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Good morning Chairman Rodriguez and members of the Transportation Committee. I am Polly
Trottenberg, the Commissioner of the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT). I am
joined by Assistant Commissioner for Intergovernmental and Community Affairs, Jeff Lynch,

and Senior Director of Transit Development, Eric Beaton.

Thank you for inviting me to testify today on behalf of the de Blasio Administration on the
important issue of providing better transportation options in New York's underserved areas—so
called "transit deserts." We share this Committee's strong desire to ensure that New Yorkers at
every income level in every neighborhood have access to safe, efficient and affordable

transportation choices.

In April, Mayor de Blasio released OneNYC, which identified and analyzed a list of priority
communities where transit access is comparatively poor and where residents had median
incomes below the citywide average. A few examples of these neighborhoods include Hunts
Point in the Bronx, Glendale in Queens, East Flatbush in Brooklyn, and Mariners Harbor on
Staten Island. These are neighborhoods where low-income residents have long commutes and

difficulty accessing a broad range of employment opportunities.

OneNYC laid out a range of strategies—from Select Bus Service expansion to potential subway
extensions—to address transportation needs in these underserved neighborhoods. We are now
aggressively implementing those strategies, working closely with local communities and in

partnership with many of you on the Council.

We are continuing to expand Select Bus Service, which now includes eight routes throughout the
five boroughs. With SBS, our goal is to extend the reach of the rapid transit network, not to
duplicate existing rail lines. This was true with the first SBS route on Fordham Road and Pelham

Parkway, connecting across the Bronx for 48,000 daily riders, and will be true with the City’s



next SBS route connecting the Bronx to Flushing and Jamaica in Queens. This upcoming Bronx -
Flushing - Jamaica SBS line will improve service for more than 42,000 daily riders by reducing

their commute times and connecting them to the 2, 5, 6, 7, E, F, J and Z subway lines.

We are also working to implement SBS on the B46 route on Utica Avenue in the Flatlands
neighborhood in Brooklyn. The B46 carries 49,000 daily riders on a north-south connection to
employment hubs and the subway system. Currently, a resident of Flatlands can only access
about 70,000 jobs in a 45 minute transit trip, compared to a neighborhood like Long Island City,
where residents can access 2.3 million jobs within a comparable commuting time. SBS will make

an enormous difference to people’s livelihood and quality of life in the Flatlands neighborhood.

The de Blasio Administration is also préviding a new, affordable way to travel between
waterfront communities throughout New York City from the Rockaways to Soundview with

| citywide ferry service, set to launch in 2017. Led by EDC, the service will include five new

ferry routes—in addition to the existing East River Ferry service—for a fare of $2.75. When the

citywide ferry service is fully operational in 2018, it will carry an estimated 4.6 million trips per

year.

In addition to public transit, cycling is an inexpensive, efficient way to connect New Yorkers to
their closest subway stop or other destinations. The City now boasts a bike network of over 1,000

miles that continues to grow, making cycling safer and more convenient throughout the City.

In Canarsie, we are extending the protected bike path from Canarsie Circle to Flatlands Avenue,
which will safely connect residents to Canarsie Pier and the surrounding neighborhood. Our Citi
Bike system is also filling in gaps in the transit network and will expand to even more

neighborhoods next spring, including Harlem and Red Hook in Brooklyn.

The City has also made an unprecedented commitment of $2.5 billion to the MTA's current five-
year capital plan to ensure the continued safety and good repair of our subway and bus system,
which now regularly carries over eight million riders daily. That capital plan also provides

funding for key system expansions, including the second phase of the Second Avenue Subway,



bringing Metro North to Penn Station with four new Bronx stations coming to Hunts Point,
Parkchester, Morris Park and Co-op City, and the environmental work for the Staten Island

North Shore Bus Rapid Transit.

As part of its contribution, the City was also able to secure some of the transit priorities outlined
in OneNYC. This includes over $300 million for projects that support our affordable housing and
economic development strategy, including the Livonia Avenue-Junius Street Station Connector
in Brownsville and critical subway station access improvements throughout the City, as well as
studies on extending the Eastern Parkway Line south along Utica Avenue and a bus facility in

Flushing, Queens.

But it is clear that even as both the City and State have made unprecedented commitments to
invest in the City's transportation network, our needs continue to grow. The City now boasts its
largest population ever —8.5 million—and our subway ridership is setting new records each year,

with over 1.75 billion riders in 2014. Our transportation system is bursting at the seams.

Meanwhile, due to resource constraints at all levels of government, especially at the Federal
level, we have seen only modest efforts to expand the system in the last few decades. Before the
Hudson Yards station was added to the 7 line this September, New York City had not seen a new
subway station in 25 years. And the Hudson Yards project took 13 years to complete and cost

$2.4 billion.

Given this reality, the challenge we face at this moment is how do we best serve the
transportation needs of our City as equitably and efficiently as possible, given today's fiscal

realities?

In transit there is a spectrum of options that scale up rapidly in terms of cost and complexity,
starting with regular bus service, and then on to Bus Rapid Transit, streetcars, light rail, and
finally grade-separated subway or commuter rail. There is no one size fits all for any given

corridor, instead we should choose the mode that makes the most sense for each community and



is technically and economically feasible. Any new mode also needs to fit in with and

complement the rest of our transit system.

As such, DOT would like to suggest that the two bills that are the topic of today’s hearing—Intro
965 relating to transit deserts and Intro 964 relating to the feasibility of light rail—be integrated
with the upcoming BRT study, which the Council mandated earlier this year. Council Member
Lander championed this bill and the resulting plan will consider areas of the City in need of
additional rapid transit options, strategies for serving growing neighborhoods, and integration

with current transit routes.

There is significant overlap in the BRT study and the two studies proposed today. Each study
requires DOT to observe areas in the City poorly-served by public transit and to offer
recommendations to improve transportation options. Therefore, we think a cdmprehensive,
citywide study examining the best mode for each area of the City would be the most effective
way to analyze the problem of transportation deserts. And we hope we can work with you, Mr.

Chairman, and the Council to craft an integrated approach that works for us all.

Let me now turn to Resolution 670, Council Member Miller's proposal to expand the CityTicket
program to allow New York City residents to pay lower fares to use the commuter railroads. This
proposal could dramatically improve commute times and lower transportation costs for New

Yorkers in underserved areas.

Many parts of the City with the longest commutes into Manhattan, like eastern Queens and the
northern Bronx, have commuter railroads running through them. However, lower-income City
residents often choose express bus or far-away subway service due to the very high ticket prices

for the LIRR and Metro-North.

To give an example, a trip from Rosedale in Queens to midtown takes 83 minutes on an express
bus, but takes only 32 minutes on the LIRR. Those LIRR trips are discouraged by a $10 fare,

compared to $6.50 for an express bus, or $2.75 for the local bus and subway.



To meet the needs of those residents, the de Blasio Administration strongly supports expanding
CityTicket. But we do also recognize that the MTA has indicated than an expansion could entail
significant revenue loss. As a result, the City and the MTA have agreed to explore in the coming
months the possibility of expanding CityTicket to better serve New York residents while
ensuring it is also fiscally and operationally feasible for the MTA. And we look forward to

working with Council Member Miller and other stakeholders as well.

In conclusion, on behalf of the de Blasio Administration, I want thank you, Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, for your leadership and steadfast commitment to our shared goal of
ensuring all New Yorkers have access to safe, affordable and efficient transportation choices that
connect them to jobs, education and opportunity. In doing so, together we will help create a

more equitable City for all.

I am happy to take your questions.
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Dear Chairman Rodriguez:

Thank you for inviting me to submit testimony today on two important New York City Council
resolutions that call on the MTA to evaluate or implement certain transportation improvements:

¢ Res. No. 0903-2015 - Resolution calling upon the Mettopolitan Transportation
Authority to conduct a comprehensive study of unused and underutilized railroad
tights of way in New York City for the purpose of evaluating the feasibility of
increased passenger setvice along such cotridors.

¢ Res. No. 670 - Resolution calling upon the MTA to allow riders travelling within

New York City limits to pay a fare for commuter rail equal to that of a MetroCard

tide on New York City Transit subways and buses; and allow for free transfers
between commuter rail and New York City Transit subways and buses.

Before this letter covers these topics, I'd like to start with some recent MTA-related
developments that should give all New Yorkers cause for optimism.

First is the MTA Board’s approval, in October, of a $29 billion Capital Program, covering MTA
capital projects from 2015 to 2019. New York State has committed to $8.3 billion to fund the
Program, and New York City has committed to $2.5 billion. We at the MTA are extremely
grateful to our State and City for providing this essential funding, which will allow us to renew,
enhance, and expand our indispensable transit network.

Yet more good news can be found in our record ridership numbers. In 1994, we carried 3.5
million customers a day. We struggled to set ridership growth targets as we set out to rebuild
North America’s largest transit system. Just look at how far we have come two decades later,
thanks to recurring capital programs. Today, we are carrying more customers on the subway
system than since right after World War Il, when people were still working six days a week in an
industrial economy.

The agencies of the MTA

MTA New York City Transit MTA Metro-North Railroad MTA Capital Construction
MTA Long Island Rail Road MTA Bridges and Tunnels MTA Bus Company
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Some fecent ridership milestones include:

. Carrying more than 6 million customers on 29 separate days in 2014.

» From 1999 to 2006, adding as many daily customers as the entire Chicago subway
system, third largest in the nation.

* On top of that, since 2006, adding as many daily customers as the entire Washington
Metro system, second largest in the nation.

* We have done this without adding the equivalent of Chicago’s and Washington’s subway
cars and tracks and stations—just their customers.

Record ridership is great for our economy, but it also means our network is challenged to serve
the new demand. Because of the growth of tourism, “non-9 to 5” industries like healthcare and
education, and the generational propensity of “millennials"—now the largest segment of the U.S.
population—to use transit for many different purposes beyond simply work, much of the growth
_ inthe system has been outside of traditional peak periods where there is daily capacity. But as
the economy has continued to grow in recent years, we find peak usage growing, as well, which
stretches the capacity of the system, particularly on the workhorses: the Lexington Avenue Line
(4, 5, and 6 trains), the Queens Boulevard Line (E, F, M, and R trains), the #7 Line, and upper
Seventh Avenue Line (1, 2, and 3 trains). .

Res. No. 0903-2015 - Resolution calling upon the Metropolitan Transportation Authori to
conduct a comprehensive study of unused and underutilized railroad rights of wav in New

York City for the purpose of evaluating the feasibility of increased passenger setvice along
such corridors. :

The MTA is deeply familiar with our city’s unused or underutilized rights of way, and believes the
lines do not present as clear a solution as might be assumed. For one, these lines must be able
to tie into the greater transportation network at strategic locations, serve key markets, and
relieve key choke points, which they do not appear to do.

Also, rail freight activity accounts for the use of many of the “lower usage” lines, and the rail
freight industry continues to grow significantly within the City, the region, and nationally. Rail
freight use is important to the City economy, particularly the industrial/manufacturing sector, and
helps ease congestion, as well, as rail freight keeps trucks off the highways.

Additionally, mixing passenger rail with freight rail is complicated and heavily-regulated, and for
these reasons doesn't present a clear capacity solution. And because these freight rights of way
are generally not near our capacity problems, they don’t offer much opportunity for relief.

The MTA has identified an opportunity on the North Shore of Staten Island where we are
advancing further environmental work on an abandoned rail right of way where considerable
development is planned. The corridor provides a potential path for a “busway” which would
benefit a considerable part of today’s congested Staten Island bus network.

Other lower utilized or abandoned former rail rights of way require more complicated
discussions among local elected officials and neighborhoods about their re-use. A good
example is the former Rockaway Beach branch of the LIRR, where service was discontinued in
1950 after a fire destroyed the trestle for the Rockaway peninsula. The southern segment of the
right of way was returned to transportation use in 1956 as part of A train subway service.
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Currently, there is a community-based movement to convert the remaining northern right of
way—owned by the City—into a park/trail use to meet the ever-growing need for open space.

We have already identified urgent needs in our subway system for additional capacity. In some
places—like Manhattan's East Side and coming into New York City from Long Island—our
system simply was not built to handle the demand it's facing today. We're addressing these
constraints by physically expanding our transportation network for the first time in more than 60
years.

In September, we opened the spectacular new 7 train extension, creating a vital transit link to
the Far West Side. The extension will bring millions of MTA customers to the Jacob Javits
Center, the High Line, Hudson River Park, and Hudson Yards. It also instantly improves service
reliability for all 7 Line customers by providing additional storage space for trains, which is
helping us accommodate surging ridership.

We're on-schedule to finish—in December 2016—the first phase of the Second Avenue
Subway, which will decrease peak crowding on the Lexington Avenue Line by as much as 13
percent. The 2015-2019 Capital Program includes $535 million for design, planning,
environmental review, utility relocation, and construction preparations for the next phase of the
Second Avenue Subway, bringing the line to East Harlem.

Also through this Capital Program, we'll begin installing Communications-Based Train Control
on the E, F, M, and R lines in Queens, the A, C, and E lines in Manhattan, and the F Line in
Brooklyn. This system—which is fully in place on the L Line and under construction on the 7
Line—allows us to run more trains, move more people, and provide better, safer service.

And, we'll continue the enormous progress we’ve made on the largest transportation project in
 the entire country: East Side Access, bringing the Long Island Rail Road directly into Grand
Central Terminal. This incredibly ambitious project will increase the number of LIRR trains into
Manhattan by 41 percent, reducing commuting times by as much as 40 minutes a day for about
160,000 Long Island commuters, while adding new terminal choices—GCT or Penn Station—for
Jamaica, Queens railroad commuters, as well. Moreover, sending some LIRR trains to Grand
Central will free up space in Penn Station, allowing Metro-North Railroad to build four new
stations in the Bronx and bring those customers into Penn.

In short, the MTA is an agency with limited resources, responsible for safely and reliably moving
8.7 million people every day. We have competing priorities we need to balance, and these
projects must get our priority attention now.

Res. No. 670 - Resolution calling upon the MTA to allow riders travelling within New York
City limits to pay a fare for commuter rail equal to that of a MetroCard ride on New York
City Transit subways and buses; and allow fot free transfers between commuter rail and
New York City Transit subways and buses.

A second Council resolution calls on the MTA to allow riders travelling within New York City
limits to pay a commuter rail fare equal to that of a MetroCard ride on New York City subways
and buses, and to allow a free transfer between commuter rail and New York City subways and
buses.
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This proposal would be a dramatic departure from our current railroad fare structure, which is a
distance-based, higher-priced ticket for a commuter rail service that does not include a free
transfer from the railroad to either the subway or the bus. Even our existing program for City
stations is more limited; $4.25 for single-direction one-way City travel for customers travelling on
Saturday and Sunday between Brooklyn, Manhattan, and Queens on the LIRR, or Manhattan
and the Bronx on Metro-North.

