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Comments of Senator Martin Connor Concerning the Final
Generic Environmental Impact Statement

May 24, 2004

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Lower Manhattan Development
Corporation (LMDC) for their work on the challenging task of rebuilding Lower
Manbhattan and overseeing the reconstruction of the World Trade Center. The LMDC has
made every opportunity available to the public and to elected officials to add their voices
to the process and for that I thank you. I know it has not been an easy process.

With any undertaking of this nature there are always important concerns that must
be addressed in order to come up with a result that is both in the best interests of the City
and State, but also reflects the needs and concerns of the community, especially one
which has endured so much hardship. With that said there are a few key issues that I
believe must be considered.

First, the cumulative impact the World Trade Center Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan (the Plan) will have on Lower Manhattan has to be examined. The
building of the World Trade Center (the Site) focuses around key aspects of the complex,
and encompasses much more than just the memorial and rebuilding of the Site. There are
going to be a number of extremely large and complex construction projects that will be
going on simultaneously in L.ower Manhattan. Examples include the new PATH Station,
the redevelopment of the Fulton Street Transit hub, the remodeling of the West Side
Highway (Route 9a), construction on Site 5b and 5c, the construction of the new
Goldman Sachs headquarters on Site 26, in addition to the demolition of the former
Deutsche Bank building just south of the Site, as well as the work being done to the
South Ferry Terminal. Further, numerous street construction projects will be going on
throughout Lower Manhattan. Each one of these projects will be going on throughout the
construction of the Freedom Tower, the building of the World Trade Center Memorial
and all below grade and surface retail construction work that will be done on the Site.
Yet, none of these are included in the Environmental Impact Statement published by the
LMDC. If the LMDC wants to accurately portray what the environmental impacts will
be to Lower Manbhattan, it is imperative that these numerous projects be included in the



Environmental Impact Statement. Total negative effects need to be mitigated to ensure
that this project is done as safely and expediently as possible.

Secondly, a Lower Manhattan Construction Coordination Group that will oversee
the rebuilding process in Lower Manhattan must be created. It is very important to the
rebuilding process and to the community that there be an office dedicated solely to
overseeing these many projects. It is essential that there be a community liaison to which
the public can resort with comments and concerns as well as to obtain information about
the projects and their progress. Such an entity could add a great deal of transparency to
the process and would go far in making the public and the communities of Lower
Manhattan feel more comfortable with the process.

The third issue that is of enormous concern to residents is traffic. The Plan for
rebuilding Lower Manhattan will bring more tourists, visitors, customers, commuters,
and workers to the Site than ever before. It is important that a comprehensive plan be
formulated to address the enormous influx of cars, taxi’s, tour buses, and “black cars”
that will saturate the area everyday. One of the larger problems with the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is that it tentatively suggests that streets will be rerouted away
from Route 9A but does not adequately address the increased volumes that will thus be
shifted to other smaller North/South arteries. In addition to increased traffic volume,
plans have been proposed that include the reversal of numerous streets in the Financial
District. The effects of these reversals have not been addressed by the EIS at all. A
coordinated effort between the LMDC and the New York City Department of
Transportation needs to include a system that can rapidly respond and adapt to the traffic
congestion problems that will inevitably occur.

The fourth issue is that of open space at the Site and Memorial. In view of the
large number of prospective visitors that the Site will have to support, some way must be
found by the LMDC to include larger amounts of open space to accommodate the
millions of people that will travel to the Site each year. What is particularly troublesome
are the reports that the amount of actual space at the Site is significantly less than the 16
acres that the Site is supposed to encompass. It is imperative that the space available be
designed to accommodate and maximize the accessibility and use of the space to
facilitate pedestrian flows around the entire site. Given that the super block upon which
the Site rests is less than 16 acres, creative and innovative ways to allow for the
maximum flow and usage by pedestrians and visitors have to be found.

The fifth and final issue is air quality. One of the great failures in the aftermath of
September 11™ was that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) mislead the people
of New York and told them that it was safe to return to their homes despite the massive
amounts of toxins in the air. The residents of Lower Manhattan suffered greatly because
of the actions taken by the EPA and as a result are extremely concerned with the quality
of the air they breathe. It is imperative that the LMDC take every precaution necessary to
guarantee and protect air quality in Lower Manhattan. With the enormous influx of
traffic and the great amount of construction that will be taking place for the next decade,
it goes against common sense to think that there will be no affect on air quality in Lower



Manhattan. Continuous air monitoring around the Site and the other construction
projects is necessary to maintain and protect the air quality in the area. Alternate means
of providing power to the construction equipment and vehicles that will saturate the Site
must be utilized, examples include ultra-low sulfur fuels, electrification, and advanced
reduction technologies such as new engines. In addition to this, there must be a way to
check air quality data and such information must be made available to the public ata
minimum on a bi-monthly basis. Also, enforcement of existing laws regarding vehicle
emissions must be enforced at all times.

I believe that the LMDC wishes to take every step possible to ensure the safety
and protection of Lower Manhattan throughout this process. I would like to thank the
Lower Manhattan Development Corporation for all their hard work and for taking the
time to listen and consider the feelings of the community.
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Mr. Kevin Rampe

President

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
i Liberty Plaza

New York, NY 10007

BDear President Rampe:

First, congratulations 1o you and o the LMDC for your thoroughness and thoughtfulness
in completing the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Following are our comments
for vour consideration as the development process moves 1o s next stage.

In my response to the DGEIS, | emphasized our “Livability First” doctrine as a
framework for the redevelopment. While we are pleased that several of the comments
raised in our response have been addressed, [ must reiterate the importance of livability
as we proceed. To that end. the following issues continue to be of critical imporiance:

Construction Work:

It is tmperative that the hours of noisy construction be in compliance with the New York
City regulations which limit construction to the hours between 7:00 am to 6:00 pm,
Monday through Friday. Despite the pressure to move the development process forward
as quickly as possible, well-defined procedures for work outside of these limits must be
established. Criteria must be established as well as community and Community Board
review procedures for all non-emergency work outside of the normal hours.

An important role of the Construct:on "“Czar” will be to minimize the disruptions to the
community through a careful examination and coordination of all construction activitics.
Further, there needs to be mechanism to inform those affected of any major disruptions
and unusual or excessive noise.



Parking;

The issue of parking, especially bus parking, continues to be ol great concern to residents
and businesses in lower Manhattan. To date, there seems to be no unified plan to deal
with parking. A plan must be developed and implemented prior to the start of the major
construction, both for “interim” parking, during the construction that will blanket lower
Manhattan for the next 10-plus years, and for assurance of adequate long-term parking.
We know there will be thousands of construction workers coming to lower Manhattan on
a daily basis. We must consider providing incentives to daily commuters to leave their
vehicles behind.

It remains imperative to assure ample underground parking, and layover spaces, away
from residential butldings, for the buses and imos we know will invade our community.
With regard to bus parking, it seems unlikely that the southern site, under the Deutsche
Bank building, will provide anywhere near an adequate number of parking places. There
is mention made, in the Proposed Action, for underground parking for 1,200 to 1,400 cars
for office tenants under the site. According the FGEIS, the daytime usc of this garage
would only be 10 percent of the garage’s capacity in 2009. This number is projected to
increase to only 30-40 percent by 2015, 1t seems that this space could be betier utilized
by reconfiguring this it to allow for bus parking,

Environmental Protection:

The cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed actions in and around the World
Trade Center site have not been fully assessed. There are multiple agencies and
organizations including the Port Authority, MTA, NYSDOT, NYCDOT, and numerous
private developers who will be working on projects concurrently. The assurance that

state-of-the-art measures and precautions are being employed is of the utmost imporiance
in assuring livability.

In order to assure that the full effects of these projects are assessed from a health and
environmental safety perspective, the LMDC in coordination with the city, should
appomt an Environmental Czar. The Environmental Czar could report to a panel of
independent experts and serve as the environmental command structure for ali lower
Manhattan during the construction period. Rather than have cach agency making
environmental judgments and analyses, there would be a centralized evaluator who would
be in the best position to truly assess the cumulative impacts of the construction (and
deconstruction work being done in the area. This czar and panel would assure state-of-
the-art environmental air and noise protection, and an overarching environmental
framework for Lower Manhattan development activity.



Salety/Disaster Preparedness:

Based on our information, we propose the installation of two additional ambulance
companies, East Side and West Side. We note that on the East Side, one EMS “atom”
already fails to meet city standards for response times. Construction obstruction and
confusion, with an increase in construction~related hazardous activity, can only increase
the need, by residents, workers, and visitors, for ambulance protection. The LMDC
could, of course, conduct an analysis of the impact of construction activity on the
response times for emergency vehicles.

| have also submitted our replies to LMDC responses to comments to the DGEIS
submitted by our office, indicating which of your responses are satisfactory, partially
satisfactory, or unsatisfactory (requiring further attention) from the community
perspective, In addition, 1 have enclosed a modified version of our DGEIS responses,
setting forth those action points we believe remain necessary to protect the Lower
Manhattan community, including actions to which the LMDC has assented.

! remain available to meet with you to discuss any of these points. Thank you for your
consideration of this input.

Very truly yours,

Ao feraen],
’{A;aﬁﬁj - Gerson f( {'%
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May 24, 2004

GERSON TO LMDC: LIVABILITY FIRST!

Following are Council Member Alan J. Gerson’s proposed environmental guidelines
for downtown construction and post-construction periods,
in an expansion of his previously submitted response to the Lower Manhattan
Development Corporation’s [“L.MDC’s”]
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT [“FGEIS™]

Proposals Set Forth 67 Action Points, including the following:

No regular work on weekends, evenings; independent environmental monitors;
state-of-the-art safety and environmental protection; creation of a world-class
teaching hospital, now missing from the FGEIS

Livability First

Ten months ago, my office released a report entitled, “Livability First,” which
proposed principles and policies to guide the construction process within a Livability
First framework. To their credit, Chairman Whitchead and the LMDC accepted in
principle the proposed framework and mmplemented many of its recommendations.
Livabihity First remains as needed as ever as a guide for Lower Manhattan, both as the
framework for the upcoming construction activity and as criteria for its outcome.
Livability First is necessary in order to sustain Lower Manhattan as a viable residential
community—and send the message that downtown will remain a hospitable place for
hiving for all people--children, seniors, families and singles. Livability First is importani
to create and maintain the vibrancy the Mayor and Governor, along with our community,
seek from a 24-hour live-and-work community in Lower Manhattan.

But, Livability First is most imperative as a reflection and projection of our city’s
and society’s values. The upcoming time period is when we will be tested. It truly
presents the test as to whether we really mean what we have said in 9/117s aftermath
about the sanctity of life and our society’s humanitarian, life-affirming values. The world
will be watching how we rebuild Ground Zero |, as well as what we rebuild, Only &
comnuiment 1o Livability First, in word and deed, will (e}l the world and, most
importantly, ourselves that we are in fact a life-affirming society. A society cannot value
life as a supreme value, without adopting livability first for society’s activitics and major
endeavors.

Accordingly, ] once again call on the LMDC, the Port Authority, and all agencies
and officials involved in the rebuilding process to explicitly adopt Livability First as the
framework for reconstruction and the criteria for its outcome. But, more important than



words, [ call for the implementation of the policies and practices of Livability First. The
LMDC’s recent Final Environmental Impact Statement ("FGEIS™) is 2 massive,
unprecedented undertaking, and the LMDC is to be congratulated for its thoroughness.
The recommendations set forth below are meant as a constructive response, building on
the FGEIS statement, but setting forth deficiencies from a livability first perspective,
pointing out needed additions and improvements 1o the FGEIS so that it reflects a
Livability First commitment. Most importantly, it lays out 67 action points necessary “on
the ground” tn order to achieve a Livability First process and result. 1 hereby request
the LMDC to consider and respond to each of these proposed Action Points.
Adapting this Livability Framework at the outset will ultimately save time, effort, and
resources by avoiding needless remediation and entanglement in lawsuits or community
disputes. | am confident that by adhering to this framework, we will be able to conduct
the rebuilding process effectively, efficiently, expeditiously and--most importantly-—in
a way which evinces our ¢ity’s and nation’s best values.

A) Hours and Limitations of Construction

Nothing will impact on the livability of residents more than the hours of
construction. People need to be able to count on regular and substantial breaks from the
noise, dirt and other effects of major construction. It is for this reason that, repeatedly
and overwhelmingly, communities and community boards reject extended hours in order
to get jobs done quicker. In New York City, normal construction hours have been
defined in regulation as Monday-Friday, 7:00 AM-6:00 PM. Exceptions are supposed to
be hmited to real emergencies or true exigencies. It is therefore unacceptable that the
FGEIS speaks in passing presumptions about full-day Saturday and late-hour evening
construction-—without any analysis as to the impact on the construction timetable or the
eflect on individuals. Moreover, there appears no analysis or consideration of criteria to
limit Saturday or evening activity to quieter work with a lesser impact. I call for the full
adoption of city hour restrictions, and well-defined procedures for exceptions to these
Himits.

While we realize the imperative to rebuild as quickly as possible, this cannot be
done at any cost. Saturday work should be the exception to the rule, not the rule itself.
Likewise, evening work should be kept at a minimum. Should work be required outside
of weekday hours, only “non-noisy” work should be performed in the off-hours.

Action Points:

¢ Do not allow Saturday or Sunday construction, except well-defined non-noisy
work.
Do not allow post-7:00 PM construction, except well-defined non-noisy work.

» LEstablish strict criteria for exceptions to the above hours only for emergencies
or for work which really cannot be done at other times, with community
notification.

¢ Establish a process for community advance notification for special,
unanticipated exceptions to normal hours.



» Hstablish a process for community board review to regular, anticipated
exceptions to normal hours.

B) Environmental Protection and Comprehensiveness

The approach taken in the FGEIS primanly analyzes the impact of the Ground
Zero area reconstruction mn incremental relation to effects of other work in Lower
Manhattan which would go on anyway. The FGEIS secems 1o take this approach with
respect to noise, other environmental concerns, and traffic, as well as other concerns. In
other words, if Ground Zero site construction does not materially add to ambient noise or
traffic congestion created by other work, such as West Street or Fitterman Hall
construction, the Ground Zero site is deemed to have no deleterious impact. While
helpful analytically, the approach is unsatisfactory as a true measure of real impact.
Virtually all work in the LMDC catchment area for the ensuing months and vears is due
to 9711, directly or indirectly. Qur community requires a comprehensive approach, which
looks at and analyzes the impact of all work and activity cumulatively. This should
include both normal activity, construction on the former World Trade Center [“"WTC™)
site, and all other construction in Lower Manhattan cumulatively for their total effect.
Mitigation measures must mitigate those cumulative effects in an all-inclusive,
comprehensive fashion. Failure to undertake such an analysis and cumulative
remediation is likely to result in harmful outcomes. Several individual projects, on their
own, might not generate deleterious effects, but taken together the outcome could be
perilous. Yet, the incremental approach fails to assess and address or mitigate this
cumulative impact. In fact, the most effective remediation of overall noise, including
noise from the WTC site, might very well turn out to involve remediation of off-site
activity. We therefore call on LMDC to join with other agencies included in the other
projects 1o put together a cumulative analysis.

In fact, the true, real impact of the proposed action on the WTC site cannot be
assessed separately from the cumulative impact of many projects not detailed in the
FGEIS--the reconstruction of Route 9A, the Fulton Transit Hub, the new PATH terminal,
the deconstruction of Deutsche Bank and Fitterman Hall and the Second Avenue
Subway, all of which will take place concurrently. The impacts of these and other
projects must be assessed together. All agencies responsible for the redevelopment
process must make every cooperative effort to mitigate the negative impacts, in all
arenas, to assure that the strains on an already overstrained cormmunity, are mitigated and
minimized.

Envirenmenal command, control, and coordination will be critical. The LMDC
or City must appoint an independent Environmental Czar, reporting to a panel of
independent experts, as an environmental command structure for all Lower Manhattan
during the construction period. This is especially critical because in addition to the
LMDC the following agencies are expected to supervise various aspects of downtown
construction: the Port Authority, the Metropolitan Transit Authority, the State DOT, the
City DOT, and the Department of Buildings. Rather than gach agency making its own
environmental decisions and interpretations of environmental regulation, Lower



Manbhattan requires one central environmental decision-making point. Moreover, the
experience with the environmental response to 9/11 makes clear the need for
independent, expert authority with a sole environmental focus. The environmental panel
would be charged with assuring state-of-the-art monitoring and mitigation, including
authority to order evacuations or prohibit methods too perilous. Appeals from their
decisions must require a full review and decision by elected officials. A community
liaison must be attached to the panel, charged with receiving community input and
keeping the community informed.

Suppression of particulate matter, including fine particulate suppression, must be
a priority in the redevelopment effort, State-of-the-art suppression techniques must be
employed on all equipment and at all sites. Air monitoring stations with fine particulate
monitoning capabilities should be located in the vicimity of all major construction projects
and at all residential areas in Lower Manhattan, Information on air quality should be
accessible to the public. The use of HEPA filters in public areas and private residences,
as the FGEIS proposes, should be implemented where needed, erring on the side of
caution. A full analysis of possible remediations at the apartment unit level be done to
see what measures might be taken to reduce the environmental impacts within residential
units. In addition to HEPA filters, soundproof windows, state-of-the-art air conditioners,
and temporary relocations must be available when warranted.

The provisions of Local Law 77, a new city law, must be extended to all
construction projects in Lower Manhatian on Port Authority-owned land which might be
technically exempt from the new law. This law requires the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel
fuel and the retrofitting of construction equipment to the best available pollution control
technology in most construction vehicles and equipment. Further, this law should also be
extended to include all vehicles and equipment.

Action Points:

e Establish environmental command and control—with an independent
Environmental Czar reporting to a panel of environmental experts to
assure that evolving state-of-the-art practices are put in place.

s Adopt and exiend the new local law requiring ultra-low sulfur diesel for
all pieces of equipment and state-oi-the-art retrofits on all equipment,
throughout Lower Manhattan..

*  Address the concern over fine particulates—requiring state-of-the-art
particulate suppression.

+ Establish air monitoring stations with fine particulate detection capabilities
in construction sites and residential neighborhoods.

* Review new technology before implementation, including proposed
Freedom Tower “windmill,” for noise and other environmental impacts 1o
assure no adverse impact.

»  Assure residential unit remediation (with a full analysis of possible
remediations at the apartment unit fevel}—including the availability of



HEPA and other filters; soundproofed windows; state-of-the-art air
conditioners; and eriteria for temporary relocation.

s  Assure funding for low-income households 1o have access to all unit-based
remediation.

» Undertake a fuil analysis of the cumulative environmental effects and
possible remediations of all concomitant downtown construction work.

» Require use of ULSD fuel and retrofits on buses, limos, coming
downtown.

e Illumination analysis: Evaluate possible light trespass during construction
period and afier completion; assess the use of focused lighting to avoid
light spills.

+ nclude the eniire LMDC catchment area in coverage for analysis,
remediation, and environmental command and control.

* Include areas north of the LMDC catchment area, at least up to 147 Street,
river-to-river, and east over the river, including Brooklyn Heights, in the
area slated for the special air monitoring described above,

» Establish and clarify a clear environmental oversight for demolition of the
Deutsche Bank and Fitterman Hali buildings.

s Implement the Community Panel, as the Department of Buildings has
agreed to do, with community leaders and local residents receiving
advance information about and registering input to appropriate aspects of
the demolition projects.

) Noise Suppression

Noise wili be the major challenge to the quality of life for the people who live and
work in the areas closest to the construction. According to the FGEIS analysis, 19 of 20
evaluated sites are expected to have noise levels above the New York City Environmental
guidelines. By how much will they exceed these standards? The New York City Noise
Code is in the process of being revised. We must insure that actions be taken to comply
with revisions, As we go forward, we must consider the possible health effects of
excessive noise, and again use state-of-the-art techniques 1o mitigaie this problem.
Construction authorities must take advantage of an unfortunate opportunity to make
Lower Manhattan an international model of noise prevention and abatement. Noise
levels should be monitored in and sround areas of construction and residential
neighborhoods and the public should have access to this information.

The proposed use of wind technology in the Freedom Tower is an exciting
concept, though there are many questions about its health effects, This must be studied
carefully. We must insure that the noise emitied from the windmills does not present an
unintended outcome by causing health problems for those who live in its general
proximity.

The Proposed Action contemplates a development guite different from the former
World Trade Center site. In addition to commercial und retail uses, the cremion of o



memorial, along with arts and culture venues, will also add noise impacts during the day,
at night and on weekends. This must be fully analyzed and mitigated.

Action Points:

s Authorize and charge the Environmental Czar and panel referred to above
10 abate and minimize noise, including utilization of techniques listed in
action poinis below.

+ Noise suppression: assure state-of-the-art noise suppression mufflers and
techniques for all equipment, vehicles and activity.

*  Draw up plans to deploy modern technology sound barriers around all
construction,

» Offer sound barriers, or soundproof windows, with filtered air
conditioning, to residents in whose apartments noise levels would exceed
code decibel limits.

» Pul in place seismic monitors, especially near other structures, to monitor
and assure that vibrations and sound do not undermine structural safety.

» Scheduling: Establish the office of master Scheduler Czar, or authorize
the Environmental Czar discussed above, to oversee scheduling of all
activity to minimize disruption to residents and businesses, and to avoid
repeated excavation of the same streets,

» Metal plates: lmpose a sign-off procedure on street construction metal
plates, o assure that they don’t move and make noise.

s Establish a community notification process lo inform residents in advance
of anticipated unusual sounds,

» Put in place a school sensitivity plan, to avoid or minimize noise or other
disruption to schools during school hours.

s Identify sensitive (testing, other) dates on the calendars of downtown
schools, and avoid noise and other disruptions in school vicinities on those
dates.

D} Construction Coordination

With the unimaginable amount of construction and associated dislocations of
residents and workers that will occur in the vicinity of downtown projects, there needs to
be a centralized, coordinated construction management with a community liaison
function. 1endorse the idea of a Lower Manhattan Construction Coordinator. The
responsibility of such an office would be to minimize disruptions to the community
through the evaluation and coordination of timing and techniques of construction
projects. We must do everything we can to insure cooperation and coordination between
the contractors and agencies involved in the construction effort. This person/office must
be given the necessary authority to do this job effectively. The coordinator must insure
that roads are not dug up twice and that retiming of steps of different projects in the same
vicinity are coordinated to the extent possible to minimize disruption, The coordinator
must make sure that residents and businesses know, in advance, of possible new
disruptions, and that there be a website or hotline people can contact with problems or



inquiries 24 hours a day. The coordinator would maintain access for residents and
workers to the extent possible, including steps to mitigate temporary closures. The
coordinator would report to the LMDC or other lead agency, within the framework
established by the independent Environmental Czar and panel proposed above.

Action Points:

¢ Establish the office of construction coordinator to minimize disruption and
maximize access through coordination of timing and work of the various
construction projects.

+ Notification—-put in place a mechanism for informing community of
disruptions, unusual noises and aclivities in advance.

» Coordination--Put in place the legal authority necessary to assure
coordination among all relevant agencies and contractors.

£} Traffic and Parking

The issues of traffic and parking are of great concern to the residents and
businesses in Lower Manhattan. The analyses presented in the Proposed Action, which
rely heavily on trip counts, must be improved. Different types of traffic are not
adequately differentiated. There must be a better accounting of the different sources of
traffic, which would include: estimates of both commuter and tour buses, trucks, private
automobiles, black cars, and others. It is also entical that the impact of road
reconstruction throughout Lower Manhattan be factored into any traffic planning,

In analyzing traffic issues, the streets under review must be expanded to the north,
at least to Houston Street. If Canal Street and Broadway are identified as potential traffic
snarls, as stated in the FGEIS, the impact will go further north than Canal, and further
cast than Broadway.

A comprehensive parking plan must be implemented during the construction
pertod. The influx of thousands of construction workers, by car, into Lower Manhattan
must be addressed. Public transportation alternatives must be considered and
encouraged. Incentives should be developed to encourage the use of such alternatives.
We must avoid the situation of on-street and on-sidewalk parking that occurred in the
aftermath of 9/11. Suitable parking must be found and park-ride alternatives must be
implemented. Plans should be made to enforce minimum, three-minute idling laws on
both city streets and at construction sites.

The issue of bus parking has not been adequately addressed. Site 26, in Battery
Park City, will not be available for bus parking for the new Goldman Sachs building. We
must prevent the invasion of tour buses from turning our community into one big bus
parking depot. We must keep commuter and tour buses off our streets and this will only
be accompiished if we come up with a satisfactory alternative. We require an
environmentally sound, state-of-the-art underground facility. Parking under the World
Trade Center, as well as the surrounding areas, must be critically and creatively assessed,
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consistent with the needs and proper decorum and respect for the memortal and the
footprints.

A post-construction period parking plan for the entire LMDC catchment area
must be developed. In many parts of the district, sidewalks and parks become parking
spots today. This will only get worse after reconstruction if no plan is put in place,
Similarly, a traffic flow plan must be developed to minimize the flow of vehicles,
especially trucks, through Lower Manhattan, typically from one of the East River
crossings to the Holland Tunnel. Presently, the LMDC or other government agencies
have atlocated hundreds of thousands of dollars to several traffic studies. 1am concerned
by the apparent Jack of coordination and comprehensiveness among these studies, which,
if not corrected, will result in missed opportunities for improvement and wasted taxpayer
dollurs. The New York Metropolitan Traffic Conference ("NYMTC™) should be charged
with coordination and with seeing that the studies take account of all needs and include a
thorough regional analysis.

Action Points:

+ Conduct analysis to minimize use of local streets, including Canal and
Broadway, for trucks and construction vehicles, including exploration of the
establishment of temporary service roads from the West Street main artery.

s Expand the streets being analyzed for impact at least up through Houston
Street. 1f Canal and Broadway are identified as traffic impact snarl, they
will be affected north of Canal and that will have an impact on other streets,
which has to be analyzed.

* Expand analyses of traffic remediation efforts to include an expanded
number of traffic enforcement agents.

s Underground parking: Analyze all alternatives for underground parking for
buses, limos and cars, including state-of-the-art layover and dispatch
system. Analyze enviromnental impacts from various sites.

*  Analyze alternative ways of encouraging public transportation means to the
site, including tourist directions, and ferries (non-diesel).

+ Seccond Avenue Subway: Consider the advantages of the Second Avenue
Subway for downtown,; include the Second Avenue Subway in long-term
traffic analyses for Lower Manhattan..

¢ Improve traffic analyses—beyond trip counts, to consider different impacts
of large vehicles, buses, and other vehicles.

+ Putin place comprehensive parking plan—for the construction period for
temporary parking for construction workers, ete., both in downtows and
park-and-rides elsewhere.

» Conduct a full, long-term parking plan for all Lower Manhattan, including
general public and law enforcement civilian vehicle parking.

* Assure coordinalion among ongoing traffic studies, through the NYMTC
process.

» Make sure traffic studies include a full, comprehensive regional analysis and
assessment, including the following: minimizing traffic flow for East River



crossings through the Holland Tunnel; use of new technology traffic
management for East River crossings; replacement of the Verrazano one-
way toll with new technology two-way tolls which serve the needs of Staten
Istanders.

Impose and improve enforcement of truck size limitations.

Re-open the garage at the Police Plaza site for use by law enforcement
personnel to park thewr civilian cars as part of a plan to avoid double
parking, and sidewalk and park parking, and to minimize street parking for
those vehicles,

» Undertake a site survey and feasibility study for the creation of a food
produce wholesale terminal market for Chinatown and Lower Manhattan
produce distribution, in or in the vicinity of downtown (possibly in
Brooeklyn}, to curtail trucking and disruptive wholesale operations in
residential arcas, and to allow for the transfer of goods to smaller, non-
polluting delivery vehicles.

+ Increase fines for parking infractions in the LMDC catchment area.

¢ Set up park-and-rides in Brookiyn, New Jersey, or elsewhere outside Lower
Manhattan, with bus or ferry connections, for construction and other
workers during the construction period; these park-and-rides should be
mandatory or strongly encouraged.

+  During the construction period, the LMDC should contract with one or more
of Lower Manhattan BIDs to provide surface, non-polluting bus connections
among Lower Manhattan destinations and neighborhoods.

o The City should re-implement cross-town bus service, river-to-river, along
the Grand Street, Broome Street, and Canal Street cormidors.

» Undertake a Jong-term analysis of surface {bus) public transportation needs
for Lower Manhattan,

¢ The LMDC should meet with Access-A-Ride to implement a construction
period plan to meet needs of persons dependent on Access-A-Ride.

) Safety

We must build the world’s safest structures, in the safest ways the world has ever
seenn. This is both a moral and practical imperative. Without the greatest possible safety
assurances, people will not want 10 live or work on or near the site. Safety in this day and
age includes a myriad of measures. The action points set forth below cover a range of
safety measures on the site and in the community,

Despite the position put forth in the FGEIS, it is likely that current NYPD and
FDNY staff levels will be inadequate to deal with the problems and situations for which
we should make contingency plans. The FGEIS, in a glaring life-or-death omission,
presents no analysis of the impact on ambulance and emergency vehicle access or
response time. Two additional ambulance units, at least, to serve Lower Manhattan,
should be provided. Congestion problems caused by the construction traffic and street
closures and detours will, without question, cause delays of critical lifesaving minutes.
The failure to compensate with additional Fire Department [“FDNY™] ambulance



companies will increase the response times and risk the loss of lives to residents,
businesses, tourists and construction workers. At the very least, the City must restore the
0-2 Charlte company, previoasly serving parts of SoHo, Chinatown, and Little Italy,
within the LMDC catchment area, which also provides backup to a precinct which fails to
meet standards for arrival time. The City should station ambulance companies in the
ground zero vicimiy and within the Chatham secured area (with pre-clearance so the
ambulance does not lose time at checkpoints).

The Police Department, with the community, must make an assessment as to
whether it should create an additionat precinct out of the First, which stretches from
SoHo to the Battery, in order to serve and protect current and projected new residents,
along with visitors to the site and vicinity. The role of the Port Authority Police
Department in Lower Manhattan needs the redefinition. At the least, the PA police
should be assigned its pre-Giuliani role in controlling traffic entering the Holland Tunnel.

Action Points:

Put in place a disaster preparedness plan and office, or assign the Office of
Emergency Management [“OEM”], to assure state-of-the-art disaster
preparedness during and after the construction period.

Assess, with community impact, whether a new police precinct should be
carved out of the existing First.

Assign the Porl Authonity an expanded role in directing and controlling
traffic to the Holland Tunnel.

Assess ways to expand interaction between the PA and NYC police
departments.

Underiake analysis to assure state-of-the-art safety measures for
construction and ongoing operations to protect workers in buildings,
rescue workers who might have to enter buildings and those in the area.
The LMDC should conduct an ambulance/emergency vehicle impact
analysis, now lacking, to assess response time effects of construction
activity and to mitigate those effects.

Restore the 0-2 Charlie ambulance company.

Establish two additional ambulance companies, in the Chatham and
former WTC site areas.

Provide first-nid mitigation for delays—including the expansion of the
defibrillator pilot program, locating new technology, easy-io-use
defibrillators in building lobbies and other strategic locations, with trained
volunteers or staff as responders while waiting for emergency service
personnel arrival,

Encourage CERT, civilian emergency response teams in residential
buildings, developments and blocks, throughout Lower Manhattan, with
adequate funding from LMDC,

Given the recent tragic street electrocution, and ongoing electrocutions of
pets, a process needs to be put in place to assure that wires of streetlights
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and other electrical strect apparatus remain safe and secure, and
undisrupted by movement, vibrations or other interference.

* Analyze construction effects on building structural safety, including
impacts on underground water stability.

G) Open Space

With the planned growth in the amount of developed space and the anticipated
increase in population, there must be an adequate amount of open space. The
calculations of open space, to date, secem to include various elements that should not be
part of tabulations, including sidewalks and other streetscape clements.

The need for open space by the “community” is a critical one. The need is
compounded by the anticipated flow of visitors into the area. The LMDC must conduct,
or commission, a study analyzing the need for and availabihity of truly usable open space.

o  Conduct a thorough analysis of open space.
¢ Provide adequate open space in light of the density of commercial
development and population requirements.



REPLIES TO LMDC’S RESPONSES TO COMMENTS OF THE
OFFICE OF COUNCILMEMBER ALAN J. GERSON TO THE DGEIS

Comment 6: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s commitment to seek the
appropriate balance.

Comment 8 Unsatisfactory — See accompanying letter; definitive plans must be drawn
1o provide adequate underground bus parking that does not impinge on residential
buildings.

Comment 82: Partially satisfactory - We appreciate the benefits of UEQ-8; however, the
LMDC must recognize the heightened number of on-road vehicles directly due to the
planned action. If LMDC cannot mandate use of alternative fuels or hybrid vehicles, at
the very least LMDC must use its offices and bearing to call on appropriate levels of
government to take the necessary actions.,

Comment 118: Partially satisfactory — We appreciate the LMDC’s commitment to
disaster preparedness. The response does not, however, address the need for
detibrillators, CERT teams, and other community involvement in preparedness.
Response also does not address the second bullet point concerning the safety of electrical
apparatus.

Comment 123: Satisfactory — We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 129; Unsatisfactory - Expert opinion we have received indicates that
groundbreaking and subsequent heightened work activity could induce significant
psychological trauma. At the very least, as part of any impact analysis, this needed
thorough and professional consideration, which was lacking. In the event of an expert
consensus that the action plan could trigger emotional issues, it would be incumbent on
LMDC to provide funding or take steps to ameliorate such issues,

Comment 154: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position,

Comment 158: Unsatisfactory - Referring to the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards does not address the universe of children’s needs or possible physical or other
reactions to the action plan. At the very least, any thorough impact statement should
consult with and incorporate input from children’s health experts. Accordingly, we
stand by our earlier comments.

