CHAPTER 27: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DGEIS'

27.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes and responds to all substantive comments on the Draft Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (DGEIS) published in January 2004 for the World Trade Center Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan (Proposed Action). Public review for the DGEIS began on January 22, 2004, with
publication and distribution of the document. The Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC)
held two joint public hearings to receive comments on the document February 18, 2004, one from 1 PM
to 5 PM and one starting at 6 PM in the Michael Schimmel Center for the Artsat Pace University,
located at Spruce Street between Park Row and Gold Street in the Borough of Manhattan. The public
comment period remained open through March 15, 2004.

On January 20, 2004, LMDC's Board approved the DGEIS and a press release announcing the
document and hearings were sent to all media outlets in the area. A separate floodplain notice was
published in the New York Post on January 30. On January 22, the DGEIS was made available at
Community Boards 1, 2, and 3, and at branches of the New York Public Library in Lower Manhattan
and at Fifth Avenue and 42nd Street. It was aso circulated to involved and interested agencies and other
parties and msted on LMDC's website and notice of its availability and the public hearings was
published in the Federal Register on January 23, 2004 and the New York State Environmental Notice
Bulletin on January 28, 2004. To advertise the public hearings, LMDC published notices in the New
York Times, New York Post, El Diario, New York Daily News, Battery Park City Broadsheet, and other
local newspapers on or about January 23, 2004. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency aso
announced the commencement of the public comment period in the Federal Register on January 30,
2004.

LMDC isaso in the process of conducting a parallel review under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). LMDC coordinated the Section 106 process with the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regarding the WTC Site's
eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. On February 6, 2004, LMDC, FTA,
and FHWA issued a Coordinated Determination of Eligibility for the WTC Site, and requested
comments on that document. On March 31, 2004, following receipt of such comments, a Coordinated
Determination of National Register Eligibility (DOE) (attached as Appendix K) was issued finding the
entire WTC Site dligible. Each agency is separately determining the effects of its action on historic
resources in the action’s area of potential effect and on the WTC Site. On February 9, 2004, LMDC
released a Proposed Finding of No Adverse Effect on February 9, 2004 for public comment. In response
to those comments, LMDC has proposed to enter into a Programmatic Agreement pursuant to 36 CFR 8
800.14(b) with the New Y ork State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) setting forth specific commitments relating to the Memorial and

! This entire chapter is new to the FGEIS.
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procedures for future consultation in order to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any potential adverse effects
on historic properties. Comments on the Proposed Finding of No Adverse Effect are nevertheless
included in this chapter.

LMDC aso made available the Amended Genera Project Plan for the World Trade Center Memorial

and Cultural Program (Amended GPP), which was adopted by LMDC’s Board on September 16, 2003.
Public hearings on the Amended GPP were held on February 18, 2004 together with the hearings on the
DGEIS. Notice of the public hearings for the Amended GPP was published in the New York Times, New
York Post, and New York Daily News and City Record on January 16, 2004. The public comment period
on the Amended GPP remained open through March 19, 2004. Comments received on the Amended
GPP are also included in this chapter.

This chapter of the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) identifies the organizations
and individuals who commented on the DGEIS, the Amended GPP, and LMDC'’ s Proposed Finding of
No Adverse Effect under Section 106. The chapter then summarizes and responds to all such comments
made at the public hearings or received through the close of the comment periods noted above. Section
27.2 below lists al agencies, elected officials, organizations and individuals that commented on the
DGEIS. Section 27.3 contains a summary of al comments made and a response to each of those
comments. These summaries convey the substance of the comments made, but do not necessarily quote
the comments verbatim. Comments are organized by subject matter and generdly parallel the chapter
structure of the FGEIS. Where similar views were expressed by more than one commenter, those
comments have been grouped and addressed together. Written comments and a copy of the transcripts
from the two public hearings and copies of the public notices are contained in Volume 3.

272 LIST OF COMMENTERS

27.2.1 AGENCIES

United States Department of the Interior (DOI)

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC)

New York State Department of State Division of Coastal Resources (NY SDOCR)
New York City Department of Environmenta Protection (NY CDEP)

New York City Department of Transportation (NY CDOT)

City Planning Commission, City of New Y ork (CPC)

The City of New Y ork Landmarks Preservation Commission (L PC)

Manhattan Community Board No. 1 (CB1)
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27.2.2 ELECTED OFFICIALS
10. Jerold Nadler, U.S. Representative
11. Sheldon Silver, New York State Assembly Speaker
12. Deborah Glick, New York State Assembly Member
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13.
14.
15.

27.2.3

16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.

3L

S8 K88

37.

Martin Connor, New Y ork State Senator
C. Virginia Fields, Manhattan Borough President
Alan Gerson, New Y ork City Council Member

ORGANIZATIONS

Alliance for Downtown New York (Downtown Alliance), Jennifer Hendey, Director of
Intergovernmental and Community Affairs

American Lung Association, Louise Vetter, Director of Communications and Advocacy
Asian American Business Development Center (AABDC), John Wang, President
AT&T, Sarah M. Ayer, Senior Attorney

BPC United, David E. Stanke, President

Brookfield Financial Properties, Ken Lowenstein

Building Trades Employers Association and Construction Industry Partnership (Building
Trades Employer’s Association), Louis Coletti, President of BTEA and Co-Chairman of CIP

Chinese Progress Association, Mae L ee, Executive Director

Civic Alliance, Petra Todorovich

Clean Air Campaign, Marcy Benstock, Executive Director

Codlition of 9/11 Families (Coalition), Anthony Gardner, Executive Board member
Coadlition to Save West Street, Marilyn Gaull Howard

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. (Con Edison), Peter Garam, Associate
General Counsel

Environmental Defense, Janea Scott, Staff Attorney; James T.B. Tripp, General Counsd;
Andy Darrell, Director of Living Cities program

Family Association of Tribeca East (FATE), Caroline Martin

Gateway Plaza Tenants Association, Jeff Galloway, Executive Board member

Good Old Lower East Side (GOLES), Marie Christopher

Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and . Nicholas Church (St. Nicholas Church), George Schira
Historic Districts Council, Robert Kornfeld, Director

I ndependence Plaza Tenants Association, Pat Dillon, Chair of Environment Committee
Institute for Rational Urban Mohility, Inc. (IRUM), George Haikalis, President

Labor Community Advocacy Network to Rebuild New Y ork, Rebuild with a Spotlight on the
Poor Coadlition and New York City Environmental Justice Alliance (LCAN), Christine
Hemphill and David Dyssegaard Kallick.

League for the Hard of Hearing, Joseph F. Brown, Co-Executive Director
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30.

41.

42.

46.
47.

49.

51

52.

s & £

57.

59.