The problem—and it’s a big one—is that this idea takes us in the direction of deliberately
decreasing MTA revenues by $70 million per year, risking budget balance. It is also important to
point out that $70 million in revenue supports $1 billion in bonding for our capital program. As
you can see, to remain financially whole, MTA would need to be reimbursed for these discounts.
Unfortunately, history has shown that we do not always receive reimbursement after we've
spent the money. For example, MTA has had to absorb the cost of operating paratransit
services in New York City and providing senior and student discounts. This year, the cost of
these services is approximately $540 million more than what the City pays.

The MTA system is also extremely interrelated and interconnected, so this new discount would
likely lead to unintended consequences and complications. For example, it could cause
significant overcrowding on already heavily-used lines and routes at stations in Queens and the
Bronx. Or—in the case of express bus services—it could move customers away from those
services to the point where they may no longer be viable to operate.

Ultimately, our goal is to provide good service to as many people as possible, in as many
neighborhoods as possible. That's what makes our transit network—and our subways in
particular—so invaluable. Our system gives New Yorkers access to the best our city has to
offer; schools, work, cultural institutions, you name it. Its breadth is beyond anything available in
any city in the United States. In fact, in its August 2014 report, the Citizens Budget Commission
showed how our transit system—its breadth and its fares—make New York City one of the most
affordable cities in the U.S.

The truth is, no mass transit system in the country supports itself on fares alone. Moreover,
when you compare the public support—subsidy per passenger trip—given to mass transit
agencies nationwide, it is very clear that MTA's fare structure apportions much less of the cost
of a trip to subsidies from our government funding partners. That's why we consider it essential
to consider carefully the source of funding for any increase in service or discounted fare.

All of you know why: Transit is the engine that powers New York. It's fundamental to the
economic well-being of our city. It's the very foundation of our economy. It's what allows New
York City to have about four times the job and population density of the next largest U.S. city. It
enables the most valuable real estate market in the country. With regional ridership at 8.7
million a day, it opens up countless job opportunities for millions. lt is, quite simply, the fuel that
powers our $1.4 trillion regional economy, second in the world only to Tokyo, and comprising 11
percent of our nation’s GDP. :
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Again, thank you for this opportunity to submit written testimony to the Council.
Very truly yours;

e

Thomas F. Prendergast
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
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City Hall

Re:  Testimony by Assemblyman Phil Goldfeder (D-Rockaway Beach) on underutilized rights-
of-way and the reactivation of the Rockaway Beach Rail Line

My name is Assemblyman Phil Goldfeder and I represent the 23rd Assembly District, which
encompasses the Queens neighborhoods of Ozone Park, Lindenwood, Howard Beach, Hamilton
Beach, Broad Channel and Rockaway.

First, I would like to acknowledge the New York City Council Committee on Transportation for
its continued leadership in advocating for improved transportation access for every NYC resident
and community and for its foresight in calling this hearing into transportation deserts, an issue
that cannot be ignored as we experience continued growth throughout the city in the coming
years. 1 would especially like to recognize Committee Chair Ydanis Rodriguez and my
colleagues Council Members Eric Ulrich and Donovan Richards, who both understand the
challenges faced by our transit-starved communities and who have both worked tirelessly to
improve commutes for our families.

I come before this committee today to speak not just as an elected official and transit advocate,
but as a lifelong Queens resident who knows firsthand what it means to live, work and raise a
family in a community with limited transportation access. Throughout southern Queens and
Rockaway, our families are forced to endure some of the longest commutes in the entire city. On
normal days, a morning commute by train to midtown could easily take an hour and a half. By
car, commuters face deteriorating roadways and unbearable gridlock on the Belt Parkway, Van
Wyck Expressway and along Cross Bay and Woodhaven Boulevards. This means less time spent
at home with loved ones and decreased productivity in the workplace.

It wasn't always this way. From the late nineteenth century until the mid-twentieth century, a
branch of the Long Island Rail Road connected the Rockaway Peninsula to central Queens via an
elevated train line through Ozone Park, Woodhaven and Rego Park. The Rockaway Beach Rail
Line, also known as the White Pot Junction, provided a 30 minute single seat ride to midtown
Manbhattan. To this day, many of my older constituents will come up to me and tell stories from
their childhood about riding the Rockaway Beach Rail Line into the city.

Over the years, decreased ridership and frequent track fires on the old wooden trestle led the line
to be sold to the city in 1955 and eventually decommissioned in 1962. The section of the line
running south from Liberty Avenue in Ozone Park through Broad Channel and Rockaway was
integrated into the present-day A-train and Shuttle Subway lines. Everything to the north was
left, and remains untouched.

Since service ended on the Rockaway Beach Rail Line, we have seen incredible changes in
Queens and throughout the city. During this time, the populations of both Rockaway and Queens



as a whole have doubled. Between 2000 and 2030, the population of our borough is expected to
grow another 15%. Business districts from Jamaica to Forest Hills to Long Island City are
growing at record paces. This past summer, nearly 8 million beachgoers came to Rockaway,
more than double the number from 2014 - a true milestone in our city's recovery from Sandy.

Queens is fast becoming a world-class destination. Sadly, our local communities do not yet have
the world-class transportation to match. This is largely due to the fact that our current
transportation system is not designed to handle this tremendous growth we've seen. Of the 26
subway routes we have now in this city, all but two converge in Manhattan, even though more
than half of all Queens residents do not work there. Those who do have to fight overcrowded
trains, frequent delays and, as we saw during Sandy, major infrastructure uncertainties.

Queens residents overwhelmingly agree that the reactivation of the Rockaway Beach Rail Line
would help solve many of these problems. I have advocated for the reactivation of the Rockaway
Beach Rail Line because it is the best and most cost efficient way to create a true north-south
subway corridor in Queens. Reactivation would help ease overcrowding on our existing train
lines, take cars off our roads and create a direct link from Midtown to JFK Airport.

With the right-of-way still in city hands, we could do this without the high land acquisition and
infrastructure costs associated with other projects. Phase I of the Second Avenue Subway project
will cost $4.45 billion to build less than 2 miles of track. By contrast, reactivating the Rockaway
Beach Rail Line could cost as little as $1 billion to create 3.5 miles of new train lines on the
existing right-of-way. A recent study by the Queens College Urban Studies Department found
that this could generate up to half a million trips per day.

Investment in transportation is not only about transportation, but also about economic
development and jobs for our struggling residents.

In its Twenty-Year Capital Needs Assessment, the MTA called for the reutilization of the
Rockaway Beach Rail Line and other abandoned rights-of-way as a way to expand network
capacity and help reduce land acquisition and construction costs. State Comptroller Thomas
DiNapoli went a step further, saying that restoring the Rockaway Beach Rail Line would be a
less costly way to speed commutes between Queens and Manhattan, improve travel within the
borough and promote economic growth. The MTA Reinvention commission, convened by
Governor Cuomo and made up of transit experts from NYC and all over the world agreed that
utilizing existing rights of way was the most efficient option to increase transit capacity to
currently undeserved communities.

Support for the plan has gained traction among local civic organizations, unions and elected
officials. I'm proud to say that Queens Community Boards 5, 10 and 14 support reactivation, as
do the Transit Workers Union 100 and Iron Workers Local 361. Earlier this year, a majority of
the NYS Assembly Queens delegation signed a letter in support of funding for a comprehensive
study to determine feasibility of fully restoring the Rockaway Beach Rail Line.

There is no greater asset to our transit network than existing rights-of-way. With the Rockaway
Beach Rail line and the other underutilized rights-of-way throughout the city, we have a once-in-



a-lifetime opportunity to make lasting improvements to our transportation network and meet the
demands of our growing populations. I fully support the proposed Council Resolution 0903-2015
calling on the MTA to study the potential use of these vital assets; and urge the City Council to
continue its advocacy on behalf of our families as we work to end transportation deserts and
create the equal access to transit options we deserve. As Queens residents, we are not asking for
more than others, but rather for a fair share, to give our families the opportunity to thrive and
grow.



Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Urges Council Look to Buses
to “Connect Transportation Deserts”
Testimony to City Council Committee on Transportation
Int. Nos. 964 and 965 and Res. 670 and 903

by FOR THE RECORE
Mark Henry, President and Business Agent, ATU Local 1056

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on legislation — Int. Nos. 964 and 965 and Res. 670
and 903— that focus on improving public transit. As mass transit professionals, ATU offers unique and
valuable insights. ATU 1056 and ATU 1179 members — bus operators and mechanics — work for MTA
New York City Transit's Queens Bus division and serve the riding public

One thing the package de-emphasizes somewhat at the expense of capital—intensivé rail
approaches involves the use of buses.

Buses offer a quick means to addressing a dearth of service or improving what exists throughout
the city and especially in Queens, where ATU members serve its residents, visitors, workers and
students.

ATU takes no position on Int. 964 which would mandate NYC's Department of Transportation, to
study building a light rail system in the city with an emphasis on serving underserved communities.
The street grid already exists; NYC, its DOT and the MTA just need to look at opportunities to
effectively use the grid by deployment of more buses and establishing expanded and new routes. Any
study to improve transit falls shorts without concurrently looking at bus utilization.

DOT's focus on Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Select Bus Service (SBS) routes involves no
significant service upgrades; studying the metrics makes clear the need to look at the larger picture.
ATU favors BRT and SBS approaches as part of any plan to improve bus service system wide.
Unfortunately the deployment of substantial human and money resources to date diverts attention for
the needed holistic approach to public transit in places that need more, better and the introduction of
bus service.

ATU favors Res. 670's call on the MTA to allow riders traveling on commuter rail within the
city to pay a fare equivalent to NYC Transit subways and buses. The express bus fare may offer an
appropriate standard but ATU leaves that determination to others. ATU strongly recommends
amending this resolution sponsored by Council Member 1. Daneek Miller to include a free transfer
between each transit mode, as currently exists between buses and subways and local and express buses.

ATU has routes including the Q2, Q3, Q27, Q31, Q36, Q43, Q44 and Q88, that intersect with
LIRR stations in eastern Queens. This transfer option could induce greater ridership and remove a
more people from cars. In addition explore extending an appropriate transfer options to stations just
outside the city limits that serve Queens residents, including the Hempstead LIRR line which includes
stops in Floral Park and Bellerose Village running parallel to the city line just a few blocks beyond it.
The bus routes formally known as the Q5AS Laurelton and Q5S (Q86) Rosedale Shuttles serviced
LIRR stations during rush hours and similar opportunities exist with other routes in southeast Queens.



Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Urges Council Look to Buses to “Connect Transportation Deserts”
Testimony to City Council Committee on Transportation on Int. 964 and 965 and Res. 670 and 903
by Mark Henry, President and Business Agent ATU Local 1056

- - ATU supports the need to identify “transportation deserts” envisioned every five years by Int.
No. 965." -Many communities that require transit or more of it already clamor for better options. Int.
No. 965 works best as means to help drive needed improvements in bus service.

ATU offers no position on Res. 903 concerning unused and underused rail rights of way other
than to re-emphasize the utility of buses as a service option.

Building in smarter transit options using buses could assist many residents who currently rely
on personal vehicles. :

Buses connect neighborhoods. City Hall's plans to develop more affordable housing units and
housing with less or no parking requirements needs adequate public transit options in place, and not
just to funnel commuters to subway and rail; the city needs buses in place to take residents to school,
work, recreation and family within boroughs such as Queens. The Council should support advocacy
by ATU and others for more buses that the MTA needs to maintain and expand service.

Buses, new and existing, require fully-functioning depots and in many cases terminals to
facilitate commuter transfer between transit modes. The City needs to make sure progress continues on
the MTA's Jamaica bus depot. The City really need to look at identifying a site for a bus terminal
serving downtown Flushing before development makes it impractical; it may not be too late to
incorporate it in the plans for the Flushing municipal lot, which may present the best location.

If this hearing can help direct attention to better use of buses, providing more buses and service,
greater progress on depots and identifying needed bus terminal sites, it help the cause and benefits so
many New Yorkers including those who live in those transportation deserts.

Thank you.

Amalgamated Transit Union Local 1056, One Cross Island Plaza, 133-33
Brookville Blvd., Rm. 112, Rosedale, NY 11422-1491 * (718) 949-6444

Amalgamated Transit Union Local 1179, 214-53 Jamaica Avenue, Queens
Village NY 11428 * (718) 736-1179

For more information: Corey Bearak, ATU 1056 & 1179 Policy &
Political Director, (718) 343-6779/ (516) 343-6207




Testimony of Riders Alliance before the City Council
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Good morning. I’'m Masha Burina, Organizer with the Riders Alliance.
We are New York’s grassroots organization of subway and bus riders
pushing for better service, affordable fares and more public investment
in our mass transit system. Thank you Chairman Rodriguez and the

Committee on Transportation for the opportunity to testify today.

As an organization of subway and bus riders, we talk to many New
Yorkers for whom efficient transportation is out of reach. Shining a light
on the communities that lack good transit options is important, and

we’re glad you’re doing it.

Transit in the outer boroughs is under resourced. Nearly 1 million New
Yorkers travel over an hour to get to their job, and 2/3 of those jobs pay
less than $35,000 / year. These are often the same people who walk
long distances to reach subway or bus routes, far from where they live

and work.

That's why the Riders Alliance has focused on bringing attention to the
need for better buses. Whether in Flushing-Jamaica or Woodhaven
Cross-Bay Blvd., we've been organizing outer borough residents who
are demanding we transform our streets and commutes through the

expansion of more robust Select Bus Service.



SBS is one solution to transit deserts. The administration aims to install
20 routes by 2017. But we should also expand local buses in areas

without good service.

Many of our members have punishingly long commutes. For instance,
bus rider Nancy Morales travels nearly two hours to get to work from

Woodhaven, Queens to Kings Highway in Brooklyn.

For many in these communities, services are unaffordable or don’t go
to their neighborhoods at all. . . Given the predicament of a transit desert
- what choice would you make? Take a cab? Or maybe you’d order an
Uber?

The reality is that many riders simply don’t have the luxury of choice. It
is incumbent on this body and the relevant agencies like the DOT / MTA
to know where our fellow riders live and work, particularly those who
are on the margins of our transit system. We need to make sure all
residents, regardless of where live or work, can access jobs and vital

services.
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The Waterfront Alliance is a coalition of over 850 community and recreational
groups, educational institutions, businesses, and other stakeholders committed
to restoring and revitalizing the New York and New Jersey waterways. We have raised
the call for new waterborne transportation—and improved connections between ferries
and upland transit modes—as a targeted, cost-effective complement to our bus and
subway network to connect transportation deserts within our region. In the next 25
years, New York is projected to grow by almost a million people, and much of that
growth will occur on the waterfront. Those neighborhoods often enjoy fewer
transportation choices than inland communities. Of the 35 neighborhoods identified in
the City’'s One New York plan as both low-income and transit-poor, most could be
served by expanded ferry service. Waterborne transit can and must be a part of a plan
to ensure that all New Yorkers have equitable access to job centers and economic
opportunities.

