on preliminary studies, parameters of the TBM include 24 feet O.D. with the tunnel crown approximately 
18.5 feet above the Top of Rail (T/R). The launch pit will be completed and covered as part of the finished tunnel. 
 
The closed-face pressurized TBM will be driven from south to north from the launch pit head wall. One TBM will be used and 
each tunnel will be driven separately. The first TBM drive will be from the launch pit to the reception pit (discussed below), 
where the TBM will be disassembled, brought back to the launch pit and relaunched to the reception pit to complete the 
second tunnel alignment. Between the in-place liner reinforced first tunnel and second tunnel alignment, a minimum of one 
diameter pillar or wall of soil will provide support for the second “twin” tunnel. When the second drive is complete, the TBM 
will be dismantled and removed from the site. The area in the vicinity of the launch pit will provide construction staging 
facilities for TBM operations, including contractor storage, change houses, air compressor, TBM temporary substation power, 
handling muck, muck disposal, trucking operations, ground stabilization and grouting equipment and liner segment storages. 
The area required for construction staging is temporary and approximately three to four acres would be ample. Truck access 
is expected to be from Fleet Street with minor roadway construction and proximity to major routes. There should be no 
impact on surrounding residential or public use facilities along the existing ROW. 
 
The twin TBM tunnel alignment will continue in a northerly direction clearing the existing seven-story residential building 
foundation south of the LIRR Main Line at approximate Sta. 26+00 along the alignment. The TBM tunnels will proceed beneath 
the LIRR Main Line tracks at approximate Sta. 24+00. It is anticipated that ground stabilization (grouting or ground freezing) 
will be required to ensure stability of the existing LIRR tracks during the TBM drive. The T/R is El. 17.45’, existing grade at El. 
73.0’ (+/-) and tunnel crown at El. 36.0; leaving approximately 37.0’ or 1.5 diameter of existing cover between TBM crown 
and tracks. The clearance allows for design capabilities of TBM’s driven beneath the LIRR Main Line. The existing tracks will 
be monitored and re-ballasted, as required.    
 
The tunnel alignment will proceed northerly through a 600’ radius S-curve to align with public ROW along 66th Street. In order 
to meet the alignment, the TBM tunnels will drive beneath four buildings; one seven-story residential building, one three-
story residential building and two single-story residential buildings. Foundation conditions are unknown at this time. The 
seven-story building may be founded on steel piles and may demolition and removal of piles, subject to future detailed 
engineering. Buildings not founded on piles may be acceptable to remain in place, with a compensation grouting program to 
account and adjust for settlement during the TBM drive.  
 
TBM drive would continue northerly beneath 66th Street to the proposed reception pit located at Sta. 16+00. The reception 
pit, 85’ wide by 50’ long would be constructed using cut-and-cover construction methods. Based on past projects, adequate 
room is required to dismantle, remove and relocate the TBM back to the launch pit to drive the second tunnel. The reception 
pit will be completed and covered as part of the finished tunnel. 
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From the reception pit the twin tunnels will splay off skewed in each direction and variable track grades to meet the existing 
alignment and profile of the Queens Boulevard underground tunnel on the westbound track and the at-grade switch 
connection on the eastbound track alignment and profile.     
 
The eastbound track and tunnel will continue from the reception pit at Sta. 16+50 as a single cut-and-cover tunnel constructed 
to approximately Sta. 14+00 where the tunnel alignment may interface with two existing residential apartment buildings and 
two smaller single-story buildings along Queen Boulevard, subject to future detailed engineering. The eastbound tunnel will 
continue as a cut-and-cover construction from the reception pit to grade and connect to the existing eastbound NYCT track 
line at approximately Sta. 8+85. The building site could be used for a tunnel ventilation fan structure, operations center or 
electric substation. If the structures cannot be taken by acquisition, direct underpinning and soil stabilization methods will be 
required. SEM tunneling methods would be used beneath the underpinned building foundations and continue as cut-and-
cover to grade once clearing the existing foundations.  
 
The westbound tunnel will continue as a single-track cut-and-cover structure north along 66th Street on a separate alignment 
and grade and interface with the existing residential apartment building as did the eastbound tunnel; however, the proposed 
westbound tunnel will connect with and utilize an existing single-track tunnel built early in the 1900s beneath the NYCT line 
from approximate Sta. 11+00 to Sta. 8+50. The existing tunnel below the NYCT tracks ends on the north side of the tracks 
where a new single-track cut-and-cover tunnel will continue westbound to the Queens Boulevard Station at 64th Street and 
connect to the existing bell mouth connection at Sta. 0+00. 
 
Utilities, whether involving temporary or permanent relocations, are always a concern in urban tunneling construction and 
need to be addressed throughout the alignment in the boat, cut-and-cover and SEM tunneling areas. It is anticipated that the 
TBM will be below most all utilities, except where deep sewers may exist. Initial programs will review utility layouts for 
potential interface with tunneling requirements.  

3.4.2.4  General Design Conditions 

The proposed tunneling to connect with the existing Queens Boulevard Station at 64th Street will require the following 
additional tasks (but not limited to) during a Preliminary Engineering design to fully evaluate the design conditions along the 
alignment: 
 

• Geotechnical subsurface exploration program and literature search of existing construction in the area, including 
foundations of any existing buildings that may possibly be impacted. 

• Decisions regarding possible impacts to existing structures. 
• Extensive utility review effort and possible discussion with third parties. 
• ROW clearances and temporary construction easements. 
• Evaluate existing station at connection locations. 
• Evaluate the tunnel ventilation system of the existing station and impacts of the future tunnel connection and 

system, communications, and security connections. Tunnel ventilation may require fan structures to meet present 
code requirements. 

• Establish Instrumentation and Monitoring Program system for adjacent buildings, LIRR Main Line and NYCT Line. 
• There are no crossover caverns required in this section of tunneling.  Crossovers would be a special SEM design if 

required.  

3.4.2.5  Cross Passages 

Tunnel cross passages will be provided at approximately 750’ spacing as emergency egresses from one tunnel to adjacent 
tunnel. Construction will consist of mined SEM tunneling cross passages between the two TBM’s, as shown in Figure 14 
(courtesy of previous LIRR analysis).  It is anticipated that two cross passages will be required. 

3.4.2.6  Tunnel Alignment Profile and Typical Tunnel Cross Sections 

The following images demonstrate the typical tunnel cross sections. 
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Figure 13: Typical TBM Tunnel (courtesy of LIRR) 
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3.5 POWER 
New or rehabilitated traction power substations are required along the route at approximately every 1.5 miles. Separate 
NYCT and LIRR traction power substations are required where both services run on adjacent tracks. The reason for this is 
because they operate at different voltages (625VDC and 750VDC, respectively) and have separate organizational and 
maintenance requirements.  
 
Land acquisition for new substations may be required where there is a need for a substation. In select areas, there may be 
abandoned substations that are situated on railroad property, but they would require a complete replacement. As new 
substations would need to be designed to the latest standards, including Con Edison requirements, the historical substation 
footprint may be insufficient to house new substation. A traction power load study should be performed to determine exact 
substation sizes and spacing. The traction power load study should also determine the quantities of positive and negative 
ductbanks. 
 
Each substation will require incoming AC utility service and associated medium or high voltage switchgear, along with rectifier 
transformers to step down and convert the voltage to DC power. The output of the rectifier transformers will then be 
connected to DC switchgear where the DC circuit breakers connect to the track switches via 2000kcmil copper cable feeders. 
The negative cables will return through reactors at the substation. 
 
The track-side power equipment includes a new third rail and protection board, which will have track switches to isolate 
power to the third rail from the tracks. Depending on the operational requirements, the contact rail switches can be load 
breaking and/or electrically operated. The switches’ SCADA infrastructure will need to be added to tie the switches to the 
substation SCADA system.   
 
Track-side equipment will also include third rail heaters for any yard areas, which may require control panels. Jumper cables 
are also required between sections of the third rail, and negative return cables back to the substations. These will all be 
routed in concrete encased duct banks.   
 
In addition to the traction power equipment, there is house power required for the substations such as low voltage lighting 
and receptacles and DC traction power control equipment that would need to interface with the power command and rail 
control centers for each railroad.   

Figure 14: Typical Cross Passage (courtesy of LIRR) 
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3.6 SIGNALS and INTERLOCKINGS 

3.6.1  LIRR 
The alignment will support a fully signalized bi-directional train signal system with the required wayside signaling components 
and incorporation of the PTC application. The signal system will include a vital Microprocessor-based system that is compliant 
with Part 236 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations. The interlockings are: 
 

• Two No. 20 switches located at White Pot Junction - Rego Park coming off LIRR Main Line Tracks 3 and 4 and 
connecting to the restored RBB alignment. 

• One No. 10 turnout for a connection to the LIRR Atlantic Branch. 
• Interlocking comprised of two No. 10 turnouts, one on each end for connecting to the new maintenance yard north 

of Howard Beach Station.  
• Interlocking comprised of three No. 10 turnouts connecting to the four tracks “maintenance shop and inspection” 

facility south of Howard Beach Station. 
 
Signal huts will have the ability for local control at both the interlocking and at the maintenance yard. The maintenance yard 
will be fully signalized for remote control of the two yard tracks. All track switches will be electrically driven and interlocked 
to meet FRA testing and inspection requirements.  
 
The new signal system will be controlled from the Jamaica Central Control (JCC). 

3.6.2  NYCT 
The alignment will support a fully signalized bi-directional train signal system with the required wayside signaling components 
and incorporation of the CBTC ready application. The signal system will include a vital Microprocessor-based system that is 
compliant with NYCT 733 typical requirement and interfaces to the RCC (ISIM and TPMS systems). The interlockings are: 
 

• One No. 6 and one No. 8 switch located east of the existing 63rd Drive-Rego Park Station coming off the QBL local 
tracks and connecting to the restored RBB alignment. 

• South of Rockaway Boulevard where NYCT “A” line meets with RBB alignment - One No. 10 turnout connecting the 
RBB westbound track to the RBB eastbound track, one No. 10 turnout connecting the NYCT “A” line eastbound track 
to NYCT “A” line westbound track, one No. 10 double crossover between the eastbound and westbound tracks. 

 
Signal huts will have the ability for local control at both the interlocking and at the maintenance yard. The maintenance yard 
will be fully signalized for remote control of the two yard tracks. All track switches will be electrically driven and interlocked 
to meet NYCT testing and inspection requirements. The switches will be electrically operated by a switch machine with the 
necessary heated elements to mitigate snow and ice buildup. 

3.7 COMMUNICATIONS 
LIRR’s systems for train and wayside communications will require new aerial lines and poles constructed along the ROW and 
will be connected to their fiber Sonnet backbone system for connectivity. It is assumed that all new pole lines will be installed. 
All stations will include public address systems as well as customer information signs that will also be connected to the control 
center in Jamaica. New signal power and fare vending machine systems will also need communications support. In addition, 
all facilities for security measures will include CCTV and card access readers at all access points. 

3.8 EXAMINATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR POSSIBLE JOINT USE 
There are competing neighborhood plans for the future of the RBB. Some want ROW transformed into a recreational use 
whereas others advocate for reactivated transit service. Although both plans seem to be in opposition to one another, there 
may be a possibility to combine elements of each plan to create a right-of-way to support both uses. The following are some 
options the Team has identified: 
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• Potential recreational trail possible under the rebuilt viaduct section between 97th Avenue and Liberty Avenue. 
• Potential to build south of Fleet Street, parallel to the tracks on the eastside of the trail. This would require converting 

the existing embankment to retained fill walls at the mapped ROW edge of the alignment.   
• Through Forest Park, a new elevated walkway could be constructed similar to the High Line Park in Manhattan. 

3.9 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 
The following is an investigation of the current environmental conditions of the RBB. This preliminary documentation 
identifies environmental features from Woodside to Howard Beach, Queens. The purpose of this section is to identify 
environmental conditions that can be mitigated or avoided during the design phase of the project and, in addition, inform 
future more detailed environmental studies determined to be necessary.   

3.9.1 Cultural Resources 
Historic and cultural resources include archaeological (buried) resources and architectural (historic standing structure) 
resources. Nationally, the National Register of Historic Places, administered by the National Park Service, is part of a federal 
program to recognize the nation’s historic and archeological resources. The New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) administers programs authorized by both the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the New York State 
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (SHPA). These programs include the Statewide Historic Resources Survey and the New York 
State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
 
Further Studies:  The project will require coordination with the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) 
regarding potential historic sensitivity. Also, the project will require conformance with New York’s SHPO, especially section 
14.09 of the Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (PRHPL). Accordingly, the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) should also be consulted to determine if any affected buildings or structures 
are protected as important cultural resources.  