Lower Manhattan Emergency Preservation Fund (composed of Municipal Art Society,
National Trust for Historic Preservation, New York Landmarks Conservancy, Preservation
League of New York State, World Monuments Fund) (LMEPF), Kenneth L ustbader

Municipal Art Society (MAS), Frank Sanchis, Senior Vice President

Neighbors Against Noxious Odors Incessant Sounds and Emissions (NOISE), Tim Lannan,
President

New York City Audubon (NY C Audubon), E.J. McAdams, Executive Director

New Y ork Environmental Law and Justice Project (NY ELJP), Joel R. Kupferman, Executive
Director and Colleen Delaney

New York New Visions, American Institute of Architects, New Y ork Chapter, Metro Chapter
of the American Planning Association (NY NV), Ernie Hutton, Co-Chair; Jordan Gruzen, Co-
Chair; Marcie Kesner, Co-Chair; Ethel Sheffer, President of the Metro Chapter of the
American Planning Association

9/11 Environmental Action and Concerned Stuyvesant Community (9/11 Env. Action), Jenna
Orkin

9/11 - Health Alerts, Diane Dreyfus
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM), Glenn Goldstein
NY PIRG Straphangers Campaign (Straphangers), Gene Russianoff, Senior Attorney

Pace University (Pace), Dan Slippen, Director of Government and Community Relations and
the Center for Downtown New Y ork

Partnership for New York City (NY C Partnership), Patricia Noonan, Vice President, Research
and Policy

Rebuild with a Spotlight on the Poor Coalition (Spotlight on the Poor), Barbara Caporale,
Steven N___ z(illegible), Peggy Earisman

Regional Rail Working Group (composed of New Jersey Association of Railroad Passengers,
Empire State Passengers Association, Committee for Better Transit) Albert Papp

Riverkeeper, NY/NJ Baykeeper, Soundkeeper and the Natural Resources Defense Council
(Riverkeeper)

Silverstein Properties, Janno Lieber, Director of Development
Team Twin Towers, Jonathan Hakaa

Verizon and its subsidiary, Empire City Subway Company (V erizon), Johan J. Bachmore and
Thomas Dunn

Wall Street Rising, Julie Menin, President and Founder

World Trade Center Restoration Movement (WTC Restoration Movement), Joe Wright
World Trade Center Survivors Network (WTC Survivors Network), Carrie Sullivan
Chabrera Worldwide International Foundation
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27.24 INDIVIDUALS

61. Steven Abramson, Resident of Lower Manhattan
Martin Acosta
David C. Allen, Vistor

Cecilia Andersen, Resident

R 3R

65. Alan D. Anderson, Resident of Gateway Plaza

66. Karina Arabachian, Resident of Gateway Plaza

67. Beatrice Aron, Resident of Gateway Plaza

68. Adrienne Austermannn, WTCM-Focus

69. Sandy Badami-Moskowitz, Resident of Gateway Plaza
70. Martin Baron, Resident of Lower Manhattan

71. Td Bazila

72. Harold Becker, Resident of Gateway Plaza

73. Katherine T. Bendo, Resident of Gateway Plaza

74. Robert Berg, P.E., Chairman of the Committee on Social and Environmental Concerns of the
Construction Institute of the American Society of Civil Engineers

75. Elise Berkower, Resident of Gateway Plaza

76. NoraBerner, Resident of Gateway Plaza

77.  Janell Bevan, Ramapo Neighborhood Assessment Inc., Ramapo College
78. Ellen Biancaniello, Hopkins Foodservice Specidlists

79. Isaac Blech, Resident of Gateway Plaza

80. Liz Bleweiss, student

81. Jerry Block, Resident of Gateway Plaza

82. Bill Blum, Resident of Gateway Plaza

83.  Wendy Bond, Resident of Gateway Plaza
84. Daniela Borntraeger

85. Kathryn Brady, Resident of Gateway Plaza
86. Tom Brady

87. CharlesM. Brass, Resident of Gateway Plaza

88. Lawrence Braun, Resident outside of tri-state area
89. Kathleen Britton, 9/11 survivor

90. Harvey Brown, Resident of Gateway Plaza

91. Kathleen E. Bruzza, Resident of Gateway Plaza
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92.
93.
9.
95.
9%6.
97.
98.
99.

100.
101.
102.
108.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124,

Prof. Paolo Bulletti, Studio Art Centers

Joseph and Janet Burstein, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Morris Burnstein

Alexander M. Butziger, member of WTC Restoration Movement
Blythe Cain, Former resident

Joseph M. Calis

Karen L. Campbell, Resident of Gateway Plaza
CynthiaD. Carter, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Emanuele Casmai, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Jacqueline Chait, Resident of Gateway Plaza

JoAnne Chernow, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Andrea B. Chester, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Felice S. Cohan, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Marti Ann CohenWolf, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Kimberly Conte, Resident of Lower Manhattan
Mildred Center, Director of Center Design

Carlton Chew, member of Loca Union No. 3

Jennifer Cole, Jhonce Cole, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Beth Coleman, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Marsha Coleman, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Collins Family, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Audrey Comisky, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Denise Cordiviano, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Todd Cossman, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Daniel Crupnin, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Brett Cuvin, member of Team Twin Towers

Lisa Dellaportas, Redl estate owner in Lower Manhattan
Louise Demirjian, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Ammonn Dennis, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Chuck Dedler, Architect

Deborah Dilono, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Chrigtina DiMichele, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Hilton Divnet, Resident of Gateway Plaza
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125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.
142.
143.
144,
145.
146.
147.
148.
149.
150.
151.
152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.

Edward A. Doberman, Resident of Gateway Plaza
James Dostle, Resident outside of tri-state area

Cuquita Douglas, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Diane Dreyfus, Urban and Regiona Planning, Unitech Operations
John Driscoll, member of Local Union No. 40

Herbert Duane, Jr.

Jenna Dunne, student

Isaac Eida, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Lois Eida, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Michael Edelstein, Prof essor at Ramapo College

Akiko Endo, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Louis Epstein, member of WTC Restoration Movement
Emanuel Falcone, M.D., Resident of Gateway Plaza
Janice Feinson, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Cherie Fernandez, Project Avatar

Lucrecia Fernandez-Serrano, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Kristin Forbes, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Ken Fitch

Kevin Flynn, member of Local Union No. 3

Kris & Charles Frederick, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Chris Freyberg, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Tobe Gerson & Morton Gerson, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Joseph Gibney, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Bernard Goetz

Joy E. Goldberg

Arid Goodman, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Coco Gordon, resident

Carole A. Gottlieb, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Proh and Tony Grabe, downtown residents and workers (Grabe)
Vicki Grooms, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Howard A. Grossman, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Dr. Christina Gruber, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Catherine Guinee, Resident of Gateway Plaza
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158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.
172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.
182.
183.
184.
185.
186.
187.
188.
189.
190.

Chrigtian Gutierrez, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Gary Guss, Resident outside of Tri-State area
Holly Haff, member of WTC Survivors Network
Audrey Harkins, Resident of Gateway Plaza
George M. Harvey, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Matt Hayworth, Resident of Lower Manhattan
Betty Heller

Benjamin Hemric, Resident of Lower Manhattan
Le Hoang, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Edgar & Mary Anne Holley, Residents of Gateway Plaza
Barbara Marion Horn

Bill Hough

Douglas Huang, Resident outside of tri-state area
John and Vivian Hummler, Residents of Gateway Plaza
Carol Jarecki, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Dr. Robert Jarvik

Trupti Jhaveri, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Jeff Johns, Chairperson of the WTC Focus Group
Joey Jolley, Resident outside of tri-state area
Matthew Jones, student

Kathy B. Jely, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Buff Kavelman, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Kazko Kawai, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Tamar Keil, Resident of Gateway Plaza
VeronicaKelly, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Charles Kerner, Resident

Esther Kornblau, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Seymour Kornblau, Resident of Gateway Plaza
AngelaKrevey, Resident of Gateway Plaza

John Krevey, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Deborah Kriksciun, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Ellen Kruse, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Julie Kuehndorf, Resident of Gateway Plaza
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191.
192.
193.
194.
195.
196.
197.
198.
199.
200.
201.
202.
203.