Ferries’ relatively low barrier to entry is perhaps their single greatest advantage.
There are no expensive tracks to lay, and new routes can be implemented quickly at a
relatively low cost. The de Blasio Administration has announced a new Citywide Ferry
Service (CFS), scheduled to expand waterborne transit to all five boroughs by 2018,
and doubling the number of New York City neighborhoods with regular ferry service.
CFS will be delivered relatively quickly, and at a dramatically lower cost per mile of
service relative to other transportation projects. Its infrastructure can be moved to other
locations if more suitable locations are identified. The proposed $55 million capital
expense is a rounding error in public transit infrastructure terms, and its subsidies will
be competitive with those for local buses and below those for express bus and
commuter rail.

CFS will provide substantial travel time savings for a number of underserved
neighborhoods, including Red Hook, Brooklyn; Astoria, Queens; Soundview, Bronx;
and the Rockaway peninsula. With the Second Avenue Subway still years away from
fully constructed, CFS also presents an important step for those on Manhattan's east
side, where there are fewer transit options than the west side. Commuters in lower-
income neighborhoods served by CFS will save, on average, nearly 20 minutes per
trip to lower Manhattan or east Midtown. That 40 minutes a day represents a
substantial quality of life improvement to over-stretched commuters.

Expanded ferry service, combined with new Select Bus Service and bicycle
improvements, provides an economically responsible option for significantly
expanding economic opportunity for residents of transportation deserts. Yet for
ferries to succeed, they must connect with the wider transportation network, both
physically and psychologically. In particular, the projected absence of free or
discounted transfers to New York City Transit (NYCT) services wilt limit the CFS' ability
to serve low-income riders. We urge continued discussion between CFS administrators
and representatives from MTA to incorporate ferries as a one of many transportation
services participating in a unified fare-payment system, including not only NYCT buses
and subways but also PATH rail; the Roosevelt Island Tramway; AirTrain JFK; and
Westchester County's Bee-Line.

The City’s commitment to support the service with affordable fares equivalent to
a subway or bus ride will be an essential component of its success. We urge
policymakers to implement a dedicated, sustainable source of operating funding, to



preserve its benefits beyond the five-year pilot window. One option is the Move NY fair
tolling plan, of which the Waterfront Alliance is a coalition member. It would rebalance
toll charges to relieve congestion, and direct funds to roads, bridges and public transit.
It would also allocate a modest sum that could help defray ferry operating costs.
- Ultimately, ferries will never be a substitute for subway service, but should be seen as
an important tool for transportation planners in our island metropolis to serve transit-
starved waterfront districts, where other options are unavailable, insufficient, or
prohibitively costly.
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The QueensWay, a cultural greenway, is an innovative program that will transform
an abandoned rail corridor into a linear park through the heart of Queens neighborhoods
connecting six communities to rail transit, each other, and to Forest Park and, ultimately,
Jamaica Bay and Flushing Meadows Corona Park (through short street connections).

Transit Connections:

The QueensWay will create viable links through and alternative transit bikeway and
walking corridor to 7 subway transit hubs (M, R, E, F, M, J, Z and A trains—as well
as the nearby LIRR in Forest Hills), 12 schools, 2 little league complexes, 9
commercial districts, and Forest Park. At its northern end, the QueensWay will link
one mile of on-street paths to Flushing Meadows-Corona Park, providing cycling
access park amenities; the QueensWay’ southern connections are within a mile of
the Jamaica Bay-Gateway bike paths.

Auto-Pedestrian Safety

The QueensWay will provide an alternative to some of the most dangerous roads in
the City. These include New York City’s second and third most dangerous
roadways. Woodhaven Boulevard, which runs parallel to the QueensWay, is the
most dangerous artery in Queens with eight pedestrian fatalities in 2013. Union
Turnpike, which intersects the QueensWay, had five pedestrian fatalities in 2013.
Queens Boulevard, to the north of the QueensWay, was ranked the borough’s
second most dangerous roadway. The QueensWay will contribute to the Mayor's
Vision Zero initiative to reduce auto-pedestrian fatalities, providing safe alternative
routes to schools, transit hubs, work places and Forest Park.

The community vision is to create an asset that will increase access to transit,
recreation, jobs, and shopping, and will highlight the diverse cultures, arts, and
cuisines of Queens. The QueensWay will iransform 3.5 miles of abandoned rail line
into a vibrant park-and-trail system. In 2014, The Trust for Public Land, in
partnership with the Friends of the QueensWay, completed a feasibility study and
conceptual plan, funded with a NYS Regional Economic Development Council grant
and private donors. In 2015, the QueensWay received another REDC grant to
commence the first part of the first phase of design. The QueensWay will provide
much-needed green space for the 322,000 people who reside within a mile of the
abandoned rail line. The QueensWay will address park equity disparities, provide
safe access to transit and recreation, connect six neighborhoods (representing
dozens of cultures), and create jobs. In just four years, The Friends of the
QueensWay (representing more than 5,000 community residents) and The Trust for
Public Land have completed the Feasibility Study (which received awards in 2015
from the American Institute of Architects and the American Society of Landscape
Architects, as well as A Better New York), was awarded State funds for the first part
design, and has captured the imagination of donors and foundations including the
CITI Foundation, Tiger Baron Foundation, Scherman Foundation, NY Community
Trust and others.



Park Equity—An additional benefit

As stated, in partnership with local group, Friends of the QueensWay, we have
completed an initial round of community visioning and participatory planning of the
feasibility study and conceptual plan. QueensWay is endorsed by several Queens
elected officials including Congress Members Joe Crowley and Grace Meng, City
Council Member Karen Koslowitz, State Senator Stavisky and Assembly Member
Hevesi, as well as the Queens Tourism Council and others. The QueensWay will
address park equity issues in New York City. Notably, neighborhoods at the
southern end of the QueensWay are currently at only 1/10 the NYC-standard for
open space.' Elséwhere along the line, with the exception of Forest Park, there are
few existing parks, all less than one acre in size.

Economic Development

The creation of the QueensWay will contribute to economic development and
neighborhood revitalization. Economic projections in the feasibility study reveal that
the QueensWay will draw close to 1 million visitors per year, each of whom will
spend $7-21 locally. In addition, the linear park will include up to four plazas that can
host food festivals, cultural events that celebrate Queens’ diversity, concessions,
and markets. Finally, it is estimated that building the park will create approximately
700 jobs.

QueensWay Support

The QueensWay has the support of a number of elected officials; dozens of local
and citywide community-based organizations and major news outlets including the
NY Times, The New Yorker Magazine, The Wall Street Journal, The Daily News,
DNA Info, and others. The project has also secured notable private and public
funds, including two grants from the New York State Regional Economic
Development Council, and undergone a substantial and thorough conceptual
planning with significant community input, participatory designh workshops in a
process that involved some of the top park and urban-planning experts in the world,
and hundreds of the community members.

In conclusion, the QueensWay will provide great access to transit hubs for the more
than 322,000 people that live within a 15-minute walk of the proposed greenway.

1 According to our GIS analysis: The 50,349 residents of Ozone Park living within % mile of the southern section of the
QueensWay have 0.21 acres of park per 1,000 people compared to the NYC Department of City Planning-standard of the 2.5
acres per 1,000 people.
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Good morning, my name is William Henderson, and | am the Executive Director of the
Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the MTA (PCAC), which is an umbrella organization
comprising three riders’ councils including the New York City Transit Riders Council (NYCTRC).
Both the PCAC and the NYCTRC have long advocated for better transit connections in NYC
neighborhoods that are transit underserved.

The Council believes that the MTA must invest resources in measures that will meet the
system’s growing ridership. Innovative, efficient, and timely solutions are needed to
accommodate this increasing demand. As population and job growth continues city-wide, areas
in the outer boroughs are lacking adequate transit options to support this growth. Therefore, the
Council encourages both the City of New York and the MTA to work together to identify
solutions to meet ridership demands on all MTA modes of travel.

The first step should be to reduce commuter rail fares within NYC, which would provide
affordable fares while drastically reducing travel times for outer borough commuters. In 2003,
the PCAC worked with the MTA to create City Ticket, which created a lower weekend fare on
both Metro-North and Long Island Rail Road within city limits. Now, as NYC Transit’s ridership
has increased and will continue to do so, it has become imperative to reexamine the City’s
commuter railroads to see how they can relieve pressure on our overcrowded subway system,
as well as improving transit service in the areas of our city most underserved by transit.

In several weeks, the Council will be releasing a new report entitled, The Freedom Ticket: A
Southeast Queens Proof of Concept. Freedom Ticket will expand the premise of City Ticket and
allow customers to use any MTA mode that meets their needs, be it bus, subway, or commuter
rail, within a given zone, for a reduced rate on weekdays.

The NYCTRC envisions implementation of Freedom Ticket in Southeast Queens, where the
nearest subway access can be up to five miles away, resulting in long and difficult commutes
with many required connections. In neighborhoods like Rosedale, Queens over thirty-four
percent of the commuting population travels 60 minutes or more each way to work. Travel to
and from these neighborhoods on NYC Transit can be over an hour and a half each way,
compared to only thirty-seven minutes on the LIRR.

Unfortunately, the current price of a LIRR fare from Rosedale to either Penn Station or Atlantic
Terminal is $10, prohibitively expensive for most, and substantially more expensive than the
$2.75 NYC Transit fare. Therefore, the NYCTRC proposes that the MTA implement a new fare
class, the Freedom Ticket, to reduce per-ride, weekly, and monthly fares on its commuter
railroads and provide transfers to NYC Transit to complete the trip. This fare may be greater
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than the existing local transit fare, but must still be affordable to riders, including provisions for
weekly and monthly fares to reduce the cost of travel for commuters.

It is crucial in this time of record-breaking ridership and limited financial resources that we use
all our assets in the most efficient manner possible. Lowering fares on the City’s commuter
railroads is key to accommodating the increasing demand on our subway system, and can be
done at an affordable cost to the MTA. The NYCTRC envisions the expansion of Freedom
Ticket, beyond the Proof of Concept, to include all LIRR and MNR stations where
neighborhoods are far from subway connections and ultimately all City stations. Only through
these type of efforts can the MTA be able to keep up with its growing ridership and move people
more quickly across all five boroughs.
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Thank you, Chair Rodriguez and the members of the Committee on Transportation, for convening this hearing.

I am Paul Steely White, Executive Director of Transportation Alternatives. We are a 42-year old nonprofit, with
more than 150,000 activists in our network, dedicated to improving the safety of New York City’s streets. We are
here to lend support to all the proposed bills, but in particular, we want to draw attention to Intro 965, which
proposes a study about transportation deserts.

We have a motto: “One less car.” We urge New Yorkers to walk, bike, or use public transportation whenever
possible. Like our name says, we want people to have as many alternatives to cars as possible, and so we are very
concerned by the number of New York City residents who find themselves poorly served by the subway and buses
by virtue of where they live. These New Yorkers have two realistic options, neither of them ideal:

e Eitheruseacarand contribute to the worsening congestion in our city, or spend mind-boggling amounts
of time traveling on multiple buses and trains.

¢ There needs to be something better, and we can start exploring options once we have clearer details about
the situation.

Therefore, we strongly support Intro 965, which will provide data on transportation deserts which can be used to
better plan expansion of the public transit network and improve service for residents of these communities.

Transportation Deserts

Congestion is a fact of life in New York, but it is made worse when more vehicles are added to our roads. The best
solution is safe, reliable, fast public transit that can accommodate large numbers of New Yorkers regardless of age
or physical ability.

e Ouriconic subway system is recognized around the world and is the envy of so many other cities, but
unfortunately it does not link all communities equally.

¢ Large swathes of the city, including Staten Island, eastern Queens, and parts of southeastern Brooklyn, are
poorly served or not served at all by the subway or SBS routes.

The results are alarming:
e New York City residents have the longest commutes of any major city in the country, with an average of six

hours and 18 minutes spent traveling to and from work each week.
e That’s about thirty-eight minutes for each trip, compared to an average of 25 minutes nationwide.



e Insome parts of the outer boroughs, average commute time exceeds 45 minutes in each direction. For
example, in St. Albans, Queens, the average commute takes 50 minutes each way - double the national
average.* The closest subway station, Jamaica Center, is far beyond walking distance.

e Comptroller Scott Stringer released a study this past March showing that the average weekly commute
time for New Yorkers is nearly an hour longer than for workers in the city with the second-longest time,
San Francisco.

And it’s not just commutes that take along time. People living in transportation deserts may experience difficulty
accessing other necessities, such as doctors’ appointments, or visiting friends and family. When every tripis an
inconvenience, life becomes stressful and potentially isolating. All this time spent traveling is time that cannot be
spent with family or engaging in all the opportunities New York City offers. This is time taken away from learning
new skills, gaining new qualifications, taking part in volunteer work, or simply enjoying leisure time. For the
majority of New York City residents, who do not walk or cycle to and from work, this is also sedentary time, which
has an adverse impact on health. And with the unpredictability of conditions on our roads and rails, itis also a
source of stress when delays make people late for work or appointments.

We would like to propose an addition to section (b)(3) of Intro 965:

e Asitstandsin this bill, the threshold for an intolerably long commute is a three-hour round trip, oran
hour-and-a-half each way for the majority of residents in a census tract.

e  Whileitisimportant to learn more about these New Yorkers who are most severely “commute-
burdened,” it does not mean that a daily commute of slightly less than three hours is by any means quick.

e Commuting more than one hour in each direction should be considered cause for concern, and thus we
recommend that you also look at census tracts in which the average daily round-trip commute for a
majority of residents takes more than two hours.

In addition, we urge you to consider adding active transportation to the study:

¢ Anincreasing number of New Yorkers are finding that bicycles are an excellent and convenient means of
transportation, especially for short trips.

e The number of bicycle commuters has increased steadily over the past several years.

» Bicyclesare also useful for bridging gaps between subway stations and homes or destinations. The de facto
standard for a station’s catchment area, based on how far a person will walk to get there, is a half-mile
radius. Having a bicycle extends that radius by allowing a rider to get to and from the station much faster
than by walking. Bicycles can thus “shrink” the transportation desert by essentially bringing subway
stations closer to home.

The way to encourage cycling is to make sure it is as safe as possible, and we know that having protected bikes lanes
is crucial for this. Unfortunately, many areas that qualify as transportation deserts are also bike deserts, with few
protected bike lanes and no access to Citibike in the foreseeable future. Therefore, we urge you to add a further
criterion to your evaluation - identifying census tracts that are located more than one-third of a mile froma
protected bike lane, and including recommendations related to improving access to the bike network in such
areas.

*Source: WNYC Average Commute Times Project, http://project.wnyc.org/commute-times-us/
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On behalf of my colleagues at StreetsPAC, | commend Chairman Rodriguez and
the Committee on Transportation for holding this hearing today. The lack of good
access to transit is a significant challenge for too many New Yorkers, and it’s an
issue that doesn’t get enough attention.