Comment 159: Partially satisfactory - ADA guidelines are only one aspect of senior
needs. Moreover, the commitment o accessibility should not be a minimum commitment
to the letter of the law, but rather a commitment to the state-of-the-art model of
accessibility,

Comment 168: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.



Comment 312 Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 318: Partially satisfactory — It is incumbent on the LMDC, in coordination
with the city, to ensure that adequate emergency services are provided throughout the
period of construction. See accompanving letter.

Comment 319: Partially satisfactory - While it may not be the defined role of the LMDC
1o assure the provision of community facilities as part of the EIS process, it is part of the
EMDC’s broader role. Examination and evaluation of community facilities must be
made.

Comment 320: Unsatisfactory - It is incumbent on the LMDC, in coordination with the
city, to ensure that adequate emergency services are provided throughout the period of
construction. See accompanying letter,

Comument 347: Unsatisfactory — Again, the response is contradictory. We agree that the
“amenities associated with the Proposed Action would make the area livelier.” But this
will have the inevitable impact of increasing market pressures, which tend to reduce the
stock of available affordable housing, us a result of the action. Accordingly, the LMDC
must work with the city and community to put in place an affordable housing
preservation program,

Comment 354: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC's clarification of its position.

Comment 374: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
We urge the LMDC to continue exploring aliemnatives,

Comment 379: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
The provision of underground parking for buses must be expanded. See accompanying
letter.

Comutent 380; Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
See Comment 379.

Comment 392: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
Comment 399: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 400: Partially satisfactory — Recent experience demonstrates clearly that
drivers heading downtown will take local arteries, including Broadway, the Bowery,
Lafayette/Centre Streets, as well as the East and West Side main arteries. Accordingly,
the impact analysis must assess potential congestion on these and other streets throughout
its catchment area (up to Houston Street).



Comment 401: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC's clarification of its position.
The black car industry must continue 0 work with business and civic leaders to improve
on the current layover and dispatch system.

Comment 433: Partially satisfactory ~ It is precisely the advantages of a Second Avenue
Subway connection which the impact study should assess.

Comment 470: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
Comment 471: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
Comment 472: Partially satisfactory ~ Analysis for noise levels, with or without
consideration of pending noise legislation, must be a cumulative impact analysis.

Comment 475 Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position,

Comment 476; Satisfactory — We cover this issue in our replies to the sections pointed
out in the LMDC’s response.

Comment 539 Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 543: Unsatisfactory - The hours and days of construction must be limited as
much as possible, despite the desire to move the redevelopment forward quickly. There
must be a defined process whereby the community and the community board are
consulted prior (o the implementation of construction work outside of normal hours. See
accompanying letter.

Comment 546: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDCs clarification of its position.
Comment 551 Satisfactory - We apprzciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
Comment 552: Partially satisfactory - While we support the critical role of the Lower
Manhattan Construction Coordination Group, allowances must be made for day-tw-day
issues that may arise that fall outside of this group’s purview. Systems must be in place
to assure that individuals and small businesses in Lower Manhattan receive the attention
and responsiveness they deserve as the construction proceeds.

Comment 565. Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC's clarification of its position.
Comment 582; Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
Comment 583; Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
Comment 584: Unsatisfactory ~ Sce comments on the Second Avenue Subway above,

Furthermore, assessments of the demolition of Fitterman Hall should take place for years
other than the peak construction year.



Comment 587: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC's clarification of its position.

Comment 597 Unsatisfactory — Given the vast numbers of on-road vehicles that will be
traveling in and out of Lower Manhattan during the long period of redevelopment, the
use of ULSD fuel must be required.

Comment 600: Partially satisfactory ~ The LMDC must make a commitment to the use
of ultra-low suifur diesel fuel, as proposed in the comment. Al the very least, this
responsibility should be charged to the environmental monitors discussed in our
comnents above,

Comment 605: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC's clarification of its position.
Comment 607: Satisfactory ~ We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its pesition.
Comment 608: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 609: Partially satisfactory - It is critical that there be ongoing monitoring of
the flow of personal vehicles into Lower Manhattan during the redevelopment period.
Public transportation, park-and-ride, and other alternatives must be vigorousiy pursued.

Comment 618: Partially satisfactory -~ We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its
position. Tt would, however, be helpful if the LMDC would add its support and resources
to the proposed marketing campaign nccessitated by the action.

Comment 620: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 624: Unsatisfactory - A more thorough assessment than has been presented is
required before the LMDC can reach the conclusion as to lack of need for HEPA filters
and other equipment in residences. At the very least, a backup plan should be put in
place in case necessary.

Comment 625 Partially satisfactory - The LMDC should make a commitment at this
stage to the proposed air monitoring. At the very least, this responsibility should be
charged to the environmental oversight monitors discussed above.

Comment 628: Inadequate response — Aggressive noise mitigation measures must be
adopted to shield people who live and work in Lower Manhattan from the major
disruptions that are likely to be caused from the cumulative noise effects. Ongoing
monitoring of noise levels must be made to assure the health and environmental safety of
the Lower Manhattan community. '

Comment 633: Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.

Comment 638: Unsatisfactory - Traffic mitigation measures must be implemented as
conditions warrant. While traffic enforcement agents may be a costlier solution to



mitigating traffic problems, if other measures are insufficient, monies must be atlocated
to assure the livability for Lower Manhattan residents and workers.

Comment 668; Satisfactory - We appreciate the LMDC’s clarification of its position.
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TESTIMONY OF THE NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY SPEAKER SHELDON SILVER
REGARDING THE LOWER MANBATTAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
WORLD TRADE CENTER MIEMORIAL AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
FINAL GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Mav 24, 2004

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to comment on the Final Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) regarding the World Trade Center Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan (Proposed Action).

As the elected official for the 64™ Assembly District, [ represent the neighborhoods that will be
most affected by the rebuilding process: specifically, Baitery Park City, the Financial District,
Chinatown, the East Viltlage, Litle {taly, Nolita, and the Lower East Side. [ strongly support the
creation of a World Trade Center Memorial and the redevelopment of the World Trade Center
Site andd helieve that the future of New York City’s economy and of New York Swte’s economy
depends greatly upon the cconomic development in Lower Manhatian.

f am pleased that the LMDC made an effort to address the public™s comments but 1 am
disappointed that the FGEIS does not adequately address a few very important 1ssues such as the
use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel during the construction phase of the project. [disagree with
the asserdon that “it is not practicable”™ (o require ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel and diesel
particulate filiers be used by vehicley other than non-road construction vehicles. The LMDC
should set the standard for the construction of the World Trade Center site by refusing to
consider construction bids from contractors and their subcontraciors who can not refrain from
using anything other than ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel and diesel particulate filters.

The FGEIS does not consider the cumudative impacts of all of the construction that will be taking
place in Lower Manhaitan over the course of the consiruction phase. Each condition assessed in
the FGEIS, such as air quality or noise, could be exaggerated by the presence of other major
construction projects that will be in very close proximity the World Trade Center site.

Perhaps the most important feature of the FGEIS is the formation of the “Lower Manhattan
Construction Coordination Group™.  Many of my concerns about the unprecedented amount of
construction that will be taking place in Lower Manhattan could be allayed by the LMCCG.
Unfortunately, the FGEIS is very unclear about who will be appointed to this group and what s
powers will be once formed. It is my strong hope that the LMDC considers representatives from
the community {0 be members of the group in addition to representatives from each of the major
projects that will be taking place in Lower Manhaftan.

Seple 2301 250 Srogdwiry, Now York, NY 10007 Teb (212) 3171400 Fax: (2120 1121848
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[ look forward to timely updates from the LMDC over the course of the construction period and
expect that the LMDC will work closely with the community in order to minimize any adverse
effects that might be caused by the construction phase of the Proposed Action.

Thank you.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOR K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090
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Regulatory Branch

SUBJECT: Comments on the April 2004 Final Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for the World Trade Centear Memorial and
Redaevelopment Plan

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Atcn: Comments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGEIS
One Liberty Plaza, 20° Floor

New York, NY 10006

To Whom It May Concern:

Thank you for reguesting comments from the Corps of
Engingers on the April 2004 Final Generic Envirconmental Impach
aratement {(FGEIS) for the World Trade Center Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan.

The project appears to be located landward of the mean high
water line for structures and landward of the spring high
tideline for the discharge of fill marerial, thereby placing it
cut of Department of the Army jurisdiction. However, one araa
hat was not clear in the FGEIS is whether new construction work
would be performed at the existing intake and cutfall structures.
If new outfall or intake pipes or other structures would be
conatructed seaward of the mean high water line or £ills placed
seaward of the spring high tide line, a Department of the Army
permit would be required.

I¥ you have any gquestions, please contact Steven Schumach,
Regulatory Project Manager, at (212) 264-0183.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Tomer
Chief, Regulatory Branch
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New York, New York 10006

Dear Mr. Rampe:

The Envirorimental Protection Agency {EPA) has reviewed the Fina) Generic Environmenta!
Iropact Statement (final EIS) for the World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan
(CEQ # 040185). This review was conducted in accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7609, PL 91-604 12(a), 84 Stat. 1709), and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The purpose for the project is to provide both a physical and financial recovery from the terrorist
atracks of Sepfember 11, 2001, In order to begin this pracess, the Lower Manhattan
Development Corporation (LMDC) developed the Principles and Preliminary Blueprint for the
Juture of Lower Manhattan in Apnil 2002. This document presented to the public the concepts
for a memonal, transportation improvements, and commercial and residential development,
which were to be considered when formulating the plan for redevelopment of the World Trade
Center (WTC) site and surrounding arca. After significant public and agency involvement to
refine the “Blueprint,” 4 Vision for Lower Manhartan: Context and Program Jor the Innovative

Destgn Study was developed. The principles of the “Innovative Dess gn Study” are incorporated
mto the proposed action.

In January 2004, LMDC released the draft generic EIS for the World Trade Center Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan. BPA pravided comments on the draft EIS for the World Trade Center
Redevelopment in a letter of March 11, 2004, In that letter, we raised concems with the project’s

construction impacts to air and water quality, as well as the project’s overall impacts to water
quality.

While the final EIS addresses most of our concerns about the project, we remain concerned with
the air quality impacts from construction, both individually and cumulatively. In our March 11
comments, we had asked that the analysis of the cumulative construction impacts foeus on
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and ozone. To address our comment, the final EIS includes an analysis of
nitrogen dioxide (NO,). Given that the threshold for the National Ambicent Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS) is 100 micrograms per cubic meter {ug/m?), we are very concerned that the cumulative
NO, levels are predicted to reach 99.7 ug/m3 during project construction. Although this does not
indicate a violation of the NAAQS, we believe that construction activities cannot be predicted
that precisely to ensure the 99.7 ug/m3 value and thereby a protection of the NAAQS. In
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addition, the application of the Environmental Performance Commitments {EPCs) reduces the

value only slightly. Therefore, we believe the emissions of this individual project will require
additional mitigation commitments.

Moreover, we have indications that the Lower Manhattan Redevelopment transportation projects
will introduce NO, emissions beyond what the final EIS predicted, resulting in an unacceptable
cumulative impact. Since this unacceptable impact would not occur until the next project adds
its increment, it could be argned that the impact does not need to be it gated unti] that time.
However, based on the carly premise signed on to by the Jead and cooperating agencies, it was
agreed that measures would be implemented, to the extent practicable, to minimize the emissions
of each project such that mitigation would not be the total burden of those projects whose
analysis and implementation occurred Jater. Therefore, the commitment to additional mitigation
measures for this project is appropriate.

We appreciate that the final BIS generally states that electric construction equipment may be
utilized at the site in order to further reduce overali NO, and NOx ernissions, however, we
believe that the Record of Decision {ROD) will need to be more definitive on that point and
make commitments as 1o how much of the fleet of construction equipment will need to be
electric. Also, additional mitigalion measures may be needed, and EPA is available to digcuss
options with LMDC. The ROD should also include a commitment 1o unplement all of the BPCs.

Lastly, we are concerned with the cumulative NOx impact. While the project specific NOx
emissions were calculated, the final EIS did not include a quantification of the curnulative NOx
emission impact. As New York City is a serious Ozone nonattainment area, the evaluation of
NOx emissions is critical. With regard to the project’s direct emissions, LMDC is expecting that

- they may be accounted for in New York’s State Implementation Plan construction emission
budget. However, that approach has not been officially acceptad by EPA because the State must
demonstrate that not only can the World Trade Center Redvelopment be accommaodated in the
emissions budget, but al] other lower Manhattan projects must be as well. Since this issue is not
yet resolved, we recommend that the Record of Decision contain an evaluation of the curnulative
NOx emisgions and the result of the final statement of Conformity. If LMDC not be able to
demonstrate conformity with the New York State SIP, then the emission offset measures that
would be necessary should be offered as commitments in the Record of Decision s well.

As always we are available to discuss these comments and other potential NO, and NOx
mitigation measures and opportunities. Toward this and, shonld you want to discuss this letter,
please contact David Carlson of my staff at {212) 637-3502,

Sincerely yours,

U

Robert W. Hargrov§{ Chief
Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch

ce: T.Frervrell, HUD : B. Cohen, IFTA, LMRO
J. Seymour, PANYNI] , R. Crotty, NYSDEC
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COMMUNITY BOARD #1 - MANHATTAN
RESOLUTION

DATE: MAY 18, 2004
COMMITTEE OF ORIGIN: WTC REDEVELOPMENT

COMMITTEE VOTE: 12InFavor 0 Opposed 0 Abstained 0 Recused
BOARD VOTE: 33 InFavor 0Opposed 0 Abstained 0 Recused

RE: WORLD TRADE CENTER MEMORIAL AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FINAL
GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

WHEREAS: CB#1 strongly supports the redevelopment of the World Trade Center site
and the creation of a World Trade Center Memorial, and

WHEREAS: The WTC site (Project Site) redevelopment project (Proposed Action) and
other concurrent construction projects in Lower Manhattan will have a
significant impact on residents, workers, visitors and businesses in the
area, and

WHEREAS: Because the Proposed Action is the driving force for the economic
revitalization of Lower Manhattan and the catalyst for development in
areas beyond the boundaries of the WTC redevelopment site, a thorough
assessment of the aggregate impact of all planned or anticipated
construction in Lower Manhattan, including the construction of the new
PATH station, the new Fulton Transit Center, the Second Avenue Subway
line, the reconstruction of Route 9A, the proposed Goldman Sachs
headquarters building on Site 26, the demolition of the Deutsche Bank
building located at 130 Liberty Street and the reconstruction or
replacement of Fiterman Hall, should be included as part of the Final
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS), and

WHEREAS: The FGEIS does not adequately address or does not address at all many of
the comments submitted by CB#1 in response to the DGEIS, which reflect
significant issues facing the Lower Manhattan community, now

THEREFORE

BEIT

RESOLVED

THAT: Community Board 1 reiterates its concerns and its belief that these issues
must be addressed by the LMDC, including:

o Cumulative Impact. The FGEIS does not adequately address or
does not address at all the cumulative effects of the various
redevelopment and reconstruction projects planned for Lower
Manhattan, which are triggered by and will have a significant
effect on the Proposed Action as well as surrounding
neighborhoods. These include, the construction of the new PATH
station, the new Fulton Transit Center, the Second Avenue Subway
line, the reconstruction of Route 9A, the demolition of the
Deutsche Bank building located at 130 Liberty Street, the Battery



Park City Goldman Sachs building the development of Sites 5B
and 5C, the NYU Hospital Parking Lot Development, and the
reconstruction or replacement of Fiterman Hall. For example, the
FGEIS states that with respect to the proposed reconstruction of
Route 9A, the LMDC will simply forward all comments on that
project to NYSDOT. This is an inadequate response. Ata
minimum, we would expect the LMDC to address these issues,
including the effects of the Proposed Action and other planned or
anticipated construction projects in the area, in a coordinated
Environmental Impact Study. A coordinated approach is essential
to ensure adequate mitigation of construction and other short-term
effects as well as the long-term effects of the Proposed Action and
other planned or anticipated redevelopment projects in Lower
Manhattan.

Lower Manhattan Construction Coordination Group. The precise
legal structure and enforcement powers of the Lower Manhattan
Construction Coordination Group are unclear at this time and
require clarification. Just as importantly, this group must include a
full-time paid position as well as volunteer representatives of the
community that will be directly affected, including participants
from CB#1, downtown residents, community groups, and
neighborhood businesses.

Community Facilities. The increase of office space that will result
from the Proposed Action will attract workers who will use
community facilities in Lower Manhattan. For example, many
workers will enroll their children in already overcrowded Lower
Manhattan schools, many of which accept applicants who reside
outside of the local community on the same basis as local residents
while other schools in our area have historically admitted many
commuter students through the standard variance process. The
expected influx of additional students in schools from the Proposed
Action will have a cascading effect on the other facilities that serve
children, such as playgrounds, libraries, after school programs, as
these facilities serve not only local resident children, but also the
children who attend school in the area.

NYPD and FDNY. The FGEIS indicates that the responsibility to
ensure that the Project Site is adequately protected is the
responsibility of the Port Authority police and the NYPD. Given
the estimated 9 million annual visitors expected to the site as well
as the unique significance of the site as a possible terrorist target,
the potential threats and need for additional fire and police services
will extend beyond the borders of the Project Site. NYPD and
FDNY need to ensure that the area surrounding the Project Site
will be adequately serviced.

Traffic. The Proposed Action will result in unprecedented traffic
volume and will present complex traffic flow issues, calling for
careful planning and a dynamic mitigation strategy. Adverse
effects of poor planning or inadequate mitigation measures will be



felt far outside the boundaries of the Project Site and well into the
neighboring residential communities surrounding the Site. Of
particular concern, the FGEIS contemplates the rerouting of traffic
away from Route 9A but does not adequately address the impact of
increased traffic on North/South arteries including Greenwich and
West Broadway. It also contemplates reversing traffic flows on
certain streets without adequately addressing the impact of such
reversals on the flow of traffic on adjacent streets. In the absence
of a coordinated environmental impact study of the entire area that
will be affected by the Proposed Action and other planned or
contemplated projects in Lower Manhattan, including the
reconstruction of Route 9A, the FGEIS does not adequately
address the effects of the traffic volume and traffic flow that will
be induced by the Proposed Action.

Bus Depot. The number of tour buses in Lower Manhattan will
increase significantly once the Project Site and the Memorial are
built. Planning must be done now to ensure that the impact these
buses will have on the downtown community is minimal. The
FGEIS does not adequately address the impact of bus traffic to,
from, and through the Project Site. The FGEIS underestimates the
number of tour buses that will be coming to the site and does not
identify an enforceable plan for drop-offs, pick-ups and storage.
Specifically, we would like to see further analysis of how the
LMDC will implement its plan to have buses drop off and pick up
passengers on Greenwich Street and route them into and out of the
bus depot entrance on Liberty Street. We are further concerned that
at peak times, the queue for the underground facilities could be
backed up so severely that it would impact traffic patterns in the
streets in and around the Project Site. The FGEIS should include a
thorough analysis of these peak times that could create extreme
conditions. Construction and improvements scheduled for Route
9A will also displace dozens of commuter buses which have for
years laid over along this stretch. These and other buses need new
and permanent places to go. The LMDC should work with CB#1
and other stakeholders to address issues relating to the location,
construction and operation of a bus depot.

Open Space. We remain troubled by the fact that open space
calculations include sidewalks and other streetscape elements and
believe that there is an inadequate amount of open space, given the
huge number of visitors expected. In view of the extremely high
density of commercial and retail building contemplated by the
Proposed Action (particularly in view of recent reports that the
actual size of the WTC is less than 16 acres), it is imperative that
the limited open space available (including the 2.87 acres of
Memorial “open space”) be designed and programmed to
maximize the accessibility and usability and to facilitate pedestrian
flows through and around the entire site. Additionally, CB#1
believes an alternative must be found to the wall along West Strect
that is part of the current design, which ideally should include a
landscaped area.
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o Retail. The FGEIS contemplates that half of the retail at the Project
Site (approximately 200,000-300,000 square feet) will be located
below grade. CB#1 urges the LMDC to relocate the maximum
amount of retail space at or above grade to create active, vibrant
street level retail and that street level retail development be phased
in as early as possible in the redevelopment process.

o Air Quality. The FGEIS concludes that the Proposed Action
“would have significant traffic impacts in both 2009 and 2015 ”
but “is not predicted to cause any significant adverse air quality
impacts in either 2009 or 2015. ” These statements are inconsistent
and the FGEIS should address this inconsistency. The FGEIS also
indicates that the highest impact assessment for Peak Total PM10
Emissions by Month “were usually from locations immediately
adjacent to the construction on site boundary of the Proposed
Action” and that “some of those results were predicted at
residential locations immediately adjacent to the site.” On-going
air monitoring around the Proposed Site (including not only on
Church Street but also along the North and South sides of the
Proposed Site) and the Fulton Street Transportation Station are
essential to insure that proper steps can be taken to minimize
mobile and stationary sources during the decade of ongoing
construction, including the use of available mitigation measures
such as electrification, advanced reduction technologies and newer
engines. Air quality data should be posted on a website and
frequently updated. The Lower Manhattan Construction
Coordination Group should also take effective steps to ensure
enforcement of laws to reduce air pollution such as the existing
idling law, and

Community Board #1 reaffirms and restates in its entirety its unanimous
resolution dated February 17, 2004, and

Community Board #1 requests that the LMDC and the Port Authority
provide regular updates and submit for review and comment specific
designs and proposals for mitigating potential adverse effects of the
Proposed Action, including pollution controls, street closures and traffic
management plans, quality of life issues, security barrier installations and
all other design and construction elements that will affect the residents,
workers, businesses and visitors to Lower Manhattan.
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May 21, 2604

Mr Kevin M. Rampe

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
One Liperty Plaza, 20" Fioor

New York. NY 10006

Dear Mr, Rampe:

Thank vou for the opporiunity 1o review the Lower Manhatan Development Corporation's final
environmental unpact statement (FGEIS) for the World Trade Center Memonial and Redevelopment Plan

We stated in our March 15, 2004 Jeuer that 1t would be a ropniate 1o inciudz "Deparmnent of State
{NYSDOS} - Coastal Zone Consistency Review” in jtem 1.10.3, indicating the Department's review and
dectsion-making is required as part of the decision-making of ail of *he mvolved federal agencies. In those
insiznces involving activing: undertaken: directly by or on behalf of federal agencies, or mvolving {zderal
agency autierizanons or iinarcial assistance. the Department of State must review those activities 1o ther
consistency with the enforceabic poalicics of the New York State Constal Management Program (CMP). The
Cury of New York's Water vont Revitalization Prograra (WRP) 15 an amendment to and element of the CMP

Tius review ang the Department's deeision-makmg, which affects the decysion making of federal agencies
such as the US. Army Curps of Engineers, Federal Emerpgency Management Agency. Deparment of
Trunspertation and Federal Highway Adminustration, and Depariraent of Housng and Urban Developnrent.
18 2 delegated authority in acoordance with the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. Therefoie, the
Department of Statc's review and consistency decision-making is for and is part of the decision-makmg
processes of federal agencios listed i 1tern 1.0.2. Please note that this role of the Department and its
deciston-making 15 scparate from the consistency obligations of State agencies.

The NYS DEC March 13, 2004 conrrent leter Ciscusses the cooling water intake structure and the required
use of the best rechnology avatiabic 1o munimize adverse envirommental impacts. The FGEIS states in part
10 lrem 16 4.2 regarding NYC WP Policy 4 thet other agencies may not foliow the same premise as the
NYS DEC " and there appears w be no t2deral standard yet promulgated that is directly on pomnt. In any
gvent, these 1ssues will be addressed by the Port Authority m its SPDES permit renewal process that 15 nuw
underway. With this :n mund, the Proposed Action would be consistent with this poiicy "

The process pursued by the apphcant with the NYS DEC in Wentifying the best technology avaiiable to
minunize adverse cnvironmenta! upacts would need to be completed betore the Departiment of $taie could
complete its decision-making. Fatluic to use the best technology availadie, as identified by the NYS DEC,
t minumize adverse environmental impacts would be inconsistent with the enforeeable policies of the New
York State Coastal Managemen: Program and this conclusion would be part of the decision-making
processes vl federal egencics isted 1 1tern 1 10.2 as discussed above,

WU DO STLTDONY U6 = Eraniy: mrn@nos STATE W oee

Wit —asto
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I vouneed any additonal information or have additional questions, please doni't hesitate to contact Willian
Fetdhusen at (518) 473-2470.

Thank vou for your consideration.

e
Sam Messina
Deputy Director

NYS Department of State
Division of Coastal Resowrces

GrUOASTAL Dl eview' Qe Letbeon FGEN LMDU wpd
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Kevin Rampe

President

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
1 Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10006

Dear Kevin:

Thank you on behalf of the Civic Alliance to Rebuild Downtown
New York for the opportunity to provide comments on the Final
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) of the World Trade
Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan. Upon review of Chapter 27
of the FGEIS containing detailed responses to our previous comments
on the Draft GEIS, we have several points we would like to state for the
record. In summary, we were disappointed that many of the responses in
Chapter 27 were dismissive of our comments or did not address them
directly. These points are detailed below.

» Re: Comment 644: The Civic Alliance reiterates its point that
the current FGEIS does not sufficiently evaluate all reasonable
alternatives, and that the evaluation of alternatives in general is
summary and dismissive, violating the spirit and letter of NEPA
and SEQRA laws, and putting the project at risk of delay. This
point is underscored by the recent defeats suffered in court by
the leaseholder Silverstein Properties, and the likelihood that
Silverstein Properties will not receive an insurance settlement
greater than $3.55 billion dollars, forcing an adjustment to the
program for the World Trade Center site to reflect funding
constraints. In particular, an alternative for a reduced office
space program should be evaluated because of the high office
vacancy rates in Lower Manhattan projected for some time, and
the unlikely prospect for receiving traditional financing without
securing anchor tenants for the proposed buildings. On the
flipside, the LMDC and the Port Authority should evaluate the
option of removing the current restriction on residential
development on site, and explore expanding the hospitality, civic
or cultural programs. These options should be tested for in a
Supplemental EIS (SEIS), as they were not evaluated under the
FGEIS.

c/0 RPA, 4 Irving Place, 7th Floor, New York, NY 10003 ] Tel: (212) 253-2727 Fax (212) 253-5666 |



Re: Comment 651: In a similar vein, we again assert that the
“reduction” of the program by shifting 15% of the office program to the
site of the Deutsche Bank building does not constitute a reduction to the
overall project site, because the Deutsche Bank site is being added to the
project site. Therefore this should not be considered a reduction for the
purpose of the socioeconomic analysis, though it benefits the original
project site in terms of reducing density.

Re: Comment 22: The analysis of Fulton Street both open and closed to
traffic does not account for the “de-inducement” phenomenon, or “don’t
build it and they won’t come,” at least not by automobiie. The
argument that traffic relief can only be provided by more roadways, not
less, is not persuasive for areas as dense and transit rich as Lower
Manhattan. We therefore reject the conclusion that Fulton Street should
necessarily be open to vehicle traffic

Re: Comment 123: The point we made is that there is much good
analysis done about West Street options in the DGEIS that might help
inform the decision-making process, but the information is presented in
a format that does not enlighten the reader on the subject. The
opportunity to do so should have been taken. We did not ask LMDC to
take a position,

Re: Comment 374: We are pleased that LMDC understands the need to
limit the number of tourist buses. We acknowledge that they cannot be
banned totally. We look forward to working with LMDC and partner
agencies to make alternatives to tourist buses attractive and practical.

Re: Comment 392: By hiding behind the fact that reducing traffic
impacts is not the responsibility of LMDC, the FGEIS has missed the
opportunity to highlight not only the problem, but solutions to it.

Re: Comment 639: By admitting that the subway elements were at a
poor level of service prior to 9/11 and are therefore not subject to
mitigation ad defined by CEQR, the FGEIS misses the point. The
FGEIS should present alternatives for mitigation and challenge the
agencies responsible to address them. After all, this is exactly what is
taking place by overhauling the Fulton Street subway complex.



* Re: Comment 640: We are pleased that in response to ours and others’
concerns about adequate sidewalk width for pedestrian movement,
sidewalk requirements have been widened.

Thank you for taking these comments under consideration and congratulations
on moving forward with the implementation of the World Trade Center
Memorial and Redevelopment Plan.

Sincerely,

s

Robert D. Yaro
Chair



Clean Air Campaign, Inc., 250 W. 57th Street, New York NY 10107
May 24, 2004
By e-mail to IMDC

Re: Objections to release of funds
Objections to certification that NEPA responsibilities have been satisfied
Objections to environmental reviews by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Mr. Kevin M. Rampe, President

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
Att: Comments on NOVRROF

One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York NY 10006

Dear Mr. Rampe,

Clean Air Campaign Inc. (CAC) objects to HUD's release of funds* to LMDC, and to LMDC's
expenditure of funds, especially for planning, design or construction of structures, works and/or activities in
and over the critical marine habitat in the waters of the Hudson River off lower Manhattan, and tunneling
related to Route 9-A. :

CAC also objects to LMDC's proposed certification that LMDC's and HUD's NEPA responsibilities
have been satisfied. The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) which LMDC issued in
April 2004 not only violates the National Environmnetal Policy Act (NEPA), but through its failure to
disclose material facts and properly inform government decisions may jeopardize the recovery of lower
Manhattan.

LMDC's FGEIS also improperly relies on NEPA reviews by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
which themselves violated NEPA (and other federal laws). CAC's objections to the Corps' reviews and
LMDC's reliance on them are discussed briefly in Sections Iand __ below.

L Failure to disclose material facts.
Just a few of many instances of LMDC's failure to disclose material facts follow.

A The misnamed Hudson River "Park" Project.

LMDC's FGEIS and Partial Action Plans fail to disclose a fact of critical environmental (and
economic) significance: most of the 550-acre project area of the Hudson River "Park" (HRP) project lies in
the critical habitat in the nearshore waters of the Hudson River off lower Manhattan. Most of Segment 3 of
the HRP project also lies in this critical habitat--not on the dry land at the river's edge which people think of
as the park. More than 490 acres of this critical national habitat stand to be lost (along with the East Coast
fisheries it sustains).

*Several
billions of dollar of federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are the main source of HUD grants to LMDC and
LMDC's grants to other entities, according to LMDC.
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Most of "Segment 3" lies in and over the waters of the Hudson River between the northern edge of Battery
Park City and the northern edge of Pier 40 (near West Houston Street), out to the U.S. Pierhead Line.
Disclosure of these basic facts would drastically alter the assessment of adverse aquatic impacts in Chapter 18
of the FGEIS.

LMDC's draft scope said "On April 24, 2003 Governor Pataki identified a series of short-term capital
projects that are independent of the Proposed Action [as defined]...the Governor called for LMDC to provide
funding for the following projects...Hudson River Park--LMDC will work with the State and City to move
forward completion of the park in Tribeca." (DS 5.)

This sentence was misleading (as CAC noted in our comments), because most New Yorkers associate the
term "Tribeca" with a neighborhood on dry land in lower Manhattan.

The FGEIS disclosed even less than the draft scope did about where most or all of the HUD- and
LMDC-funded structures and/or works for the HRP project would go: in and over the critical habitat in the
lower Hudson River off Manhattan. (See also "Comment 121" in Chapter 27, discussed below.)

B. Expenditures of 9/11/01 recovery funds (including CDBG funds).

According to unofficial sources, LMDC has been asked to forward more than $70 million in federal
grants to the misnamed Hudson River "Park" "Trust," a State river development authority, so the HRPT
authority can spend the money on structures, works or activities in and/or over the waters of the Hudson
River. Vague language in Partial Action Plans No. 4 (in two different places), No. S-2, No. 7, or upcoming
Partial Action Plans is especially likely to cover this misuse of 9/11 recovery funds. The language fails
disclose how much money will be spent advancing or building non-essential, non-water-dependent, habitat-
threatening projects in and/or over the water.

In CAC's scoping comments, we made a broader point. CAC said the EIS needed to disclose reliable
breakdowns of the entire $21 billion in federal taxpayer dollars promised for recovery and rebuilding, spent
in each funding category, and the funds remaining in each pot; the total cost of each project proposed for
upcoming 9/11 funding and the amount of 9/11 funding requested; and all the authorities, agencies and
private entities which are spending, administering, applying for, and/or receiving these funds. Since LMDC
is receiving and spending HUD's federal CDBG funds, at minimim all the uses of CDBG funds should be
disclosed and addressed.

The proposed action that really matters is approving the funding to build real projects throughout
lower Manhattan, as CAC said in our statement at LMDC's hearing for its Draft GIES. The projects that are
real are the ones that are funded. It isn't possible to assess environmental impacts and alternatives properly
without knowing what the projects are.

IL Wrong definition of the Project/Plan/Program/Proposed Action. LMDC defines its proposed
project/plan/program/action as a plan to redevelop a very limited "project site” in the FGEIS. A better
definition (which LMDC sometimes uses) involves aiding in the recovery

CAC to LMDC -3- 5/24/04

of all of lower Manhattan from the events of 9/11/01. The CDBG funds which LMDC will receive are
extremely limited in relation to what is needed (beyond federal transportation and other special grants) for
recovery. The way this money is spent (and the choices among alternatives) will lead to either beneficial or
significant adverse environmental effects. CAC

discussed this issue extensively in CAC's previous comments.



I11. FGEIS's Invalid Responses to "Comment 121" and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' Tllegal

Environmental Review.