204.
205.
206.
207.
208.
2009.
210.
211.
212.
213.
214.
215.
216.
217.
218.
219.
220.
221.
222.

David Kupferberg, Team Twin Towers

Jennifer and Bill Lalor, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Scott Lamb, Principa Project Manager with Ramapo Neighborhood Association
Igor Lamsey, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Arthur Land, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Tim Lannan, Resident of Lower Manhattan

Peter Larsen, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Layes, Artist

Larry Lazar, member of Local Union No. 3
AlisaR. Lebensohn, Resident of Gateway Plaza
LindaM. Lemiecz, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Bruce Leong, resident outside of US

Frederick F. Ling, PE, Earnest F. Gloyna Regents Chair Emeritus in Engineering and
Distinguished William Howard Hart Professor Emeritus, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

Joanne Lipton, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Paul Liubicich, Commuter to Lower Manhattan
Joseph Llanos, member of Loca Union No. 3

Bill Love, resident of BPC and Vice-Chair of Codlition to Save West Street
John Lumea

Alan Luper, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Barbara Lyons-Dillie, WTCM-Focus

Robert Mabry

Dimitrios Makras, assistant architect

Gregory P. Mango

Gerad H. Marcus, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Marilyn R. Masaryk, Resident of Gateway Plaza
Brian Massa, Red estate owner in Lower Manhattan
Daniela Massa, survivor of 9/11

Frank Massa, Real estate owner in Lower Manhattan
Louis Massari, Resident

Nikki Mazer, Resident of Gateway Plaza

J. McCall, Resident of Gateway Plaza

Thomas McGarry, Resident of Gateway Plaza
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223. Catherine McShane, 9/11 widow

224. Catherine McVay Hughes, resident

225. AngdinaMercado, Resident of Gateway Plaza

226. Thomas Messina, member of Loca Union No. 3
227. Kate Millea, Resident outside of tri-state area

228. SoniaE. Miller, Resident of Gateway Plaza

229. Elliott Milling, Resident of Gateway Plaza

230. Kshitij Misra, Resident

231. Mary Mooney, Resident of Gateway Plaza

232. Kathleen Moore, Resident

233. PatriciaL. Moore, Resident

234. MicheleL. Morey, Resident of Gateway Plaza
235. Harvey Moskowitz, Resident of Gateway Plaza
236. Evyn Moss, Resident

237. B. Muehlbach, Resident of Gateway Plaza

238. Ray Nemschick, William F. Collins Architects

239. Ruth Nesbitt, Resident of Gateway Plaza

240. Evelin Nichifor, Resident of Gateway Plaza

241. Krista Nieder-Eichholz, Former resident of Lower Manhattan
242. Peter Nordahl, Norwegian Center for Design

243. Andrew Qliff, M.D., Ph.D.

244. Elena Olivo, Resident of Gateway Plaza

245. Raymond Ordille, Resident of Battery Park City
246. Nicole Palumbo, Resident of Lower Manhattan
247. Joseph Parente, Survivor of 9/11

248. Michal and Michael Paryente, Resident of Gateway Plaza
249. Glenn Pasanen, resident of Battery Park City

250. Andrew and Nicole Phelps, Resident of Gateway Plaza
251. Karen and Paul Picciadi, Resident of Gateway Plaza
252. Eddy Pierre Pierre, Resident of Gateway Plaza

253. Jackie Pleats, Resident of Gateway Plaza

254. Craig Pless, Visitor

255. Lorre Powell, Former resident of Lower Manhattan
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256. Lawrence Provost

257. Todd Rader, Resident of Gateway Plaza

258. Pedro Ramos

259. Joseph Rayder, member of Local Union No. 3

260. Esther Regelson, Survivor of 9/11

261. Residents of 125 Cedar Street

262. John Richardson, construction electrician

263. Woodrow M. Riley

264. Larry Russo

265. Paul Schneider, Resident of Gateway Plaza

266. Tery L. Harlow Schoen, Resident of Lower Manhattan
267. Seymour J. Schreibman, Resident of Gateway Plaza
268. Katharine Schuchman, Resident of Gateway Plaza
269. Richard and Viviana Schuemacher, Resident of Gateway Plaza
270. Andrew Scott, Construction

271. Helene Seeman, BPC United

272. Bernhardt R. Seifert

273. Pyramid Sellers, Resident of Gateway Plaza

274. Michadl Shamiyeh, Rescue worker for 9/11

275. Arline Shapiro, Resident of Gateway Plaza

276. Gail Silberman, Resident of Gateway Plaza

277. ean Silliman, resident

278. Michagl Sinansky, Resident of Lower Manhattan
279. Janice Smith, Battery Park resident

280. N. Smitten

281. Rachael Snyder, member of Team Twin Towers
282. Georgia Sparks, Resident of Gateway Plaza

283. Albert & Renee Spielman, Resident of Gateway Plaza
284. Audrea Starr, Resident of Gateway Plaza

285. Alan Sturm, Resident of Gateway Plaza

286. Barnet & Judith Sultzer, Resident of Gateway Plaza
287. Kazu Suzuki, Resident of Gateway Plaza

288. Margery Szczepanski, Resident of Gateway Plaza
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289. MonaJ. Tashman, Resident of Gateway Plaza

290. Lorraine Terracing, Resident of Gateway Plaza

291. George Thurston, faculty at NYU School of Medicine
292. Susan Topol, Resident of Gateway Plaza

293. Christopher R. Torella, Resident of Gateway Plaza
294. Bernard Tuchman, Urban Environmental Law Center
295. Allison Tupper, Resident

296. Unidentified owner of real estate in Lower Manhattan
297. Unidentified person

298. Unidentified, Rescue worker for 9/11

299. Unidentified, Resident of Gateway Plaza

300. Unidentified Resident, Resident of Gateway Plaza
301. Nancy Van Goethem and Lawrence Joseph, Resident of Gateway Plaza
302. Angdique Vandervis, Resident of Lower Manhattan
303. Aiko Wada, Resident of Gateway Plaza

304. Frances Wallach, Resident of Gateway Plaza

305. Randi Weishlatt, Resident of Gateway Plaza

306. Mary White, Resident of Gateway Plaza

307. Walter Wickiser, Resident of Gateway Plaza

308. Karlene Wiese, Resident of Gateway Plaza

309. Ruth William Meyers, Resident of Gateway Plaza
310. Seth Wilpan, Resident of Gateway Plaza

311. Sarah Wilson, Resident of Gateway Plaza

312. Linda (DiPasquale) Wisner, Ph.D., Resident of Gateway Plaza
313. Michael D. Wolf, Resident of Gateway Plaza

314. Pauline Wolf, Resident of Gateway Plaza

315. Marianne E. Wolkstein

316. John Woodburn, Resident outside of tri-state area
317. Eric Vish, Resident

318. Joe Wright

319. Sam Young, member of Local Union No. 40

320. MariaZamparelli, Resident of Gateway Plaza

321. LayesFadiga
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27.25 COMMENTERS ON PROPOSED FINDING OF NO ADVERSE EFFECT
322. Alliance for Downtown New Y ork, Jill Oberlander, General Counsel
323. BPC United, David E. Stanke, President
324. Codition of 9/11 Families (Codlition), Anthony Gardner, Executive Board Member
325. Codltion to Save West Street, Bill Love
326. Historic Didtricts Council (HDC), Robert Kornfeld, Director
327. Municipd Art Society, (MAS), Frank Sanchis, Senior Vice President