It's imperative that we increase and improve the mobility of residents of New York
City. Our economic health depends on it, and improved mobility is fundamental
to reducing inequality in our city. As the cost of housing in Manhattan and parts
of Brooklyn and Queens rises unabated, and large numbers of residents are
driven by financial concerns to move farther away from our key business districts,
it’s critical that we find ways to shorten and improve commutes.

In solving the mobility challenge, it's important that we look to modes of transit
capable of moving the greatest numbers of people with the greatest efficiency.
There is, of course, no rival to our subways in that regard, but the costs of
extending our subway system are enormous, as we’re seeing with the Second
Avenue subway.

That’s why a resolution to have the MTA study unused and underutilized railroad
rights of way makes tremendous sense. There’s been much talk about the
Triboro RX line since it was first proposed two decades ago, but little action. The
restoration of rail service on the abandoned Rockaway Beach branch has the
potential to connect northern and southern Queens and move tens of thousands
of riders a day. Are these ideas feasible? We can’t know for sure without a
comprehensive study.

The same holds true for the study of light-rail implementation in New York City.
Does light rail make more sense than Bus Rapid Transit? Can it move more
passengers and spur more development and economic opportunity? Those are
things we should know as we tackle the transit-desert problem. Regardless, we
must summon the political will necessary to reallocate street space from
automobiles to transit.

-more-



On its surface, expansion of the CityTicket program appears to make great
sense. Allowing city-zone riders to use Long Island Railroad or Metro North
trains at a cost comparable to a MetroCard fare would speed commutes and
improve access. However, commuter trains carry their fullest passenger loads
within the city zone, so a concurrent increase in capacity would surely be
necessary. And free rail-to-subway transfers might have the unintended
consequence of adding to the large subsidies suburban rail commuters already
receive. Those are details that can be ironed out, however, as we work toward
the worthy goal of fare equalization within the five boroughs.

Lastly, while the expansion of ferry service in New York City waters has great
political support, it’s important that we look at cost vs. benefit. Ferry rides are far
more substantially subsidized than most other modes of transit, and ridership is
relatively low. About 10 times as many people take a Citi Bike ride daily as cross
the East River by ferry, without any subsidy (public dollars for Citi Bike, and its
further expansion, is a topic for another day). For certain parts of the city,
however, ferry service may be the best transit solution.

Of course, solving the transit-desert challenge will take more than innovative
thinking. It will also take substantial, perhaps historic, investment. The first step
toward achieving that investment is to implement the Move New York plan,
without further delay. We need Albany to act, and this Council must unite behind
Move New York to help make that happen.
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My name is Ed Walters and I live in Jackson Heights, Queens.

I strongly urge the New York City Council to adopt the four measures being discussed
today.

Among New York City’s greatest assets are the magnificent beaches on the Rockaway
Peninsula. Unfortunately, at the present time it is a long, time-consuming jaunt to reach these
beaches using public transit from Jackson Heights. The Q53 bus cannot always accommodate
the beachgoing crowds during the summer season.

Clearly, restoring the 3.5 mile disused LIRR Rockaway Beach Line between Rego Park
and Aqueduct would make a big difference. Including this rail link within the MetroCard service
area, whether it is operated as a branch of the LIRR or a connection to the subway, would be
very important.

Furthermore, the extension of the MetroCard to both the LIRR and Metro North lines
within NYC would ease travel for many trips made by Jackson Heights residents. Visiting
friends in eastern Queens, the Bronx, or traveling to cultural assets like the Bronx Botanic
Garden or the Queens Museum would be made much easier if these rail lines were included in
the basic MetroCard fare system. The proposed reopening of the LIRR Port Washington Branch
station at Elmhurst would also be important for those of us living in Jackson Heights,
considering how overcrowded the E, F, R and 7 lines at all times of day.

Lastly, it would be terrific if the one-day transit pass was reinstituted. When friends visit
it is very costly and inconvenient to have to replenish the Metrocard. This policy is
commonplace everywhere except New York City. It certainly would encourage people to leave
their cars home and use mass transit.

I strongly urge you to adopt these measures.

Sincerely,

Edward Walters
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FOR KEY, SELECTED SURFACE TRANSIT STREETS

Why light rail, rather than bus rapid fransit or select bus service?

Because rail vehicles are reliably guided by their fracks, they require a minimum width of right-of-way, which is
of great importance in a crowded city like New York. This also makes surface light rail especially appropriate
and safe for streets with heavy crowds of pedestrians.

The rails also provide a smoother, more appedadling ride and an
obviously dedicated and self-enforcing path, which discourages
motorists from entering it and delaying the fransit line. This resulls
inreliable trip fimes and « strong record of attracting riders of all
ncome levels, including former motorists. As a “surface subway”
albeit at a lower speed than a subway) light rail extends the
flective reach of the subways, yet af a cosf that is only about

- one-tenth as much per mile as subways .

Rail vehicles are reliably guided by their frack,
requiring a minimum width of right-of-way.
This makes light rail especially appropriate
and safe for pedestrians.

Light rail in Strasbourg, France.

Located at-grade, light rail’'s easy, quick boarding and inexpensive station platforms will allow frequent access
points at every major cross streel, making it an idedal distributor for existing subways and buses.

There has already been a considerable amount of research performed on the feasibility of building a river-
to-river light rail line on Manhattan's 42nd Street — visiond2 — including its economic benefits, construction
impacts, and implications for fraffic and deliveries. The project’'s economic benefits are projected fo fund ifs
construction in a short period of fime due fo dramatic increases expected in retail and restaurant business.

Forty-second Street is an important portal that connects with 17 of the city’s subways lines, leading to all five
boroughs. Having light rail on 42nd Street could open the way for building other lines throughout the city. There
are many bus lines in New York Cily (see attached sheet) that carry more passengers than recently completed
light rail fines around the country, and therefore merit serious consideration for conversion to light rail.

Potential connections between light rail and proposed citywide ferry network

Light rail will be able to meet the ferrigs, something that most of the city's subways cannot do. This can lend
credence 1o the City's interest in a citywide ferry network. Light rail can serve massive new developments
planned along the East and Hudson Rivers, as well as important tourist generators on the waterfronts, such as the
United Nations Headquarters and the Javits Center.
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20 NYC BUS LINES SHOW GOOD POTENTIAL FOR CONVERSION TO LIG

HT |

ROUTE Av. Weekday ROUTE Av. Weekday
Ridership Ridership
1. M15 1st/2nd Aves.* 52,723 11. Bx19 Southern Bivd./E149 St. 31,435
2. Bx12 Fordham Rd./Pelham Pkwy. 47,328 12. Bx3é E174/E180th Streets 31,353
3. B4é6 Utica Ave. 47,23% 13. Bx15 3rd Ave. 31,158
4. Bé6 Ave.D/Flatlands Ave. 42,275 14. M101 Lexington/3rd Aves. 29,403
5. Q44/20 Jamaica—Bronx Zoo 41,857 15. Q58 Flushing—Ridgewood 28,850
4. Bx1/2 Grand Concourse® 38,861 16. Bx40/42 Tremont Ave. 27,658
7. B44 Nostrand Ave.® 36,624 17. Q27 Flushing—Cambria His. 25,070
8. M14 14th Street 35,891 18. M8é& 8éth Street Crosstown 25,023
9. B35 Church Ave. 32,073 19. M34 34th Street Crosstown® 17,175
10. B41 Flatbush Ave. 31,900 20. M42 42nd Street Crosstown 13,885

* Select Bus Service Routes, currently

Data provided in 2014 by Paul Gawkowski, former Director of Surface Transit for Brooklyn and Queens, and Director of Shori-
Range Bus Service Planning for all of New York City. Average weekday ridership is one of many useful indicators for
converting buses to surface light rail.

This list is based on an average weekday ridership of at least 25,000 per weekday, with the M34 and M42 making the list
because of their very high ridership per route mile. Using average weekday ridership as an initial tool for creating a list of
candidate bus routes for upgrading is a standard and generally accepted transit planning practice. It was, in fact, the
methodology used fo select potential candidate NYCT bus routes for conversion to BRT, later christened Select Bus Service.

Of course, making the candidate list is only the first step in the extensive research which would be necessary to determine
which of these bus routes would the most appropriate for conversion to light rail. However, neither the MTA nor New York
City Transit has ever studied the possibility of converting any of these candidate routes for conversion to light rail, not even
as a possible alternative to Select Bus Service routes.



Statement at November 12, 2015 NY City Council Committee on Transportation
Hearing on Connecting Transportation Deserts

George Haikalis, President, Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc.
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The Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc. (IRUM) is a NYC-based non-profit concerned with
reducing motor vehicular congestion and improving the livability of dense urban places.

IRUM urges the NY City Council to adopt all four measures relating to fransportation deserts.
1. study feasibility of possible locations for a light rail system in the city of New York.

IRUM has long supported introducing modern light rail (called trams in other countries) to
significantly upgrade surface transit in NYC. To breathe new life into the 42™ Street light rail
line, first proposed in 1978, IRUM developed its visiond2 initiative for an auto-free light rail
boulevard. Since pedestrians outnumber autos by a ratio of five-to-one it is only fair to give the
lion’s share of this street space to pedestrians. Generally, elsewhere in the city, light rail would



share streets, operating in dedicated lanes. Several light rail concepts that IRUM has developed
through the years are described in the attached pages.

2. develop a plan for connecting areas identified as “transportation deserts”

Clearly, new light rail lines could help serve areas that are not walking distance from subway or
regional rail stations. NYCDOT and NYCDCP should work closely with MTA to identify
locations and develop plans for improving surface transit, including light rail, to enhance mobility
in these areas.

3. allow riders using commuter rail within NYC to pay regular MetroCard fares

The existing MetroCard system allows bus and subway riders to make trips without paying
double fares. This could be quickly extended to include rail stations within the city. To make the
most effective use of the very extensive transit system already in place, MTA should expand its
unlimited-ride 7-day and 30-day passes to include 24-hour and 2-hour passes. MTA could go to
a “proof-of-purchase” fare system, now used on its Select Bus Service, system-wide. This would
speed boarding and reduce fare evasion. The Central Fare Zone, shown in the map, would be
extended to include PATH, light rail and regional rail stations in Hudson County and Newark,
reducing cross-Hudson gridlock.

4. introduce regional rail service on underutilized railroads in NYC

Regional rail service could be quickly added on two existing Amtrak rail lines in NYC, its Hell
Gate Line and its West Side Line. The disused LIRR Rockaway Beach Line in Central Queens
is largely in place, and could a be restored very quickly — serving as an express one-seat ride
rail line to JFK airport, as well as a critical link to improve access to flood-devastated Rockaway
communities. The Bay Ridge freight line could be upgraded to handle freight and passenger
trains, continuing on the Port Morris Branch in the Bronx, as well as the Montauk Branch in
Queens.

Planning at the regional level is needed

These four measures should be advanced as part of a comprehensive regional transportation
plan for NYC and the entire metropolitan area. In addition to integrated fares described above,
the plan should include enhanced frequency on each major regional rail line, with at least one
train every 20 minutes, including weekends and evenings. To handie the increased loads that
would result, through-running operation at Penn Station is essential, avoiding conflicts between
inbound and out bound trains and increasing capacity by 20% or more. More stairways and
wider concourses at Penn Station are needed. By improving cooperative planning for regional
rail in the near future are better positioned to advance more ambitious plans for much needed
increases in Cross-Hudson rail capacity in the longer term, including a new rail link between
Penn Station and Grand Central as described in the attached thumbnail.

The NY City Council should urge the NYCDOT and NYCDCP to take a leadership role in
advocating for this plan. The commissioners of these two city agencies serve as voting
members of the NY Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) and should outline a
comprehensive planning work program that can be Federally- funded through NYMTC.

George Haikalis 212-475-3394 geo@irum.org



Statement at September 21, 2015 NY City Council hearing on Citywide Ferry System
George Haikalis, President, Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc.
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The Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc. (IRUM) is a NYC-based non-profit concerned with
reducing motor vehicular congestion and improving the livability of dense urban places.

IRUM urges the NY City Council to seriously consider including a 42" Street light rail line —
river-to-river, ferry dock-to-ferry dock, as an integral part of a plan for a citywide ferry system. A
map of this proposal — vision42 - is shown above.

The Manhattan Central Business District (CBD), by far the nation’s largest, is an important
economic engine for NYC and the entire the NY-NJ-CT region and is a key generator of public
transit trips. Clearly good access to the core of the CBD is an important element in a successful
ferry system. The Staten Island Ferry owes its utility to the valuable subway and bus
connections at South Ferry.

A crosstown surface light rail on 42™ Street would allow passengers using ferries to reach
important destinations that are a long walk from the city-owned waterfront ferry terminals at 39"
Street on the Hudson River, and at 35" Street on the East River. While the Hudson River ferry
terminal is an imposing new facility, the East River terminal clearly needs a major expansion.

The 42™ Street light rail line is estimated to cost a half billion dollars. It will greatly improve
access to the many developments that line this renowned thoroughfare, boosting commercial
and residential property values in the corridor by an estimated four billion dollars. Capturing a
fraction of this gain would pay for the light rail investment, not even counting the enhanced
value to a citywide ferry system.

As a second phase, the light rail line could be extending across 34" Street, creating a loop that
would conveniently distribute ferry riders to much of Midtown.

IRUM urges the City Council to seriously consider this inland connection as an integral part of a
citywide ferry system.
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MIDTOWN LIGHT RAIL LOOP linking 84th/42nd STREETS, the FERRIES,
BERNMN STATION and GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL

Creating a river-to-river light rail loop in Midtown Manhattan, extending the vision42 concept for
an auto-free light rail boulevard on 42" Street to include a dedicated transitway on 34" Street,
would greatly enhance surface transit mobility and improve the pedestrian environment in traffic-
clogged Midtown Manhattan.

Light rail transit is much more appealing than bus transit. Its proven technology provides a
smoother ride with a self-enforcing path and has the permanence that reinforces development. A
five-mile loop would cost about $1 billion, less than half the cost of the one-mile, one stop #7/
subway extension to Hudson Yard now under construction.

The two-way light rail loop would be fully integrated into the existing bus and subway system
using a proof of purchase fare collection system similar to the ones in place elsewhere in NYC. The
auto-free plazas on 42" Street would be fitted with pedestrian amenities like plantings and
benches, and where appropriate, bike lanes would be included. North-south traffic would continue
to operate as at present. Space for trucks making deliveries to businesses on 42 Street would be
reserved on avenues. Studies have shown that increased business activity on these blocks would
more than offset the added cost of deliveries. On 34" Street light rail line would also be placed in
the center of the street. The three blocks on 34" Street between 5th Avenue and 8™ Avenue
which have some of the highest pedestrian volumes in the city, would also become auto-free.
Elsewhere, a limited portion of the street would remain open for deliveries and local access.