LMDC's Chapter 27 answers a similar "Comment" under "Comment 121" with two invalid ciaims.
One is that "All other projects [other than the HRP project] for which LMDC seeks funding through HUD are
subject to environmental review pursuant to the HUD requirements at 24 CFR Part 58." LMDC's failure to
carry out a proper NEPA process that adequately considers adverse environmental effects violates NEPA.
HUD's implementing regulations do not condone that.

The second invalid response to "Comment 121" is that "Development of the Hudson River Park
project was ongoing before the attackes of [9/11/01]. Any additional funding that LMDC provides to the
Hudson River Park Trust to provide additional amenities to that park is unrelated to and entirely independent
of the proposed action and is the subject of its own environmental review."

The Army Corps of Engineers issued an invalid Environmental Assessment (EA) of the HRP project
in May 2000. This EA did not comply with NEPA, perhaps in part because of the misleading use of the term
Hudson River "Park" discussed above. HRP project supporters often make the misleading claim that
"nothing new" would be built or placed in or over the waters of the Hudson River. This false and misleading
claim is belied by the permits issued by the Corps for the HRP project, and the Corps' segemented
authorizations of even more structures, works and activities than that permit authorized in the critical habitat
between Battery Park City and W. 59th Street extended out to the U.S. Pierhead Line.

The world changed on 9/11/01. The Corps' illegal May 2000 EA and permits should be
reconsidered. They violated NEPA, the federal Clean Water Act, the Rivers & Harbors Act of 1899 and
other laws even in May 2000, when they were issued. These violations would be compounded by federal
funding of in-water and over-water elements of the HRPT authority's habitat-destroying plans--especially
under the pretext of aiding in New York's recovery from the terrible events of 9/11/01.

Iv. Illegal Segmentation. Segmenting the geographic project area, proposed expenditures of
CDBG funds, and the consideration of adverse impacts is illegal and violates the letter and spirit of NEPA.

V. Significant adverse impacts on_aquatic_resources. The FGEIS assumes that the critical

habitat in the lower Hudson River off Manhattan will retain its current mix of open water (most of it), pilings,
and unshaded areas. This assumption will be a false one unless the Corps'
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5/00 permit for massive construction and placement of structures in and over the waters of the lower Hudson
River is rescinded.

The lower Hudson River off Manhattan has been shown to be a unique fisheries habitat of
extraordinary national and international importance. Because of various State actions shortly after 9/11,
LMDC's jurisdiction extends out to the U.S. Pierhead Line offshore, although LMDC's FGEIS fails to
disclose this. LMDC is proposing to funnel CDBG funds (and perhaps other federal funds as well) into the
HRPT authority, which will in turn spend the funds on non-essential, non-water-dependent projects in and/or
over the waters of the Hudson River.

Longstanding requirements under the federal Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
were designed to protect and preserve the integrity of nearshore habitats and the living marine resources they



sustain. These requirements effectively prohibit in-water

construction and development in and over the water for projects which are neither truly water-dependent nor
absolutely essential. Preserving the physical integrity of nearshore habitats is essential for sustaining coastal
and global fisheries, and the way to do that is to confine non-water-dependent development to dry land.

Ferry facilities. The FGEIS admits that funds may be used for ferry facilities, but doesn't analyze
better alternatives or their adverse impacts. Ferry facilities in and/or over the water can have significant
adverse effects. CAC's comments on this issue in August 2003 were ignored.

The FGEIS assesses only the impacts of certain water intake and outflow facilities at one or a few
inadequate locations. It assesses even the impacts of these facilities in imprper ways. Time doesn't permit
more details today, but CAC will be glad to provide them on request.

The bottom line is this: the real project (the expenditure of 9/11 recovery funds) may have
devastating impacts on fisheries of extraordinary national and intemational importance. These impacts are
completely ignored and/or swept under the rug in LMDC's FGEIS.

VI Traffic and parking/transit and pedestrians and air quality. One of the things that made
lower Manhattan so vibrant before 9/11 was the convergence of many subway and commuter rail lines in one
compact location. This made traveling to and from the area by subways and rail not only fast, but generally
reliable and convenient. Once there, there weren't too many cars or buses, and it was a pleasure--a healthy
pleasure--to walk around.

The most important factors which govern how people travel are travel time, cost, comfort,
convenience, safety and reliability. Keeping lower Manhattan a superb place to get to by subway and rail,
and a wonderful place to walk around and bike in, is environmentally beneficial. Encouraging automobile
and bus traffic to and in lower Manhattan will have significant adverse environmental effects. :

IMDC's and NYSDOT's segmentation of the Route 9A EIS from this one doesn't help with the
proper assessment of traffic and air quality throughout lower Manhattan. These issues CAC to LMDC
-5- 5/24/04

are discussed extensively in CAC's previous comments.

A proper EIS would focus on realistic alternatives for reducing auto and bus traffic in lower
Manhattan, and encouraging the use of subways, rail, walking and safe bicycling. All of the origins and
destinations of the people who will be coming to and leaving lower Manhattan need to be discussed. The
number of people coming and going from and to specified origins and destinations at different times of the
day and week should be specified, with real numbers. Transportation alternatives should be included which
insure that most of the people arriving or departing travel by subway or rail. This will minimize vehicle miles
traveled, costly traffic congestion, unhealthy pollution, and space wasted on parking facilities. It will reduce
the travel times of emergency vehicles trying to reach workers, residents and visitors who have just been
caught in a blazing building or who have just had a heart attack or a stroke. All this will speed the recovery
of lower Manhattan.

VIL.  Alternatives. Presenting and assessing alternatives which "eliminate or reduce to the bare

minimum any significant adverse impacts" of proposed actions before official
decisions are made is the heart of NEPA. The alternatives presented in the FGEIS don't do that.



VIIl.  Irreversibie and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources.

By improperly defining the proposed action as certain construction projects on a limited site,
LMDC's FGEIS ignores the two most important resources that stand to be diminished if federal CDBG funds
are misspent. One is the money itself—federal grants that will not come to New York City again. The other
is the unique habitat in the lower Hudson River off Manhattan, and the coastal and global fisheries it sustains.

IX. Conclusion. The comments above do not cover all of CAC's objections to New York State's
or Federal agencies' violations of NEPA or release of funds. For example, CAC's August 4, 2003 comment
letter on LMDC's Draft Scope for its Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement raised a number of
issues; rather addressing those issues honestly, openly and directly, LMDC's FGEIS attempts to sweep them
under the rug.

Clean Air Campaign and many other environmental and taxpayer organizations have long oppose
non-essential, non-water-dependent development in or over the waters of the Hudson River, where the
Westway highway and river development project was once planned. We would prefer it if New York's
Governor and Mayor and their public authorities and corporations, and federal agencies, reconsidered
misguided approvals, and simply canceled all plans to spend federal and other funds on projects in and/or
over the water. But if federal grants may in fact be spent on these projects, then the relevant projects and
their proposed sites in and/or over U.S. waters, their full costs, and all anticipated federal expenditures for
them need to be disclosed and analyzed in a federal EIS under NEPA before the funds are released. Less
environmentally damaging alternatives must also be presented and assessed throughout the NEPA process.

CAC has worked for decades for transportation and land use patterns and public spending priorities
which are environmentally sound, fiscally prudent, lawful, and fair. We also advocate
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more open, honest, accountable, democratic government, and a government of laws, not of men.

The laws which govern EIS's require the honest disclosure of information relevant to public officials'
decisions. They also require that reasonable alternatives be considered to avoid or minimize environmental
harm. LMDC's FGEIS doesn't demonstrate a good-faith commitment to these goals. Instead it provides
unfounded justifications for arbitrary and ill-advised spending priorities decisions.

Sincerely,

NYC Clean Air Campaign Inc.
By: Marcy Benstock, Excutive Director

ccr HUD
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. EP
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VIA FACSIMILE AND ELECTRONIC MAIL
Muay 21, 2004

Lower Manhaiton Developmont Corporation

Attention: Comments WITC Meraorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGELS
One Liberty Phug, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10006

RE:  WORLD TRADE CENTER MEMORIAL AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
FINAL GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (FGEIS)
COMMENTS OF TUE COALITION OF 9711 FAMILIES

Contiomen:

This letter constitutes the comments of the Coalition of 9711 Famiiics (the Coalition) on the
referenced documemt. As you know, the Coalition ix composed of six separate VEganizaons
representing approximately 4600 family members of victims of the September 11 attacks on the
World Teade Comter. Since the jssvance of the DGEIS, a numbur of import actions and decisions
have boeo uden that relate dircctly to the cffucis of the Proposcd Action on historic propoertics.
These include issuance ot a Coordinated Detcemination of Eligibility for the WTC Site, a Finding
of No Adverse Effect [on historic properties] for the Proposed Action, and the signing of 3
Programmatic Agreement wath the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the
State Histone Preservation Otficer (SHPO). While the FRIS purports to wncorporate changes
resulting, from these actions and decisions, it does so in a cursory. perfunctory, and 8t limes
sworrect snanner, 1t Iikewsse claims to have taken inlo account the somments of the Coalition and
other consulling parties to the National Historic Preservation Act Section 108 compliance
process, While LMDC may have, in thet taken these comments indo account, that fact is aot
vvidunced w the rovised wxi of the GEIS.

Unfortunately, becausc of Lime limitations, the Coalition is unable te provide dutailed comments
on th FOELY within the regoired time perasd, and the LMDC has made it clear that & will not
consider late comments. As vou know the LMDC has also asked the Coalition 1 provide
commants on the proposed removal of physical remuias {including the remains of 6 WIC) on tho
aorthwest corner o the W TC sae, and those comments are due the same day as commenis on the
FGEIS. Asyou slvo know the comment period also overlaps with the on-going 911 Commission
hearings that arg: being attended by many Cealiion membwrs,

Fhe Coalition would, however, like to offer the following geners] comments and comments on
specific sucs of paramaount congern o us:

ol
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Page 2

The FGEIS acknowledpes LMDU's commitment “to provide approprialc access (0
portigry of the west slurey wall and on the WTC Site and the box-beam columns
outlining portions of the former Twin Towers” that comprisc the WTC footprints
{emphasis added). 1.MDC continues to refuse 10 define what o means by “appropriale.”
The FGUIS ix uncleor aor silent on how LMDC intends to provide accesy. [t o unclenr
what LMODC smeans when it rofers o “portions™ of the footprints, These issues are of
paramount coneers 1o the Tamilics in the Coalition,

The FORIS gses ay baseling for its evaluation of impacts to the WTC site the March 31,
2004 Coordinated Doterenmotion of National Register Eligibility. Yot no mention is made
of the fact that a number of the consulting partics i the NHPA Scotion 106 process
{includwng two Members of Congress) have questioned the adequacy of the
Dewemination and have requesied that it be reforred to the National Park Service lor Timal
eoview,  Changes 0 the Deiermnation could resait oy sigmilcant changes v the
evaluation of impacts on historic propertics at the WTC site.

The DGELS concluded that LMIDCs proposed action would have no adverse effect on
historic propertics.  LMDC subsequently reversed itself on thiy matter. as evidenced by
Hx ontering imo thy Proyrenmntic Agreement with the ACHP and SHPO (but i xovera)
places in the FGEIS—c¢.g. response to comment 253 in Chapter 27--LMDC claims that
s Finding of No Adverse Effect is “appropriate™).  Rather than simply acknowledging
that the proposed action will have an adverse effect on hitorie propeniies, the FGLIS
repentedly states that U action “is not expecled to have vigaificant adverse impacts on
histonic resources” (Craphasis added). Thiy is a qualitative and unfounded conclusion on
the part of LMDC. Netther Section 106 of the Nadional Historic Preservation Act, sor ity
wnplementing regulations at 36 CFR 800, provide for a gualification of adversc cffects in
this manncy, The not offect is a transparent attempt on the part of LMD to minimize the
mpacty of the proposed aclion on heaoric resources that ils own Cooedinad
Determination of Mational Register Eligibihity considers “significant.”

1115 hard W image any seenariu Uiat would “enhance” the significance of the WTC site o
the American public. LMDC's statements w the FGEIS that the proposed action would
der just that is <olf sarviog and unsupporishic

The FGEIS states that the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement “would inclode
additional eonsulation with the commulling parties.” Howover, when that document was
finalized itincluded valy very narrewly defined provisions for mput lrom the consulting
partivs concerning implomentation of the requirermnents of the PA

The FGELS refers several tmes w LMDC's “Proposed Finding of No Adverse Effect” as
parl Of the Section 106 process. but It nover says that that finding was rendered obsolate
and dnvorrest whin LMD agroed, before the FGETS was ssued, o enter ino a
Programmatic Agreement under NHPA Section 106,

The Cosbition’s comtnent on the DOGEES noted that ovalustion of impacis to historic
resources should nclude consideration of the 1993 bombings and objecied to LMDC's
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determination tha the 1993 bombings do not contribute 1 the significance of the WTC
Sie. LMDC s respobse to these comments o Chapter 27 s Sce response W comment
sbove.” We are unable w Yiad any response that addrosses this issue,

»  The FGEIS indicates that the Port Authority “bas compicted” its inventory of WTC
artifacts in storige in Hanger 17 at Kennody Alrport. Thix ix incorreci—the inventory o
sl vp-geing and uo Sinal inventory has been provided (o any of the consulting partics in
the NHPA Section 106 peocess.

Finally, we aote that the FOLIS also meludes or refirences aew information that was available
{LMOC prior to the issuance of the DGEIS but was not disclosed 10 the public until the FGEIS
wis ssued. This is particobarly disturbing simee some of these documents shosld have been
included i EMDOCs rosponse 10 Freedom of Information Law (FOIL) requests mude by the
Coulition. These previously undisclosed and uarcferenced docements include sppendices K.3
and K4 of the FGEIS, These appendices are archeological studics of the WTC Site dated July
30, 2003, yer are being made pubdic new lor the tiest Ume,  BEven raore disturbing is the facl that
LMDC has revised the text of the GEES 1o note that the SHPO “had determinced that the WTC was
not cligible for listing on the National Regisier”™ No further explanation or documentation is
provided for thins statement o the main text of the FGEIS, However, in responding in Commint
194 in Chapter 27, LMDC states that “In December 1989, the SHPO had dotermined the [Twin
Towers] not cliyible for fisting on the National Register.” The FGEIS is the first time that LMDC
has made public the fact that such a determination was ever made. These actions sharply contrast
with the LMTICs often repeated public position on their devire to incorporate public involvemant
e the enviroamental reviow process,

The Coalition, in commenting on the DGEIS. noted that preparation of a Supplemoental EIS tha
speciically addrosses Insues relatod 1o historie resoprces might be appropriate. Given all that hax
oucurred, and is occureing, it regard W historis resources at the WTC Site, we still {eel that a
suppiemental TIS should be prepured. As noted by the Coalttion and many other commenters on
the DGRIS, the fevel of projuct mforamtion wn the DGEIS was incompatible with the {ull
assessment of effects on histonc propertiss on the WIL Site or on archeological properues
asywhere within the Arca of Polential Effect (APE) associated with the Proposed Action, This
sontmues to be the case witl the FGEIN,

Sincerely

// AL

Anthony irnrdncr “Rucutive Bonrd Momber, Coabitton of 9711 Families

(8 1. Fowler, Advisory Council on Historic Prescrvation
1. Naw. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
0 Kima, Advisory Council oa Hioric Preservation
C. Vaughn, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Alphonso Jackaon, Acting Seendtary-HUD
Richard A, Hauser, Generad Counsel, HUD
K. Broun, HUD Preservation Officer
B. Castro, New York State Hhistone Preservation OfNcer



————— Original Message-----

From: Blackman, Laura [mailto:lblackman@hrpt.state.ny.us]
Sent: Mon 5/24/2004 5:47 PM

Tc: Irene Chang

Ce:

Subject: Comment FGEIS

Having reviewed the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
the World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment, Hudson River Park Trust has no
cbjections to the document. .

As a peint of clarification, however, we would like to comment on
the descripticns of the ball fields and PS/IS 89 playground that are found on page 7-8. A
porticn of the ball field and the playground actually fall within Hudson River Park.
Subject to an agreement with the Battery Park City Authority, the Trust allows the
Authority to care for and maintain the properties; however, jurisdictionally the two
properties are part of Hudson River Park.

Additionally, we would like to remind you that Hudson River Park
Trust requests to be included in any discussions involving the exact placement/location of
pedestrian bridges, escalators and/or staircases adjacent to the Hudson River Park (which,
of course, includes the bikeway west of Rte. 9A). Similarly, the Trust would like to be
included in future discussions related to any impacts toe the bulkhead and consistency with
the existing Programmatic Agreement.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Laura Blackman

Deputy Counsel

Hudson River Park Trust
Pier 40, 2nd F1.

West St. & Houston

New York, NY 10014
(917) 661-8740




Lower Manhattan Boarg ot Directors
Culturat Council Treren R
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May 24, 2004

TO:  Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

FR: Tricia Mire, Acting Executive Director, Lower Manhattan Cultural Council

RE: Comments on NOI/RROF for World Trade Center Memorial and Cultural
Program

1. Background

Lower Manhattan Cultural Council (LMCC) has been one of Downtown’s leading arts
presenters for over 30 years, and was the primary public art programmer at the oniginal
World Trade Center. In partnership with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey,
LMCC created a diverse array of world=class, free-to-the-public programs and events on the
World Trade Center Plaza. and a lively artists workspace program that used vacant real
estate to provide over 140 artisis with temporary studios in the Twin Towers from 1997-
2001. LMCC has also been a lead presenier of public art off-site. L.MCC’s primary strength
is working with diverse stakeholders in Lower Manhattan and throughout the City to bring
quahity programming into the area that represents diverse cultural and artistic traditions.

11. Recommendations

s Performing Arts Building

LMCC recommends the reiease of funds for a performing arts building on the World Trade
Center site with a 1,000-seat theater and series of smaller theaters to accominodate the
programming of the Joyce and Signature Theaters. Based on LMCC’s experience as a
Downtown presenter, and as one of the City’s leading arts service organizations, we believe
that what would most benefit the local community and the City as a whole is a medium-scale
theater in the World Trade Center performing arts building for high quality dance and theater
productions.

* QOpen Spaces and Liberty Park

LMCC recommends the release of funds to create the necessary infrastucture to present
visual, performing, and new media public art projects in the open spaces of the World Trade
Center site and Liberty Park. This includes:
o flexible, temporary staging systems for a variety of staged performance evenis;
» ample storage space for stages, production equipment, signage, installation
matenals, etc.; .
* ample “backstage” production area, wath office, catering, and dressing room
facilities, accessible to load-in area:

« access to water and electricity: and
s cquipment and wiring to facilitate the presentation of new media public art projects.
LMCC also recommends planning for large-scale gatherings in Liberty Park, and creating an
open area o accommodate many thousands ot people with excellent site Tines o a temporary
- C I 1
LMDC Request for Public Comment P/ u
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LMCC recommends the allocation of funds for a group to administer public arts
programming in the open areas — LMCC had beyun 1o play this role at the oniginal World
Trade Center- and proposed reprising this role in our 2003 IC1 to the LMDC.

Please also see these recommendations from Kevin Cunningham of 3-Legged Dog (a
member of the public art consortium):

First I believe that it will be in everyone's interest to identify adjacent indoor storage
space for a basic equipment compliment for each assembly area with standard
rofling and folding staging svstems that should take up a relaiively small storage
area. | also highly recommend that a full time core siaff comprising a technical
director und stage manager be hired 10 oversee the site und equipment. In the
afternative, thought union rules vary, some outdoor venues (including Lincoln
Center Outdoors) fali vutside IATSE Local | jurisdiction and it is possible that these
spaces could be staffed by a stable freelance management and crew that work under
an independent contract.

Each distinct assembly area should have adjacent electrical service including
Lighting and Power

I 3 phase 400 amp service with cam-lok outputs for lighting

1 2 phase 100 amp service with cam-lok outputs for sound and vide. Each main
service box should huve a breakout box for non-dimmable electrical distribution.
The package should include a compliment of stage lights, dimmer packs, cabling and
a high end computer light board like an ETC Expression.

Stuging and Rigging

A designer should be hired to specify collapsible staging and seating riser systems
suitable for outdoor use that can be configured in a variety of arrangements and that
will uccommodate a furge scale full production. The staging svstem should include
choral visers and a coordinated trussing svstem for lighting. All of these components
can be foided and/or disussembled and rolled away for siorage.

Sound and Video

The sound system showld include a 48 channel sound desk and shoutd be specified
Jor outdoor use. The designer should take phasing into account for the outdoors
spaces that look, at this early stage. to be both large and very "live"” because of the
farge open areas of hard reflective materials such as stone and concrete. The sound
package should include microphones for speaking, amplification of musical
instruments and recording as well as a core set of amplifiers, speakers and monitors.
1T s difficulr 10 even buil park u minimum svstem at this point however. Finally the
sound system should include a “press box" 1o feed sound to news cameras and radio

LMDC Request for Public Comment
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recording devices. { also think that owidoor film screenings and/or use of video will
likely he a fuctor given the Tribeca Film insiitute’s growth and acrivism.

Contractors

3-Lepged Dog’s Special Avt Projects Unit has people on our list capable of fully
specifving these sites but there are also many other capable contractors. We can
either recommend consultants or we mayv be able to act as a systems integration
consultant ourseives since this fits imto our currvent mission focus and area of interest
{Lower Manhattan). Many commercial/corporate contractors are also equipment
rental houses and are likely to specify systems with opportunities for future rentals in
mind so 1 recommend that you look for independent designer/technicians for the
system design contract should you decide to follow these recommendations. | know |
share the recommendation to equip and stafl'these assembly areas with the other
producers in our group and that the recommendation comes from hard experience.

+ Public Art During Construction Period

LMCC has been working with a consortium of the City’s public art presenters and related
agencies over the past months to develop a comprehensive publiv art program for the
immediate World Trade Center vicinity and throughout the areas below Canal Street duning
the construction period.

The group. which was brought together at the recommendation of the LMD, to date,
includes representatives from the following groups and agencies:

Alliance for Downtown NY

Lower Manhattan Cultural Council

New York Foundation for the Arts

3-Legged Dog

Dancing 1n the Sireers

Creative Time

World Financial Center Arts and Fvents Program
Port Authonty of New York and New Jersey
NYC Departiment of Parks & Recreation

# & 5 & 4 8 2 2

The group recommends a two-pronged approach to public art, beginning with specific
demonstration projects in {easible sites adjacent to the World Trade Center during
construction; paraileled by public art projects throughout the surrounding neighborhoods, in
particular zlong the new cultural corridors of Greenwich, Fulion, and Water Street; all to be

marketed through a public information campaign.
The group wdentified five sites with direct connection to the World Trade Center that we a I *
recommend the LMDC provide funds for public art installations over the next 1-5 years:
o Liberty Street Bridge (controlled by Brookfield Properties)
¢ Church Street (controlled by PANYN) and DOT)
LMDC Request tor Public Comment Pl
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e  PATH Mezzanme {controlled by PANYNI}
Vesey Street Bridge (controlled by NYS DOT)

+ 30 W. Broadway [building exterior would be appropriate for serim]
{controlled by BMCC)

LMCC is working with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey to coordinating a
site tour with NYS DOT, and with Brookfield Propertics. in order to draft a request for
nterest to artists in summer 2004, followed by a panel review process, to select projects to
be implemented in 2004-2005. 'We anticipaie that projects incorporating sound and light
will be of particular mterest given the nature of the sites. An open call will be implemented
afier evaluation of these initial pilol projects. for projects from 2005-2009.

The group recommends that LMDC establish a fund to be administered by LMCC with the
participation of the advisory group for year-round public art projects, related marketing,
production and msurance, from 2004 10 2009, or the duration of the construction period, m
the immediate World Trade Center vicinity and to attract visitors off-site into the
neighborhoods of Lower Manhattan. The public art program would include community
involvernent and participation. Projects would zddress need for retirth, retum to normalcy.
aesthetic improvement, information. and to provide a platform for participation ol artists in
area’s renewal. The program would include a marketing/public information element that
informs locals and visitors about the projects as well as the cultural insttutions and points of
interest beyond the site; a campaign of annual posters designed by artists that commemorate
the program and draw attention to it; and integration of Lower Manhattan Wi-Fi spots.

LMCC 1s launching a pilot, site-specific public art project this summer cailed SiteLines.
bringing some of the City’s leading choreographers and dancers Downtown for
nontraditional performances on staircases. plazas, and streetscapes, to improve the quality of
life durmg the rebuilding for area workers, residents and visitors. We would look forward to
expanding this work in the immediate viciniy of the World Trade Center in partnership with
the LMDC.

The group recommended that in arder for the project 1o succeed, LMDC needs to:
s simplify the insurance and contract process for cultural organizattons 1o assume less
of the cost and Liability;
»  provide funds — percentage of construction budget allocated to mitigation was
recommended - both for this initial phase and throughout the duration of the public
art program that could be maiched with private funds raised by the consortium.

. Caltural Uses for Transitional Spaces throughout the WTC Complex ow
I.MCC recommends that transitional spaces throughout the WTC Complex be considered for

cuitural uses such as public art and artists’ workspace facilities. From 1997-2001, LMCC
provided over 140 arusts with temporary studios in the World Trade Center i vacant spaces
throughout the complex. Since then, LMCC has partnered with diverse Dovwntown real
esiate interests such as World Wide Holdings, Brookfield Properties, the Witkoff Group, and

Silverstein Properties to develop workspace and public art programs for transitional spaces

6l 30 Murhiy Street, the World Finsneial Center the Woolworth Building and ar 120

Broadway. u
LMDC Request for Public Comment Pi4
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LOWER MANHATTAN EMERGENCY PRESERVATION FUND

Municipal Art Socicty Navional Trus: for Now York Landmaties  Preservation Leaguc World Moruments
Hietoric Prasgrvation Conservancy of New York State Fund

c/o Landmarks Conservancy
141 Fifth Avenue
New York, NY D010

May 24, 2004

Kevin M, Rampe

Presiden:

Lowe: Marhatian Develnpment Corporation
Ong Likerty Plaza. 207 Floor

New York. NY 1OGO6

Re: Final Generic Envirprme ntal Impact Statement for the WU Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan

Dizar My Rampe:

On behalf of the LMEPF. T am writing to submit our comments on the FGEIS (or the WTC
Memorial and Redevelopment Pian. We appreciate that many of our prior comments have been
ncluded in the FGEIS. hut continue to stress the importance of proper monitoring of historic
resources during the full eonsuuction period,

We rernain concerned that vibratons from the cumulative construction projeets will nffect the
wrga’s historic resaurces. As presnously sated. the LMEPF recommends that state-ot-the-an
technolopy be empioyed (or al] monitoring achivitics dunng all phases of construction,
Additionally. the LMEPF strongly urges that a single entity ¢ charged with monitoring the
tmpact on historic propertics during ali stages of construciion activities over the 11-year period

We look forward to our vontinaed involvement during the construction phase of this
unprecedented projact

Ken Lustbader
Preservation Consultant



9/11 ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION

545 West 111" Street, Suite 9J, New York City 10025

May 24, 2004

Kevin M. Rampe, President

Lower Manhattan Development Corparation
Attention Comments on NOI/RROF

One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10006

Dear Mr. Rampe,

We urge you not to certify to HUD that LMDC's and HUD's NEPA responsibilities have been satisfied
with the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) which LMDC issued in April, and not to
request the release of any Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds until a lawful new EIS is
prepared.

Please inform HUD of these formal chjections to LMDC's proposed certification and to HUD's
release of the funds.

No federal funds may be released until HUD's and LMDC's Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
complies with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FGEIS issued in April is grossly
deficient and violates both the letter and spirit of NEPA.

We particularly object to the release of any more funds for the pianning, design or construction of
projects in or over the Hudson River (misleadingly referred to as the Hudson River "park”, for which more
than $70 million has been requested), or for the billion-dollar West Street tunnel-cum-"promenade."

LMDC's grossly defective FGEIS ignores the many requests since August 2003 that a
comprehensive federal EIS be prepared on all proposed expenditures of federal 9/11 recovery funds
before the money is misspent.

That new, legally sufficient EIS would of course also need to discuss reasonable, less wasteful, less
environmentally destructive alternatives for the use of some of these funds--alternative expenditures
which would actually help with the recovery of lower Manhattan instead of hurt it. low-income housing;
better transit service, bicycle and pedestrian-friendly streets, and parks ON DRY LAND; a truly effective
cleanup of toxic contaminants from 9/11 in schools, offices and homes, and healthcare for those suffering
from ilinesses related to exposures to WTC contaminants.

Besides not addressing the right "project” (that is, the proposed expenditures of all the federal 9/11
recovery funds, or at minimum, all the CDBG funds), LMDC's appalling FGEIS also engages in
shameless segmentation.

The FGEIS segments the overall "project.” It segments the project area to be addressed
(pretending to discuss only two relatively small parcels instead of all of Manhattan betow Canai or W.
Houston Street). And LMDC's FGEIS segments the NEPA EIS process itself (with one EIS process for
"the WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan,” another EIS process for the billion-dollar "Route 8A" plan,
and still other multi-million-dollar EIS processes for projects which are all to be built in and around a
single limited geographic area, lower Manhattan).

Many other deficiencies have been pointed out since LMDC and HUD began their deeply flawed
NEPA process last year. Among these is the failure to assess cumultive impacts properly. The bottom
line is this lower Manhattan and the victims of 9/11 are hurting. The $21 billion promised by President
Bush and Congress to begin to restore New York City WILL NOT COME AGAIN. If the Pataki and Bush

www.911ea.org
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Administrations squander billions on economically and environmental destructive projects (like the West
Street tunnels and boondoggles in the Hudson River) without even discussing them in a proper NEPA
EIS, the money will be gone, and lower Manhattan may never recover,

Whatever the merits of the link to JFK, all funding should come out of the capital budget. None
should come from precious CDBG funds, which should be spent on the community priorities, such as low-
income housing, listed above.

So, again, please register our formal objection to the release of 9/11 recovery funds for LMDC
planning for West Street tunnels, for the tunnel to JFK, for building in or over the critical habitat in the
lower Hudson River, and for any other proposed uses of CDBG funds which may have significant adverse
impacts until a new EIS has been issued which complies with NEPA. We would appreciate a response to
this letter.

Sincerely,

Kimberly Flynn
for 9/11 Environmental Action

cc HUD
26 Federal Plaza--Room 3541
New York NY 10278-0068
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May 21, 2004
VIA FACSIMILE (212-962-2431) AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Attention: Comments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGEIS
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10008

Re:  Final Generic Enviropmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) for the
World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plun

To Whom it May Concern

Below please find comments submitied by Riverkeeper, NY/NJ Baykeeper,
Soundkeeper, and the Natural Resources Defense Council on the Final Generic
Cnvironmental mpact Statement (FGEIS) for the World Trade Center Memonal and
Redevelopment Plan ("WTT Project”™). These comments focus on the same two 1ssues
we discussed in our March 13, 2003 DGEIS letter: impacts on surface water quality
resulting from combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and impacts on aquatic biota resulting
from cooling water withdrawals from the Hudson River,

While the FOEIS includes some additional information, LMDC has still not
provided sufficient detas] to afford a complete and proper assessment of the significance
of adverse environmental impacts. More important, as proposed the project will
significantly damage water quality and aquatic organisms, and thoreby squanders a prime
opportunity to protect those resources while providing a model of environmental
excellence,

As we explained previously, there are existing technological solutions 10 both sets
of problems thal LMDC can and should put inte place to mitigate the WTC Project’s
water quality and aguatic ccology impacts. Specifically, we advocate the use of on-site
treatment for all sewage and stormwaier, and closed-cycle cooling for the HYAC system.
Botn technologies arc readily available and are in use or under construction at other
commercial and residentis! buildings in New York City.

We look forward 1o working with LMDC and all stakeholders to ensure that the

vitally important WTC project meets the standard of environmental excellence in ali
BIeas.

25 Wing & Wing « Garrison, NY 10524-3910 - 845 424.4149 - fax: 845 424 4150 + wwwi.riverkeeper.org




WTT Redevelopment FGEIS Comments
- May 21, 2004
Page 2

THE WTC’S COOLING WATER INTAKE STRUCTURE DOES NOT REFLECT
THE *BEST TECHNOLOGY AVAILABLE” TO MINIMIZE IMPINGEMENT
AND ENTRAINMENT OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS, AS REQUIRED BY CLEAN
WATER ACT § 316(b) AND 6 NYCRR § 704.5.

In our Mareh 15, 2004 lerter commenting on the DGEIS, we explained that reuse
of the WTC’s cooling water intake structure (CWIS) for heating, ventilation, and air
conghtioning (HVAC) systam without significant technological upgrades will cause
substantial ecological harm. In particular, if operated with a once-through cooling system
- which 15 the “worst technology available” ~ millions of fish and invertebrates would be
needlessly enirained and impinged, in violation of applicable state and federal law,
despite the ready availabtity of mechanisms 1o prevent those losses. In sumunary, our
man points were as follows:

o At its dosign capacity of 179 million gallons per day (mgd), or
cven at the lower operating volumes predicted by the LMDC, water withdrawals
at the WTC s CWIS will be substantially higher than necessary and will cause
significant aquatic mortality.

o Aguatic mortality on the level contemplated by the WTC Project
would damage the Hudson River ecosystemn by: (1) reducing adult populations of
fish and invertebrate species; (2) depleting the species’ resilience o survive

“unfavorable cavironmental conditions; and (3) diminishing the forage base, which
disrupts the food chain, transferring encrgy from high to lower trophic' levels and
compromising the health of the entire aquatic community.

o Standard cooling technology that does not use surface water is
readily available and in operation at the vast majority of office buildings in New
York City.” Although surface waters are often used for cooling at steam-electric
power plants, recently-approved facitities in New York State operate in @ closed-
cyele recireulating mode (adding only makeup water al a 3-3% rate) and are
theretore able to gonerate power for nearly a million homes using far less water
than the WTC proposal.