328. Nationa Trust for Historic Preservation (National Trust), Elizabeth Merritt, Deputy General
Counsel

329. New York Landmarks Conservancy, Peg Breen, President
330. Preservation League of New Y ork State, Scott Heyl, President

27,3 COMMENTSAND RESPONSES

27.3.1 AMENDED GENERAL PROJECT PLAN/OVERALL PROJECT
DESCRIPTION

This section responds to comments received on the Amended General Project Plan (Amended GPP)
followed by comments on the overall project description presented in Chapter 1 of the DGEIS.

Comment 1: We support LMDC's plan. The plan sets forth a balanced approach to expedite construction while
minimizing impacts on businesses, residents, and workers in Lower Manhattan. Aggressive steps to
reinvigorate and restore Lower Manhattan must be taken. This plan has been made with considerable
public input and is a good plan that will restore the vitality of Lower Manhattan. (NY C Partnership,
Messina, Llanos, Building Trades Employers Assn., Rayder, Richardson, Chew, Center, Silverstein
Properties, Brookfield Financia Properties, CB1, Flynn)

Response: Comment noted.

Comment 2: The Amended GPP establishes a sound framework for future planning and design, consistent with the
genera principles which have guided planning efforts since adoption of the Revised Blueprint for the
Future of Lower Manhattan, issued on June 5, 2002. In particular, the Amended GPP takes important
steps towards reintegrating the former WTC Siteinto the rest of Lower Manhattan; creating a mixed-
use neighborhood of commercia, retail and transportation uses; providing for new cultura
institutions in Lower Manhattan; and creating an accessible and attractive open space system for the
site. By incorporating Michael Arad and Peter Walker's memorial design concept, “Reflecting
Absence,” the Amended GPP respects the WTC Site as aplace of remembrance. (CPC)

Response: Comment noted.

Comment 3: Pace University supports the plan, including the reintroduction of the street grid into the community,
the commitment to develop facilities that will provide for educational and cultural learning, and the
other projects sponsored by other agencies such as the reopening of the PATH and the upcoming
opening of the Fulton Transit Hub and the permanent PATH Terminal. The commitment to use
environmentally conscious designsthroughout the reconstruction effort isagood one. (Pace)

Response: Comment noted.

Comment 4: The Libeskind plan should not be used. The Amended GPP should be discarded and replaced by a
plan to rebuild the Twin Towers. (Oliff, Russo, Barzilai, Fernandez, WTC Restoration Movement,
Lumea, Makrias, Cuvin, Hough, Epstein, Snyder, Butziger, Ramos, Team Twin Towers)
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Response:

Comment 5:

Response:
Comment 6:

Response:
Comment 7:

Response:

Comment 8:

Response:

Comment 9:

Response:

Comment 10:

Response:

Comment 11:

Response:

Comment 12:

Response:

Comment 13:

Response:

As detailed in section 1.4 of Chapter 1, “Project Description,” Studio Daniel Libeskind's “Memory
Foundations’ concept achieved broad public support and fulfilled many of the goal s articulated by the
public. The concept best balances the need to preserve the setting and remember those whose lives
were lost with the need to rebuild what was lost and bring vitality back to the area. As refined, the
planisthe most appropriate plan to serve asthe catalyst for the revitalization of Lower Manhattan.

The plan ignores children. The plan calls for a bus garage at Site 26 that is right near schools and a
ball park, and a bus garage should not be planned for prime real estate in a residential area. Touriss
should come by mass transit instead. (Heller, Love)

Site 26 has been removed from consideration as a potential location for the bus garage.

The solemn aspects and historic significance of the site should be balanced with the need to maintain
aresidential ambience in the surrounding neighborhoods. (Gerson)

The plan seeksto accomplish such abalance.

To accommodate the large number of expected visitors, abus parking facility must beincluded in the
plan. This facility should be located within the Project Site, rather than on Site 26 in Battery Park

City. Page 7 of the Amended GPP should be revised to state: “This shall include a bus parking

facility.” (CPC)

The possible location of the bus garage at Site 26 isno longer under consideration. CPC’ s comment is
noted.

With plans to further develop the south of Liberty Street neighborhood as a residentia district, the
south of Liberty Street alternative for a bus parking garage is not feasible. The bus parking garage
should be located on the WTC Site rather than in surrounding residential communities. (Residents of

125 Cedar St., BPC United, Seeman, Gerson)

The possible location of the bus garage south of Liberty Street is still under consideration. Comment
noted.

The ratio of retail space should favor above-ground uses. Page 6 of the Amended GPP should be
revised to state: “The new retail program a the WTC Site will provide up to 1 million square feet of

retail, most of which would be located at or above-grade in the hotel and office buildings.” (Fields,

CPC, Civic Alliance, LCAN, MAS, Downtown Alliance)

The current plan contemplates an even distribution of retail space both above and below grade.

Although still in design, the retail space would be located at and above street level in Towers 2, 3, 4,

and 5, aswell as underground along the east/west and north/south pedestrian connections. In addition,
while retail at grade in the cultural facilities is desired, this space would be designed by the selected
cultural institutions.

The phasing of new retail should favor the creation of street-level retail prior to the creation of

underground retail. (Civic Alliance, Downtown Alliance, Gordon)

Street-level and below-grade retail are anticipated to openat approximately the sametime.

Theratio of retail space should favor underground uses. (Epstein, Butziger, Oliff, Ramos)
See response to Comment 9.

Despite the stated importance of siting retail space at grade inthe DGEIS, thereis an absence of retail
space at street level inthe current design. (NYNV, LCAN)

As noted in response to Comment 9, there is retail at grade. The space at street level throughout the
plan is used for entries to the lobbies of commercial and cultural buildings, entries into the below-
grade transportation network, and retail uses. Retail uses at grade will be maximized while providing
appropriate space for other uses.

The location of uses, including retail, is unclear from the sketchy description and incomplete
diagrams. The amount and location of below-grade retail useisnot specified. (NYNV)

See response to Comment 9. Approximately half of the retail square footage that was located at the
original WTC would be located below grade (200,000 — 300,000 square feet). It would be located on
two levels, lining the below-grade pedestrian connections. The exact locations and sizes would be
determined as planning proceeds.
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Comment 14:

Response:

Comment 15:

Response:

Comment 16:

Response:

Comment 17:

Response:

Comment 18:

Response:

Comment 19:

Response:

Comment 20:

Response:

The public does not need 10 million square feet of office space. The amount of planned office space
should be decreased in favor of affordable housing and civic amenities necessary to support the
increased population of families in the Lower East Side and Chinatown. (GOLES, Spotlight on the
Poor, MAS)

Replacing the commercia uses destroyed on September 11 has been an important planning goal for
the Proposed Action and has received broad support fromelected officials, involved agencies, area
residents and businesses, and the public. Independently from the Proposed Action, LMDC proposes
to fund the creation of affordable housing units. Specificdly, Partial Action Plan No. 6 proposesto
dlocate funding to create affordable housing for low, moderate and middle-income individuals and
families. More details about this Partial Action Plan can be found on LMDC's website at
www.renewnyc.com under Funding Initiatives-Partial Action Plans.