3.9.2 Hazardous Materials and Waste 
For hazardous materials, the goal for further environmental study is to determine whether the proposed project may increase 
the exposure of people or the environment to hazardous materials and, if so, whether this increased exposure would result 
in potential significant public health or environmental impacts. If significant impacts are identified, the impacts must be 
disclosed and mitigated or avoided to the greatest extent possible.  
 
Further Studies: To determine potential impacts related to hazardous waste issues, a review of NEPAssist, NYSDEC database, 
and other federal and state databases and site-specific assessments are necessary to identify any toxic or radioactive 
substances on, adjacent to, or near the RBB. If the studies reveal any reason that there might be site contamination, a Phase 
II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) should be prepared. In addition, all properties impacted by the project should be 
surveyed for asbestos in accordance with the NYS and NYC asbestos standards. Any materials that would be disturbed by 
project activities would require abatement according to those standards. Further, proposed activities may require removal 
of materials that include lead-based paint; all such activities must comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations regarding lead-based paint. Any remediation should be appropriately scheduled and coordinated with 
construction activities. 

3.9.3 Natural Resources 
Biological resources including wetlands within the RBB project area are protected by federal and state laws and policies, such 
as the Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Under the Endangered Species 
Act, consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is required if there is potential for a federally 
threatened or endangered species to be affected by the project. The Clean Water Act is the primary federal law governing 
water pollution. Its objective is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters 
by maintaining the integrity of wetlands. 
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Future Studies: A review request should be sent to the NYSDEC’s Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources Natural Heritage 
Program (NHP) to determine if there are any records of rare species occurrence near the project site. The project will also 
require coordination with the Long Island Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  A NYSDEC Adjacent Area – 
Tidal Wetland Permit should be obtained prior to construction. Should the project impact the Jamaica Bay ecosystem, the 
Jamaica Bay Watershed Protection Plan Project Tracking Form will need to be submitted to NYC Department of Environmental 
Protection. 

3.9.4 Parkland and Tree Preservation 
The New York City Department of Parks & Recreation (NYCDPR) maintains jurisdiction over all public parkland and trees 
growing in the public ROW—including street and parkway trees—as well as those in parks, playgrounds and greenstreets. 
NYCDPR’s goal is to preserve and protect these public assets. 
 
Future Studies:  A comprehensive tree survey will be required prior to construction. The tree survey should be completed by 
a certified arborist and include a scaled plan of the area, including the existing and proposed locations of all building structures 
and utilities; and the locations of all existing trees identified by common and/or botanical name, condition and diameter at 
breast height. The condition assessment must follow the method detailed in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Guide 
for Plant Appraisal (Council of Tree & Landscape Appraisers, 9th edition, 2000, chapter 4). The site plan should clearly identify 
which trees are to be retained, which are to be transplanted, and which are to be removed. 

3.9.5 Air, Noise and Vibration Considerations 
Ambient air quality, or the quality of the surrounding air, may be affected by air pollutants produced by motor vehicles, 
referred to as "mobile sources"; by fixed facilities, usually referenced as "stationary sources"; or by a combination of both.  
 
Potential Issues: The RBB is located in Queens County, which is within a non-attainment area for inhalable particulate matter 
(PM2.5), a marginal non-attainment area for the eight-hour ozone standard and considered an area source for hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) emissions.   
 
Future Studies:  The air quality studies for the proposed project should include both mobile and stationary source analyses. 
The mobile source air quality impact analysis will assess the potential for PM and CO from mobile-generated emissions. The 
stationary source air quality impact analysis should address the effects of emissions from combustion sources of emissions 
on pollutant levels. Based on an analysis of baseline conditions throughout the alignment, noise and vibration levels should 
be determined at each noise-sensitive receptor location within the applicable Federal Transit Administration (FTA) screening 
distance. FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidelines and methodologies should be employed. The 
predicted noise and vibration levels will be compared with the FTA’s relative increase criteria to determine the potential for 
impacts. 

3.9.6 Sole Source Aquifer and Coastal Zone Management 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines a sole or principal source aquifer (SSA) as one which supplies at least 50 
percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the aquifer. EPA guidelines also stipulate that these areas can 
have no alternative drinking water source(s) which could physically, legally, and economically supply all those who depend 
upon the aquifer for drinking water. The SSA program is authorized by Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 
(Public Law 93-523, 42 U.S.C. 300 et. seq).  
 
The New York State Coastal Management Program has established statewide boundaries in accordance with the 
requirements of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, and its subsequently issued rules and 
regulations. The New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) is the City’s principal coastal zone management tool 
as it establishes the City’s policies for development and use of the waterfront. All projects subject to local, state, or federal 
agency discretionary actions that are situated within New York City’s designated Coastal Zone Boundary must be reviewed 
and assessed for their consistency with the WRP. 
 
Future Studies: The project is required to undergo SSA review by Region 2 of the EPA. Further, the project is required to 
undergo state and local coastal consistency review. A request for a general consistency concurrence should be sent to the 
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NYS Department of State and the NYC Department of City Planning Waterfront and Open Space Division to determine 
whether the proposed project is consistent with applicable policies. 

3.9.7 NEPA/SEQRA Compliance 
The anticipated funding source for the project’s construction will determine whether NEPA is required. If federal funding 
were utilized to construct rail service on the RBB, the FTA would likely be the funding agency. In this case, the NEPA process 
would be followed. The FTA would likely be the federal sponsor leading the EIS process following the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) statutes in accordance with FTA Environmental Impact and Related Procedures (23 C.F.R 771). Further, if 
no federal funds were utilized, then SEQRA would be followed, the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) 
review process which would require a state-level EIS for the project. Since the project would impact both parkland and 
existing historic resources, a federal Section 4(f) evaluation would also be required.  

3.9.8 Rockaway Peninsula Alignment - Considerations 
Due to its geographic size and multitude of diverse ecosystems, Jamaica Bay serves as a very important ecological resource 
for the people of New York City as well as the plant and animal species living there. Consequently, Jamaica Bay is protected 
by numerous stakeholders including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Park Service and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, to name a few. 
 
The majority of Jamaica Bay is mapped by the federal government as Estuarine and Marine Deepwater and Estuarine and 
Marine Wetland. The placement of fill in these areas and surrounding navigable waters would require compliance with the 
Clean Water Act under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permitting program. Permit decisions are made using 
environmental criteria developed by the EPA. Further, a New York State Protection of Waters Permit would be required for 
placement of fill in navigable waters. 
 
The project area contains numerous protected plant and animal species and is a critical stopover area for migratory birds. 
The Endangered Species and Migratory Bird Treaty Acts require that federally-listed species and habitats not be adversely 
affected during any activity with federal involvement or subject to federal oversight. Therefore, construction of the project 
in Jamaica Bay would require consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
as well as New York State. 
 
Most of Jamaica Bay proper and portions of the uplands and barrier beach are part of the Gateway National Recreation Area, 
administered by the National Park Service. Jamaica Bay is also situated within the 100-year floodplain, the Brooklyn Queens 
Sole Source Aquifer system, and is classified by the state as a “Significant Natural Community.” In 1990, Jamaica Bay was also 
listed by Kings, Queens and Nassau counties as a Critical Environmental Area. As such, compliance with a myriad of 
environmental regulations would be necessary to construct a new rail alignment across Jamaica Bay. 

3.10 POSSIBLE PROPERTY ENCROACHMENTS 
The City of New York owns the RBB ROW, which extends from the LIRR Main Line in Rego Park south to Rockaway Boulevard, 
where it merges with “A” train service on the NYCT line (the City also owns the “A” train portion, so they would own the 
property that would be for joint use). The portion of the ROW north of Liberty Avenue has been abandoned since 1962. As a 
result, the ROW is in extreme disrepair in some parts and there have been various encroachments that would have to be 
dealt with legally if the ROW were to be reactivated for transit use.  

 

4. IMPACTS AND OBSTACLES 

In order to assess the impacts and obstacles for both the proposed LIRR and NYCT alignment options, the Team separated 
the alignment into three sections: LIRR Main Line/QBL to Fleet Street; Fleet Street to Liberty Avenue; and South of Liberty 
Avenue. As these sections of the alignment each have varied issues, ranging from condition of the ROW constructability, and 
environmental concerns; examining each alternative by section provides a more comparative and thorough assessment. 
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4.1 SECTION ONE: LIRR MAIN LINE/NYCT QBL TO FLEET STREET 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15:  LIRR MAIN LINE/NYCT QBL TO FLEET STREET 

Fleet Street 
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Table 3:  Segment One Summary of Findings 

LIRR MAINLINE/NYCT QBL TO 
FLEET STREET LIRR NYCT 

 Findings Findings 
Cost Effectiveness • At-grade construction and minimum impact 

on residential housing; lower cost than 
underground construction. 

• High cost of tunnel construction from QBL to 
RBB 

• High cost associated with possible real estate 
purchase  

User Benefits • Travel time savings and cost savings for work 
and non-work trips 

• Travel time savings and cost savings for work 
and non-work trips 

Ease of 
Implementation/Constructability 

• Re-activating alignment that was once there 
-minimal constructability and    

implementation issues 
- switches and interlockings 

• Access to ROW 
• Temporary partial/full closure of streets 
• Access to identified laydown areas for 

equipment/construction staging 
• Temporary LIRR service impacts 
• Complex area access and egress for 

equipment/removal of material 
 

• Complex construction methods including 
underpinning of residential and commercial 
properties 

• Possible impacts to properties 
• New tunnel construction from QBL to RBB – 

temporary impacts to residents, businesses, 
recreational facilities; local area traffic/noise  

• Property impacts: displacement of 
businesses, loss of access/reduced access, 
loss of parking 

• Access to ROW 
• Partial/full closure of streets 
• Access to identified laydown areas for 

equipment/construction staging 
• Temporary NYCT and LIRR service impacts 
• Complex area access and egress for 

equipment/removal of material 
• Utility Relocation Impacts 
• Impacts to existing QBL service – delays 
 

Possible Ridership Demand • 11,200 daily riders per average weekday* • 47,000 daily riders per average weekday* 
Origin and Destination Run Time 
Measurements 

• From PSNY to Howard Beach, the run time 
for LIRR is 25 minutes 

• From 34 St. Harold Square to Howard Beach, 
the run time for NYCT is 45 minutes 

Condition of ROW/Structures • ROW needs to be cleared – impassable by 
foot in some sections; complete removal and 
installation of new track and equipment 

• New Fleet Street bridge will be required 

• ROW needs to be cleared – impassable by 
foot in some sections; complete removal and 
installation of new track and equipment 

• New Fleet Street bridge will be required 
Alignment Concerns/ROW 
Encroachment 

• Encroachments include retail and 
recreational areas  

• Encroachments retail and recreational areas 

Environmental Sensitivities • New railroad use differs from existing nearby 
residential use 

• Loss of trees/vegetation 

• Possible impact to buildings during tunnel 
construction (noise, vibration) 

• New railroad use differs from existing 
nearby residential use 

• Loss of trees/vegetation 
Possible Parkland Impacts • Possible impacts to recreational properties • Possible impacts to recreational properties 
Land Use Compatibility • A transport use of the corridor differs from 

nearby use of land for residential 
• A transport use of the corridor differs from 

nearby use of the land for residential 
* Ridership demand driven by the assumption of a zone fare for LIRR and a flat fare for NYCT. 
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4.2 SECTION TWO: FLEET STREET TO LIBERTY AVENUE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 16:  FLEET STREET TO LIBERTY AVENUE  

Fleet Street 

Forest Park 
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Table 4:  Segment Two Summary of Findings 

FLEET STREET TO LIBERTY 
AVENUE LIRR NYCT 

 Findings Findings 
Cost Effectiveness • Costs will be similar for both options •  Costs will be similar for both options 
User Benefits • Travel time savings and cost savings for work 

and non-work trips to Manhattan 
• Improved access to downtown Brooklyn 

• Travel time savings and cost savings for work 
and non-work trips to Manhattan 

• Improved access from Rockaway and Central 
Queens to the Queens Center Mall 

• Improved access to downtown Brooklyn 
Ease of 
Implementation/Constructability 

• Access to ROW 
• Temporary partial/full closure of streets 
• Access to identified laydown areas for 

equipment/construction staging 
• Temporary NYCT “J” service disruptions 
• Complex area access and egress for 

equipment/removal of material 

• Access to ROW 
• Temporary partial/full closure of streets 
• Access to identified laydown areas for 

equipment/construction staging 
• Temporary NYCT “J” service disruptions 
• Complex area access and egress for 

equipment/removal of material 
 

Condition of ROW/Structures • ROW needs to be cleared – impassable by 
foot in some sections; complete removal and 
installation of new track and equipment 