' The term “trophic” refers to the feediog habits or food relationship of different organisms in 2
food chain.

T fnowriting our DGELS comments, we were unaware of any commercial buitding i New York
that used navigable waters for cooling. The LMDC responds that the World Financial Center, the United
Nationg, and 1 & 2 Now York Plaza do so. Nevertheless, the overwhelming majortty of buildings do not.
In fact, the U.S. EPA’s indvor air quality progrem conducted 4 5-year study of 100 commercial buildings
nationwide and found that nose of the 100 representative buildings used navigable waters for cocling,
{(May 6, 2004 phone call with Mary 7. Smith of EPA, former director of induor air quality program.)
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o The WTC s CWIS fails to reflect the “best technology available”
for minimizing adverse environmental impact, as required by Clean Water Act
section 316(b) and 6 NYCRR § 704.5°

o The DGEIS incorrectly assumes that if the CWIS is operated at
withdrawal volumes similar to pre-9/11 conditions, impacts will not be
significant, and consequently failed to set forth and analyze the feasibility or
effectivencss of spucific measures or altematives to mitigate this significant
aquatic impact.

o LMDC should consider using standard electric drive chillers for its
HVAC refrigeration system, or, if proposing to use Hudson River water, should
fully evaluate closed-cycle cooling and other technologies such as wedgewire
sgreens in a draft environmental impact statement. At & minimum, the LMDC
must factor into 1ts analysis the technology that would be required to mitigate
entrainment and impingement before reaching a conclusion regarding the most
efficient and cconomical cooling method.

In the FGEIS, LMDA has responded to many of our comments and those made by
the New York State Departinent of Environmental Conservation (DEC)‘R, and has made
minor changes to the GEIS. But, unfortunately, even with this additional information the
document remains seriously inadequate,

As imitial matier, the LMDC has clarified the projected volume of cooling water
withdrawals for a once-through cooling system during the two project phases. But even
using these new withdrawal rates {11 to 32 mgd in 2009 and 22 to 63 mgd in 2013),
aquatic mortality would be significant. Sampling done in 19911993 indicated that the
WTC's intakes entrained and impinged at least 56 fish and invertebrate species, ar all life

' In our DGELS comments we reforred 1o EPA’s Phase I cooling water intake rule. LMDC
properly notes thet applicabilivy of the Phase H rule is limited 10 existing power plants and the WTC's
HY AC system would instead be potentially coversd by the focthuoming Phase HI rule. Nevertheless, as
explained below, the Phasc I rule is likely to mack the requirements of the Phasc I rule, at least for
facilites with a design intake Sow greater thas 5D rmgd. Moreover, unless and umil a final Phase 1 rule
covering this project is issued, Mew York State DEC will perruit the facility on 2 “best professional
Judgment” basis. DEC has enforeed stricter BTA standards than the minimum federal requirements
pursuant o is authority under Cleza Waier Aol section 510, The proposed cogeneration facility, discussed
beiow, would be & new power plant and would therefore be covered by EPA"s Phase T rule, as recontly
interpreted and partially remended by the U S, Court of Appeals in Riverkeeper v, IS, EPA, 355 ¥ 34 174
(2d Cir. 2004),

* In its comments on the DGELS, DEC concumed that significant adverse impacts are likely to

- rusult from reuse of the intake in the both 2009 and 2015 phases; that the DGELS insdequately assoased
appleable regulatory requircments and impacts; and that the WTC redevelopment sgaores the opportumty
ta improve the cooling system with modem technology. (March 15, 2004 letter from DEC s Division of
Environmental Permits w LMIC )
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stages, including annual mortality of more than 48 million bay anchovy, more than 8
million winter flounder, nearly 2 million silver hake, nearly 2 million goby, as well as
impingement of more than 13,000 adult blue crab. {See FGEIS, p. 18-51 to 18-34,
providing impingement and entrainment tables for WTC 1991-1993.) LMDC staies that
“zooling water needs [in 2615) are projected to be similar to those present during the

- 1991-1993 study period” (FGEIS at 18-62), and therefore LMDC expects aquatic
mortalily to be similar 1o that which occurred in 1991.93, i.e., 48 million bay anchovy, &
million winter flounder, 2 muthon silver hake, 2 million goby, 15,000 adult blue crab, etc.
But becanse of generally improving water quality, many species are more abundant now
than in the carly 1990s, and as a result those annual mortality estimates most likely
underestimate future conditiuns,

But even assuming fish mortality will be no worse than before 9/11, biological
losses of this size can i no way be dismissed ag insignificant. As DEC explained in its
DGEIS letter, “any monality of fish from the use of water for cooling purposes is an
adverse environmental impact.” The Department has long recognized that fish and
wildlife 1n the Hudson River do net belong to any private company or agency, but arc
rather public trust resources that the State protects for the benefit of all citizens.

LMDC makes several eritical errors in asscssing the significance of these fish
kills. First, 1t values the fish specics only according t a “forgone production”™ approach -
in other words, losses of fish cggs and larvae (ichthyoplankton) are only considered to the
exient that they cause a reduction in the adult populations of those species. However, in
the most comprehensive environmental review to date of the impacts of cooling water
mitake withdrawals on the Hudson River, New York State DEC rejected the notion that
- population measures are the only relevant impact.” As explained by DEC in the FEIS for
the Hudson River power plants, demonstrable reductions in adult fish populations arc just
ane of several adverse consequences of entrainment and impingement, along with other
species-level and ecosystem-level effects. Besides reducing populations and depleting
species’ resilience to survive unfavorable envirenmental conditions (potentially depleting
adult populations i the future), fish kills diminish the forage base, thereby disrupting the
tood chain and transferring energy from high to lower trophic levels. This compromises
the health of the entire aquatic community, not just the species studied.”

¥ See New York St Department of Eavironmenta! Comservation (NYSDEC), 2003, Finst
Environmental Impact Statement: Concening the Applications to Renew NYSPDES Penmits for the
Roscton | & 2, Bowline 1 & 2 and Indian Point 2 & 3 Steam Flectric Generaling Stations, Orange,
Rocklang and Wesichester Counties ("HRSA FEIS™). ‘

® The simplified example we gave in our DGELS comments was as follows: if an individual bay
anchovy is killed via emrainment and disintegrated upon passage through a CWIS, it is no longer availsble
43 food w & unped bass and other top predators, bul rather # is only useful as food w lower trophic level
organisis, such as deritivores {orgamising that feed on dead orpanic material). Further, the bay anclovy
would ne Jonger be gvailable to consume phyioplankton, which upsets the distribution of nutrients in the
seosystein. The WS, T recontly vited with approval this exsmple of the environmental irapacts of
seeling water miake structures, which was first set forth in the IIRSA DTS prepared by NY$ DEC.
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Second, with respect 1o foregone production, the LMDC mustakenly relies on the
high natural fecundity of certain species and their “compensatory mechanisms™ in
concluding that impacts to adult populations will be minimal. However, DEC has also
rejected the over-rehance on fish population models (often referred to as denstty-
dependent models) used by industry to show that large losses of carly life stages will
translate into small losses of adults|

Third, with respect (o whether the redeveloped WTC’s CWIS would comply with
the requirements of EPA’s Phase I role, the LMDC makes a critical error in setting the
bascline for entrainment and impingement reductions. In order to take credit for lower
" flows resulting from reduced cooling needs, the LMD assumes that the proper baseline
is the 179 mgd design capacity of the intake. This is plainly wrong. With respect to
operation, the Phase I rule defines the “calculation baseline™ as

tose {practices and procedures] that your facility would maintain in the
absence of any ... operational controls, including flow or velocity
reductions, implemented in whole or in part for the purposes of reducing
impingement mortality and entraimment,

40 CFR § 12593, Thus. if the WTC would be operated at 11-32 mgd in order to mest the
covling needs of the 2009 buildout and at 22-63 mgd to meet the cooling needs of the
2015 buildowt, then these figures must be used as the bageline Jows. Entrainment and
impingement reductions would have to be at least 50-90 percent and 80-95 percent,
respectively, as caleulated from these projected-use baselines, not from the design
capacity. Il is highly tikely that closed-cycle cooling is the only technology that would
satisly these mandated reductions. The Phase [H rule is likely to track these Phase 11
requirements, and in any cvent, DEC can and does implement 6 NYCRR § 704.5 to
require a dry cooling level of protection for new facilities and a closed-vycle cooling
level of protection for existing facilities. The WTC, which is being built from the ground
up on an emply 16-acre site, is a new facility and has the design flexibility of a new

© facility, despite the existence of older intskes on the shoreline. Thus, it should use the
fatest, most protective technology.

LMDC further errs by assuming, withou! any supporting explanation, that cooling
towers would have to use potable water. While most burldings with cooling towers usc
poiable water, many power plants with cooling towers use surface water (e.g., the
Bethiehem Energy Center) or treated effluent (e.p., PSEG’s Bergen Station in New
Yersey). Thus, the 290 mpy {tess than 1 mgd) estimated in the FGEIS as the water needs
for the cooling tower in 2013 could be satisfied from the Hudson River with minimal fish
killz or could be satisficd from treated sewage effluent if an on-site blackwater treatment

Narovial Poiluiant Discharge Elimuration Syyrem -~ Final Regulations to Establish Requirements for
Cooling Water Imtuke Structures of Phase 1T Existing Facilities, pre-publieation version at p. 34,

" Sew LIRSA FIIS,
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sysiem is installed, as is being done in innovative rwdcntxal bm}(}mgs such as The
Solaire in nearby Battery Park City or The Helena at 57" Street and 11™ Avenue. (Sce
discussion of decentralized water treatment systems below.)

Furthermore, other than the terse and incomplete cooling tower alternative added
to the FGEIS, the LMDC posipones (o 4 later date and a subsequent process any
evaluation of the costs and feasibility of the various technologies it lists as potentially
available to minimize entrainment and impingement. That other process, namely the
SPDES permit renewal for the CWI1S, has begun. Specifically, DEC bas published a
notice of receipt of the Port Authority’s renewal application and is receiving public
comments. (Our comments to DEC on SPDES No. NY0006033 are submitted herewith
and hereby incorporated by reference.) But the proper venue for evaluating the benefits
and impacts of various cooling technologies is within the SEQRA/NEPA process and
speci fically in this GEIS,

Finally, we understand the cogeneration altemative set forth in the DGEIS at 23-
34 has recently been discussed and turther investigated by various project stakeholders.
If combined power and steam i3 an efficient means for satisfying the electneity and
heating/cooling necds of the project, then it should be considered. However, in no way
should such a new facility be permitied to use Hudson River water for cooling in a once-
through mode. A 70 MW or smaller cogeneration facility added to the proposed HVAC
cooling system would drastically expand the cooling requirements at the site, making
closed-cycle cooling even more entically important,

The LMDC should reconsider its proposal to reuse the WTC’s CWIS, or in the
alternative, should analyze in a revised or subsequent DEIS the mitigation measures
necessary to minimize impacts on aquatic biota. As proposed, this aspect of the WTC
project has not been fully or properly analyzed, and will cause ecological harm in
vielation of federal and state law,

THE WTC PROJECT SHOULD NOT CONTRIBUTE TO CSO DISCHARGES

In our March 13, 2004 letter commenting on the DGEIS, we explained that the

- project will contribute more than one mullion gallons per day of raw sewage, plus
stormwater runofl from the 16-scre projeet site, into a combined sewage system that
already averflows on average once per week, discharging approximately 8 billion gallons
of raw sewage and 32 bithon gallons of pelluted stormwater runofT to local waterways
annually. In the FGEIS, the LMD has provided addiional information — most
significantly, the expectation that $5% of the stormwater will be captured, treated ina
grevwater system, and reused on site. 1 actually implemented, this system would b an
important step towards eliminating contributions from the WTC Project site to the
combined sewage system. But, unfortunately, it appears that the 85% stormwater capture
rate s simply 8 goal or expectation, rather than an actud project requiremont or
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mitigation measure.” Before taking credit for this accomplishment, the LMDC should
commit to its implementation by making the Sustainable Design Guidelmes mandatory.

‘The additional 15% of the stormwater which is not being captured, as well as the
sanitary sewage generated at WTC site will combine with other sewage flows and
discharge in CSOs to the Hudson River, East River and Newtown Creek during rain
events, causing a significant environmental impact. Our previous comiments provided
some detail of the environmental and human health costs of CSO events and dentified
several studies that elaborate on the LMDC's own acknowledgernent that “CSOs are the
largest single source of pollutants 2nd pathogens to the New York Harbor” (FGEIS p.
18-40, citing 4 2003 NYC DEP report.) Since then, the NY/NJ Harbor Estuary Program
released “Health of the Harbor: The First Comprehensive Look at the State of the NY/NJ
Harbor Estuary,” which identifies C8Os as a significant impediment to the improving
heaith of the estuary, contributing to toxic contamination, increased pathogen levels,
fluatable debris and nutrient loadings.”

In contrast to the wealth of evidence linking CSOs to environmental impacts,
LMDC's eovirenmental review fails to adequately substantiate their claim that the WTC
site will not result in significant adverse impacts to water quality or aquatic resources.
The FGEIS fails 1o provide detailed and accurate figures quantifying the volumes of
stormwater and sewage generated ot the site, fails to identify and analyze the magnitude
ot the severe storm that would exceed the project’s retention capacity (i.e., 50 year storm,
100 year storm) and {2ils to address sewage system constraints and bottlenecks in the
Project’s drainage basin.

The FGELS appears to be correct in its calculation that annual rainfall o 44.6
inches would yield approximately 20 niillion gailons per year of stormwater falling on
the site (one acre-inch of water equals 27,154 gallons). Thus, if 85% of that volume is
taken out of the sewage sysiem, the gross reduction is about 17 million gallons per vear.
But the WTCs Projeet’s sanitary sewage increase over current conditions is
approximately I million gellons por day, or 365 million gallons per year. {See FGEIS,
Table 12-1.3 Thus, far more combined sewage will be added 1o the system on an sverage
annual basis than will be removed by the greywater treatment system. In fact, the net
increase will be approximatcly 34% million gallons per year.'® The FGEIS also omits the

*The FGEIS sayy that the Sestainsble Design Guidelines require oniy 30% stonnwaler capture,
and the status of these Guidelines i uncertain.

9 Steinberg, N, D Suszkowski, L. Clark snd J. Way. 2004, Heslith of the Harbor: The First
* Comprehensive Look at the Stwute of the NY/NY Harbor Estuary. A report o the NY/NT Harbor Estuary
Program. Hudson River Foundatnon, New York, NY. 82 pp.

I its responses o commments, thie TGEES states (hat sewage generation st the WTC prior 1o 971 |
was 200 militen gellows per vear, and that the Projest’s sewspe peacration will be 72 million gallons per
year {Comment 313, pp. 10192 Unforkmasely, these oumbers conflict with those provided in the main
texi of the FGEIS, which indicare that sewage generation was approximately 1.3 million gallons per day
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most critical details, which are the timing of those discharges, and i particular what the
net contribution to CSOs during storm events will be,

The redevelopment of the WTC Project is a prime opportunity 10 embrace
progressive efforts 1o reduce water poliution while pioneering to achicve new levels of
environmental stewardship. The WTC Project should adopt the goal of eliminating net
increases in combined sewage overflows from the Project Site. Several large
developments in New York City offer excellent examples of how the LMDC can apply
existing technologies that address stormwater runoff and CSOs.! Additionally,
guidelines offered by neighboring and national authorities should provide a baseline upon
which the LMDC can improve corrent standards for wastewater treatment,

The greywater system set forth in the Sustainable Design Guidelines and the
stated goal of capturing 85% of stormwater are laudable goals, but too modest. LMDC
should consider a deceniralized wastewater system to treat stormwater and sewage from
the project area. Decentralizod wasiewater and stonmwater plants have the capacity to
remove large volumes of wastewater from cily sewage systems. Adoption by WTC of a
decentralized system wouid dramatically reduce CSO cvents in the wastewater service
arca of the Project Site, significantly reduce CSOs to the Hudson triggered by stormwater
fiows from neighboring propertics, and reduce system-wide CSO events in the East River
and Newtown Creek, triggered by downstream bottlenecks.

We are pleased to see that the FGEIS includes in the Sustainable Design

- Guidelines a call for the WTC Project developers to achieve eligibility for LEED
{Leadership in Energy and Envirommental Design) certification and longingly note that
the LEED ratings promulgated by the U8, Green Building Council award credit for
wastewater technologics that treat 100% of wastewater onsite to tertiary standards.’” The
LMDC shouid look to LEED and other guidelines and specifically prescribe stormwater
treatment and water use restriclions to avoid environmental impacts. Only a foew blocks
away, Battery Park Oty provides an excellent example and precedent for such mandatory
guidelines. Battery Park City’s Residential Environmental Guidelines require collection
and treatment of 100% of all roof and setback rain water and mandate treatment of all

475 rullion gallons per year) prior to 971 1, and is projected o be approximately 1 million gallons per day
{365 mullion gallons per davy in 2015, (Table 12-1)

11 For example, the Solatre developuwent in nearby Batery Park Cily, the Durst Organization's
Four Times Square, Dursts nearly compieted 38 floor residenual development, Durst’s planped | Boyanat
Park, and the planned Hearst Tower project all incorporate innovative design features that exemplify the
viabality and suscess of these green development features in large New York City development projects.
Those projects ncorporsate a host of methods that collectively accomplish decentralized wastewater
reatment, reducing new wastewsler fows uto the city's combined system. They range from green rooifs 10
a Black water parification plant serving Dusst’s 38-floor, 800-unit rental residential propuny and & system
of coliecting 100% of stormwater a1 § Bryant Park,

12 httn/www usehe ore/Doe s/ LEE Ddoos/L EED RS w21 pdf
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wastewater with an on-site Reclaimed Water Treatment System.”’ The WTC Project can
and should emulate these models, treating not only 100% of the site’s greywater, but all
of its wastewater onsite.

As an altemative 1o a decentralized system that captures and treats both
stormwater and sewage, the WTC Project should consider detention of excess stormwater
flows from the Project Arca with treatment and release to the Hudson. While this
~ alternative would not have the benelit of reducing the Project’s use of potable water, it
would reduce or eliminate the Project’s contribution to C8Os.

THE FGEIS DOES NOT COMPLY WITH NEPA OR SEQRA.

- Although there have been some tninor additions and clanfications, the FGEIS
fails to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPA™), 42
U.S.C, § 4321 et seq., and the State Environmental Quality Review Act ("SEQRA”),
Article 8 of the Enviroumental Conservation Law, and its implementing regulations, 6
NYCURR part 617, as explained below,

o Improper Bascline. There is no authority, and the LMDC has not identified
any, for using anything other than current conditions in making formal determinations of
impact significance. The “unigue historical circumstances” do make the pre-9/11
conditions an interesting measure of comparison. But any project impacts that will be
significant as compared to cxisting conditions on the site (as extrapolated forward) must
be treated as significant under NEPA and SEQRA (e.g., with respect to mitigation
measures and findings), even if those impacts are not significant when compared to the
pre-9/11 conditions.

o Insufficient Detail. Despite the addition of an average annual stormwater
flow, the FGEIS fails to fully and accurately quantify the net volume and flow rate of
scwage and stormwater that will run off the Project site into City’s combined sewage
system dunng rain events il the Project is built () as proposed, (b) according to either of
the baseline scenarios, or {c) according 1o any of the project alternatives. In addition, the
FGEIS provides 1o information on the constraints of the combined sewer sysiem
nfrastructure in the immediate vicinity of Project Site or anywhere else in the Project’s
Newtown Creck drainage basin.

o Analysis of Impacts. The project will, by 2015, contribute more than a
million gallons por day of raw sewage 10 the City’s combined sewage systemn, which
already lacks adeguate capacity in wet weather. In order to assess the effects of this
mcreased sewage load on CSOs, the FGEIS should have, but did not, quantify and

13 hip Awwwe batteryparkey. on/ BPCAY20Res %200 ny Ye2 0Uaidelines 1620 v 20040219 pdl.
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compare the reductions in stormwater runoff which might counteract the effect of
increased sanitary sewage generations. In particular, there is still no assessment as to
whether the net result will be an increase or decrease in combined sewer flows and CS0s
from the project site under foreseeable wet weather conditions.

» Determination of Significance. In the absence of evidence or analysis to the
10 determine whether there will be a net increase or decrease of combined sewage duning
rain events, the FGEIS should have, but did not conclude, that combined sewage from
the Project Site will cause sigmficant impacts.

Ir: addition, the FGEIS concludes, despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary,
that fish impingement and eniraimnent impacts will not be significant uniess the CWIS 15
~ operated st levels approaching its design intake capacity of 179 MGD. In fact, the
evidence shows that cven if the intakes are operated at pre-9/11 levels, there will be
signiticant losses to dozens of fish species, including entrainment of millions of
mdividual fish at early life stuges. These losses are significant because not only would
some of the voung fish and inverichrates be added to the population of older fish despite
the natural mortality of casty life stages, but also because (as the NYS DEC has
determined in @ related context) any natural compensatory responses o CWIS mortality
could scriously deplete the species’ resilience to survive unfavorsble environmental
conditions. Moreover, disruption of the food chain compromises the health of the entire
aguatic community because a dimimshed forage base means that there is less food
available for the survivors.

o Cumulative Impacts Analysis. The FGEIS is inadequate because it provides
a cumulative impacts analysis only for the construction period and not for operation of
the WTC project.

o Mitigation Measures. The FGEIS fails 1o set forth and analyze measures
sufficient to mitigate the Project’s significant impaots to surface water quality and fish.
With respect to CSOs, while there are some proposed project features that might reduce
impacts, such as the Sustainable Design Guidelines and reductions in impervious
- surfpees, it is unclear to what extent the former will be mandated as project requirements
{rather than suggestions or goals) and there has been no guantification or analysis of the
cffect of the latter. The FGEIS should set forth green building practices including
decentralized greywater and blackwater treatment and detention systems sufficient to
meet & goal of “no net CS0 wmereases,” meaming no sanitary sewage or stormwater
contributions to City scwers, unless the project ereates offsets elsewhere in the drainage
busin.

With respect to CWIS impacts, while the FGEIS sets forth a laundry list of

possible mitigation mceasures {e.g., flow and velocity reductions, closed-cycle cooling,
fine mesh barriers and screens, and fish avoidance and retumn systems), the analysis of

10
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their effectivencss is entirely deferred to DEC’s SPDES permitting process for the WTC
mtake.

o Project Alternatives. The FGEIS fails to consider reasonable project
alternatives that would drastically reduce or eliminate the significant impacts discussed
above,

Conclusion

As explained above, the WTC Project should be modified to incorporate measures
such as those deseribed herein 1o mimmize water pollution, fish kills, and other negative
impacts on New York’s City's marine environment to the greatest extent feasible. The
capture, treatment, and reuse of 85% of the stormwater is a good start. However, the
. MDC and the other decision makers can do much more to accomplish the stated goal of
environmental excellence. We hope to have the opportunity to work with all involved to
in furtherance of ¢ur shared goals.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the FGEIS.

Sincerely,
A
Andrew Willner, NY/NJ Baykeeper Reed Sp¥r, Senior Attorney
New York/New Jerscy Baykeoper Justin Bloom, Staff Attorney
Sandy Hook, Building 18 Riverkeeper, Inc.
Highlands, New Jersey (7732 PO Box 130

Garrison, NY 10524
Ashok Gupta

Director of Air and Energy Program Terry Backer, Long Island Soundkeeper
Natural Resources Defense Council Soundkeeper, Inc.

40 West 20th Street P.O. Box 4038

New York, NY 10011 East Norwalk, Connccticut 06855
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CIVERKLEEPER,

May 21, 2004

Lynn Kaplan

Division of Envirommental Permits
NYSDEC

625 Broadway, 4" Floor

Albany, NY 12233-1750

Re:  Comments on SPDES permit renewal for
World Trade Center and Request for Public Hearing
DEC No. 2-6205-00041-0000t
Application D 2-6205-00041/0001
SPDES No. NYD006033

Dear Ms. Kaplan:

Riverkeeper, Inc. and the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) submit the
~ following comments on the above referenced application for the World Trade Center
(WTC), and hereby request that the Department conduct a full technical review and hold
a pubiic adjudicatory hearing before renewing or reissuing the subject permit.

Executive Summary

Among its other distinctions, the WTC was the largest non-power plant user of
cooling water in the state. The intake system for its heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) -~ which was designed and built prior to the 1972 Clean Water Act
''''' caused enormous mortality of fish and invertebrates in the Hudson River. Reuse of the
existing cooling water intake strueture (CWIS) without significant technological
upgrades would cause substantial ceological harm and saddle the state’s most important
redevelopmend project with damaging, antiquated technology.[ Because readily available
technology — closed-cycle cooling, in particular — would minimize environmental
impacts, it must be installed to comply with legal requirements and o be consistent with
prior DEC permitting practice.

Once-through cooling, particularly with an unprotected intake, is the worst
technology available and cannot be fawfully permitted. There are, bowever, a variety of
approaches, both standard and innpvative, to meeting the best technology available
mandate, and providing other envirenmental benefits in an efficient and cost-effective

"1f a cogeneration facility is included st the site, cooling needs will dramatically increase, making
improved coolimg techaology evén more important.

25 Wing & Wing » Garrison, NY 10524-991C « 845 424.4149 « fax: BA5 424.4150 « wwwriverkeeperorg
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manner. For example, closed-cycle cooling would reduce aquatic mortality by 95-97% or
climinate it entirely, depending on the source of makeup water. State-of-the-art intake
sereens would further reduce impingement and entrainment in any remaining surface
water withdrawals. Reclaimed stormwater and blackwater would provide a substantial
source of makeup water, thereby reducing the need for river water or domestic water.

DEC should not administratively renew the WTC SPDES permit. Rather, the
Department should seek information from the applicant and proceed to a full technical
review which would result in a new SPDES permit that meets all federal and state
requirements. This project has nothing in cormmon with the permit extensions typically
processed under the EBPS system. The WTC SPDES permit has already expired on May
1, 2004, and is pot administratively extended or continued because the Port Authority
failed to file its renewal application within 180 days of expiration. There is no active
intake or discharge on site, and there will not be any unul at least 2009 when the Freedom
Tower 15 completed. The applicant intends to seek modification of the permit, and DEC
has indicated that it plans to seck a Department-initiated modification. Thus, the timing
of full technical review for the SPDES will not be dictated by the EBPS priority ranking
score, but rather by the WTC construction schedule, which includes a groundbreaking in
on July 4, 2004. There is no plausible rationale for reissuing the expired permit for the
old WTC s CWIS permit under these circumstances. Jt would also be illegal. Inthe
event that DEC proceeds with this administrative renewal absent a full technical review,
we tequest an adjudicatory hearing,

DEC should instead treat the Port Authority’s permit renewal application as a
request tor a new permit, request an information submittal from the applicant, conduct a
full technical review, and issue a new draft permit for comment. If the Department
consults informally with all interested partics at various stages of the process, any areas
of disagreement might be narrowed or eliminated, in furtherance of our shared objectives.

Substantive Comments on Permit

The SPDES permit for the WTC {No. NY00(06033) that expired on May 1, 2004
contamed no hmitation on the volume of cooling water withdrawn from the Hudson. The
design intake capacity was 179 million gallons per day. The permit allowed an intake
velocity of 1.8 feet per second (although there was no velocity monitoring requirement);
thermal discharges of up to 91° F (with adT of 17" F); and the discharge of chlorine
and/or other anti-fouling agents. As explained below, reissuance of this permit without
substantial ch;iﬂges would damage the Hudson River ecosystem in violation of federal
and state law.”

® Riverkeeper and NRDC, along with other groups, commented on the LMDC’s draft and final
Generic Environmental Impact Statements {GEIS). A copy of those conunents will be will be submitted 10
you unider separdte cover, and sre incorporated herein by reference.
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ISSUE NO. 1: SPDES PERMIT NO. NY0006033 DOES NOT REQUIRE THE
“BEST TECHNOLOGY AVAILABLE” TO MINIMIZE IMPINGEMENT AND
ENTRAINMENT OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS, AND THEREFORE DOES NOT
COMPLY WITH CLEAN WATER ACT § 316(b) AND 6 NYCRR § 704.5.

The WTC s withdrawal of large volumes of water from the biologicaliy-rich
Hudson River will cause the needless loss of millions of fish and invertebrates cach year.
As a federal appeals court recently recognized, “the pressure from the flow of large
volumes of water into these cooling systems traps (“impinges™) larger organisms, like
fish, against intake points, or draws {“entrains”) smaller ones, like plankton, eggs, and
larvae, into the cooling mechanism, killing or injuring them. The environmental impact
of these systems is staggering.”™

The design capacity of the WTC s CWIS is 179 million gallons per day (MGD).
Although the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) claims in its final
generic environmental impact statement (FGEIS) that the redeveloped WTC will
withdraw somewhat lower volumes, without a capacity limit in the permit, the critical
determinant is actual capacity. Thus, any analysis of these conditions must assess
mmpacts assuming operation at the design volume. Indeed, the LMDC acknowledges in
the FGEIS that withdrawal volumes could approach design capacity.

Sampling donc in 1991-1993 indicated that the WTC’s intakes entrained and
impinged at least 56 fish and inveriebraie species, at all life stages, including annual
mortality of more than 48 million bay anchovy, more than 8 million winter flounder,
nearly 2 million silver hake, nearly 2 million goby, as well as impingement of more than
15,000 adult blue crab, (See FGEIS, p. 18-51 to 18-54, providing impingement and
entrainment tables for WTC 1991-1993 3 According to the LMDC, the CWIS operated
at approximately one-third of capacity during 1991-93, when the sampling was
conducted. Therefore, assuming similar water quality and biological productivity
conditions, {ish kills would be tripled if the CWIS operated at the design intake flows, as
SPDES permit No. NY0006033 would allow, Moreover, because of generally improving
water guality, many species are more abundant now than in the early 1990s, and as a
result those annual mortality estimates most likely underestimate future conditions.
Thus, annual mortality of bay anchovy, for example, would hikely well exceed 150
million individuals,

The loss of these fish and invertebrates damages the Hudson River ecosystem in
several ways. First, it reduces adult populations of these species. DEC has rejected, in
the context of power plants on the mid-Hudson, claims like those made by LMDC that
fish kills are insignificant because certain species are prolific spawners and have high
natural mortality rates. Sccond, the mortality depletes the species’ resilience 1o survive

Y Riverkeeper, Ine. v, 0.8, EPA, No. 02-8005(1.), slip op. at 3 {24 Cir. Feb. 23, 2004).
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unfavorable environmental conditions. Third, the mortality diminishes the forage base,
which disrupts the food chain, transferring energy from 'high to lower trophic levels and
compromising the health of the entire aquatic community.” A simplified example, given
by DEC in the HRSA FEIS, is as follows: if an individual bay anchovy is killed via
entrainment and disintegrated upon passage through a CWIS, it is no onger available as
food to a striped bass and other top predators, but rather it is only useful as food to lower
trophic level organisms, such as detritivores (organisms that feed on dead organic
material). Further, the bay anchovy would no longer be available to consume
phytoplankion, which upsets the distribution of putrients in the ccosystem.®

Most important, the WTC's CWIS fails to reflect the “best technology available”
for minimizing adverse environmental impact, as required by Clean Water Act section
316(b) and 6 NYCRR § 704.5. The US EPA is promulgating federal CWIS regulations
in three phases, pursuant to a federal district court consent decree. The Phase | rule,
which applies to all new facilities, requires closed-cycle cooling in all but the most
extraordinary situations.® EPA’s Phase If rule, which applies to all existing power plant
cooling water intake structures with a design intake flow greater than 50 MGD, was
signed by the Administrator in February 2004, and will be published in the Federal
Register later this year. While the regulation will be challenged in court and likely
strengthened at a result of judicial review, even the minimum standards set forth in the
rule will require substantial technology upgrades to the WTC's CWIS. The Phase H rule
requires, at & minimum, entrainment reductions of 60-90 percent compared to a baseline
of normal business operations. Thus, the WTC cannot take credit for reduced water
withdrawals resulting from lowered cooling requirements, but would have to reduce flow
by a further 60-90 percent or otherwise exclude an equivalent proportion of entrainable
organisms. The Phase I rule, which would potentially apply to the non-power plant
facilities like the WTC, will likely track the requirements of the Phase Il rule, at least for
facilities with a design intake capacity greater than 50 mgd.

In the absence of an applicable federal BTA standacd, DEC will permit the WTC
CWIS on a “best professional judgment™ {BPJ) basis, applying both Clean Water Act §
3i6(b) and 6 NYCRR § 704.5. New York State can and consistently has imposed
standards more stringent than the federal minimum intake requirements. DEC’s practice

* See New York Stae Depantment of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). 2003. Final
Environmental himpact Statement: Concering the Applications to Renew NYSPDES Permits for the
Roseton | & 2, Bowline 1 & 2 and Indian Point 2 & 3 Steam Electric Generating Stations, Orange,
Rockland and Westchester Counties ("HREA FEIS™). The HRSA FEIS examined entrainment and
impingement offects at power plant CWISs on the Hudson River.