Not restoring all of the lost office space will result in adverse environmental impacts throughout the
region, as jobs are forced to move to the suburbs due to insufficient space in the city, leading to
suburban sprawl. (Hough)

The Proposed Action would restore 10 million of thetotal 11.4 million square feet of office space lost
onthe WTC Site and the Southern Site.

The “Wedge of Light” will actually be covered in shadow during the morning of September 11 and
al referencestoit should be deleted from the analysis. (Hough, Ramos)

Chapter 7, “ Shadows,” analyzes shadow patterns on September 21 (autumnal equinox). These studies
indicate that sunlight would fall on Wedge of Light Plaza during the morning of September 21; since
September 11 has slightly more daylight, more, not less, sunlight would fall on the plaza on that
morning.

The observation deck entrance to Tower 1 should be prominently placed on Fulton Street across from
the Memoria and next to the Performing Arts Center. (CPC)

The street-level entrance to the Freedom Tower observation deck is currently being designed, but
would likely be located on the western portion of the building at Route 9A between Fulton and Vesey
Streets.

On page 6 of the Amended GPP, under heading “ Streets and Public Open Spaces,” anew paragraph
should be added that provides for minimum sidewalk widths in order to optimize the pedestrian
experience. For Greenwich and Fulton Streets (with the exception of the north edge of the Memorial
Site) and the west side of Church Street and south side of Vesey Street, the minimum widths should
be 25 feet. For Dey and Cordlandt Streets, between Church and Greenwich Streets, the minimum
widths should be 15 feet. (CPC, Butziger)

Comment noted. All sidewalk widths within the Project Siteare expected to be aminimum of 25 feet,
with the following exceptions: along the north side of the Memaorial onthe south side of Fulton Street
between Route 9A and Greenwich Street, and sidewalks surrounding Tower 5.

The Performing Arts Center should be physically separated from Tower 1 in order to enhance the
architectural prominence of this Center and promote itsidentity asamajor new cultural institution. A
30-foot-wide separation of thetwo structureswould facilitate pedestrian accessto the site. (CPC)

The site plan has been modified to provide this separation.

Open space in front of the Performing Arts Center on Fulton Street should remain a part of the
Amended GPP. (CPC)

With a larger Freedom Tower footprint and the separation of the Performing Arts Center from the
Freedom Tower, the culturd facility parcel has decreased in size. Redlities in space planning for a
world-class performing arts facility may dictate alarger building footprint than originally anticipated,
and LMDC heas reflected this thinking in the latest site plan. However, the individua ingtitution and
design architect for the facility would design the building to suit the individual program. The
institution would be encouraged to activate the parcel at street-level with pedestrian-friendly uses. All
of Fulton Street between Wedge of Light Plaza and Route 9A would be designed with a continuous
decorative paving treatment, and may contain other pedestrian amenities, such asbenches.
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Comment 21

Response:

Comment 22:

Response:

Comment 23:

Response:

Comment 24:

Response:

Comment 25:

Response:

Comment 26:

The Amended GPP makes no provision for public parking for visitors. LMDC and the Port Authority
should make tenant parking areas accessible to patrons of the Performing Arts Center in the evenings
or to shoppers on weekends. (CPC)

LMDC isexploring with the Port Authority and Silverstein Properties the possibility of making some
of the employee parking available for evening patrons of the Performing Arts Center, but there are
significant security issues that would need to be addressed. Use of that parking for weekend shopping
is not required, as indicated in Chapter 13A, “Traffic and Parking,” and might encourage additional
auto use by weekend visitors.

The DGEIS should consider the possibility of making the restored Fulton and Greenwich Streets
“auto free” as well as Cortlandt and Dey Streets. (IRUM, Regiona Rail Working Group, Civic
Alliance)

The GEIS examines traffic conditions in Chapter 13A, “Traffic and Parking” when Greenwich and
Fulton Streets are both open and closed to traffic. The results show additional adverse effectsto area
traffic conditions if thesestreets are closed to traffic. However, the streets may be closed from time to
timefor special eventsor for security purposes.

No new streets should be added to the existing Amended GPP. Consideration should be made to
limiting Greenwich and Fulton Streets to public transportation. The WTC is a public transportation
hub and priority should be placed on supporting pedestrian movement on, around and under the site.
(BPC United)

As stated in the response to Comment 22, the GEIS examines the possibility of closing Fulton and
Greenwich Streetsto auto traffic, and finds substantial adverse effectsto areatraffic operationswould
result. The Sustainable Design Guidelines provide for facilitation of pedestrian movement and mass
transit connections.

The impact of extensive automobile, bus, and truck traffic directly adjacent to the Memorid is of
great concern and should motivate the consideration of pedestrian-only streets. Fulton and Greenwich
Streets should not be reopened. Reopening Fulton Street will disrupt the sanctity of the Memorial.
Reopening these streets poses security and safety risks and will increase traffic congestion, noise, and
air pollution. (Cuvin, Barzilai, Epstein, Lumea, Oliff, Ramos, McShane)

As stated above, the GEIS examines traffic conditions when both Greenwich and Fulton Streets
would be closed to traffic, as may occur from time to time for special events or security purposes.
Closing the streets for special occasions, such as on September 11, could be an appropriate way to
remember theday in a more solemn setting.

Fulton and Greenwich Streets should be restored asthrough streets. Dey and Cortlandt Streets should
be extended asreal streets between Church and Greenwich. Liberty Street should be atwo way street.
(Fields, CPC, NYCDOT, Downtown Alliance)

Much consideration has been given to the street plan in and surrounding the Project Site. LMDC
believesit isimportant to balance the needs of pedestrians and vehicles, and believes that the street
grid and directions analyzed in the FGEIS achieve an appropriate balance. Chapter 13A, “Traffic and
Parking,” describes and analyzesthe impacts of the proposed street plan.

The directions of streets within the Project Site and their lane capacities should be established in the
Amended GPP, it being recognized that directions and lane capacity may change over time. A new
second paragraph should be added to page 6 of the Amended GPP that says: “ Streets through the Site
shall be designed and built to meet or exceed NYCDOT standards and shall have the following
directions and lane capacity, except as may be agreed to by NYCDOT:

Street Direction Number of L anes
Church Northbound 5
Greenwich Southbound 4or5
Vesey Eastbound 5

Fulton Westbound 3

Dey Eastbound 3
Cortlandt Westbound 3

Liberty Two-way 4 or 5*
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Response:

Comment 27:

Response:

Comment 28:

Response:

Comment 29:

Response:

Comment 30:

Response:

Comment 31:

Response:

Comment 32:

Response:

Comment 33:

Response:

*In the event truck ramp is located elsewhere on the Project Site. Direction and lane capacity to be
determined in the event the truck ramp is not relocated.” (CPC)

LMDC iswaorking with the Port Authority, NYCDOT, and NY SDOT to incorporate street directions
and lane configurations substantially as suggested by this comment. LMDC believes the street
directions and lane configurations analyzed in the GEIS represent one of the best solutions to a
challenging situation.