• New bridges will be required 

• ROW needs to be cleared – impassable by 
foot in some sections; complete removal and 
installation of new track and equipment 

• New bridges will be required 
Alignment Concerns/ROW 
Encroachment 

• Possible Encroachments include retail and 
recreational properties 
 

• Possible Encroachments include retail and 
recreational properties 

Environmental Sensitivities • New railroad use differs from existing nearby 
residential use 

• Loss of trees/vegetation 
• Possible Impacts to recreational properties – 

during and after construction 
• Impacts to public schools – playground area, 

ball fields and courts 

• New railroad use differs from existing 
nearby residential use 

• Loss of trees/vegetation 
• Possible Impacts to recreational properties – 

during and after construction 
• Impacts to public schools – playground area, 

ball fields and courts 
Possible Parkland Impacts • Temporary impacts to recreational 

properties during construction 
 

• Temporary impacts to recreational 
properties during construction  

Land Use Compatibility • A transport use of the corridor differs from 
nearby use of land for residential 

• A transport use of the corridor differs from 
nearby use of land for residential 
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4.3 SECTION THREE: SOUTH OF LIBERTY AVENUE 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 17:  SOUTH OF LIBERTY AVENUE 

  

Howard Beach 

Towards Far 
Rockaway 
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Table 5:  Section Three Summary of Findings 

SOUTH OF LIBERTY AVENUE LIRR NYCT 
 Findings Findings 
Cost Effectiveness • Cost of construction of bridge across Jamaica 

Bay; new station in Far Rockaway 
•  No construction required 

User Benefits • Travel time savings and cost savings for work 
and non-work trips 

• Travel time savings and cost savings for work 
and non-work trips 

Ease of 
Implementation/Constructability 

• Challenge to implement/construct due to 
environmental sensitivities (crossing Jamaica 
Bay) 

• Requires environmental analysis, including 
various approvals/permits, NEPA/SEQRA   

• Extension of service past Howard Beach 
requires a configuration of the existing 
Howard Beach Station, which would likely 
involve demolition 

• Construction over Belt Parkway – requires 
closures  

• Access to ROW 
• Temporary partial/full closure of streets 
• Access to identified laydown areas for 

equipment/construction staging 
• Temporary service disruptions 
• Complex area access and egress for 

equipment/removal of material 
• Impacts to existing “A” service – delays 

 

Condition of ROW/Structures • Minimum clearance of ROW south of Liberty 
Avenue through Howard Beach 

• New bridges may be required 

• Minimum clearance of ROW south of Liberty 
Avenue through Howard Beach 

• No change to bridges south of Linden 
Boulevard – Linden Bridge may be rebuilt 

Alignment Concerns/ROW 
Encroachment 

• Very little ROW  
• Property required to connect to LIRR Far 

Rockaway Beach 

• Same as existing 

Environmental Sensitivities • New railroad use differs from existing nearby 
residential use 

• Possible residential impacts to Howard Beach 
community 

• Same as existing 

Possible Parkland Impacts • Recreational Parks • Same as existing 
Land Use Compatibility • Connection to LIRR Far Rockaway Branch and 

new station will be in conflict to recently 
approved Far Rockaway rezoning. 

• Same as existing 

* This table includes sections of the previous RBB that are not being considered as part of this report. 
 

5.  CONSTRUCTABILITY ANALYSIS 

In terms of construction feasibility, there is no single “fatal flaw” that would disqualify either of the LIRR or NYCT alternatives 
from being constructed and operated. However, both options have a number of impacts associated with reactivating the 
proposed services that are presented for consideration with each of the alternatives. 

5.1 LIRR ALIGNMENT 
This alternative calls for the re-establishment of service that had previously been operated from Midtown Manhattan along 
the LIRR Main Line in Queens and along the Rockaway Beach Branch to the Rockaway Peninsula. As mentioned earlier, the 
SYSTRA Team has determined that the provision of LIRR service past Howard Beach Station presents vast challenges including 
high cost, the environmental impacts of constructing a bridge across Jamaica Bay, and conflicts with the recently approved 
Far Rockaway rezoning. As a result, the extension of service to the Rockaway Peninsula is not under further consideration. 
 
Unlike the NYCT alternative, this alternative does not require any construction of new tunnels, but does require reactivation 
of the former White Pot Junction that connected the LIRR Main Line with the RBB ROW. This alignment will be described in 
two segments: the Main Line between Woodside Station and the former White Pot Junction and the RBB between the former 
White Pot Junction and LIRR Howard Beach Station. 
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5.1.1 Main Line between Woodside Station and the former White Pot Junction 
The proposed reactivation of service would require the rehabilitation of the two existing trackways along the LIRR Main Line 
between 51st Avenue and the former White Pot Junction. The trackways have been unused since 1962 when the last RBB 
trains operated along them. Reactivation will require the laying of new track as well as installation of new train signals and 
3rd rail traction power that had been completely removed. Based upon the Team’s review of the existing bridge structures, 
we contend that at this level of engineering detail, there is no requirement for replacement of the structures. Constructability 
issues associated with reactivation of the trackways on the extreme south and north sides of the Main Line would be 
accomplished from within the ROW. Potential additional substations may be required for the additional trains to be operated 
along the Main Line. 
 
Potential constructability impacts are: 
 

• Possible acquisition of additional property for increased traction power substation. 
• Increased noise for residents and businesses during construction due to construction equipment and potential 

substation construction. 
• Impact to LIRR scheduled trains during construction could include slow orders along sections under construction 

with associated impacts to LIRR customers. 

5.1.2 White Pot Junction Tunnel 
This existing tunnel would carry the westbound track under the LIRR Main Line tracks. The extent of work required to 
rehabilitate this tunnel is subject to further investigation based on its condition. In addition, the potential change in the 
westbound track grade that may impact the footings if it is a three-sided frame structure. Reconstruction of this tunnel, even 
if it is only for replacement of its top slab as called for in previous reports, can significantly impact the operation of the Main 
Line tracks. 

5.1.3 RBB between former White Pot Junction and Howard Beach Station 
This alternative would require the reactivation of the eastbound and westbound alignments from the Main Line and the RBB. 
This would require clearing the area of existing vegetation and trees as well as removing abandoned rail (including remnants 
of existing 3rd rail) and associated structures such as signal towers. This would also require the reinstallation of the White Pot 
Junction (WPJ).   
 
The aforementioned constructability impacts also exist for this section of the alignment. The following are additional 
constructability impacts to be considered: 
 

• Reactivation of the alignment between White Pot Junction and Fleet Street 
o The existing underpass beneath the Main Line requires rehabilitation, but not replacement, based upon 

available information. 
o The area immediately adjacent to the portals on either side of the Main Line requires excavation and rebuilding 

of the track bed and profile. New Retaining walls may be required. 
o Reactivation of the alignment (using the existing alignment) may impact recreational properties. In addition, the 

current access roadway adjacent to the RBB would need to be permanently relocated to another portion of the 
ballfields. 

 
• South of Liberty Avenue, the current ROW would need to be widened for sufficient clearance for the operation of both 

the NYCT and LIRR services 
o Widening will require extending the trackways beyond the current retaining walls and cantilevering the tracks 

over adjacent street and roadways. 
o Will require reconstruction of existing retaining walls and existing bridge structures south of Liberty Avenue and 

the existing Howard Beach Station.  
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• Aqueduct Raceway/NYCT Station 
o The combined station would be designed to provide a transfer at that point north of North Conduit Avenue by 

use of an ADA-equipped pedestrian crossing bridge.   
o Existing adjacent property may be required, but the impact is limited to non-residential property. 
o During construction, the existing NYCT service will have service delays and slow orders south of Liberty Avenue. 

 
• Howard Beach Station 

o Under this operation, the LIRR service would terminate either at the Howard Beach Station at a single-track 
platform or at a relay and two-track layover area that would be built on JFK Airport property north of the station. 
The second alternative would be used if a four-track yard could not be constructed south of the station due to 
environmental concerns or other constraints. 

5.2 NYCT ALIGNMENT 
As noted earlier, the NYCT alignment provides a one seat ride from Midtown Manhattan utilizing the QBL in Queens to 
connect with the existing RBB ROW at the former WPJ, which was removed in 1962. 
 
Construction of this alternative between the QBL and the existing NYCT Howard Beach Station will be described in two 
segments; the tunnel segment and the existing RBB ROW segment that would be reactivated. 

5.2.1 Tunneling Segment Constructability 
The tunneling segment will be located between just north of the Fleet Street overpass at-grade within the existing RBB ROW. 
The alignment will tunnel under the existing LIRR Main Line tracks and continue north under 66th Street to Queens Boulevard. 
Connection to the QBL subway will be made via an existing tunnel segment that was constructed when the Queens Boulevard 
subway was designed in 1932 (see Figure 18). Construction of the segment will include the use of: tunnel boring machine 
(TBM) using segmental precast concrete liners; Sequential Excavation Method (SEM) using cast in place liners; and Cut-and-
Cover and cut sections using cast in place construction. The use of these differing construction methods is dictated by the 
current available geotechnical information and the surface and foundation conditions which include low and high-rise 
structures.   
 
Potential Construction Impacts include: 
 

• During the construction of the tunnel, the primary laydown area and TBM launch pit will be in the area between 
Fleet Street and the LIRR Main Line. 

• Portions of the ballfield immediately north of Fleet Street may be impacted by the location of the TBM and 
supporting equipment in the area south of the LIRR Main Line for vehicle access. 

• Impact to residential or public facilities is anticipated adjacent to and along the ROW, subject to future detailed 
engineering. 

• Movement of muck from the site and material into the site may be either via freight cars during non-commuter 
hours on the LIRR Main Line or use of trucks via Fleet Street to Queens Boulevard and the LIE. 

• TBM and SEM tunneling may require underpinning existing building between the north side of the LIRR Main Line 
and the connection at Queens Boulevard with the existing QBL subway, subject to future detailed engineering. 

• Buildings founded on steel piles may require demolition to remove the piles, subject to future detailed engineering. 
Currently no information on building foundations is available, but multi-story residential buildings potentially will 
have steel pile foundations based upon the age of the buildings.   

• Buildings not constructed on piles may be subjected to settlement during the TBM operations; as a result, may have 
grouting programs to prevent or minimize settlement to the structures. 

• Tunneling under the LIRR Main Line tracks at WPJ is anticipated to require ground stabilization and monitoring.  
Existing track will need to be monitored and re-ballasted as needed as a result of any settlement during construction. 
During the actual period of TBM activity under the Main Line, LIRR trains may have reduced speeds in the area of 
WPJ. 
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• During construction, segments adjacent to or above active tunneling will be subject to ground borne noise and 
vibration. The extent of which would be subject to further design and geotechnical information. 

• Residential and recreational facilities in the vicinity of the TBM insert and laydown area between WPJ and Fleet 
Street will be subject to periodic noise and truck traffic along Fleet Street, if used. 

• Creation of a temporary freight rail spur on the south side of the LIRR from east of Woodside to WPJ would permit 
the removal of tunnel muck and delivery of materials to the construction site but would still require Fleet Street 
access for employees and increased non-truck vehicular traffic.  

• Construction along Queens Boulevard would include creation of a TBM removal reception pit and cut-and-cover 
construction to connect the tunneled segments to the QBL. 

• Existing vehicular and pedestrian activity would be impacted with temporary roadway and sidewalks required which 
would increase traffic delay in the area. 

• Impacts to the subway would be slow orders and divergence of local subway service along the local tracks to facilitate 
tunnel connection, as well as track and signal installations. Most of these outages would be during overnight periods 
and weekends during the actual connection of the tracks and signals. 

• A tunnel ventilation building may be required to satisfy fire/life safety requirements of NFPA 301. Existing station 
ventilation may also need to be upgraded to meet code requirements. 

• Impact to station operations may be required to connect the new westbound track to the existing station track. 
• Use of the existing tunnel beneath the QBL will need to be evaluated for additional ventilation requirements. 
• Nine buildings near or appearing to be on the right-of-way may be impacted to allow track alignment and tunnel 

construction clearances to be satisfied, subject to future detailed engineering. 
• Third-party interfaces will be required for utilities temporary or permanent relocations. 

 

Figure 18: Existing QBL Tunnel (1933 Plan) 
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5.2.2 Right-of-Way Impacts of Construction 
The following is a list of potential ROW impacts during construction: 
 

• Between WPJ and Fleet Street, the impact of the construction of the tunnel portion of the NYCT alignment would be 
the temporary loss of the use of recreational properties constructed on the ROW and access to the ballfield access 
road adjacent the remaining fields. Permanent impacts may be the relocation of the three ballfields atop the new 
tunnel north of their present location.  