* The US EPA recently cited with approval this example of the environmental impacts of cooling
water intake structures, which was first set Torth in the HRSA DEIS prepared by NYS DEC. Nationaf
Pollutant Diseharge Eliminution Systeny - Final Regutations ro Establish Reguirements for Cooling Warer
Intake Structures at Phase H Existing Facilities, pre-publication version at p. 54.

© 40 CFR ¢ 12584
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has been o require a closed-cycle cooling or equivalent level of protection at existing
facilities and a dry cooling or equivalent level of protection at new facilites. For

* example, consider the volumes of water withdrawn by recently-approved steam electric
power plants. The Athens power plant on the Hudson River, which was permitted by
DEC in 2000, will generate 1080 megawatts (MW} of electricity {(enough to power more
than a million homes) using only 180,000 gallons of cooling water per day — which is
one-tenth of one percent of the desigm capacity for the WTC’s CWIS and less than one
percent of the projected WTC CWIS withdrawal, As a new greenfield facility, the
Athens plant relies on a dry cooling system, which reduces fish impacts to negligible
levels. The Bethlehem Energy Center ncar Albany, permitied in the state in 2002, will
replace an existing plant and, like the WTC, reuse the existing CWIS. But its permit
requires the plant to install closed-cycle cooling technology that reduces intake capacity
from 500 to 7 MGD, as well as wedgewire screens. The plant will generate energy for
750,000 homes, using 90% less water than the WTC's CWIS,

Very few commercial buildings in New York use cooling water drawn from
navigable waters for its climate control system. Thus, a standard air conditioning system
should be considered for the WTC unless and until the applicant can demonstrate that
- aguatic biota will be protected. As DEC explained to the Port Authority in its March 135,
2004 letter commenting on the DGEIS, “any mortality of fish from the use of water for
cooling purposes 1s an adverse environmental impact.” The Department has long
recognized that fish and wildlife in the Hudson River do not belong to any private
company or agency, but are rather public trust resources that the State protects for the
benefit of all its citizens. Shortly bofore the towers were destroyed, DEC expressed
concern with the design of the WTC’s intakes and the volume of cooling water
withdrawn. After inspecting the facility in June 2001, DEC’s division of fish, wildlife
and marine resources began investigating the feasibility of additional impingement and
entrainment controls at the WTC. Tn its comments on the WTC DGEIS, DEC informed
the LMDC that significant adverse impacts are likely to result from reuse of the intake in
the both 2009 and 2015 phases; that the DGEIS inadequatelv assessed applicable
Tegulatory requirements and impacts; and that the WTC redevelopment ignores the
opportunity to improve the cooling system with modern technology. (March 15, 2004
letter from DEC’s Division of Environmental Permits to LMDC))

Federal and state law require the WT('s HVAC system to use the best fechnology
available (BTA) to minimize adverse environmental impact. BTA in this case would
likely constitute closed-cycie cooling with two millimeter wedgewire screens {or some
other technology providing an equivalent level of protection for aquatic biota). This
standard is consistent with applicable law and with DEC’s past practice, for example at
the Bethlehem Energy Center, which was also a replacement facility utilizing existing
intake structures.

The expired SPDES permit does not comply with federal technology-based
requirements or state water quality standards, Unless and until DEC conducts a full
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technical review of the WT('s SPDES permit and makes a formal BTA determination
based on current and accurate information, the permit cannot legally be renewed or
reissued. :

ISSUE NO. 2: SPDES PERMIT NO. NY 00606033 DOES NOT REQUIRE
VELOCITY MONITORING, AND ITS VELOCITY, THERMAL DISCHARGE
AND ANTI-FOULING AGENT DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT
ADEQUATE OR BASED ON CURRENT INFORMATION.

During the last inspection in 2001, a significant number of invertebrates were
impinged on the traveling screens. Based on this fact, and in light of the US EPA’s
determination in the Phase 1 rule that an intake velocity of 0.5 fps is necessary to protect
the vast majority of species from impingement, the permit should reduce the former 1.8
tps velocity limit and require velocity monitoring. In addition, no thermal study has been
conducted for this facility for approximately a decade. Before reissuing a permit, DEC
should require additional thermal study as well as a study of chlorine and other anti-
fouling agents that may be discharged.

Comments on Permitting Procedure and
Request for Adjudicatory Hearing

DEC Should Not Process This Application under the EBPS

The SPDES permit for the WT'C expired on May 1, 2004. Because the Port
Authority failed to file a timely application for renewal 180 days before the expiration
date, the permit has not been, and can not be, administratively extended pursuant to State
Administrative Procedure Act (SAPA) § 401{2). See also 40 CFR § 122.21(d) ("Duty to
reapply™) {requining NPDES renewal applications to be submitted at least 180 days
before expiration). Further, because it has no operating point source -~ and will not have
one until at least 2009 — the WTC does not currently need a valid SPDES permit.

However, the Port Authority has submitted, albeit late, the “short form” permit
renewal application. In its application, which was received by DEC on February 2, 2004,
the Port indicated that it intends to seck a modification of its SPDES permit after the
mternal design ot the redeveloped WTC s cooling system is available, and at least six
months prior to resuming discharge. In response, DEC has stated that it will process the
renewal application in accordance with the provisions of the Environmental Benefit
Permit Strategy (EPBS) contained in 6 NYCRR Part 750-1.16(h) and the Department’s
Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 1.2.2. (March 23, 2004 letter from
William R. Adriance to Bemice Malione.} Such approach is misguided and inconsistent
with the sound permit administration and the realities of this project, and should be
reconsidered.
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The redevelopment of the WTC is likely the most important project being
undertaken in New York State today. The groundbreaking ceremony is scheduled for
July 4, 2004. But the public notice for this application stated that the EBPS ranking for
this permit is 102, placing it approximately 76" in line for 4 full technical review by
DEC's central office in Albany.” If the EPBS ranking system is followed, the WTC’s
permit would likely not be reviewed until it is too late to make changes in the design of
the redeveloped facility,

In fact, the WTC’s permit renewal will not be processed like any other permil in
the EBPS program. Both the Department and the applicant have indicated they will be
pursuing a modification; there is no operating facility; and DEC was has expressed
concern about reuse of the intake without technological upgrades.® Thus, administrative
renewal would serve no purpose other than to mislead the applicant into the false
perception that operating the existing CWIS at its design capacity would be appropriate
and legally permitted.

{nstead, DEC should proceed with its formal RFI (request for information) and,
when adequate information is available, complete a full technical review of the permit.
The application should be treated as a new application —- which it in fact is, considering
that there is no operating facility and no existing valid permit.

In addition, as explained below, such procedure is legally required. Section 70-
00152} ) of the Environmental Conservation Law provides:

In the case of a request for the renewal, reissuance, recertification or
modification of an existing state pollutant discharge elimination system
permit issued in licu of a national pollutant discharge elimination system
permit the request shall be treated as an application for a new permit.
Any other request may be treated as an application for a new permit.
{Emphasis added.}

Because the WTC's SPDES permit is issued in lieu of a federal NPDES permit,
DEC is statutorily obligated to treat the Port’s request for renewal as an
application for a new permii. Even assuming arguendo that DEC was not

’ Based on EBPS ranking, the 75 permits ahead of this one include the Bayside Fuel Oil Depot
Co. and Chemung County's sewage plant in Clinira. {See EBPS SPDES priority rankings, published in the
Environmental Notice Bulleun o April 4, 2004}

* DECTs March 23" letter 1o the Fort indicated that the Depariment would be reguesting
additional information, presumably in order to provess a Department-initiated modification to the SPDES
permit. DEC has expressed its concermns, similar 1o those set forth above. that the WTC s CWIS does not
refiect the best technotogy available. (See March 15, 2003 Jetter to LMDC.)
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required to do so, the Iast sentence of Section 70-0015[2](c) allows DEC to treat
the application as a new one, and for the reasons stated above, it should.

Request for Public Hearing

Pursuant to Environmental Conservation Law § 70-0119{1], when reviewing an
application for a permit, DEC shall determine whether to hold a public hearing based,
inter alia, on whether comments raise significant and substantive issues. The issues
raised above meet the criteria for substantive and significant issues requiring an
adjudicatory hearing under the Uniform Procedures Act regulations, 6 NYCRR
§624.4(c)2), (3). These issues are significant because they challenge the permit’s
compliance with the fundamental Clean Water Act requirement for the best technology
available to minimize adverse environmental impact. Since we demonstrate the need for
closed-cycle recirculating cooling system as a component of “best technology available”
for the WTC, our evidence could clearly result in a major modification or the imposition
of significant additional permit conditions as contemplated in 6 NYCRR § 624.4(¢c)(3).
Moreover, the massive impingement and entrainment mortality caused by the existing
initake raises “sufficient doubt” about compliance “such that a reasonable person would
require further inquiry.” 6 NYCRR § 624.4(¢)2).

Interests of Riverkeeper and NRDC

DEC’s regulations grant full party status to proposed intervenors who demonstrate
an “adequate environmental interest in the proceeding,” 6 NYCRR §624.5(d){(1)(ii), and
identify substantive and significant issues and submit pertinent offers of proof. 6
NYCRR §624.5(d)(2). Riverkeeper has more than the “adequate environmental interest™
required under 6 NYCRR §624.5(d)(1)(iii) for full party status in a hearing on the
renewal of the subject SPDES permit. Riverkeeeper is a New York State not-for-profit
public interest organization dedicated to protecting the ecological, recreational,
commercial and aesthetic qualities of the Hudson River and its watershed and tributaries.
‘Riverkeeper is the surviving corporation that resulted from a 1992 merger with the
Hudson River Fishermen’s Association, Inc., a private conservation organization founded
by fishermen in 1966 to protect and conserve the Hudson River and its watershed,

Riverkeeper’s approximately 6,500 members, many of whom reside in New York
City at or near the Hudson River, share a deep commitment towards the protection of the
its water quality and rich ecosystem, particularly their fisheries. Riverkeeper’s members
use the river, its tributaries, and its banks for a variety of purposes, including recreational
and commercial fishing, swimming, boating, hiking, and additional acsthetic enjoyment
from its natural beauty and biodiversity.

In order 1o protect the Hudson River from degradation and misuse, Riverkeeper
oit behalt of its members enforces and facilitates others® enforcement of the federal
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environmental laws, including the Clean Water Act, Resource Conservation and
Recovery Aci, and Endangered Species Act, and New York’s Environmental
Conservation Law including the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act and
SPDES law. Since its inception, Riverkeeper and its members have participated in and
continue 1o participate in numerous jegal procecdings against various polluters and others
damaying the Hudson River and its tributaries.

Excessive fish kills at the WTC’s intakes would injure Riverkeeper’s members by
inpairing their commercial and recreational interest in the Hudson River’s recovery and
productivity. Riverkeeper and its members fully merit the opportunity to contest reuse of
the WTC s antiguated once-through cooling water system, the worst technology
available.

Like Riverkeeper, NRDC more than adequately meets the interest requirements of
6 NYCRR §624.5 for full party status. As a national not-for-profit environmental
advoecacy organization organized under the laws of New York State and headquartered in
New York City, NRDC includes among its principal purpose the safeguarding the earth’s
people, its plants and animals and the natural systems on which all life depends. The
protection of the environment including the land, air, energy and water, as well as
advocacy to protect aquatic life from adverse impacts from power plants such as harm
from cooling water intake structures remain core functions of its organizational mission.
Founded in 1970, NRDC is composed of more than 550,000 members, including more
than 35,000 who live in New York State. NRDC strives to protect nature in ways that
advance the long-term welfare of present and future generations by working to foster the
fundamental right of all people o have a voice in decisions that affect their environment.
Many of NRDC’s members engage in fishing, swimming, boating, and other recreational,
conservation, education, and aesthetic activities in the Hudson River and the New York
Harbor, into which the Hudson River flows,

Conclusion

The SPDES permit for the WTC fails to comply with the technology-based
liritations and water quality standards of federal and state Taw because its once-through
cooling system and unprotected intake do not reflect “best technology available™ as
required by 33 U.S.C. § 1326(b) and 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 704.5. Administrative renewal of
the WTC’s SPDES permit without full technical review or the opportunity for a public
adjudicatory hearing to resolve significant and substantive issues would be illegal under
the federal Clean Water Act, the state Environmental Conservation Law, and their
implementing regulations. Consequently, we request that DEC process the Port
Authority’s renewal application as an application for a new permit, proceed to a full
technical review, and, if the WTC”s Hudson River CWIS is to be reactivated, require best
technology available to minimize adverse environmental impacts.
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May 24, 2004

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Attention: Comments WTC Memarial and Redevelopraent Plan/FGEIS
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10006

Re: Comments on the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)
To the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation:

{ am submitting these comments as the attorney for the Rebuild with a Spotlight on the
Poor Coalition to the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS).  These comments
are specifically directed to “Chapter 9: Socioeconomic Conditions,” although some of the
comments are relevant o the entire FGEIS.

The Rebuild Coalition, comprising approximately 20 non-protit advocacy and service
organizations, was formed in December, 2001, to ensure that low-income communitics,
particularly Chinatown and the Lower East Side, had a voice in the rebuilding process. Since
that time, the Coalition has been actively working to ensure that the voices of people from low-
income communities are taken into account in the decision-making processes of organizations
such as the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC).  Over 140 people attended
the most recent community forum sponsored by Rebuild which was held on January 27, 2004.
The need for housing affordable to low-income residents, including people living in Chinatown
and the Lower East Side. and the need for jobs remain crucial community concerns.

On March 15, 2004, we subinitted comments to the Draft Generic Environmental impact
Statement (DGEIS). Since it appears that changes were not made as suggested in our earlier
comments to the DGELS, these comments are substantially similar except that they address, in
part, the LMD response to the early comments where appropriate.

1. The FGEIS Fails to Consider Alternatives As Required by Federal Law

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act {INEPA), environmental statements
must consider alternatives to the proposed action. See 42 USC § 4332 (C) (iii), The Second
Circuit has described this requirement—the inclusion of detailed statements of alternatives and
an evaluation of the alternatives—as “absolutely essential to the NEPA process . . . thal we have
characterized as the “Hachpin of the entire impact statement™. Natural Resources Defense

90 lohn Street, Suite 301
New York, NY 10038-3243
Tel. No.: 646-442-3100
Fax: 212-227.9798
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Council, Inc.. et al. v. Callaway, 534 F. 2d 79 at 13-14 (2™ Cir. 1975), quoting Monroe County
Conservation Seciety, Inc, v, Volpe, 472 F.2d at 697-98.

The FGEIS prepared here seems only to propose one alternative to the proposed action-—
the alternative of taking no action and leaving the project site vacant.  In analyzing future
conditions, the alternative of building nothing is compared with the alternative of one “proposed
action” which includes 10 million square feet of office space, no housing, and new retail. No
consideration at all appears to have been given 10 any other alternatives and certainly not the
careful consideration that is required clearly by NEPA and the State Environmental Quality
Review Act (SEQRA).  As one example, the LMDC could have considered an alternative of a
reduced amount of office and retail space on the project site with the addition of other acuivities
such as housing, open space and cultural amenities, A need for new affordable housing has
been repeatedly identified by the community; vet the LMDC considered no alternative that
included any housing.! The failure of the FGEIS 1o look at reasonable alternatives violates the
law and renders the whole FGEIS meaningless.

3. The Socioeconamic Condition Report Violates Federal Law by Failing to Analyze the
Imnact of the Project on Racial Minorities or Low-Income People

Both federal and state law requires governmental agencies to scrutinize with care the
impact their actions will have on minority groups. See, for example, Executive Order No,
12898, which mandates that “[t]o the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, and
consistent with the principles set forth in the report on the National Performance Review, each
federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations. . . . SEQRA requires a review of changes that would affect populations at risk
such as minorities. Beyond reviewing the data, the FGEIS fails to address in any meaningful
fashion issues of concern to racial minorities or poor people. As a result, the FGEIS fails to
utilize this unique chance to expand opportunities for racial minorities and poor people or look at
alternatives that might enhance racial and economic justice.

Housing

In the primary study area, according to the FGEIS, the current population is 75% White,
in contrast o the ratio in Manhattan as a whole of 54% White. The Black population in the
primary study area is only 3.6% whereas Manhatian has a Black population of 17.4%. The
Hispanic population is only 5.3% compared with 27.2% in the borough as a whole. Only the
Asian population is greater than the Borough percentage, reflecting the proximity to Chinatown.

" In response to our comnements that housing has been identified over and over as 4 community priority, the LMDC
repeatediy refers to their partial action plan to allocate $30 mitlion dollars for “affordable housing.” For a variety of
reasons set forth in dewail in the comments to that Partial Action Plan, that plan is simply not sufficient to address a
desperate shorage of low-income housing.

90 John Sweet, Suite 301
New York, NY 10038-3243
Tel. No.: 646-442-3100
Fax: 212-227-9768
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The median contract rent in the primary study area is $1,796, over twice the median rent
for Manhattan. Most new units in this area are “upscale”, according to the FGEIS. The median
houschold income in the primary study area was $106,360, substantially above the median
income for Manhattan as a whole.

In the secondary study area, both the Hispanic and Black populations are significantly
below the borough average and these percentages have dropped since 1990. With the exception
of Chinatown, the median household income is well above the Manhattan average. In contrast,
the Chinatown median income of $23,867 is well below the city average.

The trend of an increasing wealthy White population in these study areas {except for
Chinatown) may already have been exacerbated by the LMDC residential attraction grants which
brought, in large part, wealthy Caucasians into the downtown area.

Despite these numbers, the FGEIS utterly fails to address much less analyze the effect of
the “proposed action™ on racial minorilies or poor people.  What effect will the proposed action
have on the decrease in the Black and Hispanic population? Will the proposed action address the
income inequities between the primary study area and the Chinatown community? Even more
shamefully, the FGEIS does not consider any alternative that might address these racial
disparities and income inequities. The increasing lack of diversity in race, nationality and
income of these areas is harmful not only to affected minorities but also the social fabric of the
entire City of New York and to the borough of Manhattan. The $50 million allocated for
“affordable” housing (80-1353% of AMI) does not directly address issues of racial segregation
nor does it provide housing for many Chinatown residents where the median income is well
below the AMIL

Employment

Absolutely no attempt was made 1o analyze the types of jobs that will be created. The
FGEIS estimates by the year 2009, there will 28,486 new employees in the area with the
proposed action. Yet no attempt is made to break these jobs down by income levels. Moreover,
no attempt is made to analyze how this projected new employment could be used to assist low-
income people to obtain employment or help people still without jobs after September 1 1™ 1o
regain employment. The FGEIS states that Section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968 will apply to HUD-funded activities, yet sets forth no plan to accomplish this goal.

3, The Methodology Used in the Sociosconomic Conditions Analysis Is Flawed

Several aspects of the methodology used in the entire socioeconomic condition study are
flawed. The study uses 1990 and 2000 census data for population, race and economic
characteristics of the households residing in the primary and secondary areas. Although we
understand that the latest federal census data is for the year 2000, the major tragedy occurred in
this focale makes that data extremely wueliable.  No serious attempt was made to update the

90 John Sireet, Suite 301
New York, NY 10038-3243
Tel. No.: 646-442-3100
Fax: 212-227-9708
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data or take into account the major economic and other effects caused by the devastation of
September 11™,

indeed, the LMDC did not even lock at its own, more recent data from its residential
attraction and retention program. For example, what were the racial and economic
characteristics of people who received the attraction grants and retention grants?

Additionally. the Socioeconomic Condition report assumes throughout that total housing
units in the tuture are equal to the total housing units now existing plus buildings that are being
built or converted. No analysis is done of units lost to the housing market. This occurs, for
example, when an owner decreases the number of units in a building in order to increase the size
of the units or to get the building below the six-unit minimum for rent regulation. Units can also
be lost by fire or demolition.

Finally, the area chosen for the secondary study makes no sense. Although the LMDC
claims to employ “commonly used neighborhood definitions,” it actually splits the Chinatown
community in half. The Chinatown area—the “residential and business area that is defined by
the presence of Asian American residents, workers, and Chinese-owned and —operated
businesses in Lower Manhattan™—is generally considered to go north to Houston Street. See
Asian American Federation of New York, Neighborhood Profile, Asian American Federation of
New York Census Information Center, released in 2004, Community members have repeatedly
noted in comments to the LMDC that Chinatown does not end at Canal Street. Yet once again,
the LMDC has ignored this fact and has chosen to stop analysis at Canai Strect.

Moreover, in choosing the secondary study area, the FGEIS fails to justity the boundaries
chosen and gives no rationale for excluding the Lower East Side. The Lower East Side is
currently undergoing enormous gentrification pressures which are likely to be exacerbated by the
addition of millions of square feet of office space, as well as upscale retail and upscale housing
nearby. The FGEIS does not address this situation. It also ignores the impact on the Lower East
Side of September 11" for example, the small retail stores in that neighborhood were also
closed for many days.

In response to our concern about the choice of the secondary study area boundaries in the
DGEIS, the LMDC simply states that the boundaries used in the socioeconomic portion ar¢ the
same boundaries used in the land use portion. That response does not address the illogic of those
boundaries.

4. The Conclusion of No Secondary Displacement Lacks a Foundation

The FGEIS baldly asserts that “the potential for indirect, or secondary, residential
displacement is limited in scope.” It essentially justifies this conclusion by saying that the trends
of higher-cost housing, less racial diversity and richer people will continue regardless of what is
done in this neighborhood. [ts allegation that a project of this stze will not affect neighborhood
residential trends is simply unbelievable. If one creates thousands of jobs at high salaries and

90 John Street, Suite 30
New York, NY 10038-3243
Tel No.: 646-442-3100
Fax: 212-227-9798
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encourages upscale retail businesses, the secondary displacement pressures on low-cost
residential housing will cleatly increase.

Additionpally, the FGEIS conclusion that Chinatown has remained insulated from
displacement pressures is contrary to the understanding of everyone who works in the
community and may well be the result of its faulty analysis and flawed definition of Chinatown.
Given the potential for the accelerating displacement of huge numbers of minorities from both
Chinatown and the Lower East Side, this conclusion needs to be much more carefully examined.

5 The FGEIS Report 1s Flawed Because It Fails to Discuss the Distribution of CDBG
Funds

In violation of NEPA and SEQRA, the FGEIS is faulty in that it does not discuss how all
the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) money that has been or will be approved by
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) will be disbursed. In fact, as noted
above, the LMDC even fails to look at its own data to see what impact that money may already
have had on socioeconomic trends. This omission continues the LMDC policy of disbursing this
money without regard to community priorities.

Et
Of the Rebuild Coalition

S¢ John Street, Suite 301
New York, NY 10038-3243
Tel. No.: 646-442-3100
Fax: 212-227-9798
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From: JamesMLane@aol.com [mailto:JamesMLane@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2004 4:44 PM

To: WTCENVIRONMENTAL

Subject: Comments on FGEIS and on NOI/RROF

Kevin M. Rampe, President

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Attention: Comments on FGEIS; Comments on NOI/RROF
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York NY 10006.

Dear Mr. Rampe,

The Sierra Club submits these comments concemning the proposed Final Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (FGEIS) that LMDC issued in April, and also conceming the Notice of Intent to Request Release of
Funds that LMDC issued on May 17.

The Sierra Club is the nation's oldest and largest environmental organization, with some 750,000 members
nationwide, including 15,000 in New York City. For more than thirty years, the Sierra Club has been working to
protect the critical aquatic habitat in the Hudson River, to bring about the creation of genuine parks on existing
land and piers along the Hudson River waterfront, and to prevent inappropriate development in this important
area.

In light of our history, and our strong environmental concerns, we believe that:

(1) LMDC should not certify to HUD that LMDC's and HUD's responsibilities under the National Environmental
Policy Act have been satisfied with the FGEIS; and

(2) LMDC should not request the release of any Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds until a
proper new EIS is prepared.

We request that LMDC inform HUD of these formal objections to LMDC's proposed certification and to HUD's
release of the funds.

It has long been Sierra Club policy that no action should be undertaken in or along the lower Hudson River unless
it is preceded by a thorough and comprehensive EIS. Unfortunately, numerous plans have been proposed over
the years that did not meet this simple standard. Muitiple judicial decisions in the landmark case of Sierra Club v.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers established that the temporary convenience of planners and developers is no basis
for short-circuiting the NEPA process.

Among the important environmental needs for this area are the creation of genuine parks (not areas that are
simply called "parks" for public relations purposes), for a community underserved by existing open space;
improved transportation options, both for travel in the immediate neighborhood {accommodation of bicycles and
pedestrians on city streets, as well as separate bike paths and walkways) and easy connections among mass
transit carriers; and limitations on the height of skyscrapers.

5/24/2004
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Current planning has given insufficient attention to these goals. That omission has not been remedied by the
FGEIS, which does not adequately address such specific issues and also fails to provide the required
comprehensive examination of use of limited resources (land, federal funding, etc.) in lower Manhattan, including
thorough examination of alternatives to such proposed expenditures as the West Street tunnel.

The absence of a proper EIS means that to go forward would violate NEPA. It also means that, with the salutary
purpose of NEPA (consideration of environmental impacts of an action and of the alternatives to it) not having
been achieved, the proposed release of funds would be unjustifiable at this time.

Yours truly,

James M. Lane

Secretary, Sierra Club, New York City Group
132 East 45th $t., Penthouse D

New York, NY 10017

(212) 697-8942

5/24/2004



STUYVESANT HIGH SCHOOL PARENTS' ASSOCIATION

Via Email to wicenvirocnmental@renewny.com

May 21, 2004

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Attn: Comments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGEIS
One Liberty Plaza, 20" Floor

New York, New York 10006

To Whom It May Concern:

The Stuyvesant High School Parents' Association appreciates this opportunity to review
and comment on this important document. Our children, students in one of the best
public high schools in the country, witnessed the 9/11/2001 attack and have suffered
the impact of the attack long after the event. Like most New Yorkers, we support the
memorial and the redevelopment construction to indicate that the City of New York has
overcome the attack. We also want to be certain that reconstruction will be
accomplished in a way that has minimal impact on the health of our children who will be
attending a Ground Zero school through the long reconstruction period. For these
reasons, we provide our comments as follows:

General

1. This FGEIS document covers a broad range of highly specialized areas, thus
requiring reviewers to have expertise in these fields. It is impossible and
unreasonable to expect the general public to understand this document and
provide comments within 30 days. We hereby request that the commentary
period to be extended to July 1, 2005.

2. Although this FGEIS concludes and we also believe that the proposed
construction is expected to have clear benefits in most areas, the document
notes numerous "significant adverse impacts that would require mitigation
measures to avoid or reduce such impacts.” As these adverse impacts will affect
the general public as well as our children for more than a decade to come and
this FGEIS document states "no further SEQR compliance is required" for
subsequent reconstructions, we hereby request that a public hearing be held on
these adverse impacts and the proposed mitigation measures, and that
supplemental EIS for subsequent constructions should be required.

3. As mentioned in Chapter 27's Comment 445, the highest PM: 5 levels after the
attack were found at Stuyvesant High School. Furthermore, anecdotal evidence
and surveys indicate an increase in the incidence of asthma among Stuyvesant



student post-9/11. We believe Stuyvesant High School is potentially an
impacted location with many sensitive receptors. Unfortunately, although this
FGEIS has concluded that significant adverse impact from PM is predicted in the
vicinity of the site, site-specific impact on sensitive receptors at Stuyvesant High
School is not addressed or analyzed in this generic EIS. According to NYCRR
Part 617.10(c), we hereby request that a supplemental EIS be conducted for
site-specific impact at Stuyvesant High School.

Chapter 14 < Air Quality

This Chapter's Section 14.3.1 Pollutants For Analysis lists only criteria pollutants,
and does not mention hazardous air pollutants. Because the proposed
construction will require that a large fleet of truck and heavy equipments be in
service at the site, and because hazardous air pollutants from mobile sources
have been proven to have significant impact on urban air quality, we believe that
impacts of hazardous air pollutants need to be studied in this GEIS. Also,
Section 14.3.2 Air Quality Regulations, Standards, And Benchmarks should
address USEPA's Urban Air Toxics Program as required by the Section
112(c)(3) and 112(k) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1990.

This Chapter includes air quality impacts analyses for mobile sources and
stationary sources. However, based on the report as written, it seems that
different receptors were selected for study of impacts from these source
categories. Such a receptor selection approach is inappropriate and will result
in underestimating impacts. Uniform receptors must be used for analyses of
comprehensive accumulated impacts from all sources. Also, this GEIS should
identify and list all sensitive receptors within the affected areas and impacts on
these sensitive receptors should be evaluated.

Furthermore, there is no indication that impacts on elevated receptors were
studied. Impacts on elevated receptors are very important because stationary
emissions were simulated as point sources at 40 feet above grade and most of
the buildings around the construction site, including Stuyvesant High School, rely
on HVAC systems with elevated air intakes.

We have the following comments on the Section 14.3.6 Analysis Of Stationary
Sources:

Page 14-23, paragraph 2

Generators' maintenance tests should be scheduled at times avoiding
concentrated general public activities. Also, because of the limited operational
hours of these generators, we agree that emissions from these tests are not
likely to have significant long-term impact. However, the short-term impact
should be evaluated.

Page 14-24, Dispersion Model

The USEPA ISC3 plume dispersion model was used in the dispersion modeling
study. USEPA is currently working on introduction of a new AERMOD modei for



dispersion modeling. We would like to know if there would be significant
difference between modeling results of these two models.

Furthermore, as mentioned previously, most of the buildings around the
construction site are relying on HVAC ventilation. Due to retention time of
ventilation systems, impacts on indoor individuals are likely be underestimated if
outdoor impacts are used. We suggest that puff dispersion modeling should be
considered. For example, the USEPA's CALPUFF mode! can be used "on a
case-by-case basis for certain near-field applications involving complex
meteorological conditions."

The document states "Emissions were simulated as a point source at 40 feet
above grade. Since all emissions were modeled as being discharged from a
point source, the air exchange rate in the below grade facility has no impact on
the result." This is incorrect. Air exchange rate affects discharge plume and thus
has impact on dispersion dilution.

This document "assumes that the elevated vents would be located away from
sensitive receptors, such as residences and open spaces." We believe that the
details of the "assumption” on these locations should be presented. if such
details are not available at this time, a supplemental report on these locations
(and the impacts if necessary) should be provided once available.

Page 14-24 Meteorological Conditions

Because the construction site is located equidistant from LaGuardia Airport and
Newark Airport, considering the terrain condition between LaGuardia Airport and
the construction site, we would like to know if there would be significant
difference on modeling results if the Newark Airport's meteorological data set is
to be used.

Page 14-27 paragraph 1
The sentence of "Total project generated PM;q emissions decrease from roughly
8 tons in 2009 to 14 tons in 2020" seems be a typo.

Chapter 22 < Mitigation Measures

<CWNumSet:32:1:0:01301301:001:1>1.This GEIS has concluded that there will be
significant adverse impacts that would require mitigation measures site and
presented a series of mitigation measures to minimize these adverse impacts.
However, the good will of these mitigation measures depend on how well these
measures are implemented. Therefore, there should be a method for enforcing
these mitigation measures. We recommend that all contracts to be awarded for
subsequent reconstructions should include a penalty clause for violation of these
mitigation measures.

2. LMDC should establish an air quality-monitoring program to monitor air quality in



vicinity areas throughout the reconstruction period.

3. We appreciate L MDC's investigation of other specific mitigation measures. We
believe the installation of HEPA filters should not be limited to hotels and office
buildings, but should also be implemented to all locations with significant impacts
or sensitive receptors.

Thank you for this opportunity to make our views known.
Sincerely,

Linda Lam, Co-President
Stuyvesant High School Parents' Association

Lori Pandolfo, Co-President
Stuyvesant High School Parents' Association

David Newman, Chair
Stuvesant PA Health and Safety Committee

contact;

David Newman

37 Dekoven Court
Brookiyn NY 11230
davenewman@optonline

home: 718-859-5141
work: 212-627-3900 x 16
<@CW::

<@CW.TOCMarker:Style:heading 1
<@CW:MakeSmartQuotes::
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GAMAHL, r REIA L LML h LONUDBIIL N,
One Laberny Plaga,20th Floor
MNew York, New York 10008

The Final Generic Environmental Impact $ltatement represents another
mEIemnana i the wilfully mizaguided process of foisting an inadeguate
and unwanted plan on the ity and narion.

That the cfficial public poll asthorized in the planning process was
2481ty won by "neither® ¢l the two designated {inalists,and the site
plan chosen was the one that fimianed lasr clearly demonstrates thaty
the priorivies insisted upon by those 1o charge are not the priorities
of New Yorkers or Americens.

That the Final 5ELS brazenly insiscs that this plan "achieved broad
public support® demonstrates Lts anselube failore to fairly address
the omuents submitted on the Drafit GEIS and the inexcusabllicy of
proceeding further on the wromyg parhs chosen by the planners.

It ig the "Restoration Alternatvive’. new WIT Towers represanting no
resrazl whatsoever from the scale 1‘ the ¢id,chal oruly represents

the asplrations of the largest parz of the public and most effectively
honeraz thoese who ware J,anbLQer‘

To combpine Lhe oliilce space into tewer,taller cowers on the WU Sitce
lemads Lo greater efficiency 1m the use of resources and land, and greater
safety and efficiency in tbhe resuleing structures.And chis is the only
way tf send an essantial pynbolis statement that posterity will non
forgive us for failing to make,and future terrorisis will be encouraged
by even our hesltation 16 make.

Witk respect Lo the concerns of otners, that the new World Trade Cenver
be centersad on towers overy bit ax tall and large ags thope destroved

is more imporiant than the satension of any streets inte or through the
shis, more Lmportant than *acstive ealivened street lifev,and certainly
more lmportant than encouraging ths disturbingly rapid growth of che
population of Downtown. All these issues must be given lower priority
than the creavion of a new center thar vnambiguously reaffirms what

was destroved rather than capibtalizing on an act of mass surder ¢
cenvinae the killlers' work of changinyg the area's character.