The description of tour bus operations suggests that Albany Street would be reversed to alow buses
to turn right from Greenwich Street and then right again on West Street in order to access the access
ramp to the underground garage. NYCDOT believes this reversa is incompatible with the
intersection of Albany and West Streets and that Cedar Street should be designed to allow right turns
by tour buses at Greenwich and West Streets. (NY CDOT)

Assuggested, the GEIS analyzes tour bus routing along Cedar Street.

Streets should be open to the sky because the use of platforms across streets to provide continuous
retail or abovegrade pedestrian concourses is detrimental to the public realm. The 2003 Site Plan
shows a platform connecting Towers 3 and 4. Such sky bridges or other similar platform devices
significantly diminish light and air, obstruct view corridors, and reduce street level activity. (CPC,
Fields, NYCDOT)

Creating an attractive retail development that servesthe central role played by the former WTC retail
center may require a connection above Cortlandt Street in order to provide continuity between the
two parcels.

The location of the truck ramp on Liberty Street could seriously impede pedestrian movement to and
from the Memorial and the waterfront and has the potential to compromise the integrity of the
Memorial Site as alocation for contemplation and reflection. The ramp precludes two-way traffic on
Liberty Street, which is an important element of traffic flow across the site. The Amended GPP
should be modified to state: “The Liberty Street truck ramp shall be relocated if a feasible dternative
location within the Project Site is identified by the LMDC and the Port Authority, and the
environmental effects of such alternativelocation are no greater than those associated with the Liberty
Street location.” (CPC)

Comment noted. LMDC will consider the suggested modification.

The current location of the vehicular entrance and exit ramp on Vesey Street obstructs the
Washington Street view corridor. The ramp should be relocated at least 30 et east of the
Washington Street Corridor. (CPC)

The low walls of the ramp would not substantially block the Washington Street view corridor. It is
not possible to move the ramp further east and provide for the slope required.

The wall of buildings along Church Street will isolate and deaden neighborhoods, log jam pedestrian
traffic, and create undesirable shadowing and wind tunnel effects. (Fernandez)

Buildings along Church Street (Towers 2, 3, and 4) would have appropriate streetwall heights and
setbacks in order to maximize light and air. Additionally, towers would be situated in a spiral pattern
recommended by the Libeskind concept. The massing of the towers would not concentrate their bulk
aong Church Street, but rather Towers 2 and 4 would be near Greenwich Street, while Tower 3
would be near Church Street.

The Amended GPP must be clear and unequivoca that the Design Guidelines are binding upon the
redevelopment of the Project Site unless modified pursuant to an agreed-upon process. Thus, the
language on pages 8 and 9 of the Amended GPP that states that the Design Guidelines “constitute a
significant component of the land use plan and controls for the Project Site” and “will form part of the
land use plan and controlsfor the Project Site” should be retained. (CPC)

Comment noted.

The Amended GPP should be modified to require streetwall and setback requirements as an element
of the Design Guidelines. (CPC)
The suggested revision will be considered as LM DC prepares the final GPP.
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Comment 34:

Response:

Comment 35:

Response:

Comment 36:

Response:

Comment 37:

Response:

Comment 38:

Response:

Comment 39:

Response:

Comment 40:

Response:

Comment 41.:

Response:

Comment 42:

Response:

Comment 43:

Response:

Comment 44

Response:

The Amended GPP should be modified to require maximum slope, elevation and other grade controls
for streets and sidewalks as an element of the Design Guidelines in order to provide appropriate
streetscape transition between level changes and protection of view corridors, as well as to avoid
pedestrian conflicts. (CPC)

The suggested revision will be considered as LM DC prepares the final GPP.

The Amended GPP should be modified to include design standards for security devices installed in
streets, sidewalks or other open spaces as an element of the Design Guidelinesin order to ensure, to
the maximum extent possible consistent with security needs, that such devices are integrated with
streetscape elements and do not impede pedestrian flow. (CPC)

The suggested revision will be considered as LMDC preparesthe fina GPP.

The Amended GPP should be revised to require that the Design Guidelines prescribe minimum retail
frontage and transparency requirements for ground floor retail. (CPC)

The suggested revision will be considered as LM DC preparesthe final GPP.

The Amended GPP should be revised to require that the Design Guidelines include provisions to
maximize the amount of ground floor retail. (CPC)

The suggested revision will be considered asLMDC prepares the final GPP.

The Amended GPP should be revised to include signage controls as arequired element of the Design
Guidelines. (CPC)

The suggested revision will be considered asLMDC prepares the final GPP.

The Port Authority should enter into a Memorandum of Understanding or other agreement at the
earliest possible date by which it will commit itself to redevel op the site in accordance with the terms
of the Amended GPP. (CPC)

LMDC and the Port Authority will enter into agreements as may be appropriate following al
necessary reviews and approvalsrelated to the plan.

The Port Authority should commit to not acquiring any extra land to build the proposed hotel, or any
other buildings of the Proposed Action, through eminent domain. (FATE)

The Proposed Action does not contempl ate acquisition of land outside of the Project Site.

The Freedom Tower will not be the tallest building in the world. The public will only have access to
70 stories. The Freedom Tower fails to boldly restore the New York City skyline and is not
inspirational. (Oliff, Russo, Barzilai, Fernandez, WTC Restoration Movement, Lumea, Makras,
Cuvin, Hough, Epstein, Snyder, Butziger, Brady, Ramos)

Comments noted. Many have expressed admiration for the design of Freedom Tower.

The Freedom Tower's antenna should be extended to 2,000 feet in order to provide HDTV to the
metro area and make the Freedom Tower the tallest structure in the world. The antenna should not be
placed asymmetrically atop the Freedom Tower in order to save structural steel and funds. (Butziger,
Barzila)

The overall conceptual design of the Freedom Tower has been well received by the public.
Commercia design guidelineswould guide the overall building envelopes for the commercial towers,
including the location of the structural support for the antenna. Details of he design, height,
placement, and function of the antenna are being developed by Silverstein Properties and are subject
to the approval of the Port Authority. The Federal Communications Commission and the Federal
Aviation Administration also have rolesinthe approval of the antenna.

The structural top of the Freedom Tower’ swindfarm should be increased from 1,500 to 1,776 feet in
order to generate more energy, provide for agreater skyline presence and makeit possibleto raise the
upper observation deck to the 1,776 feet as promised by LMDC. ( Butziger)

Comment noted.

A “wind farm” on the top of the Freedom Tower will make the Freedom Tower look very clumsy.
(Ramos)

Comment noted.
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Comment 45:

Response:

Comment 46:

Response:

Comment 47:

Response:

Comment 48:

Response:

Comment 49:

Response:

Comment 50:

Response:

Comment 51:

Response:

The original plan for the Freedom Tower and the spire was wonderful. The new, open windmill
structure atop the 70 stories weakens the once grand plan. | hope that there will be further changes to
incorporate a smooth transition between the building and windmills. (Woodburn)

Comment noted.