• Between the LIRR Lower Montauk Branch and Union Turnpike, the ROW has been paved over by a local shopping 
center. The area is used for truck deliveries. An impact of reclaiming the ROW is the permanent loss of the delivery 
area for the shopping complex. 

• Between Union Turnpike and Forest Park, the two-track alignment has been paved over and is used by the Forest 
Park Crescent Cooperative Apartment for the parking of resident vehicles. The entire extended parking facility would 
have to be removed, with the permanent loss of parking spaces on the ROW. 

• Between Atlantic Avenue and 97th Avenue, the existing ROW has been taken over by a private bus entity and the 
entire alignment has been destroyed. The private company will need to be relocated from the portion of the property 
needed for the reactivation of the alignment and reconstruction of the embankment.  

• South of 97th Avenue, existing occupants below the existing viaduct would need to be permanently relocated, and 
the viaduct demolished and replaced with a two-track elevated structure. This would allow the area below the 
reconstructed elevated section and adjacent to it to be turned into public space for recreational activities. 

• South of Liberty Avenue, the existing overpasses are currently maintained by NYCT and no replacement is envisioned 
at this point. Reactivation would include clearing of the unused portion of the ROW and reestablishing track, signal 
and power for NYCT operation. No construction impacts are anticipated since most of the construction could be 
done within the existing ROW. 

5.2.3 Rockaway Beach Branch Segment Constructability 
The SYSTRA Team concluded that the abandoned RBB bridges along the ROW should be replaced.  The entire ROW would be 
rebuilt as a two-track alignment. In addition, the Team concluded that the existing four-track viaduct between Atlantic Avenue 
and Liberty Avenue should be demolished and a possible new two-track elevated structure erected in its place. Previously 
active stations along the alignment would be rebuilt to meet ADA requirements as well as the design standards of NYCT. The 
existing closed underground LIRR station on the Atlantic Branch in the vicinity of the RBB would be reactivated and made 
ADA accessible and a pedestrian connection and an ADA path of travel with a possible station would be built to serve the 
RBB. The existing stations at Aqueduct Raceway and North Conduit Avenue would be rebuilt as a single combined station and 
relocated further east from North Conduit Avenue. A single station would provide one stop at two relatively close stations 
and provide a shorter walking distance to Aqueduct Racetrack and Casino. 
 

• Reactivation of the existing ROW would begin by removal of all vegetation and previous track, signals and station 
elements. 
o Rather working from off the ROW, the initial clearing of the alignment would be done from within the ROW 

itself. 
o Subject to a field testing, linear clearing of the ROW would be done from Liberty Avenue to WPJ with access to 

the viaduct from Atlantic Avenue and the current ballfield at Fleet Street. 
o Another potential access point for construction is at Union Turnpike (northeast) where the alignment 

embankment has been eliminated for increased access to an existing warehouse. Reconstruction of this 
segment will require construction of new elevated structure to replace segment destroyed, with permanent 
impact on the existing warehouse operation. 
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6.  SERVICE AND OPERATING PLANS/TRAVEL TIME IMPROVEMENTS 

6.1 LIRR ALTERNATIVE 

6.1.1 Former RBB Service Plan 
The former Rockaway Beach Branch (RBB) commuter rail service plan offered trains hourly from approximately 6:00 AM to 
9:00 AM and from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM (however, prior to the 1950 fire, service was more frequent). There was one mid-day 
train and two late-night/early-morning trains. The run time from Woodside to Howard Beach was determined to be 18 
minutes while the overall run time from Penn Station (PSNY) to Howard Beach was 30 minutes.      

6.1.2 LIRR RBB Service Plan Development and Capacity Constraints 
Tables 6 and 7 show the calculated train run times for an unimpeded eight car train on the RBB, based on the track feet 
distances, grade and curvature for the proposed RBB alignment from Woodside Station to Howard Beach Station using 
SYSTRA’s Railsim© Train Performance Calculator (TPC). 
 

Table 6: LIRR Rockaway Beach Branch: Calculated Eastbound Run Times 

Station ID Event Interval Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Cumulative Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Distance  
(in feet) 

Average Speed 
(MPH) 

Maximum 
Achievable 

Speed 
(MPH) 

Woodside Departure 00:00 00:00 0 -- -- 
Rego Park Arrival 03:06 03:06 12,500 46  67 
Rego Park Departure 00:30 03:36 0 39  -- 
Parkside Arrival 02:29 06:05 8,462 39 50 
Parkside Departure 00:30 06:35 0 32 -- 
Woodhaven Arrival 02:28 09:03 8,497 39 50 
Woodhaven Departure 00:30 09:33 0 33 -- 
Ozone Park Arrival 00:54 10:27 1,994 25 44 
Ozone Park Departure 00:30 10:57 0 16 -- 
Aqueduct Arrival 01:42 12:39 5,426 36 50 
Aqueduct Departure 00:30 13:09 0 28 -- 
Howard Beach Arrival 01:20 14:29 3,939 34 50 
Total (with dwells): 14:29  32  
Total (without dwells): 11:59  39  
Cumulative Distance (in feet):  40,818   
Average Train Speed (MPH):   33  
MAS4 MPH On Average:    52 

  

                                                                 
4 Maximum Authorized Speed 
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Table 7: LIRR Rockaway Beach Branch: Calculated Westbound Run Times 

Station ID Event Interval Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Cumulative Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Distance  
(in feet) 

Average Speed 
(MPH) 

Maximum 
Achievable 

Speed 
(MPH) 

Howard Beach Departure 00:00 00:00 0 -- -- 
Aqueduct Arrival 01:26 01:26 3,939 31  46 
Aqueduct Departure 00:30 01:56 0 23 -- 
Ozone Park Arrival 01:43 03:39 5,426 36 50 
Ozone Park Departure 00:30 04:09 0 28 -- 
Woodhaven Arrival 00:55 05:04 1,994 25 43 
Woodhaven Departure 00:30 05:34 0 16 -- 
Parkside Arrival 02:32 08:06 8,494 38 50 
Parkside Departure 00:30 08:36 0 32 -- 
Rego Park Arrival 02:58 11:34 8,699 33 50 
Rego Park Departure 00:30 12:04 0 28 -- 
Woodside Arrival 03:09 15:13 12,833 46 61 
Total (with dwells): 15:13  31  
Total (without dwells): 12:43  37  
Cumulative Distance (in feet):  41,385   
Average Train Speed (MPH):   31  
MAS MPH On Average:    50 

 
Total run time for the equivalent eight miles is calculated to be 14:29 including dwell times at an average speed of between 
30-35 miles per hour with an average Maximum Authorized Speed (MAS) of 52 MPH. The calculated inbound train times to 
Woodside from Howard Beach are approximately the same. 
 
Graphically, eastbound and westbound train velocities and stationing values (chainage) are depicted as follows with 
deceleration and acceleration at stations depicted as dips and surges points, see Figures 19 and 20:  
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Figure 19: LIRR Rockaway Beach Branch: Eastbound Run Equipment Performance 
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Figure 20: LIRR Rockaway Beach Branch: Westbound Run Equipment Performance 

 
PSNY to Woodside Station is approximately five miles and the run time on that segment is an additional 10 minutes. When 
combined, the run time from Howard Beach to Woodside is approximately 25 minutes in total. The ROW segment between 
Woodside Station and PSNY is the most congested four track ROW (Lines 1 – 4) on the LIRR system as far west and inclusive 
of Harold Interlocking. From Harold to PSNY, the tracks are owned by Amtrak, operated jointly, and are at/near capacity. 
Today there are variably 37 to 38 LIRR trains in the peak direction in the peak hour and 20 to 22 trains per hour (TPH) in the 
reverse peak direction. With a 3 – 1 running track scenario, Main Line headways are scant and track space in PSNY is fully 
subscribed. 
 
After discussions with LIRR Service Planning regarding space in PSNY after East Side Access (ESA), it is understood that 
available system capacity is controlled by the route to be used by RBB Trains and the ESA Opening Day service plan. Rockaway 
Beach Branch (RBB) trains will join the Main Line at White Pot Junction. Westbound trains will use the north most track and 
eastbound trains will use the south most track. These tracks are used to make local Queens stops at Forest Hills and Kew 
Gardens, east of Woodside Station which limits available capacity to approximately 14-15 TPH. West of White Pot Junction, 
RBB trains can use any of the four main line tracks as may be dispatched by LIRR. 
 
Furthermore, during the AM peak hour (7:45 AM to 8:45 AM), 15 westbound trains are scheduled to make local stops, so no 
capacity is available. During off-peak hours, seven westbound trains are scheduled to make local stops, which implies there 
is some capacity available. The limiting capacity constraint is westbound in the peak hour. There is also concern over the 
ability to perform routine track maintenance which may take two of the four tracks between Jay and Harold Interlockings 
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out-of-service such that non-stop trains would be delegated to the local tracks. Consideration must also be given to 
equipment moves from western terminals to maintenance facility at Hillside. 
 
The confluence of trains completely consumes available capacity. At Harold Interlocking, where RBB trains would be sorted 
between PSNY and Grand Central, capacity is constrained by sections of track where LIRR and Amtrak trains meet. Also, the 
LIRR Port Washington Branch trains come into the mix. East River Tunnel capacity is further constrained by non-revenue NJ 
TRANSIT trains moving to and from Sunnyside Yard. Additionally, a future Metro-North service to PSNY via the Hell Gate has 
been proposed. These shared sections of track have a capacity of 20 trains per hour. This can be easily reached during peak 
hours and parallel routes through the interlocking may help increase throughput. During off-peak hours, maintenance 
activities and equipment moves must be once again considered that would reduce available capacity. 
 
The LIRR Service Planning staff explained that if RBB train service were to operate, there would need to be an existing tradeoff 
with existing service. It is the common practice of the LIRR service planning group to show the impact on existing service by 
eliminating trains. This is most commonly done when introducing a new service plan to a line that is already at capacity. In 
order to provide slots for the RBB service, the SYSTRA team made certain assumptions (listed below) and took trains off short 
headway branches in order to minimize system-wide impacts. LIRR staff cites that, as a benchmark, a 12-car commuter train 
(operating on other LIRR branches) carries a seated capacity of 1,272 passengers. If 15-minute RBB service frequencies are to 
be provided, it is possible that 5,000 customers per hour could be displaced. Based upon the current assessment, during the 
peak hours of commutation, in the peak direction, four trains currently carrying commuters would be eliminated to 
accommodate LIRR RBB service. Additionally, at least two commuter trains would need to be eliminated for the reverse (non-
peak direction) during the same period. This could mean the displacement of as many as 7,500 current LIRR passengers. As 
part of this assessment, it was assumed that displacement of current trains would come from the Hempstead, Huntington, 
Ronkonkoma and Babylon branches, with each branch losing one train during each of the peak hours weekdays in the peak 
direction. 
 
In order to incorporate future LIRR RBB service, the resulting LIRR branches will experience the following effects: 
 

• Ronkonkoma Branch would have the number of Manhattan bound trains reduced from 25 to 21, or 10 minute 
headways to 11 minute headways. 

• Port Jefferson/Huntington Branch would have the number of Manhattan bound trains reduced from 17 to 13, or 14 
minute headways to 18 minute headways. 

• Hempstead Branch would have the number of Manhattan bound trains reduced from 10 to 8, or 24 minute headways 
to 30 minute headways. 

• Babylon Branch would have the number of Manhattan bound trains reduced from 36 to 30, or 7 minute headways 
to 8 minute headways. 

• For eastbound reverse peak trains, Huntington Branch was reduced from 5 to 4 peak period trips from Manhattan 
and Ronkonkoma was reduced from 8 to 7 peak period trips from Manhattan. 

 
In the LIRR’s ESA Opening Day Plan, three tracks between Harold and Jamaica are scheduled to carry 45 westbound (WB) 
trains during the AM peak hour which is the total capacity for these three tracks. The remaining one eastbound track is 
scheduled to carry 23 eastbound (EB) trains (14 revenue and 9 non-revenue deadhead) during that same period. This is above 
the eastbound track’s capacity and is achieved by removing station stops between Harold and Jamaica. Based on this 
information, a sketch service plan and tentative operating scenario for reactivating the RBB from Woodside Station to Howard 
Beach Station was prepared. 
 
This information has been provided by LIRR and summarizes the capacity issues associated with reactivating the RBB. This 
report presents a sketch service plan and operating scenario for reestablishing the RBB on its original alignment between 
White Pot Junction and a new Howard Beach Station was developed. 
 