The loop will provide high quality surface transit access to waterfront parks and would serve as a
distributor for East River and Hudson River ferries and for Penn Station and Grand Central
Terminal. It will stimulate and reshape development projects in the more remote East Midtown
and West Midtown areas, making them more transit friendly and sustainable.

Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc.  www.irum.org January 11, 2013
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Starting with vision42 - an auto-free light rail boulevard on 42" Street — as a prototype, a whole grid of
these streets would make sense in Manhattan, the nation’s most crowded urban place. While a number of
options are worth considering, the grid shown in this diagram includes many of the streets that have the
greatest number of pedestrians. Light rail would replace existing local and limited city bus routes on
most of the avenues and many crosstown streets. About 61 miles of light rail line are included in this
plan, of which 51 miles would be in pedestrian-only streets. At $200 million per mile, the grid would cost
about $12.2 billion to construct. This plan would work best if combined with key strategies to reduce car
use, like congestion pricing and car free Central Park Drives. Enough streets would remain open to traffic
to accommodate goods movement and essential car traffic. In Lower Manhattan and in the Village
additional auto-free streets, without light rail lines would make sense.

Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc.  www.irum.org July 8, 2007
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Rail-Plus-Trail for LI

Restoring the 3.5 mile disused LIRR Rockaway Beach Branch in Central Queens for a
fast one-seat ride rail service between Manhattan and JFK Airport, and using the
remainder of this city-owned right of way for a walking/cycling trail and more
public open space would produce a greener, more sustainable Queens. A high
quality rail link would reduce the noise and poliution produced by the legendary
traffic overloads on Woodhaven Boulevard and the Van Wyck Expressway, while
enhancing the economic viability of the airport, which is a major employer in
Queens, and the Manhattan business center — an important workplace for many
Queens residents. It would cut travel time by 30 minutes between the storm-
ravaged Rockaway Peninsula and Northern Queens and Midtown Manhattan.

The new one-seat service would use a smaill fleet of specially designed rail cars that
could operate on both LIRR and AirTrain tracks, and a short track connection north
of Howard Beach. At Aqueduct, a cross-platform transfer would malke it easy for A
train riders to use the JFK Airport service to Midtown Manhattan and permit airport
riders to reach Downtown Brooklyn and Lower Manhattan.*Special provision for
noise barriers would be an important feature. With frequent service and integrated
fares, the rail link would encourage transit use throughout Queens. Consideration
should be given to asking motorists, who now use costly on-airport roadways to
drop off and pick up passengers without charge, to pay their fair share and help
fund the rail-plus-trail, easing congestion and producing a Greener Queens.

Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc. W.irum.or: March 23, 2013
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A simple and cost-effective way to remake the region’s three commuter rail lines into a
coordinated Regional Rail System is to route much-needed new Hudson River
passenger rail tunnels by way of the Hoboken/Jersey City waterfront business district. A
new on-line station would be constructed just south of the Hoboken Terminal and a new
2.3 mile two-track tunnel would connect with existing tracks and platforms at Penn
Station, NY. A new 1.2 mile two-track tunnel would be constructed under 31% Street and
Park Avenue to link with existing tracks and platforms in the Lower Level of Grand Central
Terminal. New stairways and wider concourses are critical to rebuilding Penn Station into
a suitable gateway to NYC. Thru-running increases capacity and connectivity while
permitting removal of rail yards for new resilient waterfront development. It efficiently
uses existing rail infrastructure, avoiding adverse environmental impacts of new rail
trackage in the Hackensack Meadowlands. The Penn Station-Grand Central connection
avoids the costly plan to expand Penn Station to the south, which require acquisition of
dozens of buildings, displacing thousands of workers.

The Penn Station-Grand Central connection allows west of Hudson residents to reach
destinations in East Midtown, the largest concentration of office buildings in the nation
and makes it easier for Bronx, Westchester and Connecticut residents to reach the
growing West Midtown area as well as Hoboken/Jersey City, Newark and Newark Airport.
An interconnected Regional Rail System -- with frequent service, integrated fares and
through-running -- provides an attractive alternative to driving on crowded highways that
cannot be expanded and increases the economic viability of the region in the face of
growing global competition.

Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc.  www.irum.org November 12, 2015




Remarks Regarding Intros, 670, 965 and 903
by Stephen Bauman, shauman@ab

intro 670. This resolution calls upon the MTA to equalize fares and fransfers between the
NYC subway system and the commuter railroads within NYC. It does not make clear whether
the equalization should be accomplished by lowering the commuter rail fares within NYC or
by raising the subway fares.

Intro 965. The MTA has not been expanding the subway system with great rapidity. Each five
year report is likely to be a copy of its predecessor. Reports using census blocks yield more
accurate and precise results rather than those using census tracts. The one third mile
distance criterion for describing a transit desert too strict.

I have made my own transit assessment, using different category criteria. My categories are:
less than Y2 mile (walking), between % and 2 miles, and greater than 2 miles. The % mile
walking distance criterion is based on the Board of Ed's no school bus policy for 8 year old
third grade students some 60+ years ago.

The city and borough wide totals are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 - Distance to Nearest Subway Entrance
0.0 to 0.5 Miles 0.510 2.0 Miles More than 2.0 Miles
Area Population | Percentof | Population | Percentof | Population | Percent of
Area Area Area
Bronx 1,131,961 81.7% 240,409 17.4% 12,738 0.9%
Brooklyn 2,137,994 85.4% 357,851 14.3% 8,855 0.4%
Manhattan 1,544,824 97.4% 41,049 2.8% 0 0.0%
Queens 1,163,141 52.1% 682,635 31.0% 374,946 16.8%
Staten Island 145,622 31.0% 201,384 43.0% 121,824 26.0%
MNew York City 6,123,442 74.5% 1,833,328 18.8% 518,363 6.3%

This table shows that many Queens and Staten Island residents lack the walk to subway
access that is available in other parts of the City.

Figures 1 to 5 are borough maps that show these three access categories. The red hatched
area shows the 0.0 to 0.5 mile walking distance area with the corresponding subway
entrance. The green hatched area shows the 0.5 to 2.0 mile area with half mile contours. The
white areas show parts of New York City that are more than 2.0 miles from a subway
entrance.

The areas more than 2.0 miles from a subway entrance are Northeast, Eastern and
Southeast Queens and Northern and Western portions of Staten Island. It comprises one half
million people or 6% of the City's population. As gentrification progresses, poorer people will
be pushed into these areas. This is the trend of most European cities. Those with money live
in the city center, those without live in the far fringes.

it stands to reason that priority for subway expansion should be directed towards providing
access 1o these areas. Too many current and past projects concentrated on improving service



to areas that already enjoyed it. One metric for judging how well a project contributes to the
goal of meeting the needs of these under-served areas is how many new residents are
brought within 0.5 miles of a subway station.

Intro 903. There is a reason many rail corridors in the City are underutilized. The subway
expansion of the 1910's and 1920's proved too competitive. The nickel fare drove these
commuter rail lines out of business. The commuter rail corridors survived in the area beyond
the subway expansion. Therefore, it's not likely that using any of these underutilized rail
corridors would bring much service to those who live more than 2.0 miles from an existing
subway entrance.

Reactivating the Montauk Branch between Long Island City and Jamaica will provide 31,766
new New York City residents 0.5 mile access to a subway entrance. However, as Figure 6
shows, all these residents were within 1.5 miles of an existing subway entrance. None lives
beyond 2.0 miles.

Reactivating the Rockaway Beach Branch between Rego Park and Ozone Park will provide
13,491 new Queens residents 0.5 mile access to a subway entrance. However, as Figure 7
shows, all these residents were within 1.5 miles of an existing subway entrance. None lives
beyond 2.0 miles.

The Regional Plan Association's Triboro Rx plan between Bay Ridge and Woodside will
provide 0.5 mile subway entrance access to 76,012 new New York City residents. 53,000 will
live in Brooklyn and 23,000 will live in Queens. However, as Figure 8 shows all these
residents already live within 1.5 miles of a subway entrance. None lives beyond 2.0 miles.

None of these projects will benefit the half million residents who currently live beyond 2.0

miles of a subway entrance. Projects must point east and southeast in Queens to help these
people.

Utilizing Staten Island's North Shore right of way will bring 52,035 new residents within 0.5
mile one of the old SIRT stops. Many will be beyond 2.0 miles from an existing SIRT station.
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New York City Council Committee on Transportation
Hearing on Int. 964, 965 and Res. 670
Connecting Transportation Deserts

November 12, 2015

Testimony by Pierina Ana Sanchez,
Associate Planner, New York
Regional Plan Association

Good morning, my name is Pierina Ana Sanchez and | am an associate for policy and planning at Regional
Plan Association, which aims to improve the New York metropolitan region’s economic health,
environmental sustainability and quality of life through research, planning and advocacy.

We appreciate the Council’s efforts to address one of New York’s most critical problems—insufficient
transportation to underserved neighborhoods. Earlier this year, RPA released a report, Overlooked
Boroughs: Where New York City’s Transit Falls Short and How to Fix It, with findings and recommendations
that are relevant to the resolutions before the council today. I'd like to highlight a few of these for the
committee’s consideration.

Though New York's transit network was designed in the early part of the last century to bring residents to
the urban core and out again, today, more outer borough residents commute within and between the
boroughs than they do to Manhattan; 1.7 million commuted to jobs within the boroughs in 2010, an
increase of 18% from a decade earlier. Fewer New Yorkers -- about one million -- commuted to jobs from
the outer boroughs to Manhattan, up 12% from 2010.

Today, three core challenges confront residents of the other boroughs trying to get to work, schools,
doctor’s appointments, shopping and other needs:

e The subway is of limited use for travel within the boroughs.

¢ Bus service in the boroughs is slow and infrequent, and many residents need to take two or more
buses to reach their destination.

e The metropolitan region’s vast commuter rail network could be far better utilized in the boroughs.

Residents of the outer boroughs sometimes need to take circuitous journeys through Manhattan in order
to travel to work or school in another borough, adding significant time to their commutes. The transit gap
falls especially hard on lower-income households, who are less likely to own cars and rely heavily on mass
transit for their daily commutes. Lower-income residents are more likely to work in sectors such as retail
and health care, industries with jobs spread throughout the five boroughs. They also are less able to
afford taxis, and have fewer service and retail options within walking distance than more affluent
neighborhoods. And the higher cost of commuter rail service can be a barrier to residents who might
otherwise look for reverse-commute jobs in the suburbs.

New York Mew Jersay Connecticut WWAWLIDR.Org
4 Irving Place, 7" Floor 179 Nassau Street, 3 Floor Two Landmark Sq, Suite 108

New York, NY 10003 Priniceton, NJ 08542 Stamford, CT 06501

212.253.2727 508.2287080 2033560390
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Much of the growth in jobs, homes and travel in the coming decades will take place outside Manhattan,
but that growth won’t be sustainable unless we make some very significant changes to our transit system.
Good transit access plays an enormous role in expanding opportunity to education and jobs. As New York
works to foster a new supply of housing to meet surging demand, we need to think more broadly about
how our transit network will accommodate the city’s needs well into the 21st century.

We can address this need through a series of short- and longer-term measures, including the following:

¢ Increase the frequency of bus service on dozens of outer-borough routes: There are 56 bus
routes in the city where frequency falls short of an acceptable standard of 10 minutes in the peak
period, 15 minutes at other weekday times, and 20 minutes on weekends. We estimate that it
would cost 528 million per year, not concluding capital costs for additional buses and depots, to
bring all routes up to these standards.

» Speed bus service by implementing contactless fare payment, better traffic enforcement and
other measures. Right now, the average speed of a local bus in New York City is 8 miles per hour.
The measures suggested here could improve speeds on all 200 bus routes in the city.

» Expand Select Bus Service on an additional eight corridors, two in each borough except for
Manhattan. The eight SBS routes implemented to date have demonstrated that faster service is
possible, The additional routes recommended in our report meet several criteria for successful
SBS service.

e Run a 24-mile over-ground rail line running on an existing rail right-of-way from Bay Ridge in
Brooklyn, through Queens, to Co-Op City in the Bronx, to carry passengers directly from one
outer borough to another. These lines can successfully handle both freight and passenger service.
We estimate that more than 100,000 riders would use the 24-mile, 22-station Triboro line, with
stops strategically situated to establish convenient transfers to subway stops and bus route.

e Extend the Second Avenue subway both north to the Bronx and south to Lower Manhattan. It is
critical to restore funding in the MTA’s capital plan to complete the extension of the subway to
East Harlem. This could set the stage for future extensions that would serve low-income
communities in the Bronx as well.

e Increase off-peak and reverse commute service on Metro-North in the Bronx and the Long
Island Rail Road in Queens. Six stations in the Bronx all fall short of a 20-minute peak {both
directions) and 30-minute off peak standard. In Queens, eight stations have inadequate service in
the off-peak and during midday hours

¢ Reduce weekday commuter rail fares for trips within New York City. Today, the railroads offer a
half-price City ticket — but only on weekends. This makes using the railroad a prohibitive burden
for many city residents. RPA recommends that expansion of the discount to weekdays. The
commuter rail service would become more competitive to the subway, shifting some borough
residents from the subway to the railroads, if they were willing to pay a small premium, reducing
crowding on subway lines in Queens and the Bronx. The estimated cost to the MTA after
accounting for the revenue gained by the shift from subway to commuter rail is $30 million
annually.

We would be happy to provide additional information on any of these recommendations as the Council
deliberates on the resolutions and actions before it today.

New York New Jersey Connecticut WWW.IDE.0IG
4 Irving Place, 7% Floor 179 Massau Street, 3% Flgor Two Landmark 5q, Suite 108
New York, NY 10003 Princeton, NJ 08542 Stamford, CT 06901

212.253.2727 609.228.7080 203.356.0380
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ew York City’s subway system, built mostly in the first
third of the 20th century, was designed to open up the

© rapidly growing city to residential development beyond
lower Manhattan That was accomplished remarkably well. Col-
lectively, the Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens added three million
people from 1910 to 1940. Today, these subway lines, along with
bus, commuter rail and ferries, deliver almost 90% of those travel-
ing to work in Manhattan below 60th Street. Without this transit
network, the economic engine and the heart of New York region
couldn’t function.
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e

Because the radial subway system is oriented toward Manhat-
tan, it is much less successful in meeting the needs of those not
destined for the central business district. Indeed, less than half
of the 3.4 million trips made within and between the boroughs'
are made on transit. In contrast, almost nine in every 10 trips for
work made to and from the boroughs to the Manhattan business
district are on transit.

A well-functioning transit system is especially important for both
low- and average-income New Yorkers, the majority of whom
who don’t own a car. Not only does the system put them in reach
of millions of jobs, but it enables them to get to schools, hospitals,
cultural facilities, parks and services. This helps mitigate New
York’s high cost of housing, and it is part of the reason that low-
income New Yorkers have a better chance of getting ahead than
residents of many other U.S. regions.”