To take intco account any shorv-ters fears of occupying the highest Floors
of gigantis new towers ¢ a particularly renrehensible empowerment of the
rerrerists and should buve no plave in 8 development that must be very
pubidicly and wimistakably feariess Make Lhese buildings marvels of safety
amd have faith in vhe furure of froedom.

The Proposed Action must be abandoned and replaced by a Fairiy
realized kestorabion Alternative:
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LHDC Final GEIS Tomments,
Cne Liberty Plaza, 20th Fioor
New York, New York 1000%

The Pips) Generic Eneironmental Impact Statement represents another
xiiegeone in the wilfully misguided process of folsting an inadequate
wng unwantad play on the city and nation.

That the official publiec poll authorized in the planpning provtess was
mmuily won by "mrither” of the two desigreted finalists,and the site
plan chesen was the one thet finished last clesrly demonstrates that
the prisrities insisted upon by those in charge are not the priorities
nf New Yorkars or Arericans.

That the Final GEIS brazenly insists zhat this plan "achieved broad
punlic suppert® demonstrates its absolute failure to fairly address
the comments sobmitted on the Draft GEIS and ¢he inexcusability of

procesding Further on the wrong paths chesen by the planners.

Tr is the "Restosation Altsrnative”, new WIC Towers representing no
retrest whatsssvar frem the soale of the ¢ld,that truly reprasenis

: asprrations of the iaxgavt part of the public and most effectively
urg those who were slsughhered.

o ocenbine the office gpaes inle fewer,taller towers on the WTC Site
to greater efficiency in the use of rescurces and land, and greater
and efficiency in the resulting structures.fnd this is the oniy
send an essential symbolic ztatement that posterity wiil not

us for failing to meke, and future terrorists will be 2nccuraged
voour hesitation Lo rake.
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with respsct to the concerns of others,that the new World Trade Center
e cenftersd on tower: every LLL 3% tall and large as those destroyed

Lo owmere Anportant tharn the extension of any streets inio or through the
cite,more inportant than “active enlivened street life”,and certainly
ars impertant than encouragarg the disturbiangly rapid grcwth of the
pulation of Dountown. ALl Lbese issuss must be given lowar priority

an the creation of 8 new center that vnambiguously reaffirms what

wam destyeyed rather than capitslizing on an act of mass murdar to
contipue the Xillers' work of changing the area®s character.

|

c tpke inte aggount any short-term fears of ocoupying the highest floors
gigantic new towers 13 2 particularly reprehensible empowerment of tha
crrrarizts angd should have no piace in a devslopment that must be very
woblicly and unmigtakeply fearless. Make thessa bulldings marvels of safaty
ancd have faitd in the furure of fTreedom.

st Action muast be abandonsd ard replaced by a fairly
etoration Alternative!
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£l Attia architect
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24 May 2004

Lower Manhattan Developrnent Corporation

Attention: Commenis WTC Memorial and Fedeaveiopment Plan/PGEIS
Cne Libedy Plaza, 20th Floor

New York, NY 100086

Re: Final Genaeric Environmental impact Statement forthe
Waorld Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan

When "The huge shadow cast by the 42-story Equitable Building {120
Broscwayj, buiftin 1915 on lower Broadway, deprived neighboring properiies
of tight and air,” New York City created s remarkable Zoning Hesolution. “The
ordinance became a model for urban communities throughout the United States.”
and in 1926, the L1 8. Supreme Court, in an historic opinion, ‘tecognized that
zodiing is an appropriate extension of the community’'s authorify to pass laws
related to protecting the public health, safely, morals and genera! welfare. The
historic cpinion also contained a farseeing passage stiggesiing thal zoring
miust evolve fo meet the changing needs of changing times.” ' And, indeed. the
Rasolution has been constantly amended in response to the changing needs of
the changing city.

The destroyed World Trade Certer — like other buildings built in NYC since 1818
— complied with the Bulk and the Height-and-Sethack controls of the NYC Zoning
Resolution fthe Resolution]. The proposed plan by the LMDC does not.

In fact, ali tve towers of this plan violate the Buik and the Height-and-Setback
controis mandated by the Resolution, creating the worst density and the worst
tight and air conditions in the City's { possibly the world’s) history.

The city controls urban density by controfling the size of buildings. It assighs
Floor Area Ratio [FAR] for each buildable ot in the oty The FAR expresses
the refationshic between the amount of floor area permitted in a buiiding and
the area of the ot on which it stands. The highest basic FAH, in the highest
density office districts, is 18, In certain districts the FAR can be increased, if
cerfain public amenitios are provided, often to FAR 18, and on extremely rare
occasions fe.g. Theatre Distinct) o FAR21.6 .

The proposed five towers range from FAR 26 to over FAR 50¥°

116 STATE §TREET
BROOKLYN HIGHTS NEW YORK NY 112011
TTIBBIE 6747 F7IRETS 9166

ernal: alideliattia.com

websile o/ Awww.aliaitia com



Eli Attia architect

Density, and its maasguring stick, the FAR — the most crucial zoning component in
profecting "the public beaith, safety, morals and general welfarg” — is bured, with no
title, or meaningful explanation, in par. 4.2.5 of this 10-inch-thick study. in it, the PGEIS
alleges the FAR of the WTC site to be ‘approximately 11.5."

This numberis based on the distressing, irresponsible, and unackrowledged fact that
the Port Authorily is exempt from obeying the law and, therefore, sees the four parcels of
the WTC site as one.

The fact that the Port Authority, for some incomprehensible reasons, is exempt from
obeving the law, should not be extended into viclating the essence of the Zoning
Resolution — its bulk and Hght and gir provisions — thereby, adversaly affecting the WTC
site. With minimal concar for the public health, safety, and general welfare, these
agencies should refrain from utilizing this “privilege ™

But sven if the LMDC chooses to exercise this right, the fact is that on the newly formied
city blocks along Vessey Street and Church Street, this plan impacts parts of the oty that
are oulside the Port Authority's jurisdiction — an area that must comply with the Resolutions
controls —with density that is ranging from over FAR 30 to over FAR 507 and, in addition,
arossly violgting the height and setback regufations, deprving "neighboring properties of
tight and air.”

It s ironic that both the Lower Manhattan Devetopment Corporation and the Port Authonity
~the agencies charged with the custody of this very special public property — while
pursuing an inferior plan, they are cynically and brutally (to a degree that is enormously
graater than that of the Equitable Building, which caused the craation of the Resolution

in the first place), delving these laws and thus, inflicting harm on the public interest within
the WTC site, its neighboring properties, and the public realm that surrounds it

Sincersly,

SO

£1i Attia

1 N0 Departrment of City Planning's website —~ Zoning History
?  inabsence of specific vt areas in the GELS, blocks were traced from the Proposed Site Plan. then
measured, and building argas taken from tables 5-1 and 5-2 in the Executive Summary.
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LMBDC Final GEIS Comments,
one iiberty Plaza,20th Floor
new vork,New York 10006

the Final Generic¢ Environmental Impact Statement represents another
milestone in the wilfully wmisguided process o7 foisting an inadequate
and unwanted plan on the city and nation.

That the official public pol) autharized in the planning process was
easily won by "neither” of the two designated finalists,and the site
plan chosen was the one that finished last clearly demanstrates that
1he priorities insisted upon by those in charge are not the priorities
of New vorkers Or Americans.,

That the Final GEIS brazenly insists that this pian “achigved broad
public support” demonstrates its absolute failure to fairly address
the comments submitred on the praft GEIS and the inexcusability of
proceeding further on the wrong paths chosen by the planners.

Tt 15 rhe "Restoration Alternative” new WTC Towers re resenting no
retreat whatsoever From the scale of the old,that truly represents

the aspirations of the largest par: of the public and most affectively
honors those who wera slaughrered.

To compine the office space into fewer,taller towers on the WTC site
igads to greater eFficiencK in the use of resources and land,and greater
safety and efficiency in the resulting structures.And this 1s_the only
way to send an essential symbolic statement that posterity will not
Forgive us for failing to make,and future terrorists will be encouraged
by even our hesitation to make.

with respect to the concerns of otners,that the new wWorld Trade Center
be cerntered on towers every bit as tall and large as those destroyed

is more important than the extension of any streets into or through the
site.more important than "active enlivened street 1ife”, and certainly
more important than encouraging the disturbingly rapid growth of the
sopulation of Downtown. A1l these issues must ve given lower priority
Than the creation of a new center that unambiguously reaffirms what

was destroyed rather tham capitalizing on an act of mass murder to
continue the killers' work of changing the area's character.

To take into account any short-term fears of occupying tne highest floors
of gigantic new towers is a particularly reprehensible empowerment OF the
rerrorists and should have no place in a development that must be very
punlicly and unmistakahly tearless.Make these buildings marvels of safety
and have Taith in the future of fresdom.

The Proposed Action must be abandoned and replaced by a Fairly
reatized Restoration Alterpative!

NAaME Mr, ¢, Barrella

ADDRESS #.0. 8Ox 112
Massapequa Park NY 11762-C112
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Tal Barzilai
15 Seneca Lane
Pleasantville, NY 10570

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
1 Liberty Plaza, 20™ Floor
New York, NY 10006

Dear Lower Manhattan Development Corporation,

Hello, you might have already heard from me before from the previous hearings
that were held in and around downtown Manhattan. 1 feel that the plans for the World
Trade Center does not meet the public input nor does it agree with certain environments.
In reality there are many things that are wrong with the site. In the past two years, people
had talked about what they wanted on that site and it was barley acknowledged. Instead,
we got duped and got nothing but designs that are barley as symbolic as the Twin Towers
were and nowhere as big as the North Tower in height. Areas such as the Freedom
Tower, the street planning, and the memorial. Sometimes looks aren’t always everything.

The Freedom Tower, designed by Daniel Libeskind, as mentioned in the Proposed
Action was hardly liked by the public. It ranked almost last according to numerous polls
both online and on the web, and Libeskind’s plan was picked by Governor George E.
Pataki himself after erasing the official poll from Imagine New York. Its structure not
only is unoriginal by mimicking the Statue of Liberty when from New York Bay, it
resembles the former 1 World Trade Center just before it fell. This is nothing but death
as opposed to people wanting something that should be life. Saying that the Freedom
Tower is the world’s tallest building will barely come close to skyscraper experts. Asa
matter of fact this so-called 1,500 feet building with a 276-foot spire is really a
skyscraper that is 1,150 feet with 350 feet of unoccupied latticework. How can you call
that the world’s tallest building when it has an actual roof that does not even surpass that
Empire State Building? About a year ago there were mentioning that the gardens were
removed due to environmental reasons and the same thing could happen with the
windmills. The other buildings do nothing but form an urban cluster around Church
Street in which nobody had wanted since the original Listening to the City at the Jacob
Javits Center, July 2002. The cultural sites will not help restore the lost office space and
will end up becoming forgotten as well. The idea is to bring back the office space rather
than to think of it as being expendable. They look like they were bombed. Nobody
showed any support for having pits on the site. According to the plan, the pits will be
below the footprints of where the Twin Towers once stood. Many as claiming that
nobody should be left in the dark rejected him or her. The pits also place about two-
thirds of the WTC site into to depressed land forcing people to walk in one direction as
opposed to going in any direction on the old site. Overall, the cost would be more than it
could be expected, and Larry Silverstein, the leaseholder of the site, would not have the
money to build the Freedom Tower even if he did win the civil suit.



Reflecting Absence from Michael Arad was hardly liked by the public either. The
cost of having these waterfalls would cost twice as much as the electricity that is being
used to power up the Empire State Building. Integrated into the pits, it would act as an
illusion when people are looking up into the sky. The only other person besides
Governor George E. Pataki, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, and the LMDC was Maya
Lin, who designed the Vietnam Veterans Memorial in Washington, which was based on a
war that this country did not support. Also, the memorial tends to leave the lost ones in
the dark as mentioned in the pits. The plan does not look realistic and seems as if it can
only exist by computer.

The idea of the new street grid could hurt the WTC site in a big way. The
Proposed Action calls for running Fulton and Greenwich Streets through the WTC site.
In the past three years, nobody wanted to eliminate the super block, and visual artists
believed that it would bring people together. Not only could this bring air pollution, but
it could also for car and truck bombs and any part of the site very easily. Also, West
Street should not be buried either. The tunnel will cause a lot of pollution underground,
and is opposed by the people of Battery Park City as well as borough president Virginia
Fields, who represents Manhattan in the city government. The residents and workers
have claimed that burying West Street will not necessarily connect them with the rest of
Manhattan. Battery Park City already has bridges that connect them, so a promenade
would be meaningless. Battery Park City does not even want to have something like the
Big Dig yet it continues to be pushed on.

I feel that it is better to go with the Restoration Process, which is rebuilding the
Twin Towers. This is what the public wanted all along yet it was not even allowed to be
an option. The report from FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency) states
what could make them safer from future attacks. If it can go with the Freedom Tower, it
can also go along with the Twin Towers. The Gardner and Belton Plan should go on the
site rather than Studio Libeskind. I would rather see the Twin Towers rebuilt with a sign
on the 107" floor of both towers reading the words “We’re Back” to indicate that they are
back in the skyline again. I feel that this is what represents life on the site. There is no
need to build the other buildings even though I originally wanted that. I can go with just
having back the Twin Towers with a memorial that is appropriate. These two are not
mutually exclusive and shouldn’t be. Rebuilding them will show how that we cannot be
kept down. It is just depressing to replace a worldwide symbol like the Twin Towers
with something lacking like the Freedom Tower. It is cheaper to rebuild the these towers
rather than build something completely new, and its foundation already exists. Just
remember that the world will be watching on this,

Sincerely,
Tal Barzilai
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LM Fanal GEIS Jomments,
Onw Libarty Plaza, 20th Floor
Wew York,New York 10006

The Final Seneric BEavivonmental lapast Statement represents ansther
milestone in the wilfully misguided process of folsrting an inadeguate
angd uanwanted plan on the oity and nation.

That the official pablic pell anthorized in the planning process was
vasily won by "neithar” of the two deasignated finalists,snd the site
plan chosen was the one that finished last alearly demonstrates that
Lha priorilies insisted upon by those in charge arae not che priorities
0f New Yorkess or Am@Esiuany,

That the Fanal GEIS brazenly insists that this plan Yachieved broad
publie support” desonstrates its absolute failure to fairiy address
the comments submltted on the Drsft GREIS and the ipexcusability of

proceeding furthesr on the wrong paths chosen by the planners.

It is the "Restoration Alternative" nsw WIT Towsrs representing no
retraat whatsopver from the s$cala of the old, that troly repragonts

thae asparataons of the largest part of the publze and meost effectively
honors Lhoss who ware slaughtered

To aombine vhe office spuce anto fewer,taller towars on the WIC Site leads to
graatsr effrezency in the use of resources and land,and greater safety and
efficiancy in the resulting strusturaes.And this 1s the only way te send an
assantial sysmbol:c staterent that pesterity will not forgaive us for failing to
make and futore terzorists will be snvouraged by even owur hesitation te nake,

wWath respect te the osoncgrons of others, that the new Worlsl Trade Center be
centared on towers every it as tall and large ag (hoss destroyed 1s more
ampoytant Bhan the extension of any ptresats into oy through the siteg, soare
swpsrtant than "active enlivensd strest l:fe”.and cerrainly nore iamportant than
snocuraging  the digsturbongly rapid growth of the population of Downtown, All
thase 1ssues must be given lower priority than the creation of a naw center that
unasbagueovsly reaffirms what was destroyed rather than capitalizihg on an act of
mass murdesr Lo continue the iillers’ work »f changing the areas's sharacter.

To fake inte account any short-term fears of cooupying the highest floors
2L Qigantic new towers 1s @ particularly reprehenaible empowsrment of the
tarrorists and should have no place in a development that must ba vary
ruiasly and sansstakably fearlass Make these buildings marvels of safery
ard have faith in the future of freedos,

The Proposed Action must be abandoned and zweplaced by a fairly
realidéed Restoration Alternative!

HJonathan Hornstenn
T8 Thayer Strest, 6
Paw York, WY 100440




Neither is good: 34%
Total votes: 103,664

If the Libeskind scheme is so great, why do you refuse to let New York and
New Jersey residents vote on the Proposed Action versus the Restoration
Alternative? The only poll you cite is the comment cards you rigged. You

know what I am talking about. You threw ocut all cards that called for
rebuilding the Twin Towers or for anything but your plans. 0f the remainder,
just 11.5% supported the Libeskind scheme., Ycu then looked at those 11.5%
and went like "wow, ninety-something percent like the Libeskind spire" and
"sixty-odd percent like his memorial." You just forgot to mention that it
was not the majority of New Yorkers or the majority of commenters you were
talking about - just the majority of those 11.5% who happened to like
Libeskind in the first place! That translates into single digit support for
his Fraud'em Tower and death pit memorial in the general public!

The WTC rebuilding will not be complete before two 110 story office Towers
are topped out. Anything else is not rebuilding, but perpetuating the
terrorists’' handiwork. Approval of the Proposed Action would be a triumph
for the terrorists and a disgrace to New York, to America, and to the Free
World.

Facts that you do not like do not go away if you ignore them or try to blank
them out. The problems with the Proposed Action pointed out in earlier
cemments remain unsolved. Refusing to address most issues and spin doctoring
or paying lip service to others changes nothing.

You may believe that your misguided clinging to the abominable Libeskind

scheme will permit you to save your face - in the short run. But in the long
run, the public will learn what you have done. You will be blamed for
imposing this monstrosity on New York.

I emphatically repeat my advice: scrap the Libeskind scheme while it is
still time. Implement the Restoration Alternative. FYI, a link to a
beautiful new WTC design restoring the Twin Towers:

http://www.makenynyagain.com/

Re the "Request for Release of Funds"™ from the HUD: the acgquisition of the
Southern Site constitutes a waste of taxpayer money. The annexation of this
additional lot would not be necessary if the office and other space were

restored in 110+ story WTC Towers. Rebuilding such WTC Towers by no
measurement shorter than the old ones would be a truly appropriate use of
taxpayer money.

Very truly yours,
Alexander M. Butziger

Peter-Beenck-Strasse 514

21107 Hamburg

Germany

Telephone: ++753-2938

E-mail: ambutziger@hotmail.com

or: Alexander Butziger@public,uni-hamburg.de

Stop worrying about overloading your inbox - get MSN Hotmail Extra Storage!
http://join.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200362ave/direct/01/



----- Original Message-----

From: Alexander Butziger [mailto:ambutziger@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2004 3:17 PM

To: WITCENVIRONMENTAL

Subject: Comment on the WTC FGEIS

Comment on the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) for the
World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan

Quote:

World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan GEIS
27-13 - 27-14

Comment 4: The Libeskind plan should not be used. The Amended GPP should be
discarded and replaced by a plan to rebuild the Twin Tewers . {(Q0liff, Russo,
Barzilai, Fernandez, WTIC Restoration Movement, Lumea, Makrias, Cuvin, Hough,
Epstein, Snyder, Butziger, Ramos, Team Twin Towers)

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 goals 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 plan is the most appropriate plan
to serve as the catalyst for the revitalization of Lower Manhattan.

Unquote.

Studio Daniel Libeskind's "Memory Foundations” concept achieved so little
public support that it managed to finish third in three-way polls behind

NEITHER and a pair of unoccupied, useless skeleton Twin Towers.
Polls:

Results on Imagine NY {the LMDC's official poll):
Gardens of the World / Daniel Libeskind: 26%
World Cultural Center / THINK: 33%

None of the above: 41%

Total veotes: 788

On NY1:

Gardens of the World / Daniel Libeskind: 21%
World Cultural Center / THINK: 14%

I don't like either of these plans: 64%
Total votes: 32,360

On CNN:

Which of the two finalists' designs do you prefer for the World Trade Center
site?

Gardens of the World / Daniel Libeskind: 32%

World Cultural Center / THINK: 34%
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Comments on Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement

- ,{)
24MAY04 New York, NY The Final Generic Environmental Impact Staterrient mocked
conventions while it denied the community access to information; severely limited pubuc:
participation in decision-making and skillfully avoids taking remedial action on environmental
matters in its scope.

The Agency's responsibility to map and analyze the environmental impact on schools as part
of the Community Facilities can hardly be dismissed by a simple disclaimer that "The
proposed action does not impact schools.” The evaluation is required -not just because it
was in the fundamental Scoping Document- but because there is good reason to complete it.
Chinatown has extremely high asthma rates and an emenging young population sick since
9/11. There are many low birth rate babies and a cluster of autism in children under three
years old. Even if LMDC can discount current public health conditions, the proposed action
will impact play streets by increasing traffic. How can 4,500 new residential units not stream
additional students into schools? There is muck and mire around the Deutsche Bank’s suite
of toxins and expected deconstruction by products. This nasty cargo will be highly insured
before it rumbles through our streets but since it is not covered by the Emergency Planning
Community Right to Know Act (EPCRA) the public may never know what was in there.

The rash of inaccuracies and omissions that characterized the Draft Generic Environmental
Impact Statement combined with LMDC's refusal to provide scaled plans and other
documents formally requested under Freadom of Information Act denies the community the
ability to measure and verify the contentious Open Space calculations. For example what
has been called ™16 acres” is closer to 14 but we can not prove it. In their most transparent
act- dampening the unfavorable loss ratios based on historic figures-- LMDC simply changed
the figures for pre September 117 Open Space acreage from the familiar 8.13 acres to 7.14
acres, That quick and dirty 12% defiation of the old assumption, magically fixed a galaxy of
problems - on paper, Alas, we can not audit the final drawings; 5o, to our loss, we will have
to take the LMDC’s word for the Open Space,

These, our final comments, will get neither a public hearing nor is further publication
required. So, people will have no way to know of the valid or cogent objections made on
their behalf by their naive fellows, who invested time in the process.

Mitigation measures or exactions in lieu of remedy are a staple of environmentat justice. But,
LMDC is not bound to provide even the minimum protections of Performance Standards
Zoning to the workers or residents who will be enduring the decade of build-out nor is the
Authority obliged to inform that population should the common standards be exceeded.
That is also why there is no provision for air monitoring or real time reporting.  Without
agreemernt or ways and means to assess them, exactions can't be based on excess
perturbations. Likewise, Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel will be expensive and rare due to lack of
refining capacity. Although the Agency is on notice about this projection, the FGEIS has no
provision of what will happen shouid the builders be unable to obtain the cleaner fuel.

In the end, the new World Trade Center complex should reflect the legal manipuiation and
deliberate chicanery that went into the FGETS.

Diane Dreyfus, ’ M % . 2}%7#{0

M.S. Arch. Urban and Regional Planning
255 Sl absh 3V

NYa /20,7



Commentary on the Final Geverie Environme. Statement for the World Trade Cesmer Sie httpeffwway pat comiwte/fgecomm him!

Commentary on the Final Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for the World Trade Center Site

By Louis Epstein
R.D. 2,Carmel, New York 10512
Founder & Director, World Trade Center Restoration Movement

This latest document presented for comment in the process of rebuilding the destroyed World Trade
Center is yet another milestone in shameless official disregard for public opinion while brazenly
pretending to be following it.

From Draft Scope to Final Scope to Draft GEIS to Final GEIS, plan definitions have squirmed back and
forth while determination to push ahead with a plan tailored to pre-existing misconception is rarmmed
ahead full speed no matter what concerns are raised.

Governor Pataki remains determined to prevent anyone from having a chance to undo his mistakes lately
moving up groundbreaking despite the offictal review process still being underway. The accelerated
timetable has drawn protest from many quarters.

The GEIS does not bear the imprimatur of the Port Authority though it concerns the construction of Port
Authority-owned buildings on Port Autherity-owned land 1t is admitted that there is no agreement with
the development corporation to allow its plans to proceed. This is a good thing,as the development
corporation is not likely to have to deal with the lasting consequences of its actions the way the property
owners are. However,political pressure to pave the way for the horribly misconceived Proposed Action to
proceed appears inevitable.

The "Pre-September 11 Scenario” and "Restoration Alternative™ are explicitly recognized as benchmarks
for the GEIS afler a prolonged process in which such strategies for redevelopment have been implacably
opposed despite broad public support. However,official prejudice against redevelopment based on
restoration of what was destroyed ensures that the GEIS seeks to portray these scenarios unfairly,in a bid
to justify the unreasonable programmatic requirements that have led to designs such as the Proposed

Action. '

Numerous public conmments urging the abandonment of the Proposed Action in favor of the Restoration
Alternative were received. Reasoned arguments were reduced to one-liners in the Response section and
Hlippantly dismissed with regurgitated falsehoods and invocations of unreasonable objectives.

1t bears noting that no alternative drew close to the amount of public interest and comment as the
Restoration Alternative. One entity each cornmented on the Memorial Only and Enhanced Green
alternatives,eight on the Reduced Impact,and none ar all on the others.. but the Restoration Alternative
was urged by nineteen.In the initial comments.more people urged the Twin Towers be rebuilt than
expressed general approval of the Proposed Action.

What are claimed to be preferable attributes of the Proposed Action are NOT preferable to the
Restaration Alteraative in the eyes of the public regardless of the brazen claim that the Libeskind plan
"achieved broad public support and fulfilled many of the goals articulated by the public”.

faotl SR04 508 PM



Commentary on the Final Generic Enviroume. Statermeny for the World Trade Center Site gl weew put.com/swie/ fpecomm himd

The Libeskind plan finished LAST in the OFFICIAL public poll of the design process,which was
won comfortably by "Neither" {of the last two plans considered)...there is no question that the
priorities decided upon by the planners led to plans that do NOT have public supportleast of all this
one.

To far more people than the developmen: corporation will admit, that the new World Trade Center be
centered on towers every bit as tall as the old by every measurement and representing an updated
reaffirmation of the design principles that produced the original World Trade Center is

More important than the extension of any streets into or through the site,
More important than "active enlivened street life".

More important than turning the distinctive quiet and low population density of the Financial Disirict into
vet another of the ¢ity’s countless "24/7 communities”.

More important than encouraging the disturbingly rapid growth of the population of Downtown,

And to many,more important than leaving the “footprints” of the former towers empty.(Before Governor
Pataki aggressively intervened to pre-empt public debate.polls showed New Yorkers evenly divided on
building cn the old footprints).

All these issues must be given lower priority,and their merit subjected to question rather than imposed as
a design requirement. Honest evaluation of adverse environmental impacts of encouraging population or
tratfic growth either at the location in question or s a result of the decisions made regarding what is to

be built there are a must for a responsible environmental impact statement. This one fails/

An environmentally conscious and appropriate redevelopment of the World Trade Center would see that
the way forward for Lower Manhatian lies in further de-vehicularization,not the creation of more space
tor future traffic jams and auto accidents. This is an area uniquely suited to being dominated by pedestrian
traffic arriving by mass transit.

An environmentally conscious and appropriate redevelopment of the World Trade Center would call for
the concentration of the office space into a smaller number of taller buildings than in the Proposed
Action. Such construction would usc less materials,less land,require less construction equipment and
activity with resultant disturbance and proceed faster.Once constructed the scaled-up buildings would be
more eflicient in operation and safer for their occupants because they would be structurally
stronger.Eeonomies of scale would be possible in new Twin Towers that would not be possible in the
muich smabler Libeskind-plan buildings.

And such construction would leave more open space than before, rather than less,as is the functional
consequence of the Proposed Action, which runs a street through what was one of the largest open
spaces inn the area.

The GEIS constantly soft-pedals the hazards posed by proceeding on the mistaken paths mandated by the
development corporation.

2of3 520064 5:08 P
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Despite the substantial public pressure demanding a fair comparison the Restoration Alternative remains a
"straw man" in the Final GEIS, barely touched from the unfair rendering in the Draft GEIS. The same
three slanted paragraphs of the Executive Sumunary attempt to dismiss the Restoration Alternative as

before. The characterization of the Alternative,and the subjective design criticism,misplaced priorities, and

conveniently incomplete comparisons it is judged negatively for not meeting,are barely touched in

Chapter 23 The shameful use of short-term market conditions created by the murderers as a reason future

development should implement their desires remains.

No flexibility is shown as to how the Restoration Altemative could best meet objections,such as
combining other uses into the two main towers to increase open space. The placement of new Twin
Towers s said to be constrained by “the public's expressed desire for some meaningful recognition of" the
footprints of the old Towers.and "meaningful recognition” creatively construed to mean total
emptiness. To many, reclamation of that space,cven a symbolic portion of it.for the purposes 1o which and
for which the victims gave their lives is the best recognition possible. And only with the placement
contrived through this constraint is the shadow effect any worse off the site than that of the Proposed
Action Every effort is made to paint restoring the Twin Towers as more inconvenient than it is.

This document in countless ways fails to fairly address the issues, in the furtherance sf its objecti'«:c to

ensure the implementation of a disastrously wrong planning decision rather than pernat wiser action.

Approval of the Proposed Action would be a disgrace to the city,to the nation,and {0 the free world,
The bottom line for the Final GEIS remains what it was for the draft:

the GELS unconditionally fails to justify the Proposed Action.

May 26,2004

Jufl $/20764 308 PM
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The Final Generic gnvironmental Impact Statement represents another
milestons in the wilfully misguided process of forsting an inadeguate
and unwented plan on the city and nation.
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The Proposed Action must e apandoned and rveplaced by a falrly
realized RestorTabion Allernative!
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Kevin M Rampe, President
Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
Attention; Comments on FGEIS

May 22, 2004

Dear Mr. Rampe:

The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement which Lower Manhattan Development
Corporation issued in April does not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. A
comprehensive federal EIS for expenditure of the 9/11 recovery funds must include the entire
lower Manhattan area, Memorial, Route 9A, West Street, and park in the Hudson River.
Please do not release any funds until a proper EIS is completed. It is only with the
comprehensive E!S that a sound judgment can be made as to whether the project is suitable
for the area and meets the needs of the neighborhood.

Sincerely yours,

Olive Freud
305 West 72 Street, New York, NY 10023, (212)877-4384

5/24/2004



From: JGCITYGIN@aol.com [mailto:JGCITYGIN@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 23, 2004 2:18 PM

To: WTCENVIRONMENTAL

Cc: JGCITYGIN@aol.com

Subject: Attention: Comments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGEIS

114 Crescent Street, Apt. N1
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11208
May 23, 2004

To All Whom this concerns:

| already wrote to you, by The Spirit of THE MOST HIGH GOD JEHOVAH through HIS Son Christ Jesus.
Now, | will write to you as a human being, in order that both heaven and earth will be witness against you:

You have made great haste to cover your tracks, even as you make great and swift haste to rush through this
"final" GEIS.

isn't it remarkable how, on one side of your face, you "welcome" the people to comment (that is, whoever knows
about this in the first place), you state that the "Proposed Action” is not the only option open to LMDC, and all of
this you have put in writing, in ink.

But on the other side of your face, you already have set the date to rupture the earth of this city with your
entrenchments of wickedness, as (you so voraciously hope) July 4th.

So, in reality, you very much do not welcome the people's comments, because to welcome means "to receive or
accept gladly." If you were glad about this, then you would make sure that every man, woman and child knew
about this, and you would not be setting dates ahead of time to do things your way.

Truth is: you have already made your decision.

The people know what you are,

You are worshippers of darkness who sugar coat your bitterness and would leave this city and her people sad
and bereaved forever.

Your works and your fists of "legalistic” steel have caused simple and gentle folk to sigh and to feel a lack of hope
that anything good will come in this world.

People like you have, for centuries, fought to ensure this planet remains a dark and dismal place to be born into.
It's bad enough that we are subject to death, but your kind have made other people's time on this planet a living
hell.

You envelop yourselves with your armor of protection while you rape the hell out of everything, because "you
can."

There is, however, a hole in your "legalistic” arrmor, which you tried to erase from the ink writing of the draft GEIS
and change the wording of the finat GEIS. You made sure you combed through each and every word, just in case
there were any openings for the light to shine through.

But the light still shines through.

You also know fult well the environmental impact on every level of your design:

A barren "memorial” "reflecting” tribute to the death you worship, where the Twin Towers once stood. What kind of
neighborhood impact would that cause?

5/25/2004
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A lot less noisy. Much fike the relief you would feel if the people never caught onto what you've done and are
doing and would do, never made a sound. Nice and shh, shh quiet for the goats, a great relief from the bleating of
the sheep: slaughter them and force our way through. Or is it the other way around: force our way through and
slaughter them?

Your plans would cast a shadow over the entire earth; would fill the air with the heavy poliution of soulless
depression; would hold back the peoples from coast to coast from desiring to eternally flock (like the sheep you
despise), as metal to the magnet, to the greatest city of all time; would flood this planet with the venom of your
emnity. What bird would even want to abide in a place glorifying the birdcatcher and defiling every historic
greatness of what rightfully belongs on and in this land?

All this you already know and ali this you seek.

Truth is, you hate New York and you hate her people. Anyone who would deliberately think that forcing picture
postcards of the Brooklyn Bridge with a huge erection in place of the Twin Towers, to be rammed down the
people's throats, and calling this "attractive, lively and inviting" (like a man says when he rapes a woman: which,
when a man rapes a woman it isn't because he loves her, but because he DESPISES her), is a hostile,

demented, hateful warring person who despises New York and would go to any end to look on her demise and on
the demise of the people who are her own: she whose own you definitely are not.