The Rockaway Beach Branch service plan assumes 15 - 20 minute headways during peak hours which are comparable to other 
LIRR branch services. For initial planning and engineering purposes, four trains, eight cars in length, will be stored on the four 
tracks available in the proposed yard and crew base at Howard Beach station. As stated above, the run time from Howard 
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Beach to PSNY or GCT is 25 minutes; train turnaround at the terminals is assumed to be 15 minute revenue to non-revenue 
and 20 minute revenue to revenue train cycle times, which includes the crew changing ends and mandated inspections. Per 
2011 FEIS Report, both PSNY and GCT were examined, as well as split service between both terminals.  PSNY was selected as 
the terminal due to its: 
 

• Nexus of connections with Amtrak, New Jersey Transit (NJT) and multiple NYCT transit lines. 
• Although neither PSNY nor GCT will have excess capacity, GCT will have less total tunnel capacity at one track in each 

direction than PSNY. 
 
Train flow diagrams (Figure 21) depict moderate 15 minute and 20 minute cycles with 25 minute run times for westbound 
and eastbound trains from PSNY to Howard Beach, subject to change pending real world operations, validation and the cost 
associated with frequency of service based on operating decisions and further future operating adjustments: 
 

 
Figure 21:  Tran Flow Diagrams 

Note that sign-up time of 35 minutes has been added to crew hours. When starting from the yard, additional time is added 
to bring the train into Howard Beach Station prior to boarding passengers and departure westbound to NY Penn Station. 
 
In addition, meal allowance of 35 minutes is identified midway in each crew assignment. Total cumulative crew run time is 7 
hours and 10 minutes. Adding sign-off time of 15 minutes brings each crew assignment to 8 hours. A “relief crew” is required 
to operate the service during meal breaks.  It is assumed that the relieve crew will be assigned from the extra list. 
 
Meal allowances, sign-on and sign-off time is the same in the 15 minute headway scenario. There is the same number of 
assignments in each scenario but with different total run times. The 15 minute headway option shortens the run times. 
However, the 20-minute headway scenario maximizes the crew shifts in that each crew shift is 8 hours. Detail calculations 
are available upon request with the proviso that they are conceptual in nature. The balance of O&M costs such as propulsion, 
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mechanical, and station maintenance, etc. for each scenario are also conceptual costs and subject to change, depending upon 
more detailed analysis. 
 
As stated above, the recommended turn time in PSNY is 20 minutes for revenue to revenue service. Tables 8 and 9 include 
snapshots of a representative timetable of RBB service for both 20 minute and 15 minute headways inbound Howard Beach 
Station to PSNY and outbound from PSNY to Howard Beach Station utilizing the four yard tracks at Howard Beach for trains 
to start and finish. 
 

Table 8: Representative LIRR RBB Timetable – 20 Minute Headways 

Outbound Event Interval 
Time 

Cumulative 
Time 

RBB34 RBB36 RBB38 RBB40 RBB42 RBB44 

PSNY Departure 00:00 00:00 9:50 AM 10:10 AM 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 11:10 AM 11:30 AM 
Woodside Arrival 10:00 10:00 10:00 AM 10:20 AM 10:40 AM 11:00 AM 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 
Woodside Departure 00:30 10:30 10:00 AM 10:20 AM 10:40 AM 11:00 AM 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 
Rego Park Arrival 03:06 13:36 10:03 AM 10:23 AM 10:43 AM 11:03 AM 11:23 AM 11:43 AM 
Rego Park Departure 00:30 14:06 10:04 AM 10:24 AM 10:44 AM 11:04 AM 11:24 AM 11:44 AM 
Parkside Arrival 02:29 16:35 10:06 AM 10:26 AM 10:46 AM 11:06 AM 11:26 AM 11:46 AM 
Parkside Departure 00:30 17:05 10:07 AM 10:27 AM 10:47 AM 11:07 AM 11:27 AM 11:47 AM 
Woodhaven Arrival 02:28 19:33 10:09 AM 10:29 AM 10:49 AM 11:09 AM 11:29 AM 11:49 AM 
Woodhaven Departure 00:30 20:03 10:10 AM 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 11:10 AM 11:30 AM 11:50 AM 
Ozone Park Arrival 00:54 20:57 10:10 AM 10:30 AM 10:50 AM 11:10 AM 11:30 AM 11:50 AM 
Ozone Park Departure 00:30 21:27 10:11 AM 10:31 AM 10:51 AM 11:11 AM 11:31 AM 11:51 AM 
Aqueduct Arrival 01:42 23:09 10:13 AM 10:33 AM 10:53 AM 11:13 AM 11:33 AM 11:53 AM 
Aqueduct Departure 00:30 23:39 10:13 AM 10:33 AM 10:53 AM 11:13 AM 11:33 AM 11:53 AM 
Howard 
Beach Arrival 01:20 24:59 10:14 AM 10:34 AM 10:54 AM 11:14 AM 11:34 AM 11:54 AM 

 
Table 9: Representative LIRR RBB Timetable – 15 Minute Headways 

Outbound Event Interval 
Time 

Cumulative 
Time 

RBB42 RBB44 RBB46 RBB48 RBB50 RBB52 

PSNY Departure 00:00 00:00 9:30 AM 9:45 AM 10:00 AM 10:15 AM 10:30 AM 10:45 AM 
Woodside Arrival 10:00 10:00 9:40 AM 9:55 AM 10:10 AM 10:25 AM 10:40 AM 10:55 AM 
Woodside Departure 00:30 10:30 9:40 AM 9:55 AM 10:10 AM 10:25 AM 10:40 AM 10:55 AM 
Rego Park Arrival 03:06 13:36 9:43 AM 9:58 AM 10:13 AM 10:28 AM 10:43 AM 10:58 AM 
Rego Park Departure 00:30 14:06 9:44 AM 9:59 AM 10:14 AM 10:29 AM 10:44 AM 10:59 AM 
Parkside Arrival 02:29 16:35 9:46 AM 10:01 AM 10:16 AM 10:31 AM 10:46 AM 11:01 AM 
Parkside Departure 00:30 17:05 9:47 AM 10:02 AM 10:17 AM 10:32 AM 10:47 AM 11:02 AM 
Woodhaven Arrival 02:28 19:33 9:49 AM 10:04 AM 10:19 AM 10:34 AM 10:49 AM 11:04 AM 
Woodhaven Departure 00:30 20:03 9:50 AM 10:05 AM 10:20   AM 11:00 AM 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 
Ozone Park Arrival 00:54 20:57 9:50 AM 10:05 AM 10:20 AM 11:00 AM 11:20 AM 11:40 AM 
Ozone Park Departure 00:30 21:27 9:51 AM 10:06 AM 10:21 AM 11:01 AM 11:21 AM 11:41 AM 
Aqueduct Arrival 01:42 23:09 9:53 AM 10:08 AM 10:43 AM 11:03 AM 11:23 AM 11:43 AM 
Aqueduct Departure 00:30 23:39 9:53 AM 10:08 AM 10:43 AM 11:03 AM 11:23 AM 11:43 AM 
Howard 
Beach Arrival 01:20 24:59 9:54 AM 10:09 AM 10:44 AM 11:04 AM 11:24 AM 11:44 AM 

The distance between PSNY and Woodside is five miles. The maximum speed in the East River Tunnels is 60MPH once the 
whole train is in the tunnel. It is 15MPH in PSNY as well as through the interlockings leading to the tunnels. The total estimated 
running time between Howard Beach and Woodside is roughly 14 – 15 minutes, with station stops on the RBB through the 
connection at White Pot Junction. 
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6.2 NYCT OPTION 

6.2.1 NYCT RBB Service Plan Development and Guidelines 
In the NYCT Service Guidelines Manual, the subway system is described as “unique in its complexity, with an extensive 
network of three- and four-track lines featuring local and express stations and numerous track connections between lines.” 
This complexity provides many possibilities for subway routing, incorporating ridership and origin-destination patterns, as 
well as operational feasibility, resource availability, schedule consistency, and resiliency. NYCT operations may be quantified 
using four subway service patterns to maximize efficiency and meet customer demand. The service patterns are as follows: 
 

• Through local service: Trains operating to/from Manhattan and/or Downtown Brooklyn, stopping at all stations (e.g., 
The “L” train route). 
 

• Express/local service: Trains operate on parallel tracks, with local trains making all stops and express trains making 
express stops only. Express/local service can operate in several configurations, such as: 
 

o On four-track lines with express service operating in both directions (e.g., “EFMR” service on the Queens 
Boulevard line);  
 

o On three-track lines, with express service operating in one direction only (e.g., “#7” train service on the 
Flushing line in Queens); generally, with the direction of express service changing to match peak passenger 
flows (e.g., to Manhattan in the morning and from Manhattan in the evening). 

 
o A variation of the express/local pattern in a zone system (e.g., “#6” train service on the Pelham line in the 

Bronx), where a subway line is divided into “outer” and “inner” zones. Zone express trains stop at all stations 
in the outer zone, and then skip all or most stations in the inner zone. Local trains make all stops in the 
inner zone and may originate at the boundary station between the zones (e.g., Parkchester on the “6”). 

 
• Skip‐stop service: Trains with two separate designations operate on the same track in two stopping patterns. Some 

stations are served by one of the trains, some stations are served by the other train, and some services are served 
by both trains (e.g., “J” and “Z” service). 

 
• Shuttle service: Trains operate on a branch line and terminate at a transfer point to a through service (e.g., overnight 

“5” shuttle trains terminate at East 180th Street, in the Bronx, where customers can transfer to the “2” train for 
service to Manhattan). 

 

Figure 22: Existing NYCT Alignment 
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The NYCT route alignment proposed for service to RBB connects east of the 63rd Drive-Rego Park Station and extends to 
Howard Beach. 
 
The QBL east of the 63rd Drive-Rego Park station, when constructed in 1932, had underground provisions constructed to allow 
eventual connection with the then LIRR-owned RBB. These provisions are the basis for proposed connection discussed in this 
report.   
 
Operationally, the current services along the local tracks are the “M” service and the R service. In Manhattan, the “M” line 
operates via the 53rd Street tunnel to 6th Avenue, then down the 6th Avenue local tracks to the Chrystie Street connection 
with the Nassau Loop, then exits Manhattan over the Williamsburg Bridge. The “R” line operates via the 60th Street tunnel 
to the Broadway line, uses the Broadway local track down to Whitehall Street, and then travels through the Montague Street 
tunnel to Brooklyn. Both lines operate to 34th Street/Herald Square Station in Midtown Manhattan, one block east of PSNY, 
and thus the most appropriate station to use to compare with the LIRR option.   
 
Based on the Train Performance Calculator (TPC) output (Tables 10 and 11), from Rego Park to Howard Beach, the NYCT 
alignment option run times are as follows: 
 
 

Table 10: NYCT Alignment Option: Calculated Eastbound Run Times 

Station ID Event 
Interval 

Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Cumulative 
Time 

(Min:Sec) 

Distance 
(in feet) 

Average Speed 
(MPH) 

Maximum 
Achievable 

Speed 
(MPH) 

34th St-Herald Square Departure 00:00 00:00 0 -- -- 
63rd Drive (Rego Park) Arrival 30:00 30:00 44,083 17  50 
63rd Drive (Rego Park) Departure 00:30 30:30 0 15 -- 
Parkside Arrival 04:03 34:33 8,172 23 50 
Parkside Departure 00:30 35:03 0 20  -- 
Brooklyn Manor Arrival 02:25 37:28 6,742 32 50 
Brooklyn Manor Departure 00:30 37:58 0 26 -- 
Woodhaven Arrival 00:47 38:46 1,753 25 45.42 
Woodhaven Departure 00:30 39:16 0 15 -- 
Ozone Park Arrival 00:51 40:07 1,994 27 47.87 
Ozone Park Departure 00:30 40:37 0 17 -- 
Aqueduct – N. Conduit Arrival 02:25 43:02 6,105 29 50 
Aqueduct – N. Conduit Departure 00:30 43:32 0 24 -- 
Howard Beach Arrival 01:04 44:36 2,946 31 50 
Total (with dwells): 44:36  18  
Total (without dwells): 41:36  20  
Cumulative Distance (in feet):  71,796   
Average Train Speed (MPH):   24  
MAS MPH On Average:    50 
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Table 11: NYCT Alignment Option: Calculated Westbound Run Times 

Station ID Event 
Interval 

Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Cumulative 
Time 

(Min:Sec) 

Distance 
(in feet) 

Average Speed 
(MPH) 

Maximum 
Achievable 

Speed 
(MPH) 

Howard Beach Departure 00:00 00:00 0 -- -- 
Aqueduct – N. Conduit Arrival 01:10 01:10 3,423 33 45.51 
Aqueduct – N. Conduit Departure 00:30 01:40 0 23 -- 
Aqueduct Racetrack Arrival 00:36 02:16 1,161 22 50 
Aqueduct Racetrack Departure 00:30 02:46 0 12  
Ozone Park Arrival 02:23 05:09 4,751 23 50 
Ozone Park Departure 00:30 05:39 0 19 -- 
Woodhaven Arrival 00:49 06:29 1,994 27 43.27 
Woodhaven Departure 00:30 06:59 0 17 -- 
Brooklyn Manor Arrival 00:46 07:45 1,753 26 50 
Brooklyn Manor Departure 00:30 08:15 0 16 -- 
Parkside Arrival 02:26 10:41 6,739 31 50 
Parkside Departure 00:30 11:11 0 26 -- 
63rd Drive (Rego Park) Arrival 04:30 15:41 8,222 21 61.29 
63rd Drive (Rego Park) Departure 00:30 16:11 0 -- -- 
34th St-Herald Square Arrival 30:00 46:11 44,196 -- 50 
Total (with dwells): 46:11  18  
Total (without dwells): 42:41  19  
Cumulative Distance (in feet):  72,239   
Average Train Speed (MPH):   23  
MAS MPH On Average:    50 

 
NYCTA TPC Notes (in General) Assuming connections with QBL are with local tracks, as shown on one seat ride feasibility tunnel 
text PAR 10-18- 17 Figure 1; Started and ended the TPC west end at extant 63rd Drive/-Rego Park QBL station; Assumed MAS/civil 
speed for tracks where not otherwise restricted to be 50 mph (same as QBL); Made tie-in point between extant NYCT Far 
Rockaway line inbound (westbound) track westbound home signal of Liberty Avenue Junction Interlocking; Made tie-in point 
between extant NYCT Far Rockaway line outbound (eastbound) track eastbound interlocking signal (F3-452) east of Liberty 
Avenue Junction Interlocking crossovers between F3 and F4 tracks. 