The DGEIS provides an unresolved and inconplete definition of the Proposed Action because the
plan is made up of independently created component parts. (NYNV)

The Proposed Action addresses the maximum development envelope for each of the uses
contemplated on the Project Site. The purpose of the Armmended GPP is to outline a comprehensive
plan for redevelopment of the Project Site with a Memorial and commercidl, retail, cultural and open
space uses. Asdetailed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the evolution of the current Memorial and
Redevel opment Plan was achieved through broad public consensus in severd areas. In balancing the
need to remember with the need to rebuild, LMDC has devel oped a comprehensive plan that replaces
the office and retail space lost on September 11, while putting the Memorial and cultural uses at its
heart. This comprehensive plan will continue to evolve in response to public input and relevant
engineering, design and environmental considerations.

Thereis alack of clarity asto pedestrian and vehicular connections to surrounding communities. For
example, one section of the DGEIS refers to reopening east-west and north-south connections, while
other sections mention that “ streets may be closed” (section 1-20). (NYNV)

Fulton and Greenwich Streets would always be open to pedestrian traffic. The Port Authority may
close the streets to vehicles from time to time for events or for security purposes. There would also be
open pedestrian connections at Cortlandt and Dey Streets between Church and Greenwich Streets, as
well as at Washington Street between Vesey and Fulton Streets. The at-grade portion of the Memorial
would allow for additional pedestrian circulation options.

The meeting of the Memorial, PATH Terminal, cultural buildings and several office buildings at
Greenwich Street is the least developed areain the plan and requires collaboration between the four
owner groups. The Freedom Tower, memoria elements, cultural buildings and the PATH Terminal
should have an overriding system of pedestrian movement that |eads neighbors, workers and visitors
through various above-grade spaces and underground passages. (NY NV)

LMDC, the Port Authority, NYSDOT, and Silverstein Properties and other relevant entities have
been coordinating at every level of the planning effort and would contin ue to do so throughout the
congtruction process. The Project Site's commercial buildings and public open spaces would be
subject to design guidelines which would address the issue of pedestrian movement through and
around the Project Site. These guidelines would address significant pedestrian amenities both above
and below grade.

A large open park surrounding the new Greek Orthodox Church is not the best massing solution to
the southern boundary of the Memoria plaza. Another cultura building with proper blast protection
would beapreferred solution. (NYNV)

LMDC believes that the park area south of Liberty Street is a major benefit of the Proposed Action
that should be maximized to the extent feasible. A church building footprint of approximately 5,000
square feet is reasonable and allows a substantial amount of non-Memorial open space programming
a the Project Site.

The wind turbines on the Freedom Tower present a hazard to birds and pose serious constructability
issues. (Fernandez, Ramos)

At high dtitudes, the presence of wind turbines poses no more threat to bird strikes than does the
presence of a building with a glass curtain wall. Silverstein Properties is currently studying the
engineering feasibility of constructing the wind turbines and is committed to exploring all practicable
optionsfor the location and construction of the turbines.

The Freedom Tower is space inefficient in terms of rentable space. (Fernandez)
Silverstein Properties is designing Freedom Tower to meet the requirements of Class A office space
in New Y ork City, maintaining lease spansthat are typically 45 feet. LMDC understandsthat it isthe
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Comment 52:

Response:

Comment 53:

Response:

Comment 54.

Response:
2732

Comment 55:

Response:

Comment 56:

Response:

Comment 57:

Response:

opinion of Silverstein Properties that the floor efficiencies would be comparable to or better than any
other office development that has been recently completed in Manhattan.

If the Libeskind plan is used, then all of the towers built on the WTC Site should be taller than 1,000
feet. A hotel could then occupy floors 71 through 110 on at least one of those towers. ( Butziger)

The commercia design guidelines referenced in the GEIS will guide the overall building envelopes
for the commercia towers, including the relative height and position of each tower. The precise
design of each tower will be determined by the Net Lessee in conjunction with the Port Authority.
The hotel is presently anticipated to occupy the lower floors of the eastern portion of the northeast
quadrant.

The Memorial has been relegated to afraction of the 16-acre site and will be dwarfed by commercial
office buildings. The description of the plan and the discussion of rebuilding diminish the significance
of the WTC Memorid and the WTC Site as the focal point for respectful remembrance of our loved
ones. (Hemric, Coalition)

The Memorial is at the heart of the Proposed Action. LMDC'’s mission in developing the Proposed
Action has always focused on the history of the WTC Site and the events of September 11. The
approximately 4.87-acre Memorial would be a major new open space and primary place for
remembrance. Together with Liberty Park, Wedge of Light Plaza, PATH Plaza and September 11th
Place, over onethird of available land would be dedicated to the public realm.

A religious building (i.e., temple, church, synagogue or mosgue) should be constructed on the site.
(Fadiga)

Comment noted.

MEMORIAL

Thevictims names should be part of the Memorial. (Lazar)
Victims' nameswould beinscribed as part of the Memorial.

The DGEIS does not define what it means by the term “footprints.” Although this has been a matter
of discussion for more than two years, LMDC continues to refuse to acknowledge that the
“footprints’ are the outlines of the Twin Towers delineated by the remains of the exterior support
box-beam columns presently visible at the lowest exposed level of the site, not some mythica void
suspended in mid-air. There is no discussion in the DGEIS about how LMDC will honor its public
statements that the Memoria design will alow access to the “footprints.” This is particularly

worrisome since LMDC announced on February 12, 2004 that underground infrastructure
reguirements might make it impossible to honor the commitment from numerous public officials that
“nothing will be built where the towers stood.” LMDC's attempt to downplay the importance of the
physical remnants of the Twin Towersis typified by the fact that no pictures of the “footprints’ are
included inthe DGEIS. (Codlition)

LMDC acknowledges that the footprints are delineated in part by the visible bases of the box-beam
columns at the lowest level of the bathtub. The box-beam columns did not exist in all areas of the
South Tower where there were structura transfers to accommodate the PATH tracks and trains
running at the lowest level. However, while most of the column bases may now be visible, many
consider the footprints of the buildingsto be the areas the towers occupied at grade. The proposed
Memorial design recognizes both definitions by allowing access to the box-beam column bases and
acknowledging thevoids at grade.

The need to “convey historic authenticity” by including “surviving original elements’ and
“preservation of existing conditions of the WTC Site,” have been given only minor consideration.

The DGEIS does not identify which in situ surviving origina elements will be preserved and which
will be destroyed or alversely affected. “Footprints’ represented by mid-air voids have no “historic
authenticity.” (Coalition)

A great deal of thought has been given to remnants of the WTC Site and will be considered as plans
are developed further. The Memorial would provide access to portions of the west durry wall and
truncated box-beam column bases. Because plans are till being developed, effects on existing
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Comment 58:

Response:

Comment 59:

Response:

Comment 60:

Response:

Comment 61.:

Response:

Comment 62:

Response:

Comment 63:

Response:

Comment 64:

remnants are addressed in a proposed Programmatic Agreement among LMDC, NYSHPO and
ACHP. Preserving existing conditions on the Project Site is considered throughout the technical
analyses asthe Future without the Proposed Action.