Joy E. Goldberg

Joy E. Goldberg

5/25/2004



————— Original Message-----

From: Jonathan Hakala [mailto:manhattan2003@yahoc.com}
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2004 4:27 PM

To: WICENVIRONMENTAL

Cc: hakala@bloomberg.net

Subject: Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement

To Whom It May Concern:

The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement

("FGEIS") was obviously designed to reach

predetermined conclusions, and is full of false

statements that seek to impose the grossly inadequate,

deeply unpopular, and illegal Studio Daniel Libeskind

Memory Foundaticns/World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan ("Plan"} to the
detriment of people everywhere.

Former President Clinton said it best when he wrote in
the February 3, 2003 New York Post:

"We cannot abide a situation where large numbers of
people conclude that the game was rigged, or that
powerful interests were paying mere lip service to the
voice of average citizens, or grieving family
members."

PLAN HAS ALWAYS BEEN DEEPLY UNPOPULAR

The Plan finished dead last in the official public
poll authorized in the planning process. And only
after Nicele Gelinas filed a Freedom of Information
Act request to gain access to Lower Manhattan
Development Corporatcn ("LMDC") public comment cards
did it become evident that only a small percentage
favored the Plan and that a much larger percentage
favored something closer to the Restoration
Alternative, even though the Restoration Alternative
had not been listed as an option on the comment cards.
The LMDC has deliberately misled the public by
repeatedly stating that the Plan is a product of
public consensus.

Libeskind's scheme never enjoyed brcoad public support.
The January 17, 2003 New York Times reported the
results ¢f a New York Times poll of 1,003 people:
"Asked an open-ended question about which proposal
they thought would be best”™, respondents gave
Libeskind's scheme the microscopic total of just 17
votes.

So how did Libeskind react to the absence of broad
public support? The February 26, 2003 New York Times
revealed "Shortly before the finalists were selected,
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an e-mail message emanated from Studio Daniel
Libeskind in Berlin urging friends, 'in a shameless
attempt to inflate public opinion', to vote for the
Libeskind plan on the CNN and New York One Web site
pells". Attempts to manipulate or manufacture public
opinicn by "stuffing the ballot box" do not change the
central fact that Libeskind's scheme has never earned
wide public support.

It is also worth noting that the day before the final announcement, the LMDC's own site
selection committee voted overwhelmingly for someone other than Libeskind.

THE PLAN REMAINS UNFUNDED

Silverstein's lead lawyer Herbert Wachtell tecld United

States District Court Chief Judge Michael Mukasey that "insurance was the scle source of
money for building the 1,776-foot Freedom Tower and the commercial space underground at
the l6-acre lower manhattan trade center site."™ Wachtell alsc made a remarkable confession
in court. According to the Associated Press's account of the February 4, 2004 hearing, he
said "the truth here is that with the single occcurrence limit, you cannot rebuild what the
Governor [Patakil) wants rebuilt..."

Despite Pataki’'s enormous power to twist arms, in more
than 17 months Pataki and Silverstein have failed to
find even one private sector tenant for the so-called
"Freedom" Tower. Just what part of the market's
reaction to the "Freedom™ Tower doesn't the LMDC
understand?

It was highly irrespcnsible for the LMPC to rely on an improbable Silverstein insurance
victory to generate the funds necessary to implement the Plan. And with Governor Pataki,
Governor McGreevey, and Mayor Bloomberg all facing multi-billion-dollar budget deficits in
the years ahead, they cannot be expected to make up the difference.

The "Freedom" Tower has utterly failed to capture the
public's imagination. There are pictures of our
beloved Twin Towers on t-shirts, in store windows, nd
on postcards, even 32 months later. I don't know of
anyone who has ever seen a picture of the "Freedom"
Tower con a t-shirt, a coffee mug, a postcard or a
keychain. It simply has not resconated with the
breoader public.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
E.l LAND USE AND PUBLIC POLICY

Contrary to the LMDC's conclusory statement, the
Proposed Acticn would result in significant adverse
impacts to land use, land use trends, and public
policy in the 2009 and 2015 analysis years.

E.2 URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOQURCES

Contrary to the LMDC's conclusory statement, the
Prcoposed Action would result in significant adverse
impacts to urban design and visual resources in the
2009 and 2015 analysis years.

For example, the "Freedom" Tower's deep unpopularity
extends well beyond the general public, In September
2003, world renowned real estate developer Donald
Trump referred to the Libeskind plan as "a monstrosity
of garbled nonsense.”

On CNN's Larry King Live, February 27, 2004, Trump
said, "...I hate the design, and I don't think Larry [Silverstein] likes the design. It

2



was foisted upon him. It's a 50-story building that loocks like it's 120 stories. It's a
skeleton. And that's the last thing we need in New York is a skeleton of -- representing
the World Trade Center. I think that it is not an appropriate design. I don't like it..."
The "Freedom" Tower would be a deliberately twisted office building inflicting unnecessary
additional pain and suffering on millions of people.

E.3 HISTCRIC RESQURCES

The LMDC's review was obviously designed to reach
predetermined conclusions, and is legally insufficient
to comply with Section 106 of the National Histeoric Preservation Act.

E.4 OPEN SPACE

The Proposed Action would result in much less open
space on the WTC Site than in the Pre-September 11
Scenario and would also result in some of the worst
densities and light and air conditons in all of
Manhattan. The LMDC's definitions of open space and
density are deliberately misleading and illegal.

E.> SHADCWS

Even the LMDC admits that the Proposed Action would
result in significant adverse impacts. In fact, the
Proposed Action would result in some of the worst
densities and light and air conditons in all of
Manhattan.

E.7 SOCICECCNOMIC CONDITIONS

The LMDC falsely claims that the Proposed Action would
not result in significant adverse socioeconomic
impacts. Because the Proposed Action is nowhere hnear
funded, it could easily take 20 or more years to
complete. The Restoration Alternative would attract
both private and public sector funding far more
easily, and could be built in far less time. This
would result in tens of thousands of desperately
needed additional jobs in lower Manhattan years
earlier than in the Proposed Action.

E.8 NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The LMDC falsely claims that the Proposed Action would
result in overall benefits to neighborhood character
in both 2009 and 2015. 1In fact, the unfunded Proposed
Action would almeost certainly cendemn the neighborhood
to being a construction site for far longer than would
be necessary under the Restoration Alternative.

E.11 TRAFFIC AND PARKING

While even the LMDC admits that the Proposed Action
would have significant traffic impacts in both 2009
and 2015, these adverse impacts would likely be far
worse than advertised.

E.12 TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS
While even the LMDC admits that the Proposed Action
would have significant pedestrain impacts in both 2009

and 2015, these adverse impacts would likely be far
worse than advertised.

E.20 CONSTRUCTION



The unfunded Proposed Action would almost certainly
condemn the neighborhood to being a construction site
for far longer than would be necessary under the
Resteoration Alternative.

E.22 ALTERNATIVES
RESTORATION ALTERNATIVE

Page S-1 of the LMDC's own Draft Generic Environmental
Impact Statement describeD ocur beloved Twin Towers as
having been "the best known skyscrapers in the world.”
In fact, the first sentence of the July 24, 2001 press
release from the Port Authority anncuncing the
Silverstein Properties lease called the World Trade
Center "a world-renowned icon that for three decades
has been New York City's most famous landmark.™ In
this same press release, Port Authority Vice Chairman
Charles Gargano said "the World Trade Center and its
Twin Towers are among the handful of instantly
recognizable structures on the entire planet, like the
Pyramids at Giza or the Great Wall of China." Imagine
allowing the Pyramids to crumble or the Great Wall to
come tumbling down without restoration!

We need something much, much better than the "Freedom"

Tower to give the private sector and the American

taxpaying public the motivation to help finance the

rebuilding of our World Trade Center. We need, in

short, something that honors the "instantly

recognizable™ form of our beloved Twin Towers, while

also incorporating better safety features, better

security measures, and the substantial progress in architecture, engineering,
environmental safety, material design, and technology that we have made in these last 40
years.

It was grossly misleading for the LMDC to compare the Restoration Alternative without any
possible benefits from the Southern Site to the Proposed Action assuming maximum benefits
from the Southern Site.

It was also grossly misleading for the LMDC to assume

that the WTC PATH Terminal and interim improvements

would be completed independently of any Restoration Alternative, thus arbitrarily denying
the Restoration Alternative the benefit of potential synergies.

It was also grossly misleading for the LMDC to assume
that the Restoration Alternative would not integrate
design elements into the surrounding neighborhood.

It was also grossly misleading for the LMDC to assume
that the Southern Site would be redeveloped under the Restoration Alterpative without the
mitigation measures incorporated into the Proposed Action.

The LMDC never made any serious effort to recruit
tenants to occupy the top floors of the redeveloped
towers in a Resteration Alternative. Less than a year
after the atrocities of September 11, 2001, CBS News
and the New York Times conducted a pecll of more than
1,000 people and asked them "would you be willing to
work on one of the higher floors of a new building at
the World Trade Center site?". Almost two of every
five people said yes, we are indeed willing to work on
the higher floors. This magnificent result is far
better than anything one could reasonably have hoped
for. Given the large size of the New York
metropelitan area's labor force, more than 3 million
people would be willing to work on the higher floors.
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And that's enough people tc £fill the top half of more
than 200 new towers!

With such overpowering potential demand, I long age
suggested to LMDC Chairman John Whitehead and the then
LMDC President Lou Tomson that a transparent process
should determine who would have the honor ¢f occupying
the higher floors, specifically that the LMDC should
hold a worldwide auction for space above the B5th
floors. Such an auction would almost certainly be
heavily oversubscribed. There would be overwhelming
demand from people and businesses, and this would send
a powerful message supporting the Restoration
Alternative. The New York Post once reported that one
executive alone indicated a willingness to take the
top five floors of one of the new towers.

The LMDC never made an effort to mobilize the

overwhelming number cf people who support the

Resteoration Alternative to ask them to develop an officially-sanctioned comprehensive plan
for the best possible Restoration Alternative. This failure alone would demand that the
FGEIS be rejected. Taken together with all of the Proposed Action's severe adverse
impacts, the FGEIS would not withstand litigation.

All previous statements made by me in any context that
may be relevant to the FGEIS are hereby incorporated
by reference. In any future litigation, I also
reserve the right to refer to any communication by any
other person or entity that might possibly be relevant
to any such litigation.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Hakala

Do you Yahoo!?
Friends. Fun. Try the all-new Yahoo! Messenger. http://messenger.yahoo.com/



16 Btuyvesant Oval., Apt. SE
New York. New York 1000
312.%33.11462

berbaranawyork@hotnatl  com

May 24, 20064

Xowin N Rampe, Prasident

Lower Mambattan Devalopment Corporation
1 Liberty Plasa, 0" Flooy

waw Yozk, New York 10607

DRAr Mr. BEmps,

Enclosed are my brisf comments which I would like To De
conpidared in tha: Notige of Intant to Requast Release of
#unde for the World Trade {enter Memorisl and Culbural
Frogram.

Thank vou for your domsideration.

gincursly.
P s See—

Barborxa Marion Horn,
maw Yorlket
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Commantary Rer
Notice of Intent to Raguest Relesse of Funda for ithe World
Trade Center Menorial and Cultursl Progran.

gubmitted by Barbars Mexion YHorn
barbaranewyork@hotmail . com

ey 24, 2004

SO0D NEWE and BAD NEWS

T am #alighted to be informed of the LMDOC’s reguest to the U8,
Dupartment of Housing and Urban Development for the reledse of
the Community Davalopment Bleak Orant funds for the hillditg of
the World Trads Ceptar Memoriasl and Cultursl Program. Bravol

UnforTunately, this good news 1y being tempered by & gleriog
raslity: mhe canshrudtion of the WID Memorial (or any duildings
going up on these 1§ ascras) is not being oversean by the Now York
City Yire Dapartment. As the whole world knows, the FONY beoazs
tha rasponaidility of coming to the rascue of pursoms and
propasiy at this location. How in good conesclence can snything
be ereuted Nhoere without the FUNY Daing the lead, dacision making
body rogarding fire and safaty? This, indead, L% bad news.

7 d Shivl pOOZ vi fey (552 PACEAS A DA SAMATANY WLILHAMH



Following are comments on the Final Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for the WTC Memorial
and Redevelopment plan, which | received in April 2004.
This document needs to be scrapped because the entire
process is flawed. The so-called “Proposed Action” does
not reflect the desires of a majority of New Yorkers. At
numerous LMDC public comment sessions, more speakers
called for rebuilding the Twin Towers than supported the
Libeskind plan. Despite this, no “restoration alternative” was
presented to the public during any of these comment
sessions. During 2002, six “Preliminary Design Concepts”
were unveiled to universal distain, and nine subsequent
designs were announced later in the year. During this
process, the “Restoration Alternative” was ignored by the
policy makers despite repeated requests from the public
that it be considered. The exercise of rebuilding the WTC
site should not be viewed as some abstract exercise in
urban planning. Rather, it is a necessary response to an act
of mass murder and urban vandalism on an unprecedented
scale. As such, the analysis using the “Current Conditions
Scenario” is inappropriate. Because the destruction of the
WTC was an unprovoked attack and not a planned
redevelopment, the only appropriate method of analysis is
the “Pre-9/11 Scenario”. Furthermore, not replacing what
the murderers destroyed is validating this horrible atrocity
for generations to come. The appearance and function of
Manhattan must not be dictated by criminals. Furthermore,
the Libeskind plan is significantly flawed in ways too
numerous to list here. Two examples: restoring Fulton and
Greenwich Streets through the WTC site will have adverse
environmental impacts because it will encourage more
vehicles to enter lower Manhattan. The area is already too



congested; adding more roads will simply encourage more
people to drive downtown. Also, the so-called “Wedge of
Light” is a farce because it has been demonstrated that the
area in question will actually be covered in shadow during
the morning of 9/11. All references to the Wedge of Light
should be deleted from the analysis. Another flaw is that the
“Restoration Alternative” does not allow for rebuilding the
Twin Towers closer to Church Street, leaving the
“footprints” of the former towers vacant for the memoriali.
Since the political decision was made not to build on the
footprints, the “Restoration Alternative®, as written, is
infeasible despite its popularity. A modified “Restoration
Alternative”, with the towers built away from the “footprints”,
more accurately reflects the desires of many New Yorkers
who expressed a desire to see the Twin Towers rebuilt
while acknowledging the necessity of providing a memorial
to the victims of terrorism. Towers proposed under the
“Restoration Alternative” must incorporate all modern safety
and environmental systems, rather than the mid-1960s
standards of the old buildings. The Libeskind plan’s
buildings are unattractive, and too short to accommodate
the 10 million square feet of office space that must be built
at the site. 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. This will increase suburban
sprawl. Therefore, it is imperative that the Libeskind plan be
discarded without further consideration, and a modified
“Restoration Alternative” be adopted in its place.

Bill Hough
238 East 30" Street #2F



New York, NY 10016



----- Original Message——-

From: CITYSLOB@aol.com [mailto:CITYSLOB@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2004 12:58 AM

To: WTCENVIRONMENTAL

Subject: LMDC Final GEIS Comments

LMDC Final GEIS Comments,
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor
New York, New York 10006

The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement

| reject the notion that the GEIS report properly answers all of the relevant questions raised.

| also disagree with the LMDC's approval of "Reflecting Absence" as the winner of the World Trade Center Site
Memorial.

The design "Reflecting Absence" clearly violates the revised master site plan, as well as the memorial competition
guidelines.

| am formerly requesting that the LMDC void the winning design "Refiecting Absence,"” and empower a new jury
that will reevaluate the 5,201 submitted designs for the purpose of choosing a new design that strictly adheres to
the rules of the competition, as set forth by the LMDC, with broad input from the public.

Jeffrey M Johns

167 Skidmore rd.
North Babylon NY 11703

5/24/2004
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LMo Final GRIS Comments,
Ope Liberty Plaza, 20tvh Floor
Naw York, New York 10806

mhe Final Generic Eavironmental Impach @$tatement represents another
miiestonse in the wilfully misguided proceme of foisting an inadequate
and unwanted plan on the city and nation.

That rhe official public pull suthorised in the planning process was
easzily won by "neither® »f the two designated finalists,and the site
glan chosen was the one that finished last clearly demonstrates that
vhe pricritien insisted upon by those in charge are not the priorities
of New Yorkers or Americans.

That the Final DEIS brazenly insiscts that this plan vachieved broad
public support* demonstrazes its abasolute failure to fairly address
the comments submitted on the Draft GEIS and the :inexcusability of

proveeding further on the wrong paths chosen by the planners.

[+ is the "Reatoration Alrernative®,new WIC Towers representing no
retreat whatpoever from the scale of the old,that truly represents

tne agpirstions of the largest part of the public and most effecrively
roncre thoge Whno were slaugnterged.

7o compine the office space into fewer,taller towers on the WIC Site
leads to greater efficiency in che use of resourcee and land, and greater
safety and efficieney in the resuleing structures And this is the only
way to send an essential symbolic statement that posterity will not
fargive us for failing Yo make,and futurs tervoriste will be encouraged
by even sur hesitation te make.

With respect to the conterns of crhers,that the new World Trade Center
pe centersd on towars every bit am tall and large as those destroyed

18 more imporbtant than the extansion of any etreets into or through the
sive, more important thapn *active enlivened street life™, and certainly
TeLe importeant than enccuraging the dieturbingly rapid growth of the
populaticn of Downtown.All these issues must be given lower priority
rhan the creatisn of a new center that unambiguously reafficme what

was destroyed ravher than capitalizing on an act of mass murder to
continus rhe killers work of changisg the area's character

To Lake 1nto account any ehort-term fears of occupying the highest floors
5f Digantic hew towers is o particularly reprehensible empowerment of the
rerrorists and shoulid have no place in a deveiopment that must be very
publiciy ang unmistakably feariede.Make these buildings marvels of safery
ahid have fasith in the future of freedom.

The Propossd Action muat be abandoned and replaced by a fairly
vzl ioed Restorarion Alvernative!

NAME__

ADDRES -~ ¥3

e e

hitp fwww put.comdwie/fgeisbasic 371872004
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MECHANICAL ENGINEERING
. THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

May 12, 2004

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Attn: Comments WT'C Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan/FGEIS

One Liberty Plaza, 20” Floor

New York, NY 10006

Gentlepersons:

I am writing in reference to Figure 22-1 of the FGEIS, entitled: Traffic Mitigation
Overview, 2009 AM Peak Hour with Route 9A At-Grade. I note that there are two
distinct impact symbols placed at the intersection of Route 9A and Albany Street:
{1) a circle with a dot at the center signifying Mitigated Impact; (2} a phain circle
signifying No Significant Impact regarding Route 9A BY PASS.

From the traffic point of view alone, you will agree that the BY PASS Plan and the
AT GRADE Plan {with appropriate signage and traffic light control) should have
the same impact, be it No Significant Impact or Mitigated Impact.

Inasmuch as this is an Environmental Impact study, I would like to recall my letter
of February 9, 2004 to the LMDC regarding the DGEIS: Quite aside from the cost
in terms of money and duration of construction, the BY PASS plan would have
much more adverse environmental impact than the AT GRADE plan.

Thanking you for your attention, I remain

Sincerely,
';""" . ,,pf‘":‘.m s
{; f;\*' /|
Gl et g et A das
“Frederick F. lmg, PE B

Earnest F. Gloyna Regents ChairEmeritus in Engineeering &
Distinguoished William Howa art Professor Emeritus, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

Permanent Address: 250 South End Avenue, Suite 31, New York, NY 10280 Email: lingfl @asme.org



@onz
3
05-24-2004 0935 FAX 2127324083 J P LOMBARDI ARCHITECT Page1 of 1

Sesssssmsae s me s = =AY TO 21296224 3 s i e 2 e em s
LMDEZ Final GEIS Comments,
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor
New Yerk,New York 10800E

The Final Ganeric Environmenta) Impact Statement represencs ancther
miiestong in the wilfolly misguided pracess of folsring an inadequate
and urwarnted plan on the city and natien,

That <he ¢ffipial Fubiic poll autherized in the plaonning process was
waslly won by "neither” of the two designated finalists,and che sits
pian chosen was the cne chat finished Last tlearly demonstrates that
the priecrities insizted wpon by thoaze in charge are rot che Priocrit.es
of M¥ew Yorkers or Amaricans.

“hat the Final GEIS§ vrazenly insists that this plan "achieved broad
public suppori* gemonstrares its absclute failors o fairly andress
Ihe comments submitted on ths Draft GELS and the inexcusability of

proceeding further on rhe wraonhg paths chosen by the planners.

it 15 the "Restoralion Alternative*, rew WIC Towers representing oo
retreat whabssevaer from cthe scals of the cid,that truly rapresents

the goplracions of the largest part of the punlic and mosr, effectively
honers those who were slacgrntered.

Te combine the office Apace into fewar,taller towers on the WTo 53
leads to greatar efficiancy in the Lse of tesources and lang,and greater
sefety and «fficiency in the resulting structures. And this is the valy
way to send an essential symbelic statement that PoOslarity will act
forgive us fay falllng to make,and future Terrorists will ke encoursged
Ly even Sur hasitstion LO make.

With respect fo the cencerns of others, that the new World Trade Capter
D& Canteres on towers every o:t as tal! and large 43 those OESLroyeg

is more ~Mmportant than the BXtension of any streets info or through the
Fite,moure importanc than "active walivened street Life”, and certainly
mOre impLroant chan encouraging the disturbingly rapid grownn of the
population of Downtown.ALL these issues must be given lowsr prioricy
than the creation of a pew center thar unambiguously reaffirms whac

w3s destroyed rather than capitalising on an act of masz murder to
sontinue the killers' werk of changing the area's charscier.

ake into aecount &ny short-term fears of JCCupying the highest $loors
1g9antic new Lowers is 4 particulariy reprehensible enpowerment of the
freriste and should have ne plece in 2 development that musy be very
blicly ang unmistakalbly fearless. Make these buildings marvels of safeny
and have fairh in the furure of Freedom.

The Proposss Action mas+ be apandones and repiaced by 4 fairly
renilead Resoration Alrsrnarive:

ELL LombAgd/ Aeakirecy

HAME g L LLOMBA
RIDRESS Merond s~
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24 May 2004

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation
One Liberty Plaza, 20" floor
New York, NY 10008

Re Comments on Amended Gerneral Project Plan (GPP)
Warid Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan

The proposed plan and the process that led to it is a national fallure and a
national embarrassment.

The only way o create both the public mandate and the specific market demand for a
vigorously built-out World Trade Center site — which would be much closer to 12 milien
square feet than to 10 — is to design the site so that everything built there works together
ta make the site a destination that responds truthfully to 8/11

Larry Silversiein's prospective tenants understand very well that Sitverstein's plan for five
fowers and a memorial park — which he initially proposed (as four towers) during an
interview with Newsday on 20 September 2001, just nine days after 8/11 — will never

be that destination,

The reason why — and how to do better — was first explained to me in December 2002
by New York architect El Attia.

To make the World Trade Center site a destination, we must leverage the fult emotional
and physical dimensions of the space. "Bixteen acres” is a convenient shorthand for the
real estate, but real estate is not what any of us experiences when we approach the site
on foot from the north, south, east, or west, Whal we experience is a public and historic
place. That place is where destination making - and design - must begin.

indeed, before we address the World Trade Center site as a development opportunity,

we must firs! recognize it as a civic urban presence. That full presence — what we actually
see and feel on the ground today — Is the monumental three-dimensional volume framed
by the facades of the buildings surrpundging the site on the WEST side of West Street, the
NORTH side of Vesey Street, the EAST side of Church Street, and the SOUTH side of
Liberty Street.



Based on this true north, south, east, and west, Eli Attia calculates the true dimension of
the World Trade Center site to be closer to 32 acres. Designing to the full 32 acres is the
only way 1o preserve the wholeness, the historic resonance, and the monumentality of
the site, while making the site a fully connective hub for everything around it and, thus,
the best engine for revitalizing Lower Manhattan. in short, designing te 32 acres is the
only way to make the World Trade Center site a destination worth the trip.

The current 16-acre plan fails far short of this urban synchronicity.

The only way to achieve that — and the only hope for the future of the World Trade Center
site — is to design and build the eighth wonder of the world there.

But how does the public go about finding the sighth wonder of the world?

Oniy by laying aside the current agenda of restored streets and planning quadrants.
Only by creating the conditions for architects to respond freely to the site
Oniy by looking everywhere.
Only by conducting an open architectural design competition
for the World Trade Center site in its entirety.

The Tom Waits song "What's He Building” — about a secretive loner holed up in

his house where he's building something, we know not what (but he keeps "enough
formaldehyde to choke a horse,” so there must be something suspicious going on) —
ends with a fine that answers its own question: "We have a right to know."

The public has a right to know what the LMDC is building, and the pubiic has the same
right to know what they could be building instead.

JOHN LUMEA
1287 Atlantic Avenue, #7
Brooklyn, NY 11216



24 May 2004

Lower Mannhatian Development Corporation
One Liberty Plaza, 20" floor
New York, NY 10006

Re Comments on Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS)
World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan

For 2% years, the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) and the Port
Authoriity of New York and New Jersey have pursued with blind devotion their planning
agenda, codified in the LMDC's "blueprint” of April 2002, to wit: Restore Greenwich and
Fulton Streets across the World Trade Center site {o create four planning quadrants —
three commercial, one memorial — that will {1) limit the size of any memorial and {2)
completely segregate the memorial from the 10 million square feet of commercial space.
This, they continue 1o argue, is the framework most likely to produce a "human scale”
development.

No.

The events of September 11 demand that the World Trade Center site be the occasion
for us to create a great civic urban gesture rooted in a state-of-the-ant urban environment.
The public has every right to expect and demand that, too.

What the current plan proposes instead is the highest density in Manhattan’s history,
coupied with a fragmented and cramped public realm. The FGEIS glosses this and
many other awful truths, diverting the public’'s attention away from (1) the LMDC's and
Port Authority's utter fallure to lead the public toward a design that clears 8/11's high bar
and from (2) design possibilities that would iead to a superior urban environment.

Time and again, passages like the following —

“tn 2015, completion of the four other offers lowers fin addition to *Fraedom Tower]
would increase the bulk along Church Street. .. These fowers would be in keeping with
building uses, heights, and designs on the WTC Site.. prior to September 11.. . These
towers woudd block views across the WTC Site; however, these views were blocked. ..
prior to September 11.7(FGEIS 4.1.2., p. 4-3)

- reinforce the conclusion that the rabuilding authorities never tried to do better than
before and that the FGEIS is nothing more than an official rationalization of the status quo.



Digging deeper into the FGEIS' many reams of pages reveals a possibly deliberate effort
to conceal the worst offenses.

DENSITY

The LMDC's plan for the World Trade Center site would create the bulkiest buildings.

the busiest sidewalks, and some of the worst light-and-air conditions in the history of
New York. Based on the New York City Zoning Resolution, which sets the city's minimum
standards for healthy urban environments, the LMDC's plan is actually against the law —
and there is literally no way to bring the plan within the law apart from redrawing the plan
beyond alt recognition. Which is to say, starting over.

Parhaps this is why not & single heading in the 10-inch-thick FGEIS makes reference
to standard zoning terminoiogy that has been in use for decades — density, bulk, light
and air, floor area ratio (FAR). Rather, this information is deeply buried in chapter 4,
disarmingly titled "Urban Design and Visual Resources.”

But the information itself is false. According to the FGEIS:

“Davelopment would be less dense on the Project Site than if was prior to September 11 —
with only 10 million square feet of office space, as compared o approxirmately 11.7 million
square feet of office space on the WTC Site and Southern Site combined in 2015.” (FGEIS
435 p. 4-34)

To begin with, square footage of office space is only one part of the density equation. As the
LMDC knows and acknowledges in the following paragraph, density is expressed as floor
area ratio (FAR) — the ratio of the total above-grade floor area to the area of the parcel.

in the case of the former World Trade Center, that parcel was the entire site.

But here is the worst of it. The FGEIS treats the proposed pian as one site, then attempts an
apples-to-apples comparison with the former World Trade Center without providing the FAR of
the former WTC, which was about TKTK. The FGEIS then argues that under the current plan
the FAR of the buiit-out WTC site would be “approximately 11.5" (FGEIS 4.3.5, p. 4-34) by
2015,



The outrageousness of this deception is clarified by the actual numbers, which are bayond
outrageous. Unlike the former WTC, each of the proposed towers would be developed
separately on its own parcel. Likewise, the memorial, permanent PATH station, and performing
arts center would be on their own parcels, Based on the proposed site plans — Figures 8-5
and S-€ in the FGEIS Executive Summary {which do not provide parcel areas) — New York
architect Eli Attia approximates that the office tower densities would range from about

26 FAR to ahout 50 FAR, Less dense than the former World Trade Center? On the contrary,
the proposed plan would be about 2 - 3 times as dense. And, based on a New York City
Zoning Resolution maximum of 18 FAR for prevailingly commercial districts, it would be

in flagrant violation of city laws.

At street level — where the battle for “human scale” is waged — the public experignces
higher FARSs in terms of bulkier buildings, less light and air, and more constricted
pedastrian flow. And the higher the FAR, the worse these conditions get. Eli Attia raised
the issue in an October 2003 Newsday articie, which also quoted New York architect
Bruce Fowle as saying: “The thing that is really scary and what nobody has visualized is
what it's going to be like to walk down these streets with these massive towers. The ratio
of height to width may exceed the situation in the Wall Street area, which made us
establish the rules in the first place.”

Fowie reinforces Attia’s point in this excerpt from his January 2004 interview with
Matropolis Magazine (complete interview on the Metropoiis Web site at
http:/fwww. metropolismag. comihimimate/BruceFowle html):

[BEGIN EXCERPT]

Do you feel that because sustainability wasn't discussed from the

onset of the WTC rebuilding efforts, opportunities were lost?

Fthink it is fair to say that there wasn't serious consideration for the environment in the
selected master plan, The plan is mostly about poetry — sculpture — it doesn't address,
for example, the impact of putting five towers to the north and to the east of an open space.
it's great for the open space, but you're casting shadows on all of the buildings to the north
and east. Big, big shadows. That certainly wasn’t considered.

Then there is the issue of density. . [which] affects everything, from crowding in the street
to Hight and air, interior environmental quatity and mass transit.



Compared to the rest of Manhattan, the WTC site was ultra-dense. [Actually not
true, as Fowle explains.] Was it this way because of plaza bonuses?

No. Because the land is owned by the Port Authority and is independent of N.Y.C.
zoning rules — which is a matter of contention — the developers could build anything
they wanted.

if you take the original site [the WTC towers and its surrounding 16 acres] and look at the
FAR — floor-to-area ratio — the average was about 14. But if you use conventional N.Y.
zoning analysis, you have a proposed FAR [as of September 2003] of 28-35 on the built
blocks. In the densest areas of N Y., the average FAR in a block is less than 15. So you
are talking about arge building bulks. Will the streets be places people will want to be?
What about wind turbulence? 'm not sure the public understands this.

The LMDC's argument is that you can't look at it that way, you have to look at it in the
overall 16 acres; and because there's an open park there, it compensates for the densily.
That doesn't compensate when you're walking down the street. That's like saying all of the
buildings next to Central Park can take all the FAR off Central Park, so you could build
huge buildings up and down Fifth Ave. and Central Park West.

[END EXCERPT]

Fowle is right that placing 11 million sf in the LMDC's three commercial quadrants would
almost invariably result in “large building bulks.” And he is right that the public does not
yet know what kind of pedestrian environment it's in for with the LMDC's plan.

But ground zero's environmental problems do not begin and end with the Port Authority's
{reduced) 10 million square foot commercial space requirement. To assume sois to
underseli the power of good design to organize the former amount of space in a more
satisfying and vitalizing way. It is to prematurely write off the full architectural and
environmental potential of the site. The FGEIS process will be a dead end and a lost
opportunity unless we lay to rest the shibboleth of received wisdom that has hamstrung
this project from the beginning, namely: We simply can't restore all the floor space AND
create the urban environment some resented the twins for not providing — and the only
way to get the one (the environment) is o cut the other {fioor space).



By laying aside the official mandate {restored streets and planning quadrants), Eli Attia's
World Trade Center design — which he did not, on principle, submit to the LMDC's
“innovative design study” — provides one example of how it is possible to accomplish
both goals at same time. Using only the World Trade Center site and the space between
the site and the World Financial Center, Attia's design provides 10.5 million square feet
of floor area across three towers that yield a combined FAR of about 9.7 And there is
room left for a memorial that honors the former footprints, as well as 20 acres of public
open space.

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

The proposed plan and the FGEIS blur the lines between active public open space,
passive public open space, and memorial space. But neither memuorial space nor streets
and sidewalks — which the FGEIS gratuitously includes in its open space calculations —
are functionally “open,” for different but obvious reasons.

The public expects 9/11 {o have octasioned a great civic open space on the World
Trade Cenier site — a space to compare with the great piazzas of Europe, a space
worthy of New York and thus large enough to accommodate great public gatherings of
memory, celebration, and political free speech,

The fargest of the proposed spaces — Liberty Park, on the Southern Site -~ does not
satisfy this expectation: it is too small, and it is in the wrong place.

That leaves oniy the spaces in the so-called Wedge of Light Piaza, the PATH plaza, and
September 11 Place. These spaces would be immediately adjacent to the memorial
antranice, a major transportation center, and two office towers holding enough workers to
fill two Empire State Buildings. In other words, these passive open spaces would barely
accommodate the pedesttian flow these facilities would generate. They would not rise to
the level of public open space amenity that the public expects on the World Trade Center
site.