 
Per the NYCT Trip Planner, the approximate travel time for each route between 63rd Drive – Rego Park and 34th Street/Herald 
Square is 30 minutes. Combined with the above TPC runs, an overall travel time from Howard Beach to 34th Street/Herald 
Square of approximately 45 minutes is derived. 
 
An analysis to determine if NYCT service to the current Howard Beach Station can be blended with the existing volume of 
trains on these subway lines in conjunction with the underlying percentage of subway service delivered is inconclusive 
without a review of capacity in light of existing and future signaling systems. Based upon information from NYCT Operations 
Planning and MTA Planning staff, the QBL subway will be converted from the current “fixed block” signal system to the new 
Communications Based Train Control (CBTC) moving block signal system within the next 5-10 years. The proposed CBTC 
system will improve train schedule reliability and, as a result, may increase capacity. 
 
Based on the combined headway of 5 minutes or 10 minutes along Queens Boulevard, it is proposed that a new service (MX) 
operate along the local tracks. The service should consist of three former “M” and three former “R” trains that operate along 
both the 6th Avenue and 7th Avenue-Broadway lines in Midtown. The new service would provide 10 minute headway along 
the RBB to Howard Beach. A lower frequency 15-minute headway, which would only eliminate two trains from each of the 
existing service, has also been tested and is provided for analysis of the impact of train frequency on NYCT passenger 
ridership. 
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Figure 23: M Train Line Map and Timetable  

 
 
 
 
 
Statistical Description of “M” Line NYCT Service 
 
The “M” line has 16 station stops between 63rd Drive - Rego 
Park (Queens Boulevard) Station and 34th Street (Herald 
Square). Trains run approximately every 10 minutes, 
southbound and northbound. Three RBB (MX service) trains 
would divert from the QBL east of 63rd Drive - Rego Park 
station; have a run time of 14 minutes with dwells at six 
planned stations at an average speed of 50 MPH, per the 
TPC. Running time from 63rd Drive - Rego Park to Midtown 
Manhattan on the MX service would be approximately 45 
minutes between Howard Beach Station and Midtown 
Manhattan (Herald Square - 34th Street). 
 
The “M" alternative run time is approximately 20 minutes 
longer than the RBB service alternative. 
 
 
  



 

58 

 
 
 
Statistical Description of “R” Line NYCT Service 
 
The “R” line has 16 stops between 63rd Drive - 
Rego Park (Queens Boulevard) Station and 34th 
Street (Herald Square). Trains run 
approximately every 10 minutes, southbound 
from Midtown Manhattan (34th Street) would 
leave the QBL east of the 63rd Drive -Rego Park 
station. Similar to the MX trains operating down 
6th Avenue, the Queens running times would be 
the same and the total runnig time to 
Manhattan.   
 
The running times from Howard Beach to 
Midtown via the 7th Avenue-Broadway line 
would be approximately 45 minutes. 
 
  
  

Figure 24: R Train Line Map and Timetable 
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7.  SKETCH TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTS 

7.1 LIRR 
For the LIRR alternative, the RBB was modeled with 15-minute headways in both directions in the 4-hour AM peak period. In 
order to create capacity going between Manhattan and Long Island, the following branches require a reduction in service: 
 

• Port Jefferson/Huntington Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 14 minute to 18 minute 
headways, eastbound trains reduced service from Manhattan from 48 to 60 minute headways. 

• Ronkonkoma Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 10 minute to 11 minute headways, eastbound 
trains reduced service from Manhattan from 30 minute headways to 34 minute headways. 

• Hempstead Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 24 minute to 30 minute headways. 
• Babylon Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 7 minute to 8 minute headways. 

 
Table 12 demonstrates the year 2025 forecasted station level ons and offs for the RBB with 15 minute headways for the 4-
hour AM peak period. Using an AM peak period to a daily factor of 2.678 for LIRR ridership, the branch level daily ridership is 
forecasted to be approximately 11,200 riders per average weekday. It’s important to note that the ridership demand is driven 
by the assumption of a zone fare for LIRR and a flat fare for NYCT. The LIRR service for most riders would require a transfer 
at Penn Station with LIRR fares plus NYCT fares for the transfer. 
 
 

Table 12: Forecasted Year 2025 LIRR RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station with 15 Minute Headways 

 Inbound Outbound 
 Ons Offs Ons Offs 
Howard Beach 209 0 0 83 
Aqueduct 97 0 0 32 
Ozone Park 269 0 0 139 
Woodhaven 389 1 1 136 
Parkside 300 1 2 112 
Rego Park 952 12 14 314 
Woodside 918 70 75 218 
Manhattan (PSNY or GCT) 0 3,050 942 0 
Totals 3,134 3,134 1,034 1,034 

 
A second LIRR alternative for the RBB was also modeled with 20 minute headways in both directions in the 4-hour AM peak 
period. In order to create capacity going between Manhattan and Long Island, the following branches require a reduction in 
service: 
 

• Port Jefferson/Huntington Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 14 minute to 17 minute 
headways, eastbound trains reduced service from Manhattan from 48 to 60 minute headways. 

• Ronkonkoma Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 10 minute to 11 minute headways, eastbound 
trains reduced service from Manhattan from 30 minute headways to 34 minute headways. 

• Hempstead Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 24 minute to 27 minute headways. 
• Babylon Branch reduced Manhattan bound train headways from 7 minute to 8 minute headways. 

 
Table 13 demonstrates the year 2025 forecasted station level ons and offs for the RBB with 20 minute headways for the 4-
hour AM peak period. Using an AM peak period to a daily factor of 2.678 for LIRR ridership, the branch level daily ridership is 
forecasted to be approximately 10,800 riders per average weekday. 
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Table 13: Forecasted Year 2025 LIRR RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station with 20 Minute Headways 

 Inbound Outbound 
 Ons Offs Ons Offs 
Howard Beach 198 0 0 82 
Aqueduct 73 0 0 25 
Ozone Park 228 0 0 106 
Woodhaven 372 1 1 128 
Parkside 285 1 1 93 
Rego Park 929 9 10 288 
Woodside 1,027 68 58 215 
Manhattan (PSNY or GCT) 0 3,033 867 0 
Total 3,112 3,112 937 937 

7.2 NYCT 
For the NYCT alternative, the RBB was modeled with 10 minute headways in both directions in the 4-hour AM peak period. 
In order to create capacity along the Queens Boulevard track line, the following subway lines require a reduction in service: 
 

• “R” train reduced inbound and outbound trains to and from Manhattan from 6 minute to 8.67 minute headways. 
• “M” train reduced inbound trains to Manhattan from 6 minute to 8.67 minute headways and outbound trains from 

Manhattan from 10 minute to 20 minute headways. 
 

Table 14 demonstrates the year 2025 station level ons and offs for the RBB for the 4-hour AM peak period. Using an AM peak 
period to a daily factor of 2.91 for NYCT ridership, has the project stations of Howard Beach to Parkside generating 
approximately 47,000 riders per day. 
 

Table 14: Forecasted Year 2025 NYCT RBB AM Peak Period Ridership by Station 

 Inbound Outbound 
 Ons Offs Ons Offs 
Howard Beach 9,063 0 0 4,616 
Aqueduct 871 0 0 709 
Ozone Park 4,015 317 118 2,857 
Woodhaven 1,278 215 170 763 
Brooklyn Manor 2,537 781 499 1,276 
Parkside 837 512 446 426 
63rd Drive-Rego Park 852 2,492 1,720 262 
Total 19,453 4,317 2,953 10,909 

 

8.  COST ESTIMATES 

8.1 CAPITAL COSTS 
Table 15 provides capital cost estimates prepared for both the LIRR and NYCT alternatives. All costs were developed on an 
order of magnitude basis and do not include costs for any potential land acquisition.  

Table 15: Capital Cost Estimate 

Alternative Capital Cost Estimate 

Long Island Rail Road $6,774,400,000 

New York City Transit $8,102,400,000 
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Table 16 includes a summary of associated costs as prepared as part of this Phase 1 White Paper. 
 

Table 16: Associated Cost Estimate 

Cost Categories LIRR Option NYCT Option 
Bridge Replacements $132,700,000 $97,900,000 
Bridge Rehabilitations $32,500,000 $0 
Viaducts $482,400,000 $482,400,000 
Tunnels $1,500,000 $2,191,700,000 
Site Work $1,275,200,000 $646,000,000 
Stations $897,500,000 $585,000,000 
Trackwork $479,700,000 $215,800,000 
Systems $724,200,000 $643,400,000 
Force Accounts $711,600,000 $803,800,000 
Soft Costs $2,037,100,000 $2,436,400,000 
Totals $6,774,400,000 $8,102,400,000 

Notes: 
1. Values shown include all cost estimate mark-ups (i.e., General Conditions, 

OH&P, Insurance & Bonding, Contingency, Escalation). 
2. Site Work Category includes: Retaining Walls, Sound Walls, Embankments & 

ROW Vegetation Removal. 
 
The basis of estimate is based on the following assumptions and exceptions: 
 

1. Direct Costs are in 2016 dollars, rounded to the nearest one hundred thousand. 
2. Estimate is based on internal meetings regarding scope and constructability, various reports and white papers, and 

schematic alignment layouts. 
3. For LIRR alternative, estimate includes new retaining walls, excavation, and allowance for repairs to existing inactive 

WB tunnel below LIRR Mainline in White Pot Junction. 
4. For LIRR alternative, estimate includes new turnouts for connection between LIRR Mainline and Rockaway Branch 

(RBB) track running along Mainline ROW. 
5. Estimate includes clearing and grubbing along abandoned portions of ROW. 
6. Estimate includes removal of existing track, ties, and existing high-tension poles where required. 
7. Estimate includes providing geogrid stabilization mattresses on approximately 25 percent of embankment slopes. 
8. Estimate includes ballast retaining curbs along approximately 25 percent of the trackway between White Pot 

Junction and Liberty Avenue. 
9. Estimate includes eight-foot high security fence and access gates along the ROW between White Pot Junction and 

Liberty Avenue. 
10. Estimate includes ballasted track on grade sections and aerial structures and Direct Fixation (DF) track in tunnels and 

boat sections. 
11. Estimate includes cleaning of viaduct where required prior to demolition. 
12. For LIRR alternative, estimate includes cleaning and painting along with miscellaneous repairs to four UG bridge 

structures along the LIRR Mainline. 
13. For LIRR alternative, estimate includes replacement of 11 UG bridge structures between White Pot Junction and 

Pitkin Ave. 
14. For NYCT alternative, estimate includes replacement of nine UG bridge structures between White Pot Junction and 

Atlantic Avenue. 
15. For BOTH alternatives, estimate includes full replacement of viaduct between 97th Avenue and Rockaway Boulevard. 
16. For LIRR alternative, estimate includes cantilever structural modification of retained embankment between 

Rockaway Boulevard and Pitkin Avenue. 
17. Estimates include requisite allowances for signals, traction power and communications. 
18. For NYCT alternative, estimate includes two Tunnel Ventilation Plants for new tunnels between Rego Park Station 

and Portal north of Fleet Street. 
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19. Estimate includes allowances for environmental issues regarding lead abatement, hazardous/contaminated soils, 
and other fugitive environmental conditions. 