It this report, the horoughs are defined as the Bromyx, Brocklyn, Queens, Staten Isfand and Manhattan north of 96th Street o the
East Side and north of 125th Street on the West Sw le.

Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, Patrick Kline, Emumanuel Saez, The Economic Impact of Tax Expenditures: Evidence from Spatic!
Variation Across the U.5., The Equality of Opportunity Project, July 2013, Summary of Project Findings. Amang is findings. this com-
prehensive study found that the New York region ranked high on scales that measwed the chances of someone botn In 8 low-income
household achieving a relatively high income as an adult. i found several contributing factors, including sharter commuting times,
characietizing places thal provided gre epportunity for upward mobility,
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Jobs and population are growing faster in the boroughs and
upper Manhattan than in the central business district. Over

the last two decades, 774,000 jobs were created in the Bronx,
Brooklyn, Queens and Staten Island, where jobs grew twice as
fast as in all of Manhattan. What's more, growth in travel wizhin

the four boroughs exceeded the growth in travel into Manhar-

Job Growth, 1993-2013 tan. From 2000-2010, the number of people living and work-

Source: Bureaw of Economic Analysis

ing in the boroughs grew by 242,000, while those destined for

Boroughs Manhatran grew by only 105,000. Sixty-one percent of New

York City workers residing outside of Manhattan work in the
Manhattan other boroughs as well.
L . . x
Inadequate service is a likely reason that New York’s bus

ridership has declined by 7% since 2003, even though the city’s

Journey-to-Work Trips, 2000-2010 population and cconomy have grown and subway ridership has

Source: U.S. Census

risen by 23% during that same period. For those who don’t own
Within the Boroughs a car and are unable to use the subway, including many seniors,
the disabled and those not living near a subway, lack of good bus

To Manhattan

service is a significant detriment to quality of life and economic
opportunity.




Annual Subways and Bus Ridership {(millions)
Source: MTA
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The disproportionate growth in jobs and travel outside of
the central business district is expected to continue. As the
workforce of the boroughs expands, more jobs will follow.
There is more room for gl()\vth outside of Manhattan, and
many future jobs will be in health care, education, rechnology
and other sectors that dor’t need to be in a high-cost office
district. More jobs outside Manhattan’s core can help revitalize
neighborhoods, expand economic opportunity and increase the
city’s tax base. Yer growth won't be sustainable if the transpor
tation network is ill-equipped to handle i, and opportunities
will be limited if it’s voo difficult for residents to get to jobs.

This report examines how effectively our transit system
meets the mobility needs of the boroughs today and recom-
mends both small- and large-scale changes in the transit system
that would expand oppeortunities for borough residents and
create benefits to the economy of the city and region.

The Manhattan-oriented transit nerwork is already serain-
ing to meet rising demand, and the burden will only grow.
Many heavy travel markets are unserved, requiring circuitous,
time-consuming and multiple-transfer journeys by combina-
rions of bus and subway. Even those tmveling at times and to
places where transit is more available will often choose to drive
if they own a car rather than dealing with the shortcomings of

traveling by transic within the boroughs.

In parts of Queens, Brool\ vn and the Bronx there are entire
neighborhoods located bevond a comfortable walking distance
to a station, making it necessary to rely on another vehicle,
usually a bus, to access the subway. Staten Island doesn’t have a
subway, and the Staten Island Railway, built in the early 20¢h
century, serves only a small fraction of that borough’s land
arca. Even for those who live near a subway, many trips chat
stay within the outer boroughs require an additional mode

ﬁ”i?
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of transportarion. Even when they can be accomplished via
rransit, trips berween boroughs by subway are especially long
and arduous, often requiring a trip through Manhatran first.
Many places around the world - London, Madrid, Tokyo and
others - have long since identified chis limivation and raken
STEPS to intraduce partial or complete circumferential lines to
allow riders to navigate around city centers. Aside from eravel
time savings and improved access, circumferential services also
provide redundancy for the system, take pressure off existing
radial lines and foster development in outlying areas of the city.

The average speed of a local bus is New York ( ity in 8 miles
per hour, In Manhattan and much of the Bronx and Brooklyn,
speeds are even slower, only twice as fast as a pedestrian and
slower than cycling. Even express buses, which are designed

to serve travel to Manhatean, average only 11 miles per hour.
Local bus service is often infrequent, meaning long waits and
crowded buses. Many routes aren’r aligned wich the most
desired trips, leaving the rider no choice but to rransfer, adding

to the time and inconvenience of bus use.

The service and fare policies of Metro-North and Long Island
Rail Road aren’t designed to attract those living and working
within New York City. There has been a substantial increase

in reverse commuting from Manhattan and the Bronx to the
northern suburbs, fuc ed largely by the job growth in White
Plains and Stamford and new track capacity that permitred
additional reverse service . The LIRR hasn’t experienced similar
growth, due to insufhicient capacity for rush-hour reverse ser-
vice and few large job concentrations near suburban stations.




Many residents of the boroughs depend on the transit system
because they don’t own a car. More than half the houscholds

in the ciry are without one, including almost four of five in
Manhattan, close to 60% in the Bronx and Brooklyn, and more
than one-third in Queens. Most of the remaining houscholds

in those boroughs own only one vehicle, which is a handicap for
two-worker houscholds. On Staren Island more than half the
residents own one or none. Low-income houscholds depend on
good transit service. While most low-income neighborhoods are
within walking distance of a subway station, there are several
communities with high poverty and a high share of autoless
houscholds that are not, including parts of Morrisania and

East Tremont in the Bronx, East Harlem in Manhattan, Fast
New York, Flatlands, and Canarsie in Brooklyn, and Elmhurst,
Corona and South Jamaica in Queens.

Even low-income residents who live near a subway are more
burdened by the lack of effective intra-borough transit. On aver-
age, jobs in the Manhattan central business district have higher
education and entry-level requirements than jobs in the other

Photo! Susan Sermoneta

boroughs, leaving many poor and moderate-income houscholds
more dependent on retail, industrial, health care and service
jobs that are spread throughout the boroughs. Many poorer
neighborhoods have relatively few jobs within walking distance,
leaving many workers to rely on long and often unreliable bus or
subway trips.

Lowerincome households also are less able to afford raxis
and frequently have fewer service and retail options within
walking distance than more affluent neighborhoods. The cost of
commuter rail service also is a barrier for many who might oth-
erwisc look for jobs in the suburbs or use commuter trains where
subway service is lacking,
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New York's transit system, designed to accommodate demo-
graphic and travel patterns that existed 100 years ago, needs to be
adapted and expanded to betrer address the way residents work
and live roday and to take into account how the city is likely to
change and grow in the coming decades.

Much can be done to address the transit nerwork’s shore
comings and expand economic opportunity for residents of the
four boroughs and Upper Manhattan. Many improvements are

low-cost steps that can make a big difference in the short term.
Others will cost more and take longer.

The recommendations that follow were developed from a rigor-
ous evaluation of existing service using nine criteria thar a transit
user would consider — proximity, frequency, span, speed, crowd-
ing, reliability, connectiviry, amenity and price (see diagram on
Jfollowing page). Particular attention was given to the needs of
low-income and auto-less houscholds who are most dependent on
transit,

In addition to data and service analysis, public meetings
were held in five communities across the city. These meetings pro-
duced a wide variety of ideas and actions. Among the most often
mentioned problems were the long walk needed to reach subways
and buses, the need to make too many transfers, slow speed,
particularly of buses, and infrequent service.

Create a first-rate bus system

Phota: zackz {flickr)

Improve and extend rail service

Photo: RPA

Make commuter rail work
for borough residents

Photo: Nancy Borowick
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ring to additional trains or buses?

$y Is service available and frequent enough at the times I

need to make the trip?

v Is the service comfortable, and does it provide useful

and timely information and a pleasant physical environment?

1t Can I reach my destination in a reasonable period of

Can I afford the fare?

gt Will I be able to get a seat or will the vehicle be
uncomfortably overcrowded?

&

Canlafford the fare?
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The many weaknesses of the bus system
perpetuate its image as a second-rate system.
The image itself becomes a problem, depress-
ing ridership and makings new investment less
likely. But these weaknesses can be addressed
to create a more virtuous cycle, with improve-
ments attracting more riders and more invest-
ments. Many improvements can be made with
small initial investments and can save money in
the long term by making the system more effi-
cient. A comprehensive strategy would include
the following objectives and actions:




Local bus frequency falls short of an acceprable industry stan-
dard of a bus every 10 minutes in peak periods, every 15 minutes
at other weekday times and every 20 minutes on weekends. There
are 56 routes with bus service thar falls shorr of these standards
for one or more time periods or days of the week. Service should
be increased in those cases. Another 36 bus routes tend to be
overcrowded and additional service would case that problem.
These additions would not only shorten waiting times but par-

ially mirigate the negative effects of multiple transfers. Similarly,
service should be ac &cd selectively where late-night service is
absent, and to express service in the weckday off-peak and on
weekends.

The estimated operating cost of these added services is

estimated at $28 million, not including addirions to the bus fleet

Photo: David Tan (flicks)

and added bus depot space. It would be prudent to increase these
services on a carefully monitored demonstracion basis, starting
with the most heavily used service. RPA's Recommended SBS/BRT Routes

1. Cross Bronx «\/"\/\\\

The current Select Bus Service program by the New York Ciry
Deparement of Transportation and the Metropolitan Transpor
tation Authority has been successful in improving bus service.
The cight SBS routes implemented to date have speeded service

2. Eastern Bronx

areracted riders and demonstrared thar faster service is poss bl .

We recommend prioritizing the implementation of SBS on

another cight corridors, two in cach borough except Manharran, 3. Flushing - Jamaica
ful SBS

service: sizable ridership, slow bus service and poor subway con-

shown in Figure $-1. They meet all the criteria for succ

nectivity. Most noteworthy is Woodhaven Boulevard in Queens, 4. Contral Queens
where a wide right-of-way makes possible a system closer to full
Bus Rapid Transit, which includes a dedicated lanc for buses.

5. South Brooklyn
Northerly

T4, Staten Island
North Shore

78. Staten Island
Expressway.

6. South Brooklyn

Southerly

8. Staten [sland
West Corridor

%
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Lower fares on subway and buses in the off-peak and on weck-
ends should be considered to move trips into time of days when
there is less crowding, and to help lower-income residents with
either the need or option to travel more in the off-peak,

¥ -5 Follow

Oyster pay as you go fares are cheaper after
7pm. Find out about off-peak fares
th.gov.uk/oyster

g

Travel after 7pmi for
a cheaper fare
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Numerous short-term measures would not only save time for pas-
sengers but also lower costs by making the buses and their drivers
more productive. The MTA already has begun purchasing only
low-floor buses that speed loading and unloading. Other mea-
sures should include a more aggressive educational program to
encourage passengers to leave by the rear door; a modern and effi-
cient contactless fare payment system that will speed boarding
and alighting on all bus routes; strect treatments on congested

or high-traffic corridors and intersections that will enable buses
to maintain reliable and quick service; improved trathe enforce-
ment to furcher reduce congestion; and the introduction of more
limited-stop service on some high-frequency routes. These mea-
sures would be directed ro all of the more than 200 local buses
routes in the city, not just the handful of those that benefit from
SBS or BRT treatments.

Slow Local Buses (Buses
traveling one mph or less
than the borough average)

- Local Bus Lines
= SlOWest Lines
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Impmving amenities are important to
signal commitment to a better qmlity of
service. Greater priority should be given
to improving bus shelters, bus schedules
and maps, real-time bus arrival informa-
tion, and casier fare payment systems.
These include shelters that are properly

enclosed from the clements, dynamic signs

with accurate bus arrival times, and real-
time information for connecting transit
services.

Photo: BPA
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Bus Station in Los Angeles
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During the investigations and outrcach
process, many ideas for new or rerouted
routes were suggested. Many would

serve industrial areas, such as Maspeth

in Queens and Hunts Point and Zerega
Avenue in the Bronx. Other routes were
suggested to serve the airports, which
would serve both airport workers and air
passengers. Following further marker and
operational analysis, these could also be
tried on an experimental basis with sunset
provisions and clear criteria for whether or
not to continue service.
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Hunts Point Avenue
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There are a number of actions that improve or better connect existing subway

services, as well as provide new service that connect the boroughs without
going through Manhattan. Some of the following recommendations could be
implemented in the near term and would provide benefits that will accrue over
time. Others are long-range steps that would require an infusion of depend-

able sources of capital.

The subway station upgrade program should be targeted to
overcome an imbalance in the pace of boroughs’ stations
improvements and give greater attention to station needs outside
of Manhatran. Also, the MTA should accelerate its program ro
implement communications-based train control, which would

replace ourmoded signals from an earlier era and improve capac-
ity and flexibility throughour the system.’

The completion of the initial phase of the Second Avenue subway
followed by segments north to 125th Street and south to the
Battery has both short and long-term benefits for those living

in the boroughs. The extension of the first phase between 96th
and 63rd streets will have che initial effect of serving parts of

RPA's 2014 report, Moving Forward: Acceferoting the Transition to Communications-Baosed
Trarins Control in New York City's Subways., detaiis the benefits of CBTC.

| Brooklyn Smith-9th Street Station Rehabilitation
Photo: MTA New York City Transit / Marc A. Hermann

East Harlem and of relieving severe overcrowding on the 4,5
and 6 trains serving the Bronx and the cast side. An extension
north to 125¢h Sereet would bring service to all of East Harlem
and relicve overcrowding on Bronx trains. Moreover, the exten-
sion northward could service as a catalyst to extend the service
northward into low-income neighborhoods of central Bronx
with poor subway service, including East Tremont, Morrisania
and Melrose.

The extension of the Sccond Avenue subway to the south
would create better access from upper Manhattan and the Bronx
to Midtown and Lower Manhatran. It also would set the stage
for new lines in Brooklyn and Queens. Most immediately, funds
need to be maintained in the MTA capital program for the next
two stations to the north in East Harlem and at 125th Street,
where connections to lines from the Bronx and ro Metro-North
could be made.




There are numerous possible rail expansions directed to borough
needs that will cost less than subway exrensions. By far the most
promising is the Triboro Rx, a largely above- ground line first
conceived by RPA in the mid-1990s that would stretch from Bay
Ridge in Brooklyn through Queens to the South Bronx. This
line would address many of thc weaknesses found in the rransit
system in the boroughs ~ poor connectiviry within and between
the Bronx, Queens and Brooklyn, slow bus service, excessive
transterring and service reliabil lity. Current bus service and

improved SBS/BRT routes would be hard pressed to duplicate its

speed and connectivity adv antages.

The right-of-way is now mc.d exclusively by freight services,
bur this Valmbic resource could be used for both frué,ht and pas-
senger service, as numerous other rail lines do around the world.

We estimate thar more than 100,000 riders would use the
24-mile, 22-station Triboro Rx line, with stops strategically

sitnated to establish convenient transfers to subway stops and bus

routes. Station locations would become a catalyst for develop-
ment in arcas where housing will be needed to meer New
York City’s anticipared p«)pul&tzon growth.