The selected design for the Memoria should not be built. The process was rushed. The design
disregarded the Studio Daniel Libeskind master pgan, the Memoria mission statement and the
program elements created by LMDC. (Mango, Jarvik, Austermann, Lyons-Dillie, Johns, Makrias,
Cuvin, Hough, Epstein, Snyder, Oliff, Epstein)

LMDC developed the Memoria Mission Statement and Program over many months with the
Families Advisory Council and other advisory groups. In April 2003 the Memoria jury was sel ected.
It deliberated for over eight months and the winner was announced in January 2004. The winning
design incorporates many elements of the Memorial Program and has been endorsed by Studio
Danidl Libeskind as consistent with the “Memory Foundations’ concept.

The selected design for the Memoria would require a flow of 15,000 gallons per second, energy in
excess of 10 megawatts and cost over $6 million per year. The design will cause water purification
chemicalsto become windborne over wide areas. (Jarvik, Ramos, Epstein)

As discussed in Chapter 12, “Infrastructure’, and Chapter 1, “Project Description”, the Memorial
fountains are expected to use approxi mately one million gallons of potable water per day with a
filtration rate of approximately 900 gallons per minute. While final design of the fountains has not
been completed, it is expected that approximately 320 kilowatts per hour, at a cost of approximately
$140,000 per year would be required to pump that water. Assuming the fountains are lit every night
of the year, approximately 30 additional kilowatts per hour equal to a cost of $13,000 for LED type
fixtures would be required. The design of the Memoria pools would include measures to deflect
water from spraying onto visitors. Treatment of the water would follow New York City Hedth
Department standards for filtration and chlorination.

The Proposed Action does not provide for survivors of the events of September 11, 2001. The
interpretive center for the Memoria should create a separate space restricted exclusively to survivors,
and the WTC Survivors Network should be given alead role in designing the space. Representatives
of the WTC Survivors Network should be appointed to the WTC Site Memoria Foundation or be
given advisory statusto LMDC and the Memoria Foundation. (WTC Survivors Network, Haff)
LMDC has been committed to including representatives of al interested parties, including the
survivors of the September 11 attacks, in the redevelopment process from the beginning, and will
create a Memoria Center Advisory Committee to provide input on the content and design of the
Memorial Center. The WTC Memorial Foundation’sBoard is till in formation.

A curator should be hired to put together the display at the Memorial Center without any input from
the families or other community members. (Seeman)

It is expected that the Memoria Foundation would be the institution that ultimately creates the
Memorial Center. It is anticipated that the Center would be staffed by professional curators assisted
by experts. As stated above, LMDC is in the process of creating a Memorial Center Advisory
Committeeto provideinput on the content of the Memorial Center.

The Arad/Walker Memorial plan is illustrated in the DGEIS but the text refers to a LMDC
competition as underway. With the relationship of the Memoria to the site plan still in flux, how can
their impacts be accurately estimated? (NYNV)

The text in the FGEI'S has been changed to reflect the current design state of the Memorial and
Memoria Center. At the time the DGEI S went to press, the design wasinits early stages.

All four sides of Memoria site should be integrated with adjacent uses and provide for auto, bus and
pedestrian access. (NYNV)

The selected Memorial design, “Reflecting Absence,” contemplates pedestrian access on al four
sides. Buses would drop off passengers at the east side of the Memoria at Greenwich Street. Buses
would park underground.

The Memoria design should have added penetrations from grade to the subterranean spaces to allow
visual and physical connectivity between levels. (NYNV)
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Response:

Comment 65:

Response:

Comment 66:

Response:

Comment 67:
Response:

Comment 68:

Response:

Comment 69:

Response:
Comment 70:

Response:

27.3.3

Comment 71:

Response:
Comment 72:

The Memorial design is currently being refined, but it is expected to optimize pedestrian flow and
provide all required emergency egress and disabled access points. Areas such as the inclined
walkways and pools would allow natural light into many spaces; additional use of natura light is not
precluded.

There should be a serious re-examination of the compatibility of adjacent below grade space uses.

The underground spaces would be architecturally more expressive and satisfying if provided with
natural light from above. (NY NV)

The proposed design of the Memoria incorporates substantial natural light from the two centra

“voids’ that are the central elements of the “ Reflecting Absence” design. The remaining below-grade
uses beyond the Memoria are primarily service-oriented. Areas related to Memorial Uses would
alow natural light to filter into many spaces, and additional use of natural light is not precluded.

The slurry walls should have substantial visibility from areas other than the lower levels of the
Memoria. (NYNV)

Asthedesign isrefined, the Memoria design team and the Port Authority will explore all optionsfor
dlurry wall stabilization and visibility.

The Memorial should include the sculpture“Double Check” created by J. S. Johnson Jr. (Burnstein)
“Double Check,” a sculpture of a businessman, was not located on the WTC Site prior to September
11 but rather sat on a bench in Liberty Plaza. “Double Check” is not the property of LMDC or the
Port Authority. The Memorial Center Advisory Committee will solicit and discuss all suggestions for
theinclusion of objects as part of the Memorial experience.

The architects and planners should rethink the Memorial. No better stark representation of what
happened on September 11 could be had than to reconstruct the skeleton of what remained of the
South Tower wall on Liberty Street after September 11. (Regelson)

LMDC would create a Memorial Center Advisory Committee to provide input on the content of the
Memoria Center. LMDC, the Memorial Foundation, and the Advisory Committee will also consider
input on potential artifactsinstalled at-grade by that group.

The memoria should be a smaller replica of the origind WTC with al the victims' names. The
NYPD and FDNY should at |east have special mention. (Brady)
Comment noted.

The FGEIS should include a study of the environmental impacts of the water usage, chemica usage,
eectrical requirements, pump noise and water resources related to the Memoria Redevel opment
Plan. The building of the Memoria should be included in the air quality, traffic and noise studies.
(FATE)

The analyses consider the potential impacts noted in the comment in various chapters of the GEIS.
The water usage, water resources, and water quality impacts are discussed in Chapter 18, “Naturd
Resources” Chapter 12, “Infrastructure,” discusses water usage and energy usage. Chapter 11,
“Hazardous Materials,” discusses chemical usage. Potential impacts from the construction of the
Memorial are discussed in Chapter 21, “ Construction.”

SUSTAINABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES AND DESIGN GUIDELINES

The buildings at the Project Site will be pioneering in terms of energy efficiency, environmental
impact and quality of lifefor both tenants and peoplein the area. The buildingswill capture rainwater
for usein toilets and landscaping, provide ultrafiltration of indoor air, include state of the art exterior
glass to maximize natura light and minimize energy consumption, and generate eectricity by
capturing energy from steam that otherwise would be wasted. Wind turbines will also be incorporated
in order to generate electricity. The goal is to achieve and exceed the U.S. Green Building Council’s
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) awards. (Silverstein Properties)

Comment noted.

We applaud LMDC's development of and commitment to the Sustainable Design Guidelines. The
implementation of these innovative and proactive guidelines will provide long term environmental
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Chapter 27: Reponses to Comments on the DGEIS

Response:

Comment 73:

Response:

Comment 74:

Response:

Comment 75:

Response:

Comment 76:

Response:

Comment 77:

Response:

Comment 78:

Response:

Comment 79:

Response:

Comment 80:

Response:

Com