20. Contingency of 30 percent is included commensurate with preliminary schematics of project. 
21. Soft costs for Agency Costs, Project Management, and Engineering Review and Inspection as shown and per direction 

from LIRR. 
22. Soft costs for Professional Services (Design advancement, Construction Management, Risk Assessments, Specialists, 

Public Outreach as shown and per direction from LIRR. 
23. Soft costs for Agency Service Support Costs (Utility Companies, etc.) assumed at 18 percent of cost. 
24. Force accounts costs as shown assumed at five percent of cost. 
25. No costs for real estate acquisitions or rolling stock whatsoever is included. 
26. Indirect costs included at 18 percent of direct cost; overhead and profit at 21 percent of direct cost. 
27. Insurance and bond costs included at seven percent per direction of LIRR 
28. For simplicity, absent a schedule of program implementation, 10 years of escalation at 4.25 percent per annum is 

included across the board. 

8.2 OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
This feasibility study briefly analyzed the operating and maintenance cost of operating LIRR and NYCT service on the RBB. This 
analysis was done on an order of magnitude level based on the sketch operating plans and construction elements discussed 
in the previous sections of the document. The Operating and Maintenance costs are projected to be in the range of $12 to 
$12.5 million per year for LIRR service and $13.5 to $14 million per year for NYCT service. Additional, refined analysis is needed 
to further establish the operating and maintenance costs of either of these services. 
 

9.  TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 

9.1 INTRODUCTION  

9.1.1 PURPOSE OF ANALYSIS 
Within the Rockaway Beach Branch Feasibility Study, there was interest in evaluating the potential for Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) around stations along the potentially reactivated Rockaway Beach Branch (RBB). This evaluation provides 
a sketch level analysis of potential TOD opportunities adjacent to four station locations along the RBB. Current TOD principles 
seek to reestablish neighborhood-based mixed use development adjacent to transit service in order to make better home-
work-community connections and to reduce the need for single occupancy vehicle travel. 

9.1.2 PROJECT AREA 
The study area is located in Queens between the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) Main Line and JFK Airport. The RBB alignment 
generally runs north-south, parallel to Woodhaven Boulevard. The analysis of TOD potential sites includes only Parkside, 
Woodhaven (LIRR Atlantic Branch and RBB), Ozone Park, and Aqueduct Stations. The study area is defined as approximately 
½ mile radius around the station site.  

9.1.3 STUDY CONTEXT 
Most of the buildings in the study area date from the 1930s and 1940s. The RBB was electrified in the 1920s and was heavily 
used when active through 1950. Service on the RBB was reduced following a 1950 fire on the Jamaica Bay Trestle. Limited 
service was provided between 1950 and 1962, when the northern portion of the RBB was abandoned. The neighborhoods 
therefore were the traditional form of transit-oriented development: concentrated single and multifamily housing with 
neighborhood retail within walking distance of regular transit service.  
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9.1.4 TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), “TOD includes a mix of commercial, residential, office, and 
entertainment centered around or located near a transit station5.” The potential success of TOD depends on population 
and/or job density adjacent to a station as well as convenient access to the station. TOD is characterized by density, 
walkability, a mix of uses, and connectivity. TOD typology describes the aspirations of a station area relative to its ultimate 
build-out according to four stages of TOD “readiness”: long-term, emerging, ready, or an arrived status.  
 
9.2. ANALYSIS 

Each station site analysis is summarized based on transit and real estate market potential. Observations from the analysis 
are detailed in the following sections. 

9.2.1 MOBILITY FRAMEWORK 

• Street Network and Parking: The RBB generally runs parallel to/east of Woodhaven Boulevard/Cross Bay Boulevard. 
None of the proposed RBB stations currently have large public parking lots or structures within the immediate vicinity. 

• Current Travel Patterns: The majority of people living within the vicinity of the proposed RBB stations commute to 
Midtown Manhattan for work. Large proportions of the local population also commute to Lower Manhattan, 
Downtown Brooklyn, or JFK Airport for work, while other residents work locally in the Ozone Park area, Jamaica, and 
along Queens Boulevard.  

• Transit Connectivity: Currently NYC Transit and MTA Bus operate subway, local bus, and express bus service and the 
LIRR operates commuter rail service within the City Terminal Zone in the vicinity of the RBB. The area surrounding the 
proposed RBB stations has substantial public transit options, but it is more focused on local travel in Queens and 
Brooklyn than travel into Manhattan. The proposed reactivation of the RBB would add a faster, high quality 1-seat 
transit option to Manhattan. 

• RBB Project Projections: With substantial travel time savings, in many cases with travel times to Midtown Manhattan 
halved or more, the restoration of service on RBB has the potential to dramatically change the desirability of living 
within the vicinity of the proposed RBB stations. 

9.2.2 REAL ESTATE MARKET 

• Trends: Overall, the areas near the proposed train stations are populated by middle class families whose household 
income is at or slightly below the median household income for families in New York City (NYC); and above those for 
households in New York State (NYS). For the most part, the neighborhoods have been fully developed and remain 
stable, with few sites available for TOD. One sizeable exception is the area around Aqueduct Racetrack, which has both 
significant vacant parcels as well as portions of the adjacent neighborhood that is in disrepair and has shown signs of 
significant vacancy (more than 10%). 

• Demographics: Incomes lower than Queens average, but at or close to NYC and NYS overall levels. The study area’s 
relatively blue collar character and moderate housing prices will serve as a bulwark against any wholesale change in 
local character like gentrification. 

• Land Use/Zoning Mix: The current land use consists of low rise, 1 – 3 story buildings. This is consistent both along the 
main retail thoroughfares of Jamaica, Atlantic and Metropolitan Avenues and the residential area of Woodhaven, 
Parkside and Ozone Park. The Aqueduct Racetrack is also 3 stories, and is expanding with a sizeable parking garage and 
gaming space. The vast majority (64.1%) of the zoning within the study area is low density (R1-R4) residential. 
Commercial zone C-8 is the next most prevalent zoning (13.9%). Immediately outside the half mile radius, low density 
residential is still the most prevalent zoning. Two transit-supportive commercial overlay districts currently exist in the 
study area. 

• TOD Typology: TOD is not a “one size fits all” concept. It can occur in many different configurations of usage, shapes, 
sizes, and densities. In the study area, given the residential nature of the corridor and the potential travel time savings 

                                                                 
5 Federal Transit Administration. Transit-Oriented Development, https://www.transit.dot.gov/TOD, 2018. 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/TOD
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of the RBB for commuters into Midtown Manhattan, a mid-rise residential project with first floor commercial and 
convenient pedestrian access to the station is envisioned as the most applicable TOD product type. 

• Value Capture: Value capture financing and property revenue yield are not applicable here because of minimal 
opportunities available for redevelopment. Opportunities would need to be addressed on a site by site basis depending 
on the size of a parcel.  

9.2.3 TOD EVALUATION 
The following components form the basis for the use of a TOD-readiness tool that classifies each station based on several 
measures of TOD potential (e.g, policy/regulatory; market; mobility; physical; social). The scorecard developed for each of 
the station sites also includes a calculation of future value-added (property real estate valuation) and economic benefit 
generated by new transit investment. It assesses a station area’s unique strengths and weaknesses, and helps to develop 
targeted strategies to increase readiness for TOD for the individual station area. 
 
Each station area is evaluated based on the following criteria: 
 
• Scale and type of supportive zoning/land use 
• Extent of land availability (vacant, underutilized, developable, parcel size, infill sites) and development capacity 
• Ease of assemblage formation within a district 
• Magnitude and level of new development activity by type and product size 
• Market strength and trajectory 
• Market interest and extent station area growth induced by restoration of transit service 
• Socio-demographic conditions; neighborhood stability and cohesiveness 
• Presence of amenities and quality of public realm 
• Level of future transit ridership demand and connectivity 
• Walkability and access conditions of the area 
• Nature of complementary transportation investments 
• TOD readiness 

9.3 FINDINGS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

9.3.1 TRANSIT DIVIDEND 
While the local TOD potential around RBB station areas is limited, with established residential neighborhoods and little 
opportunity/space to dramatically increase population density, the region would experience economic growth through 
increased property values, desirability/quality of life benefits, accessibility, and mobility options through leveraging the 
improved travel times to Midtown Manhattan for the study area’s primarily middle class residents. 
 
Overall, the middle class established neighborhoods prevalent along the RBB do not lend themselves well to TOD potential. 
However, there are some pockets of opportunity. These pockets of opportunity include: 
 

• Parkside Station: limited potential low rise commercial uses including possible structured parking for RBB passengers 
• Woodhaven Station: limited potential upzoning and parcel assemblage on either side of the LIRR ROW and 100th 

Street south of Atlantic Avenue 
• Ozone Park Station: limited potential upzoning east of station area in currently industrial/manufacturing area 

surrounded by residential areas 
• Aqueduct Station: potential mixed-use mid-rise TOD and larger scale commercial/recreational development 

 

9.3.2 TOD READINESS 
Every proposed station has some narrow potential for development that would support/benefit from/make a case for the 
reactivation of RBB service. Within the study area, two station areas are already zoned for developments with transit 
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preference/reduce parking requirements: Woodhaven and Ozone Park. These two station areas also have some potential 
for TOD through upzoning on a few parcels. The Aqueduct Station has the greatest degree of TOD potential with 42 acres of 
vacant land within a half mile of the station. It also already has NYCT subway access. In the case of Parkside, the 
neighborhood mix is not conducive to mid-rise residential TOD, but it could be a location of other low rise commercial uses, 
which could include structured parking. 

9.3.3 TOD TIMEFRAME 
With a forecast year of 2025 used to estimate service reactivation of the RBB, as assumed in the main RBB study, TOD is 
estimated to occur between 2023 and 2030. Real estate acquisitions for TOD development may start to occur as early as 
2020-2022 once service reactivation is guaranteed or once construction of the RBB is underway.  
 

10.  NEXT STEPS 

In consideration of advancing this project, local and state political support as well as available funding is assumed to be drivers 
in advancing the work. An environmental review and conceptual engineering would be a next step to the project. The 
environmental review will follow NEPA (Federal Process) or SEQRA (State Process). The available funding source for the 
project will determine whether NEPA is required in addition to SEQRA. If federal funding were utilized to construct rail service 
on the RBB, the FTA would likely be the funding agency. In this case, the NEPA process would be followed. The FTA would 
likely be the federal sponsor leading the EIS process following the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) statutes in 
accordance with FTA Environmental Impact and Related Procedures (23 C.F.R 771). Further, if no federal funds were utilized, 
the SEQRA would be followed, and the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) review process would 
require a state-level EIS for the project. Since the project may impact both parkland and existing historic resources, a federal 
Section 4(f) evaluation may also be required.  
 
It should be noted that typically when a State Authority such as the MTA is the local lead entity, the state environmental 
process is used; however, the RBB right-of-way is a City owned and controlled property. It may be necessary to examine their 
role as at least a participating reviewing agency. NYC CEQR compliance is necessary if the project requires: discretionary 
approvals or permits from any city agency; city funding, or the project is being directly undertaken by a city agency. In any 
case, it may be necessary to examine their role as at least a participating reviewing agency.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This preliminary study is of a disused segment of the former Rockaway Beach Branch 
of the Long Island Railroad that has been lying idle since 1962. The proposal is to 
bring the segment, now named QueensLink back into service as part of a subway and 
trail project. 

The QueensLink is one of very few north south lines in Queens, as most rail lines run 
east-west to Manhattan and the suburbs of Long Island. As such, the QueensLink 
corridor can play a critical role in improving movement, accessibility and efficiency of 
travel within Queens, by providing much needed integration of Queens communities, 
by connecting the existing east-west NYCTA and LIRR commuter lines to provide 
access across the city. 
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The preliminary analysis found that:

Previous studies showed that the project was feasible but greatly overstated the cost 
of the project by inflating the cost of the project from $1.8 Billion to $8.1 Billion. 

It did this, by adding “Unallocated Contingencies” over and above normal
contingencies and expressing the capital cost in estimated “Year of Expenditure 
dollars” rather than the “real” dollars that are typically used for feasibility studies (e.g., 
USDOT submissions). 

The former study used costs based on 2030 dollars after inflation was factored rather 
than present dollars. The four-fold increasing of costs made the project seem ultra
expensive. 