"The most promising of other rail possibilicies
involves the use of the Atlantic and Montauk branches
of the LIRR east of Jamaica, which can be reconsti-
tuted and combined with service on the Arlantic
Branch berween Jamaica and the Barclays
Center in Downtown Brooklyn. The current
LIRR plans are to convert the Aclantic
Branch into a shuttle service once the Fast
Side Access project is complered in the carly
2020s. We recommend that the MTA’s
LIRR, working with the New York Ciey
Transit and NY( s Department of Ciey Plan-
ning derermine how they should best be used.

i
/
\\\»v\% H
iy ;A

mmwm//
New Utrecht \

Triboro Rx Proposed
Rights-of-Way
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Metro-North and LIRR can be made to work
better for the borough communities that they
serve without significantly reducing service for
suburban riders commuting into the city.




For many Metro-North and LIRR stations locared within the
Bronx and Queens, service frequency in the peak in both direc-
tions and at midday is very limited. Six stations in the Bronx all
fall shorr of a 20-minute peak (both direcrions) and 30-minute
off peak standard. In Queens, eighe srations have inadequate
service in the off-peak and during midday hours. In all cases, one
more train per hour during the affected periods would meet an
acceptable standard. Service could be expanded with a dem-
onstration program to determine whether goals for increased

ridership are met.

Today, the railroads offer a half-price City ticker — bur only on
weekends. This makes using the railroad a prohibitive burden
for many ciry residents. RPA recommends that expansion of the
discount to weckdays. The commuter rail service would become
more competitive to the subway, shifting some borough residents
from the subway to the railroads, if they were willing to pay a
small premium, reducing crowding on subway lines in

Queens and the Bronx. The estimated cost to the
MTA after accounting for the revenue gained by the
shift from subway to commuter rail is $30 million

annually.

Metro-North should move forward wich its pro-
posal to operate a commuter rail service to link
the Bronx with Penn Station once the comple-
tion of LIRR’s East Side Access project makes it
operationally feasible. The Bronx would benefic
with four stations in the eastern part of the
borough to allow residents ro reach Wese

Midtown faster, gaining access to jobs in
Connecticur.

Today, transit oprions from the city to Long
Island are severely limited by the lack of
capacity for reverse peak service, deny-

ing city residents rransit ace
Island jobs, and Long Island employers

access to the city’s workforce. On the

LIRR, added service in the reverse

direction would be helped by the addi-

tion of a third rrack on the Main Line in
Nassau County. The LIRR proposal would
build an additional track on its main line from
Floral Park ro Hicksville, a project that would

s to Long

open up reverse commuting jobs on Long Island
for Queens and Brooklyn residents.
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Until recently, the inattention to the needs of the boroughs has
nowhere been truer than in its rransic system. The subways were
built to bring people to the core, only incidentally serving people
traveling within the boroughs. Express buses, too, have been
designed to deliver borough residents ro Manhatran. The com-
muter rail nerwork pays licele attention to the boroughs. This has
Jeft the local bus network to be the workhorse for the mobility of
borough residents. But buses are slow, unreliable, infrequent, and
often do not rake people where they want to without long walks
or multiple transfers.

This is starting to change. Select Bus Serviceisa major
improvement for the neighborhoods it serves. The large number

of neighborhood plans and rezonings in the last decade provide a
foundation to combine growth with more livable communities.
And Mayor Bill de Blasio’s ambitious, five-borough Housing

New York Plan is taking on the difficulr challenge of making

neighborhoods both livable and affordable.

T e

T ——————

Bur chese cforts will fall short unless we create a transporta-
tion system that takes residents where they need to go quickly,
reliably and affordably. Some recommendations in this report
can be implemented today and save money in the long run. Oth-
ers have a high price ragand will take several years to complete.
Taken together, these actions will help create a ciry that is
More Prosperous, fairer and healthier. Employers would keep
and create more jobs because they would have access to a larger
number of workers and have fewer problems wich lateness and
absencecism. Residents would have access to a larger number of
job opportunities. The city could create more affordable housing
with a larger number of locations that are well-served by trans-
portation. Congestion and air quality would improve because
people would drive less. And New York wou Id enjoy a transit
system befitting one of the wealthiest and most successful cities
in the world.




Regional Plan Association has a long history of not only provid-

ing research on regional planning and public policy issues, but of
€ £ )

following them up by advocaring for the steps to turn these plans

into reality. The recommendations in this ICPOrt are no €3

ep-
tion. We believe that the theme of chis report, that transic mobil-
ity in the boroughs has historically been neglecred, is extremely
timely today as a public policy issue, and we are in a position to
press for change to overcome past indifference.

The steps we will rake fie well with our Fourth Regional Plan
(4RP) work that begun in carnest in 2014, and which we will be
driving toward completion in the next two or three years.

Toward these ends, we intend to pursue the specific recom-
mendations in the plan:

# Follow up with the MTA on our bus service recommenda-
tions and demonstration program, working with them to
develop the sunser clauses for service continuation;

# Mectwith the MTA and the NYCDOT and press our pri-
orities for SBS/BRT services:

b Press for accelerared program for advanced fare collections
prog
technology advances that will help speed bus boarding;

» Work toward a system of compatible passenger and freighe
service with freight operators using the Triboro Rx right-of-
way;

# As partof the 4RP, initiate a Transportation Oriented
Development program for the MTA's subway and SIR sta-
rions, identifying the most promising station areas in the city
with an eye to simulrancously advance the Ciry’s housing
program;

B Continue to keep in the public eye on the Second Avenue
subway extension options so that the limited SCGMENT S00N
to be opened does not become a “stubway™;

Press for needed commuter rail and subway projects that
will service new markets in the ciry and the surrounding
suburban counties;

Explore with the MTA the options for use of the underused
and abandoned rail rights-of-way throughout Brooklyn and

Queens; and

# Because the MTA's operating and capital programs are far
short of the funding necessary to insure continued reliability,
it would be remiss not to raise this issue here, therefore: we
will continue to advocate for adequate funding with our
partners in the business, environmental and civic sectors ro
prevent the decay of the transit system and decline in mobil-
ity throughout the boroughs if transit is underfunded,

RPA acknowledges the assistance of the Robert Sterling Clark
Foundarion and The Rockefeller Foundation for their financial
assistance and suppore, and to the Advisory Committee mem-
bers (see Appendix for membership) for its guidance throughout.
This report was researched and written by Jeffrey M. Zupan,
RPA Senior Fellow and by Richard Barone, RPA’s Director of
Transportation, with assistance from Jackson Whirmore and
Emily Roach.

"The report was designed by Ben Oldenburg, RPA’s Senior
Graphic Designer. The report was copy edited by Wendy Pollack,
RPA’s Direcror of Public Affairs.

For more derails on RPA's recommendations
to improve mobility in the boroughs,
visit www.rpa.org/overlooked-boroughs.
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Foundartion and The Rockefeller Foundarion for their inancial

assistance and support, and to the Advisory Committee mem-
bers for its guidance throughout. This report was rescarched and
written by Jeffrey M. Zupan, RPA Senior Fellow and by Richard
Barone, RPA’s Director of Transportation, with assistance from
Jackson Whitmore and Emily Roach.

The report was designed by Ben Oldenburg, RPA’s Senior
Graphic Designer. The report was copy edited by Rossana Iva-
nova, RPA’s Director of Development and Pierina Ana Sanchez,
RPA's Associate for Policy and Planning

Noah Budnick, Transportation Alternatives
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Bill Henderson, MTA
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RPA began to work on the foundations of what will become the
Fourth Regional Plan in the history of the region more or less
simultaneously with the research and analyses in this report. As
with previous plans, transportation will be a key part of the 4RP.
And it stands to reason that the work in this report on mobility
of the more than 7 million people living in the boroughs will be
integrated into the 4RP work, addressing the mobilicy needs of
all 23 million people living in the metropolitan region.
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To many outsiders, “New York City” refers to Manhatran south
of 125¢h Street. Yer, not only do nearly 90 percent of the ciry’s
8.2 million city residents live outside this pare of Manhatran,
but the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens and Sraten Island are also
home to more than half of the city’s jobs, and have experienced
job growth twice as fast as Manhartan’s during the past two
decades. This report uses “the boroughs” to refer to where nearly
90 percent of the city’s population lives ~ the Bronx, Brooklyn,
Jueens, Staten Island and norchern Manhatran - and “CBD”
or central business districe to refer to Manhatran south of 60th
street. The focus of this report is transit-based mobility for access
to jobs and other activities in the boroughs, increasingly viral to
the city and state economy, and the well-being of its residents.
Built mostly in the first chird of the 20th century, New York
City's subway system was designed to open up the rapidly grow-
ing City to residential development beyond lower Manhattan
and improve transportation capacity to job concentrations in
the CBD. This was accomplished remarkably well, but today the
transit system is not meeting the travel needs of the boroughs,
which have ourgrown our Manhatran-oriented transic network.
For instance, of the 26 distinct subway routes, 24 converge
on Manhattan’s core, only incidentally offering service for travel
within the other boroughs. And Staten Island has no subway at
all, but rather one rail line; the 14-mile, 22 station Staten Island
Railway [SIR} service that terminates at the ferry terminal in St
George. Express buses attempt to fill in this radial pattern for
service to Manhatran, albeir with less frequent service than the

subway system, fewer Manhattan destinations, and more limited
off-peak and weckend schedules. Nor do the express buses
operate to serve travelers moving among the boroughs. Figure 1
depicts the subway routes, the express bus routes and the SIR.
The 228 local bus routes that operate within the five bor
oughs serve residents secking transit for shorter trips within their
own or nearby boroughs. These routes tend to be slow, though
limited-stop routes can increase speeds. In recent years the
NYCDOT and the MTA have initiared Select Bus Service (SBS)
along 6 corridors. SBS services require off-vehicle fare purchases,
have fewer stops and designated rights-ofway, all intended o
speed service. The region’s three commuter rail nerworks provide
limited service to and from the boroughs to either Manhattan or
to the suburbs surrounding the City, since their primary purpose
is to speed suburban residents to the Manhattan core. They rep-
resent an untapped resource for residents in the boroughs. There
is also a limited ferry network that operates within New York
City. The iconic Staten Island Ferry operates from St. George
to Lower Manhartan and is the most important transic lifeline
between the often neglected borough and the region’s commer-
cial core. In addition, in recent years the city has experimented

with various ferry services either in response to 9/11 or the
Sandy storm. Currently, there is the East River ferry route thar
connects one point in Queens with four in Brooklyn and rwe
in Manharttan and a service from Red Hook to Lower Manhat
tan subsidized by IKEA. There is also an experimental route
from the Rockaways, a barrier peninsula in southeast Queens,
to Lower Manhattan, stopping at Pier 11 and at 34th Sereet on
the East River. The service costs only $2 and operates only on
weekdays during peak periods. These routes require shore-term
subsidies that must be renewed periodically. The NYC Economic
Development Corporation is considering the initiation of other
FOULES.

Figure I shows the subway, commuter rail and ferry nerwork
and Figure 2 shows the local bus nerwork.

Awell-functioning transit system is especially imporrant
for both low- and average income New Yorkers, the majority of
whom who do not own a car. Not only does the system put them
in reach of millions of jobs, but it enables them ro get to schools,
hospitals, cultural facilicies, parks and services. This helps miti-
gate New York’s high cost of housing, and it is part of the reason
that low-income New Yorkers have a betrer chance of getting
ahead than residents of many other U.S. regions.

This report pursues several parallel paths to gain an under-
standing of the transit needs in the boroughs of New York City.
These include:

# Understanding current travel patterns using US Census
travel to work data. Trips to and from work constitute half
of all trips made on the New York Ciry subway system
and almost one-third of all the trips made on local buses.
Although work trips arc only part of the travel picture, these
data help to understand the relative size, geographic orienta-
tion, and maode choices of the travel markers in the City.

» Identifying arcas of the city where good transit is especially
important because auto ownership is low. This analysis also
identifies areas of high auto ownership as areas where shift ro
transit would be more problematic.

# Using these data to formulate statistical models thar rec-
ognize factors other than transit service that explain why
people use transir, including land use densities in residential
and work locations, the cost of auto use (including parking
and tolls), and income (which mitigates the high cost of auto
use for some trips). This analysis helps o identify the markers
in the ciey where transit use is poor after accounting for non-

transit-service factors.
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Borough to Borough Trips to Work

Source: us Bureau, 2010
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» Understanding public priorities. On the proposition that
people who live and work in an arca are most familiar wich
the shortcomings of the transic system, RPA met with
five community boards, one per borough, to discuss their
transit needs. Although no single community board can be
representative of an entire borough, much less the city, this
process helped identify some transic service characteristics
that attract people to transit and areas in the boroughs where
service is lacking. This was done by prompting the artendees
to discuss the nine factors that attract riders, presented in
the form of questions, as follows:

In addition to community board outreach, RPA established
an advisory committee consisting of representatives of transpor-
ration advocacy groups with deep local transic knowledge, and
cransit operators who would be responsible for implementing
recommendations. The composition of this commictee is pro-
vided in the Acknowledgements.

The recommendations in this report are based on the
investigations of the transit deficiencies and the feedback from
the outreach process. These recommendations may be generic,
i.c. applicable to the entire transit system and the entire eity, or
geographically specific within a borough or a neighborhood, a
subway line or a bus route. The agencies responsible for imple-
mentation are then identified.

s

Residents of the city, and people everywhere for that marter,

need the transportation system to get to and from work, and to
carry out their other normal daily activities ~ shop, visic others,
go to school, and to reach various recreation venues. This repore
initially focuses on gaining a better understanding of work trip
patterns for the boroughs’ residents, and how the transit system
serves them teday. There are a number of reasons for doing this.

v The work trip is taken daily and making improvements ro it
can have a greater quality of life impact;

& Work trips are more often made during peak rimes when
transit service is more essential because road trafhic is more
congested;

B Work trips tend to made alone making transit more econom-
ical, while non-work trips are often made by family members
traveling together making auto travel more cconomical;

B Work trips tend to be made to centers of economic activity,
such as major central business districts;

¥ Getring to work is critical to cconomic well-being of New
Yorkers;

B Work trip data is available in grear detail from US Census
surveys while dara for non-work trips are gathered more
sporadically and less universally.