Although the basic engineering costs developed by SYSTRA appear to be reasonably 
solid on an overall basis, the escalation and contingency factors they applied to
develop the $8.1 Billion estimate are out of line with industry standards, exceed the 
levels recommended by USDOT FTA guidance and would not likely be accepted by 
FTA.

This review suggests that the capital costs for the QueensLink project are likely to be 
in the $1.8 Billion range, and cost $641 million per mile. Professional services and an 
unallocated contingency would raise costs to $3.4 - $3.7 Billion.
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Benchmarking of the project against similar projects in Maryland (Purple Line) and New 
Jersey (Hudson-Bergen) suggest that the project would result in the following
economic benefits to the community over the life of the project:

Employment: 100,000 – 150,000 annual jobs.
This work will be across all sectors of the economy.

Income: $9 Billion to $13 Billion increase per year.
This increase is due to the greater level of employment in the economy.

Property Development: $50 Billion to $75 Billion. 
This is due to the greater value of property in and around the stations, where the 
QueensLink intersects with NYCTA and LIRR rail lines, and the redevelopment of key 
market locations at and around these stations because of their greater accessibility 
generated by the development of QueensLink. A large portion of this development 
will occur in the first 5 to 10 years after the opening of the QueensLink.

While the Cost Benefit Analysis has not yet been completed for the QueensLink
corridor it will undoubtedly generate a wide range of demand-side benefits. 
These include:

Travel time savings in moving around Queens, and in accessing jobs and travel to 
Manhattan, Queens and JFK. Travel time from Howard Beach, Queens to 34th St in 
Manhattan will be reduced from over an hour to 45 min.

Reduced emissions (such as CO2, and particulate matter) from reduced auto use
given the availability of foot, transit and bicycle connections provided by QueensLink.

Reduced accidents and improved safety savings due to reduced auto use on local 
roads and regional arterial highways.

Reduced auto congestion costs and time.

Short-term construction jobs in addition to long-term productivity jobs.

$75 billion
increased 

property value

Up to
150,000

more jobs

$13 billion
increased
income

125 hours
(5 full days)
saved a year
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Finally, the integration of new park space within the QueensLink rail project will create 
a new leisure and business corridor that will provide real benefits to the community 
along the corridor. This will include:

A leisure corridor connecting the existing park land of Queens that can be used by 
citizens for walking, bicycling, and recreational sports (such as baseball, soccer, etc.) to 
a much greater degree due to the improved accessibility to the facilities.

A transportation corridor ensuring effective access to QueensLink’s stations by bicycle 
and pedestrians. 

This can be achieved by utilizing the existing right-of-way land which is not needed for 
transportation purposes. Up to 33 acres of new park space could be added depending 
on how the right-of-way is restored.

In areas where the right-of-way is widest, parks could be added alongside the
existing tracks or below a new viaduct (which would replace the existing earth berm 
and viaduct).

Sections in the northern end where the QueensLink would have to transition to subway 
could have parks on top of the tunnel.

Final park locations, designs and costs will be determined after further analysis of
construction methods and community input.

Top Left: Potential park integration 
below new viaduct at Fleet St.

Top Right: Potential park integration 
below new viaduct at Yellowstone 

Blvd. 

Bottom: Potential park integration 
below new viaduct at 103 Ave. 



 QueensLink Testimony at the April 19 New York Hearing Held by the Transportation and 
 Infrastructure and the Resiliency and Waterfront Committees. 

 My name is Miriam Bensman. I’m a resident of Richmond Hill and senior advisor to the 
 Queens Link, a grass roots group advocating for extending the subway in Queens to transit 
 deserts. You can learn more about us at TheQueensLink.org. 

 I was delighted to hear the careful attention and commitment of many Council members to 
 transit equity, environmental justice and resilience—and the efforts now underway by 
 agencies. 

 To create transit equity, environmental justice and resilience, we need to expand public transit 
 and  reduce use of cars. Why are we about to spend billions on adding lanes to the Van Wyck 
 Expressway? Here’s a potential alternative. 

 The QueensLink would use the city-owned ROW of the old LIRR RBB line to extend the M 
 subway line south from Queens Blvd 64th St stop to the Rockaways. It would run roughly 
 parallel to the Van Wyck. 

 An MTA feasibility study in 2018 found this subway extension feasible and would have 47000 
 riders a day on average.  That estimate appears to be low, to not include riders transferring 
 from the other lines crossing the line, or the millions of people who now drive to the Rockaway 
 beaches. 

 The MTA found the project feasible.  We could also build parks along the route at many points. 

 Here’s my challenge to the Council members: Will you fund a Tier 1 EIS in the City budget 
 now being developed? It would cost only $500,000 to $1 million. 





 

Testimony of the Trucking Association of New York 

 

provided to the 

 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

Committee on Resiliency and Waterfronts 

 

on 

 

Oversight: Assessing New York City’s Infrastructure: Laying the 

Foundation for Federal Infrastructure Funding 

 

The Trucking Association of New York (TANY) is a not-for-profit trade 

association representing the interests of the trucking industry in New York. There 

are approximately 46,000 trucking companies located in New York. It is 

important to note that these companies are primarily small, locally owned 

businesses, operating less than 20 trucks. Representing one out of every 28 jobs, 

these small businesses have a significant impact on New York's economy. Nearly 

90 percent of New York communities depend exclusively on trucks to move their 

goods.  

 

Specific to New York City, close to 200 million tons of freight move into, out of, 

or within the five boroughs every year. That tonnage is expected to grow by 

nearly 70% by 2045. Almost 90 percent of all freight transported in New York 

City is by truck. 

 

The highways are the trucking industry's work place. We have seen first-hand the 

impact when trucks are not able to operate efficiently. Supply chain disruptions, 

deteriorating roads and bridges, severe congestion, and freight bottlenecks all 

serve to place strains on the trucking industry leading to increased costs and 

significant delivery delays. Well-maintained, reliable, and efficient infrastructure 

is crucial to the economic competitiveness of New York State. 

 

The trucking industry in New York paid approximately $1.3 billion in federal and 

state roadway taxes in 2019. This represents 36 percent of all taxes owed by New 

York motorists despite trucks representing only 6 percent of vehicle miles 

traveled in the state. To break this down to a per truck basis, a typical tractor 

trailer combination in New York pays $20,699 In state and federal highway user 

fees. Nearly $12,000 - more than half - of which is attributable to New York 



 

 

 

registration fees and fuel tax. These taxes are over and above the typical taxes 

paid by businesses in New York. The trucking industry is more than willing to 

pay their fair share to maintain the roads and bridges they use every day. 

 

Despite the ongoing challenges presented by the COVID-19 pandemic, the 

trucking industry continues to play a critical role in sustaining our economy. 

Delivering food, water, toiletries, personal protective equipment, medical supplies 

and the lifesaving vaccine, the trucking industry has kept this country running 

during one of our greatest times of need. Our truck drivers have been on the front 

lines of the pandemic, putting themselves at risk to deliver these critical goods 

every day of the year. 

 

One of the biggest challenges facing the trucking industry in New York City is a 

lack of overnight parking for commercial vehicles. Currently there is only one 

commercial overnight lot available, located at the JFK Airport. The lot is filled to 

capacity. With no other alternatives, truck drivers often park illegally on 

residential streets. Many of these drivers may be owner-operators who live locally 

in the area and whose truck may be their primary mode of transportation. With no 

available parking they are often left with little choice but to park illegally when 

coming home for a weekend.  

 

Additionally, drivers may be parking on residential streets in order to stage for 

early morning appointments. In an effort to avoid delays caused by congestion, 

drivers may choose to get into New York City the evening before to ensure they 

are on-time for a delivery or pick-up. 

 

The lack of overnight parking is a significant issue that impacts businesses, 

residents and the drivers themselves. In addition, lack of truck parking will also 

present a significant hurdle as New York moves toward vehicle electrification. 

The lack of commercial vehicle charging infrastructure, which will require space 

for trucks to park, is a significant concern as companies begin to evaluate 

integrating electric vehicles into their fleets. 

 

To date, the only solution that has been presented to address illegal parking on 

residential streets is to increase fines on truck drivers. This is an untenable 

situation as drivers are not provided an opportunity to find legal parking. While 

the Federal Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) did not dedicate specific 

funding to the truck parking problem, it did provide increases in accounts where 



 

 

 

truck parking is an eligible expenditure. We strongly encourage consideration in 

utilizing the IIJA funding to address this significant issue in New York City. 

 

Simply increasing fines, which creates an economic hardship on truck drivers, 

many who are residents of New York City, does not solve the broader issue. This 

also adds additional stress and pressure on drivers at a time when the trucking 

industry is dealing a significant driver shortage which is contributing to supply 

chain challenges. 

 

Expanding safe and secure truck parking is simply the right thing to do. In spite of 

the dangers posed by the pandemic, our truck drivers answered the call to deliver 

necessities across the country. Not only do they deserve our respect, but in the 

simplest of terms, they deserve a safe, secure and accessible place to get their 

needed, and required, rest. 

 

In addition to truck parking, congestion continues to reduce freight transportation 

efficiency, increase costs to operate and contribute to increased emissions.  

 

A study conducted by the American Transportation Research Institute (ATRI) 

calculates annual congestion costs to the trucking industry to be over $75 billion. 

Ninety-one percent of those costs occur in large metropolitan areas. In fact, of the 

primary metropolitan areas across the country, the New York/New Jersey region 

was the costliest with nearly $4.6 billion in total congestion costs. To put this in 

perspective, that equates to a congestion cost of over $630,000 per mile to the 

trucking industry to operate in this region. Of the top 10 counties across the nation 

with the highest cost per mile, the city of New York holds the top four spots with 

the counties of New York, Bronx, Queens and Kings topping the list. 

 

Related to the congestion issue, ATRI recently released its annual list of worst 

truck bottlenecks and New York unfortunately has six locations on the list. Four 

of the six locations are located in the New York City/Long Island area: 

• Brooklyn: I-278 at Belt Parkway 

• Queens: I-495 

• Bronx: I-678 

• Manhassett: I-495 at Shelter Rock 

 

The 2022 Top Truck Bottleneck List measures the level of truck-involved 

congestion at over 300 locations on the national highway system.  The analysis, 



 

 

 

based on truck GPS data from over 1 million freight trucks uses several 

customized software applications and analysis methods, along with data from 

trucking operations to produce a congestion impact ranking for each location.  

ATRI’s truck GPS data is also used to support the U.S. DOT’s Freight Mobility 

Initiative.  The bottleneck locations detailed in this latest ATRI list represent the 

top 100 congested locations. 

 

Congestion and truck bottlenecks lead to billions of lost hours from truck drivers 

sitting idle. In addition to lost time and money, this leads to increased 

consumption of fuel as well as an increase in carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. 

Dedicating funds to relieve congestion at these choke points is critical as 

congestion serves as a brake on economic growth and job creation. Additionally, 

as the state works to achieve the goals of the Climate Leadership and Community 

Protection Act (CLCPA) addressing these truck bottleneck locations would 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). 

 

While TANY understands and supports the need to look at alternative forms of 

freight transportation to reduce New York City’s reliance on trucks, trucks will 

remain the primary mode of freight movement well into the future. In order to 

improve the efficiency of truck traffic, and reduce the impact of commercial 

vehicles on the environment, making necessary investments in infrastructure to 

eliminate these bottleneck locations should be a priority. 

 

The trucking industry directly supports the New York City economy, providing 

jobs, tax revenue and supporting the millions of businesses located there. 

Utilizing funds from the IIJA we strongly encourage the City Council to focus 

investment in improving the efficiency of freight movement and on providing our 

essential drivers safe and secure locations to park their trucks. Investments in 

these areas will not only benefit the trucking industry but also the businesses and 

residents of New York City as well. 



Dear NYC Council members,

We are 11th and 12th grade students in New York City who are currently learning about the structure and
history of our city. We are very interested in New York City’s government and are invested in
transportation because as students it directly affects us. Therefore, we have decided to offer our thoughts
as a class on this issue:

We believe that the city should extend the hours of use on student MetroCards.
Students, due to sports and other afterschool obligations/programs/jobs, often are not able to use their
MetroCard to go home because their activities end after 8pm. For example, our school’s track meets go
until 10pm every Wednesday, so students are unable to use their MetroCards to travel home after. This
forces them to waste their swipes and pay out of pocket in order to get home, unfairly affecting many
students around the city who depend upon public transportation. Extending the hours on the card to
midnight would not increase cost for the city as we are merely asking for the daily available hours of the
student MetroCard to be longer.

Thank you for considering our testimony during your hearing on transportation.

Respectfully,
New York City History Class
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