Recent work trip data is available through the American
Community Survey which surveved houscholds annually from
2006 to 2010. When combined for those five years the sample
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i: Borough to Borough Work Trips by Mode: 2010

Hes

226,315 191,620 21,565 615

The Bronx 18,960 460,075
Brooklyn 13,535 533,685 391,010 69,680 6,695 1.014.605
Manhattan 27,180 23,905 696,080 20,085 1420 768,670
Queens 21,040 34,985 370,245 430,250 2,080 908,600
Staten Island 1,580 29,970 52,940 5.700 85,780 185,970
TOTAL 289,650 692,505 1,701,895 547,280 106,590 3,337,920
The Bronx 40.2 78.8 83.8 59.4 64.2 61.0
Brooklyn 56.6 42.3 90.2 49.7 357 615
Manhattan 69.2 75.6 58.2 ) 68.9 47.2 584
Queens 374 412 85.5 330 233 55.2
Staten Island 12.3 19.0 75.1 16.9 16.3 33

TOTAL 43.3 43.4 74.9 373 18.3 57.7
The Bronx 13.9 67.7 68.6 45.8 276 405
Brooklyn 52.0 246 836 383 7.0 486
Manhattan 44.4 703 479 60.4 313 48.8
Queens 29.4 314 726 16.0 192 408
Staten Island 4.4 2.1 7.2 34 0.8 30
TOTAL 19.6 27.3 626 215 2.8 42.9
The Bronx 255 7.8 1.2 10.8 10.6 18.1

Brooklyn 2.6 16.9 46 9.8 12.8 1.5
Manhattan 22.0 3.0 8.9 5.6 9.2 9.1
Queens 6.4 7.5 76 16.3 36 1.7
Staten Island 57 145 54.0 9.8 14.2 254
TOTAL 22.6 14.9 9.3 14.8 13.8 127
The Bronx 36.1 20.5 15.1 39.9 30.8 26.8
Brooklyn 411 317 8.3 469 50.5 240
Manhattan 276 18.6 8.0 26.6 43.0 96
Queens 62.0 571 13.6 471 76.0 348
Staten Island ) 835 80.2 238 82.3 73.2 50.7
TOTAL 37.7 36.2 10.6 46.4 71.8 26.1

Source: U5, Census Bureau. American Commuunity Survey 2006 to 2010

half use transit ~ 40 percent for the Bronx, 42 percent for
Brooklyn, 33 percent for Queens and barely one in six for Staten
Island. For the intra-Bronx trips, buses are used twice as much

rate includes over 8 percent of houscholds, an adequate sample
unless dealing with very small areas with low volumes of trips.”
The overall pattern and modal shares of travel within and

berween the boroughs is shown in Table 1. Over 3.3 million at the subway while in Brooklyn substantially more ride the

daily work trips are represented in Table 1. This is the sum of all
trips taken for work purposes within the five boroughs. As might
be expected, the number of people who travel to Manhatran is
high and the share that uses transit from the other boroughs to
Manhattan is also high, from 75 percent for Staten Islanders to
90 percent for Brooklyn residents. Note the Manhattan to Man-
hattan anomaly with only 58 percent using transit, a result of the
high share of these trips made on foot.

The high volume of trips made within each of the non-Manhar-
tan boroughs is significant. If not working in Manhartan, New
Yorkers are likely to work closer to home. Approximately half of
the workers living in cach of the four non-Manhatran boroughs
also work in their own borough. For all of these trips, less than

Data recorded includes the dominant mode of trip, estimated travel thines, and thme of
departure. The home origin of the trip is organized by census iract and census block level. The
work lrips destination, Le. the work site Is established by the work address from the survey and
is coded to enable aggregation by various units of geography. including census blodk, census
tract, zip code, municipality or county. or as often used by transportation planners, by specialized
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ)L
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subway. The Queens trips are split evenly berween the two transit
modes, and the Staten Island trips are almost exclusively by bus,
since there is no subway service there; the Staten Island Railway
is barely used at all for trips within that borough.

There is also substantial travel berween the boroughs. By far
the largest are the flows in each direction berween Brooklyn and
Queens, the only borough pairs that are contiguous, i.c. not sepa-
rate by a major water body. Eighty-five thousand people travel
from Queens to Brooklyn jobs and another 70,000 make the trip
from Brooklyn to Queens’ job sites. Over half of the Queens-
Brooklyn flow is made by car, as is 47 percent of the flow in the
other direction. Among those using transit in cach direction,
most ride the subway rather than buses.

The other inter-borough fows are much lower. Staten Island
to Brooklyn, with 30,000, is the highest but only 19 percent use
transit, In contrast, other notable borough pairs have higher
transit shares — the Bronx to Queens and to Brooklyn are 58
percent and 79 percent transit use, respectively, and Queens to
the Bronx at 37 percent. Most of these longer distance crips are
by subway. Since these trips tend to be longer than those within




: Work Trips From the Boroughs to the Suburbs: 2010

K : Total Tes

Manhattan Bergen 6,760 7.8 Subway fo bus

Bronx Bergen 3.580 135 Busio GWBBSto Bus
Queens Bergen 3,265 11.8 Subway to Bus
Brooklyn Bergen 2,200 1.1 Subway to Bus
IManhattan Essex 4,040 1,940 48.0 Subway to Bus or NJT
Brooklyn Essex 2,965 1,425 48,1 Subway to NJT
Queens Essex 2075 765 36.9 Subway to NJT

Staten Island Essex 2,025 55 2.7 Bus

Brooklyn Hudson 7.245 4,980 68.7 Subway to PATH
Manhattan Hudson 6,820 5,455 80.0 Subway and PATH
Queens Hudson 5,665 3,545 62.6 Subway to Bus or PATH
Staten Island Hudson 4,245 770 18.1 Bus, LRT, PATH

Bronx Hudson 2,585 1,245 48.2 Subway and PATH
Staten Island Middlesex 3,180 40 1.3 None

Brooklyn Middlesex 2,250 300 13.3 NJT 1o Subway
Queens Nassau 75,025 13,130 175 Subway to LIRR or Bus
Brooklyn Nassau 11,000 3185 29.0 Subway in LIRR or Bus
Manhattan Nassau 4.340 1410 32.5 SubwayioLIRR
Bronx Nassau 2,590 620 235 SubwayioLIRR
Queens Suffolk 13,815 1,545 11.2 Subway to LIRR
Brooklyn Suffolk 2720 555 20.4 Subway to LIRR
Manhattan Suffolk 2,345 810 345 Subwayto LIRR

Bronx Westchester 37,58 11,725 31.2 Subway to Bus or Metra North
Manhattan Westchester 8,415 3,655 38.8 Subway lo Metro Nerth
Queens Westchester 8,670 1,275 147 Subway to Metro North
Brooklyn Westchester 3,135 1,260 40.2 Subway to Metro North
Manhattan Fairfield 4,570 2775 60.7 Subway to Metro North
Bronx Fairfield 2,495 490 19.6 Subway or Bus to Metro North
Queens Fairfield 2,300 285 12.4 Swbway to Metro North

Source: U8, Census Bureaw, American Community Survey 2006 te 2010
Note: Defictent routes shaded.

boroughs, the faster subway becomes a more likely transit oprion,
and direct subway service becomes more relevant. Of course, in
the absence of a subway at all, as with Staten Island, transit is
considerably less attractive.

For crips from Manhattan to the boroughs of the Bronx,
Queens or Brooklvn, each with 20,000 or more trips, the transic
share is higher, mostly by subway.

Comparisons of these data with the earlier US Census
produce some welcome fAindings. Almost all the borough-to-
borough work trip lows have become more transic oriented. The
total number of work trips has also grown substantially from 2.9
to over 3.3 million, paralleling the growteh in the ciry’s popula-
tion.

Many borough residents work outside the ciry. In Table 2 the
work trips data for travel from the boroughs to nearby suburban
counties is presented for those county-to-county markets that
exceed 2,000 work trips a day. Twenty-nine pairs meet chat
threshold, totaling 239,000 trips. Not surprisingly, the highest
volumes are from boroughs to contiguous suburban counties -
Queens to Nassau and the Bronx to Westchester. Other high
volume pairings are from Queens to Suffolk and Manhattan to
Westchester. The trip-making ro New Jersey counties are more

s

defused with Brooklyn to nearby Hudson County leading the
pack.

The service and fare policies of Metro-North and Long
Island Rail Road are generally not designed to ateract those liv-
ing and working within New York City. However, the growth in
commuration on Metro-North from New York Ciry to the sub-
urbs shows what is possible. There has been a doubling of reverse
commuting from Manhattan and che Bronx to the northern sub-
urbs since 1995, fucled largely by the job growth in White Plains
and Stamford and new track capacity that permitted additional
reverse service. The LIRR hasn't experienced similar growth,
due to insufhcient capacity for rush-hour reverse service and few
large job concentrations near suburban starions.

The transic modal share collectively for the trips in Table 2
is 27 percent; the pairs exceeding 30 percent are highlighted in
gray. The transic shares vary widely by market. These markers
either have direct commueer rail service, or have it combined
with subway or bus and destined for either the nearby counties of
New Jersey with rail service to other suburban counties adja-
cent to the city. The exceptions are the two Manhattan to Long
Island markets which exceed 30 percent transit. There are only
two markets that fall below 30 percent that have New Jersey or
Hudson Valley destinations — Brooklyn/Middlesex and Queens/




Work Location Tot

Suburbs to the Boroughs: 2010
Tr

< t

Bus via GWBBS and Bus

Bergen Bronx 6.515 20

Bergen Brookiyn 2740 975 35.6 Busto Subway

Bergen Queens 4,230 935 22,1 Busto Subway

Essex Brooklyn 2,470 1,275 51.6 NIT or Bus to NYC and Subway
Hudson Brooklyn 3.430 2,?35 62.2 LR,'VF/,PA'EH to Subway
Hudson Queens 2,270 1&235 54.4 LRT/PATH or Bus to Subway
Middlesex Brooklyn 3,155 795 252 MNJT 1o Subway

Middlesex Staten Island 3,035 59 1.9 None

Monmouth Brooklyn ) 3,550 710 ] 20.0 Rail and PATH to Subway
Monmouth Staten Island 3,585 95 2.6 None

‘Nassau Bronx 6,335 95 6.2 Bus or LIRR to Subway
Nassau Brookiyn 25,255 4,355 172 Bus or LIRR to Subway
Nassau Queens 70,435 6365 9.0 Bus or LIRR to Subway
Suffolk Bronx 3,565 385 10.8 LIRR to Subway

Suffolk Brooklyn 10,250 2535 247 LIRR to Subway

Suffolk Queens 25,050 3,595 4.4 LIRR to Subway

Orange Bronx 3,980 234 5.9 WNone

Rockland Bronx 5680 84 1.5 Busto GWBBS and Bus
Westchester Bronx 29,810 3,345 11.2  Metro North or Bus to Subway
Westchester Brooklyn 3.820 J30 45.3 Metro North to Subway
Wesichester Queens 5,450 755 13.9 Metro North to Subway

Source: U.5. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2006 to 2010
Hote: Deficient routes shaded.

Fairfield; in both those cases the auto trip is much more direct
than the transit option.

The major county-to-county commutes from the surround-
ing, mostly suburban counties to the boroughs is of somewhat
less interest in this report, since the focus is on mobility improve-
ments for borough residents. Nevertheless, better aceess to jobs
in the boroughs builds their economic strength and is worthy of
mention here. The suburb-to-city work trip travel is presented in
Table 3 and shows all markets of more than 2,000 work trips.

There are 225,000 wrips represented in Table 3, but only 14
percent use transit. High auto ownership levels among suburban
residents undoubtedly explain some of this low share, compared
to the 27 percent for the borough-to-suburb transit share. The
highest transit shares are found among those pairs that arc close
in suburban counties and that involve Brooklyn and Queens.
The transit shares tend to be higher where a trip would involve
traveling to and through Manharran, where the transic network
is more robust and travel by car is more oncrous. Westchester to
Brooklyn is a good example.

From the three preceding rables of work trip flows in the
New York region, a number of key points relevant for borough
work trip mobility stand out.

p# There are 1.7 million borough residents that work in Man-
hatean (Table 1). Wich most, 1.4 million, working below
96th Street on the east side and 125¢h Street on the west
side.

¥ An almost equal number of borough residents, 1.6 million,
work in the other boroughs.

Of these, by far the largest travel flows are internal to each
borough; less than half of these flows are made by transit.

Reliance on buses is high in these boroughs, especially where
the subway is not oriented toward many trips as in the Bronx
and Queens or where a subway is totally absent as on Staten

Island.

Travel berween the adjacent borough of Queens and Brook-
lyn is also significant. Car use for these trips is high. Subway
use far exceeds bus use for these trips, in part a consequence
of poor direct bus service berween the two boroughs.

¥ The volumes of trips to suburban counties are much lower
than travel within the boroughs. By far the highest volumes
are: from Queens and to a lesser extent Brooklyn to Nassau
County, from Brooklyn, Manhattan and Queens ro Hudson
County, and from the Bronx and Manhattan to Westchester.
Where rail transic is available, it is well used. Where buses
are the major transit option, transit shares are lower.

L 4

Suburbs-to-boroughs transit shares are highest where the city
transit system can aid the trip, lowest where the system is not
available or not especially robust.

Up to now the emphasis has been work trips. These trips
arc important for obvious reasons, but they are in the minority.
Over the course of a week about half of all trips made on the
NYC subway and about 70 percent of all trips made on buses are
for purposes other than going to or from work.” Recently, the
MTA has made available raw survey data they have collected for
all their trips, but the effort to organize and compile these data
for non-work trips has not been undertaken in this report, given
the extensive tasks required. Instead, the discussion of non-work
trips is addressed through other types of analyses.

WYMYC-MITPA 2010-2011 Regiona! Househeld Travel Survey




The county level work travel patterns summarized above mask

the key factors thar derermine the share of work trips made by
rransit. By looking in greater geographic detail ar the communicy
board level, it is possible to ferret out those factors that explain

in large part why some people opt to travel by car and others by

rransit. Many make the choice because they are affected by the
areas they work or live in. For instance: dense areas are more
congested and road trafhic tends to be greater; the cost of owning
a car is higher; and, transit service tends to be more robust. At
low densities, driving tends to be cheaper and casier, and eransic
service more sparse, Additionally, higher incomes indirectly
praduce a lower share of transit users. Higher income houscholds
tend to own more cars, all else being equal, and with a car afford-
able, may choose to own itand use it

The relationships between auto availabilicy, and transic use is
a complex one — the more cars that are owned, the less transit
is used, the more transic is available the fewer the cars that are
owned. Further complicating the matter is that people with
higher incomes, those living ar lower densities or houscholds
with more people of driving age all tend o be associated with
more car ownership, independent of the qualivy of the transic
service.”

Table 4 shows the distribution of auto availability” by house-
hold in the five boroughs. Manhattan, not surprisingly has the
highest share of houscholds without a car, with very few owning
two. The Bronx and Brooklyn have similar distributions, over
half own none, and only about one in ten households own two or
more. Queens is more car-oriented and Staten Island still more
so, with only about one in six houscholds owning none, similar
to suburban county averages. In Staten Island almost half of the
houscholds have at least two autos available ro them.

: Household Auto Availability in
New York City by Borough: 2010

f £

Bronx 58.8 305 203
Brookiyn 56.5 33.0 10.6
Manhattan 777 19.8 25
Queens 36.3 402 23.4
Staten Island 157 370 47.3