Even if one ware to allow these last spaces to be regarded as public open spaces, the
FGEIS calculations are inflated. The New York City Zoping Resolution defines “Public
Open Space” as having a width-to-tiength ratio of no less than 1:3. Applying this
standard, these spaces are much smalier than they appear



WIND EFFECTS
Buildings' wind effects owe at least as much to their shape as to their siting.

If the rebuilding establishment were serious about creating a more sympathetic -
less "windswept” — pedestrian realm at the World Trade Center site, it would have set
the site's wind standards first (April 2002) and only then asked architects to respond to
those standards with site and building designs.

The FGEIS assumes that the remaining four buildings (after the “Freedom Tower”)

will pretty much conform to what they already "know" office buildings are: Conventional
building typologies with sheer street walis, a few boxes here, and a few setbacks there.
Based on this thinking — which is reinforced by FGEIS Figure 6-2 — better wind
conditions are a simple function of tweaking the setback minimums.

But this is not design leadership worthy of 9/11. A state-of-the-art urban environment will
never emarge from a retrofit of the status que. We have to design that environment from
the oulsetl.

The buildings in Eli Attia's design. for example, are conically tapering pylons that
radicalize the whole notion of the setback. The towers are, in effect, three monumental
and infinitely attenuated setbacks, and they are designed this way, in part, precisely to
miinimize the adverse wind effects that tall buildings typically have. | am not an architect,
but t am confident that a group of towers shaped like these would considerably
outperform anything now contempiated for the World Trade Center site and would weil
exceed the status quo on wind effects that the FGEIS promotes and endorses,

Indeed. the FGEIS wind "analysis" excludes such advanced building typologies
altogether. By considering only conventional building typologies, the FGEIS reinforces
the conventional wisdom about the iimits of building performance and caps expectations
for a substantially improved wind environment on the World Trade Center site.

REBUILDING ALTERNATIVES

The cursory treatment of rebuilding alternatives in this FGEIS is an insult to the public,
By withholding from the public vigorous analyses of the alternatives, the FGEIS further
disables the public from evaluating the proposed plan. Thisg reinforces a dysfunctional
rebuilding process in which planning officials have never regarded it as their solemn duty
- which it is — to educate the public about alf the design possibilities for the site, not
just the one possibility that has been previously approved by those in financial and
political power.



This is particularly egregious in the case of FGEIS 23.8, the “WTC Site Only Alternative.”
By presenting only the previously rejected four-tower scheme, the LMDC shows that it
was never committed to finding or comparing any such solution that was "outside the
box” of a restored street grid and planning quadrants — even if that solution might have
been superior 10 their proposed plan and a superior response to 9/11,

Rather, the LMDC appears to have taken the path of least resistance by setting up a
“straw man" that it was only too happy to knock down.

GREENWICH STREET

Adding insult to injury, the rationale rebuilding authorities have used for 2% years as to
why Greenwich Street must be restored — that doing so would renew a north-south view
corridor and that it would reconnect the neighborhoods north and south of the World Trade
Center site by recreating a vehicular artery — is now revealed as false.

The new 7 World Trade Center is being built over the western edge of the Greenwich
street bed, literally narrowing Greenwich Street in the block between Vesey and Barclay
Streets and obstructing views in both directions.

The current plan is that southbound vehicles approaching the World Trade Center site from
the north on Greenwich cannot continue through the site at all — they must turn right onto
Vesey, the site’s northern perimeter,

JOMN LUMEA
1287 Atlantic Avenue, #7
Brooklynh, NY 11216



24 May 2004

Lower Manhatian Development Corporation
One Uiberty Plaza, 20" fioor
New York, NY 10008

Re Comments on Amended General Project Plan {GPP)
World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan

The proposed plan and the process that led to it is a national fallure and a
national embarrassment.

The only way to create both the public mandate and the specific market demand for a
vigorously built-out World Trade Center site — which would be much closer 1o 12 miliion
square feet than to 10 — is to design the site so that everything built there works together
to make the site a destination that responds truthfully to 9711

Larry Silverstein’s prospective tenants understand very weal| that Silverstein's plan for five
towers and a memorial park — which he initially proposed (as four towers) during an
interview with Newsday on 20 September 2001, just nine days after 9/11 — will never

be that destination,

The reason why — and how 1o do better - was first explained to me in December 2002
by New York architect Ell Attia.

To make the World Trade Center site a destination, we must leverage the fuli emotional
and physical dimensions of the space. "Sixteen acres" is a convenient shorthand for the
real estate, bul real estate is not what any of us experiences when we approach the site
on foot from the north, south, east, or west. What we experience is a public and historic
piace. That place is where destination making - and design - must begin.

indeed, before we address the World Trade Center site as a development opportunity,

we must first recognize it as a civic urban presence. That full presence — what we actually
see and feel on the ground today - is the monumental three-dimensional volume framed
by the facades of the buildings surrounding the site on the WEST side of West Street, the
NORTH side of Vesey Street, the EAST side of Church Street, and the SOUTH side of
Liberty Street.



Based on this true north, south, east, and west, Eli Attia calculates the true dimension of
the World Trade Center site to be closer to 32 acres. Designing to the full 32 acres is the
only way to preserve the wholeness, the historic resonance, and the monumentality of
the site, while making the site a fully connective hub for everything around it and, thus,
the best engine for revitalizing Lower Manhattan. In short, designing to 32 acres is the
onty way to make the World Trade Center site a destination worth the trip.

The current 16-acre plan falls far short of this urban synchronicity.

The only way to achieve that -~ and the only hope for the future of the World Trade Center
site — is 1o design and build the sighth wonder of the world there.

But how does the public go about finding the eighth wonder of ths world?

Only by laying aside the current agenda of restored sireets and planning quadrants.
Only by creating the conditions for architects to respond freely to the site
Only by looking everywhere.
Only by conducting an open architectural design competition
for the World Trade Center site in its entirety.

The Tom Waits song "What's He Builkding” — about a secretive loner holed up in

his house where he's building something, we know not what {but he keeps "enough
formaldehyde to choke a horse,” so there must be something suspicious going on} —
ends with a line that answers its own question: "We have a right to know.”

The public has a right to know what the LMDC is building, and the public has the same
right to know what they could be building instead.

JOHN LUMEA
1287 Atlantic Avenue, #7
Brookiyn, NY 11216




Caroline Martin,
366 Broadway,
New York, NY 10013

Comments on Final Generic Impact Statement for the World Trade Center
Redevelopment Plan.

TRAFFIC:

In spite of the requests I made during the scoping and the comment period
for the draft GEIS, the final document continues to ignore and bypass traffic
studies for weekend traffic. A few studies have been included of Saturday
mid-day traffic, but these are not peek hours as I explained to you in my
previous comments. Your own ATR volumes (raw data) that I received as
the result of a FOIA request show that weekend traffic is currently very
close to and in some cases exceeds weekday levels.

Further proof of the need for proper peek weekend traffic studies can be
obtained from the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey who will tell
you that volumes in and out of the Holland Tunnel as effectively the same 7
days a week. Since all Holland Tunnel traffic exists the tunnel south of
Canal Street within your study area, this would seem to be relevant data for
you to have considered. Also available are p.m.2.5 readings on an hourly
basis from the Canal Street Post Office. These are particularly useful to
determine the amount of traffic in the area at ay given time of the day or
night.

PARKING:

You continue to show parking lots that are scheduled for housing
development. Since you include these proposed developments in your
projects to be completed while the WTC is under construction, one can only
assume that you are willfully misrepresenting the parking situation.

WIND TURBINES:

As a result of a FOIA request for “Any and all materials related to Turbine
and Windmill operations as planned for the Freedom Tower; with particular
attention on Documented Use in URBAN areas”, I have received a “Request
for Qualifications to develop and operate wind energy facilities - WTC



Freedom Tower” document. This document in no way deals with the
documented use of this amount of wind power in an urban area. I know you
will not find any documented use of this amount of wind power in an urban
area, as this will be a completely experimental installation (you prefer the
word groundbreaking).

Since the National Institute of Standards and Technology is looking into the
collapse of the twin towers, they have discovered that there were many
experimental/ground breaking features and techniques used in the towers’
construction. The result of all this experimental/ground breaking work was
that there were no standard testing protocols to follow, and in fact no fire
testing was done of the floor structures at all.

LMDC and HUD should be very mindful that they do not endanger the
residents and workers of Lower Manhattan by again encouraging
experimental construction. They should, along with the building
methodologies, be tried and true and guided by experience.



6107 217" Street
Bayside, NY 11364
May 16, 2004

Lower Manhattan Developmeni Corporation

Attention: Comments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGELS
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Fioor

New York, NY {0006

To Whom 1t May Concern:

What follows is my comment on the Final Generic Environmental [mpact
Statement {FGEIS). 1 am a member of the World Trade Center Restoration Movement,
and a coneerned citizen of New York City, as well as a patriotic American who has seen
this rebuilding process devolve into a corrupt orgy of political cronyism and special
interest parochial concerns. What s most astounding is how you have used the 9/11
attacks on the World Trade Center s an excuse for urban renewal agendas that should
play no role in a site of such significance 10 the American people. The botiom hine,
which you il to remember, is that right after 9/11, Giuliani, Pataki, Silverstein and Bush
all promised that our World Trade Center would be rebuilt!

indeed, the people of this city, this country and the world want the twin towers of
the WTU restored to their former glory! In section 1.4.3 of chapter 1 of the FGEIS, you
acknowledge that restoring the skyline was a consideration of "nearly 60% of Listening
to the City attendees, and 84% of Federal Hall exhibit comments,” and that "numerous
individuals and grassroots organizazions additionally supported rebuilding the Twin
Towers as they originally stood.” Restoration and rebuilding to most people denote the
reconsiruction of what was destroyed, in other words, the Twin Towers! However, you
never even attempted to place a restorarion-type site plan before public scrutiny. The
only site plan that came close to what the public longed for was the one by Foster and
associates. For that reason, Foster's plan was the most popular, as reflected by your own
poll, which showed it 1o be the winner by a clear plurality (20% of those polled). It gave
us Twin Towers we could be proud of, but you instead decided to ignore popular will and
rigged this process to shove Libeskind's mess down our throats. You put the Libeskind
plan up against World Culture Center by THINK, and of over 32,000 respondents, 64%
did not like either plan! Did you ever even stop to consider what those two-thirds of New
Yorkers wanted? No, you found it more expedient 1o blatantly ignore the will of the
people and impose Pataki's agenda on this sacred site. Rebuilding the World Trade
Center was supposed to be about what the PEOPLE wanted, NOT about advancing
Pataki's political career or giving Bloomberg and his cronies a means to realize their
urban renewal agendas for Lower Manhattan,

The FGEIS provides deceptive arguments in order to dismiss the restoration
alternative. Ln chapter 23, section 4, you state that rebuilding the Twin Towers, while
maintaining their spatial relationship without encroaching on the footprints, can be done,



Yet you are beholden to restoring every street from Radio Row days through the World
Trade Center site, without truly considering the environmental impact and giving
deceptive arguments that this will increase open space. EVERY traffic study done has
concluded that adding streets only ADDS to traffic congestion. If the WTC site is such
an important site resonating with historical significance, for what reason do you want to
turn it into an ordinary street grid? We already have much of Canal Street, Broadway,
and Fulton Street choked up with cars and heavy trucks, resulting in awful conditions of
air and noise pollution, not to mention the safety hazard for pedestrians. It appears that
you consider the asphalt of the gutter to be “open space,” since you falsely state that the
"...amount and quality of open space” in the Libeskind plan is greater that in the
restoration alternative (section 23.4.4). For all intents and purposes, a street taken over
by cars does not add 1o the open space, nor does an automobile-choked street make for
more qualily in an open space either! A plaza is preferable to the street grid. .. the loss of
the street grid was never an issue before 9/11, why should it be now? Admittedly, the
open plaza before 9711 had some problems, but it can be made much more inviting as a
plaza and not scrapped altogether! Fven if the retail would have to be placed below
grade, why is that a problem? The original concourse-level shopping center was one of
Westfield America's most successtul malls and a favorite of workers, residents and
tourists 1o the area.

In section 23.4.2, you state that two 110-story towers would be shorter than the
proposed Freedom Tower, which would reach 1776 feet. However, what you neglect to
mention is that the "Freedom Tower” is a 63 or 70-story building (depending on whose
report one reads), with useless contraptions such as cables, windmills, whirligigs, cages
and a spire are used to reach 1,776 feet! In other words, human presence above 70 feet is
verboten, never mind that there are people ready and willing to work in those heights and
visit an observation deck and restaurant located higher up than its proposed sites on the
63" floor! This "Freedom Tower" fails to boldly restore the skyline in any way
imaginable, and rather than symbolizing freedom, it signifies defeat in the face of terror
and exudes fear and lack of belief in our fiture.

The rebuilding effort thus far has produced a site plan few New Yorkers are proud
of, a skyscraper that exudes fear and cowardice with its upper third uninhabitable, and a
bland, abstract memorial that is little more than a new-age theme park disconnected from
the reality of 9/11. And the control of Ground Zero has been given to two self-
aggrandizing architects with no experience to speak of for such a project, who could not
have attained their position without the influence of Pataki. This is in clear violation of
city and state ethics codes.

You can, and MUST revisit the restoration alternative. According to the final
GEIS, the restoration alternative does not have significant negative environmental impact
with respect to shadows (23.4.5), community facilities (23.4.6), socioeconomic impact
(23.4.7), "neighborhood character” (23 4.8), hazardous materials (23.4.9), infrastructure
{(23.4.10), air quality {23.4.13), noise {23.4.14), the coastal zone (23.4.15), the floodplain
(23.4.16), natural resources (23.4.17), electromagnetic fields (23.4.18). and construction
Impact (23.4.19) You have turned the rebuilding process into @ monument for



politicians, and have allowed it to be corrupted so thoroughly, that T doubt you care about
the majority of people whom you have disenfranchised in this process. People who have
made it clear to you that truly monumental twin skyscrapers as tall or taller than before
and safer and stronger than ever should be returned to their rightful place in the Lower
Manhattan skyline. An imaginative restoration plan can do just that and meet the needs
of a fitting memorial without encroaching on the footprints. It would maximize the open
space, historic resources urban design, and visual resources, while having significantly
less environmental impact on the surrounding area that the Libeskind plan. Furthermore,
the ornamental contraption that is the "Freedom Tower” does not compare to the
monumental skyscrapers we had prior to 9/11.

Sincerely,
(o ¢/

Andrew OlLff. MD.-Ph.D.




--—-0Original Message-———

From: Louise Lo Presti [maiiho:loulselopresti@msn .com]
Sent: Sunday, May 23, 2004 10:57 PM

To: WTCENVIRONMENTAL

Cc: Kate Millea

Subject: Comments on GEIS & Programmatic Agreement

Following herewith are my comments on both the GEIS and Programmatic Agreement, which
apply to both documents, hereinafter referred to collectively as "the Plan”.

1.Wi th respect to aquatic biota, the lower Hudson has seen significant increase in aquatic
biota over the past 25 years. The Plan briefly acknowledges impact on aquatic biota,
referring solely to fishes. Further, the plan fails to address impact on aquatic invertebrates
and micro-organisms. To disregard the Hudson River food chain is environmental folly.

2. Wi th respect to avian biota, the redevelopment site is situated on the Hudson River
corrider, which Is a major avian flyway, of critical importance during the migratory
seasons. The Plan has failed to address impact on avian biota, even though the issue was
raised in the public session. Impact of the old WTC site on the avian population was a
known issue prior to 9.11.

3.Wi th respectto archaeological artifacts, the Plan generally acknowledges the possible
existence of archaeological remains in the overall construction zone. The Plan fails,
however, to make any provision other than indicating general monitoring for treatment of
archaeological remains.

4.Wi th respect to historic artifacts at the WTC slte, the Vorsanger/Port Authority team has
identified 3 segments to be preserved as artifacts from the site for incorporation into the
Memorial Center. The Plan fails to identify these segments, as well as any other site relics,
their condition not withstanding. Moreover, the Plan fails to state whether or not any
remaining segments from the site will be given to other institutions or entities. Further, the
Pian generally falls to vouchsafe the identification and preservation of site artifacts.

5/24/2004
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Comments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Plan/FGEIS

FGEIS comments

F S Eo e i

LMDC Final GEIS Comments,
One Liberty Plaza,20th Floor
New York, New York 10006

{ am Pedro Ramos, 1 am Tri-state area resident. One of the biggest flaws in the
FGEIS document is the simple fact that a typical GEIS takes 3 years, while this was
done in 10 months!! Simple logic shows that the GEIS wasn’t done correctly.

The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement represents another
milestone in the willfully misguided process of foisting an inadequate and unwanted
plan oo the city and nation.

That the official public poll authorized in the planaing process was casily won by
“neither™ of the two designated finalists, and the site plan chosen was the one that
finished last clesrly demonstrates that the priorities insisted upon by those in charge
are not the priorities of New Yorkers or Americans, The results for the Imagine NY
(LMDC official polf) were

Neither- A8%

T » .
Libeskind's plan - 28%
Puring the LMDC comment card period in December 2002, Libeskind received

11.5% positive comments, the vast majority opposed Libeskind*s plan. So where is
this “broad public sapport“?

33%

That the Final GEIS brazenly insists that this plan “achieved broad public support”
demonstrates its absolute failure to fuirly address the comments submitted on the
Draft GEIS and the inexcusability of proceeding further on the wrong paths chosen
by the planners.

It is the "Restoration Alternative” ,new WTC Towers representing no retreat

whstsoever from the scale of the old, that truly represents the aspirations of the
largest part of the public and most effectively honors these who were slanghtered.
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Pedro Ramos
FGEIS comments

To combine the office space into fewer, taller towers on the WTC Site leads to
greater efficiency in the use of resources and land, and greater safety and efficiency
in the resulting structures. And this is the only way to send an essential symbolic
statement that posterity will not forgive us for failing to make, and future terrorists
will be encouraged by even our hesitation to make.

With respect to the concerns of others ,that the new World Trade Center be
centered on towers every bit as tall and large as those destroyed is more important
than the extension of any streets into or through the Site ;more important than
nactive enlivened street life” and certainly more important than encouraging the
disturbingly rapid growth of the population of Downtown. All these issues must be
given lower priority than the creation of a new center that unambignously reaffirms
what was destroyed rather than capitalizing on an act of mass murder to continue
the killers' work of changing the area's character.

To take into account any short-term fears of occupying the highest floors of gigantic
new towers is & particularly reprehensible empowerment of the terrorists and
should have no place in & development that must be very publicly and unmistakably
fearless. Make these buildings marvels of safety and have faith in the future of
freedom.

The Proposed Action must be abandoned and replaced by a fairly
realized Restoration Alternative!
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Pedro Rames

Commentary on the Final Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for the World Trade Center Site

This is in regard of the GELS document. The Final GEIS is simply another
document that white-washes and promotes a plan clearly rejected by all. Also, »
typical GEIS takes about 3 yeurs 1o fully complete. In the 3 years, every pussible
enviroamentsl flaw is looked and corrected. The environmental process for the
WTC site, which started in July snd ended in April, took 10 montha! The
enviranmental process is being rushed becausc it hus to meet Pataki’s timetable,
which is utterly ridiculous! The residents and workers of Lower Manhattan are
being put in danger, all because the Governor wants to look good far the Republican
Convention. The main flaw of the final GEIS is that it s1ill claims that the Proposed
Action {Libeskind plan) was chosen by a “broad public support™. Nothing is Turther
frum the truth, the Libeskind finished fast on the LMDC Umagine NY official poll,
and Libeskind wasn’¢ the clear winner in December 2002 comments cards. Also,
Libeskind has finished lust on polls conducted by the NY Times und NY L. Never
has it been showa to the public that Libeskind enjoys a “broed public support™.

One of the best alternatives, and what should have been the first choice since
9/11A4H, is the “Restoration Alternative™{ rebuilt Twin Towers). The LMDC still
hasn't made it clear why the Twin Towers were never given as an option for the
WTC site. The “*Restoration Alternative” was guickly snd unfairly discurded as a
plan that is both reasonable dnd feasible for the WTC site. Many commenis were
pro-Restoration Alternative, yet all of them were quickly discarded by uniruth
answers. For example, claiming that the Libeskind plan “achieved broad public
support and fulfilled many of the goals articulated by the public™. Like 1 said before,
Libeskind has finished last on the officisl LMDC poll, NY Times poll, NY 1 poll,
and wasn’t the favorite on the LMD comment cards, The true favorite were
Foster's kissing towers. The LMDC never proved bow the Libeskind pian “best
Sulfilled goals set by the public™. The public never demandced for the opening of
Greenwich Street, never demanded for the pit that glorifies 9/11 more than it
memuorializes it, never demanded for a 70 story building that is 46.7% cage and

“wind turbines. Its pure cowardice to put height in a pathetic 70 story building by

building “eages” and “wind turbines”, which is nearly 50% of the building! Imagine
ripping the top 30 stories of the Empire State Building and then puttiog a cage and
wine turbines for a replacement, is that something New Yorkers would do? [ den’t
thiak New Yorkers chose the “Frecdom Tower™ to replace the 110 story Twin
Towers. The LMDC alse snswered with repeated and fictitious answers to other
anti-Libeskind comments tike * Many have expressed admiration for the design of
Freedom Tower™. The LMV never states who are these “muny™ fctitious Freedom
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Tower adwmirers.

The “Restoration Alternative™ is still the most popular choice between people
who bothered to comment. Other vptions like “Memorizl Only™ and “Enhanced
Green™ alternatives reccived only one vote each, eight preferred the “Reduced
Impact™ slternative. By far, the most preferred is the “Restoration Alternstive”,
which was advocated by nincteen, far more than people whbo praised the “Proposed
Action!” This follews a pattern where people want the Twis Towers and simply
dislike the Libeskind plan.

1u the GFIS, the LMDC admiis that there will be more vehicular traffic! Yet
they claim the Libeskind plan is environmentally friendly, when the worst encmy of
the environment today is the motor vehicie. With morce car teaflic, many dangers are
crested fike, car accidents with potentisd fatal consequences, cspecially during
inclement weather, more car fumes and noise pollution on the streets, sod the
potential of cars hitting pedestrians, Opening streets opens dangers such as, car
bombs, and car bombs can cime in small convertible ears, not only in Ryder trucks.
The safest thing to do is to simply avoid opening Greenwich Street. For a truly
environsmentally friendly WTC site, car traffic should be avoided as much a5
pussible! Besidey, the grund mujority of people who camy to the WTC came by
public transportation and not by driving, Another reason why the Freedom Tower
is # failure is because most buildings will be facing cach other, making office Jess

desirable and valuable. The Twin Towers solved that problem by being off-set from

each other.

If the LMDC was truly worried about the environment and Downtown
residents, they would have selected a plan with fewer, taller buildings. With
building taller, fewer buildings, less material is necded, less time is necded for
construction, less avise is created, and more importantly more open space is created.
With taller buildings, the footprint is smaller sad instead of needing five buildings
that take more spuce, three taller buildings with more height can be built thus
saving space. The Twin Towers and maybe two other buildings can be built having
the same office space, instead nf having to build five or six buildings #s presented by
the Libeskind plan, By runoing Greenwich Street, the plaza is cut through. The
WTC plaza was one of the largest open spaces in the Financial District, a place to
rest and admire the height of the Tower, with no problems of space. With the
Libeskind plan, there are many “open spaces”™, but they ace small and scattered aill
over the WTC site. One huge open central plaza is better than scattered smaller
parks. There is & better sense of community, more efficient space use, more space
for outdoor concerts and cvents, und more space for admiring the skyscrapers. Its
still not explained bow connccting strects is actually conaecting “communities™??
By tursiog the WT'C site ur the*Center of the World™ into 1 monoionous “24/7

‘community”, even though countless “24/7 communtites” already exist, is not helping

in connecting the other communities.
The LMDC is persisteotly continuing with the idea of building on how the
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market demands. That will make the murderers aitack a full success, they disrupted
the economy for years to come, and by building as the market demands will prolong
this economic suffering. By building two heroic scale skyserapers, for cxample two
118 story Twin Towers, the ceonemie suffering will be shorten and it will be “spit in
the eyes® for terrorists. By letting them know that only a 70 story building will be
constructed in replacement of the 118 story towers they brought down, will only
make them happy! By letting them know that we are making up for lost height with
“cages™ and “wind turbines” will make them feel victorious! If we rebuild exuctly or
talier skyscrapers, the terrorists attacks would be futile, and will make them feel
despersute.

Even though time after time, the public keeps insisting thut the Twin Towers
be rebuilt, the LMDC has completely ignored those demands. Te this day, the
LMUDC hasn’t given any reat reasons why the Twin Towers is nut a feasible plan for
the WTC site. In Exccutive Summary, the LMDC quickly discards the Restoration
Alteenative guickly 2nd unfairly, for ridicalous reasons such as, office space glut,
and that no sne will work on the higher floors, The greatest and most majestic
Towers ever, are quickly discarded in three simple paragraphs. The LMDC never
gives any real environmental reasvas for not rebuildiog the Twin Towers. The Twin
Towers stood bravely for 28 years, aever did they preseat environmental problems.
The LMDC twists the public’s comments, for example “the public's expressed desire
for some meaningfid recognition of " the feotprints of the old Towers™ | is twisted and
interpreted as if the public wanted a huge empty pit. “Meaningful recognition™
could simply mean a wall, staines, or plagues, but for most “meaningful
recognition™ menns that work of the dead should not be forgotten. The reason they
dicd was simply because they went to work, that means future generations should
finish the job they gave their lives for. “Meuningful recogaition” docs not mean total
aad complete empliness!

How can the LMDC say that the public rejected the “Restoration
Alternative™ even if the Towers are built with up-dated technology and built of the
oviginal foot-prints, if the Towers were never given us an official option!! The
LMDC is trying its best to make the “Restoration Plaa”™ look as inconvenient as
possible. The GEIS created by the LMDC is simple propagands for a plan rejected
in vvery poll its ¢ver bees in, and it unfairly discarded all feasible plans.

The final GEIS simply softens the flaws of the Libeskind plan raises, it never
solves problems like:

#1.- Why the Twin Towers were never ever given as an option

#2.- 1F Libeskind failed on the LMDC official poll, and dida’t win in the

comment cards, then where ix this “broad public support™??

#3.- Why was the GEIS rushed from she typical 3 years to complete s GELS,

te 14 months

#4.- Iee falling of ihe slanted roof of the Libeskind buildings, is putential for

engdangering peoples lives

#5.- The wind turbines stopping in the winter, when the ice will freeze the
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#6.-How opening strects will be an advantage and how it will coanect

communities

#7.- How will the EMDC stop the memorial waterfalls from freezing in the

winter

#8.- How will the LMDC inspect every possible vehicke thut enters the WTC

site, cur bembs doesn’t necessarily mean that it will come in the form of 8

truck or bus

#9.- What kind of fenve will be necded to prevent children, accidents, or

suicides from talling into the waterfalls, clectric or heavily barbed-wire

fence?

#il.- How will the mist from the memorial watecfalls be controlled, so as not

to wet everyene in the area??

#11.- Who are the “many™ who admire the Freedom Tower?

#12.- How will the LMDC solve the problem in the event of 8 fire/terrorist

attack the Iatticework, wind turbines, and spirc could casily

collapse and fall to the streets, endangering people’s lives,

#13. Extreme wenther, cither wind, ice, or freezing temperature, might cause

colizpse of the cape and wind-turbines
‘The rushed GEIS, From 3 vears (o 10 months, simply ignored many real
envirenmental flaws presented by the Libeskind plun, all o meet Pataki’s insane
{imetable! Approving the “Proposed Action”will be a humiliation to NYC, America,
and democracy, and will mean tree victory for the terrurists. The Fioal GEIS is
simple propagandu for a plan thut glorifies tervorism, endangery the environment,
and was rejected by all. For that reason, the *Proposed Action” should be discarded
and u new pian, a plan shaped by the people should be chosen. The Final GEIS is s
failure in what it is supposed to deo.

Pedro Hamos . -

163 Highland Avenue AP S
Clifton, NJ 97011 ’

(973) 472-1978
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Commentary on the Notice of Intent to Request Release of

Funds From the Department of Housing and Urban
Development for the World Trade Center Memorizal and

WM

Cultural Program

This is in regard of the Notice of lntent to Request Release of Funds
commments. It’s amazing that this was announced only onie week before the people
could give in their final comments. This proves that the LMDC is trying it’s best to
legally stop any comments coming in from the majority who epposes the Libeskind
plan. Ii's wrong sad wppulling the way this is being rushed. The vnly reason for
hurrying up the plans is (o prevent prudent comments from coming in and stopping
the horvendous plans!

Before Gov. Pataki dectarced that *nothing will be built on the footprints”, in
s dictator fashion, the public was evenly split. Pataki quickly dismissed what should
have beca the first and most logical option, rebuilding the Twin T owers! [ty still
mystery why the Twin Towers were never given a8 an option. The Governor and the
LMDC are pressing for plan that glorifies terrorism, adds uo value to the skyline,
and was completely rejected by the public.

The LMDC is stubbornly trying to continue with plun that will only further
hurt NYC. By rebuilding the Twin Towers, there would be no need to build on the
Southern Site. Let the Southern Site be built by its currcat owners, that plan has
worked for 28 yesrs! Also, to run Greenwich Street through the WTC site will
damuge more thao it would help. By running Greenwich Street, valuable space is
fost, space that can be used to croct buildings. Also, by building on how the market
demands is the vxact opposite why the Twin Towers werce so successful. By building
fewer massive buildings, like new Twia Towers, less building footprint apace is
needed, and more open space is created, How caa it be called “yebuilding”, if only
10 of 11.5 mitlion sq. ft. is rebuilt? Every inch should be rebuile!

The biggest outrage of all thiv mess, is that the LMDC i trying to use
taxpsyer dolars to build on the Southern Site!l The same taxpayers whe were
ignored when they londly rejected the Libeskind plan! The {.ibeskind finished just

‘on the LMDC’s official poll, and wasn't the clear winner in the comment cards of

Devesncber 2662, The LMDC is stift stubbornty continuing on with » plan thut has
failed cvery poll its ever been in, 3 plan loudly rejected by everyone who bothered to
comment or to vote, YET the LMDC waats the public’s dollars. What an outrage!
For that simple reuson there should be vo request forand certainly no granting

of release of funds. Not ualess a plan truly chosen by the people is chosen.

Pedro Ramos o .
363 Highland Aveawe /., /0

Clifton, NJ 07011 !
(973) 472-1978
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Owen Suley, Ph.D.

1595 Fast Davidson St

San Bernardino. CA 92408
ostaley@earthiink net
{909 7964212

Lower Manhattan Development Corporation

Atienton: Coruments WTC Memorial and Redevelopment Flan'FGEIS
One Liberty Plaza, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10006

May 20, 2004

To e LMDC

[ am 2 former resident of Lower Manhatan who lost friends and associates in the terrorist
altacks of Seplember 11, 2007 After carefully reviewing the FGELS released on April 13,
2004, and observing the progress of the WTC site before that, 1 have reached the conclusion
that the Propased Action is an architectural and environmental failure which should be
abandoned in favor of the Resioration Alternative outlined in chapter 23 4 of the FGEIS.

The Proposed Action fails 10 mect the essential criteria named below . and since a considerable
amount of public treasure has already been expended on developing it. T swrongly urge the
LMD 1o immediately redizecs the redevelopment process so that the Restoration Aliernative
can Be given the full consideration it has net beretofore received.

My reasons are as follows:

{ The WTC site was designed specifically for the Twin Towers, which before had 9/11/01
had become narional landmarks, and afier became monuments, fike the Pentagon, White
House, Capirol, and Statue of Liberty. To disregard the international popularity of these
symbaols in favor of an unpopular and architecturally incoherent site plan is unconscionable.

7 The Restoration Alternauve would reclaim over 10.000.000 5.0, of column-free office space
without requiring the additional purchase and development of the Seuthern Site,

3. The below-grade retsil shopping mall included in the Restoration Alternative 1s wmore likely
1o be to ateact guality tenants such as Westfield America, which rejected the retail
arrangements ncluded in the Propesed Alternative, and therefore more likely 10 be profiable.

4, 11 its final configuranon, e Restoraton Alternative would produce a tloor area ratio of 15
o1 loss, far less than that of the Proposed Allernative.
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5. Many selling features of the Proposed Alternative, particularly the "Wedge of Light” and
the exposed shurry wall, have cither been shown o pe fraudulent {as in the case of the Wedge
of Light) or siructurally dangerous (as in the case of the exposed slurry will}.

6. The Proposed Alternative remains ighly unpopular among citizens of New York and the
rest of the country, and has consistently poiled near-last in surveys conducted by newspapers,
television stations, and the LMDC uself, as has been amply documented. The Restoration
Alternative, on the other hand, has aiways been supported by at feast 50% of those surveyed.

T As government agencies managing public properties built with pubhic funds, the Port
Authority, LMDC, and ESDC have a coliective fiduciary obligation to secure public approval
for any proposed redevelopment of the WTC, and this has not been done. On the coutrary, the
LMD has willfully mislad the public in the reporting of s own polling.

8. The Twin Towers were government-funded public invesiments which, after nearly thirty
vears, had earned popularity with enants, captured the public imagination, and become world-
renowned symbols of New York. Since New Yorkers, like other Americans, have shown tme
anl again that they prefer the Twin Towers rebuilt, it is incumbent upon the LMDC. Port
Autliority, and governors of New York and New Jersey to ensure that that happens.

As chapter 23,3 of the FGELS domonstrates, the Restoration Aliernative hias no significant
adverse effects not also caused by the Proposed Action, and has several important advantages,
includiog lower density and climination of the need 1o purehase the Southern S

I have shared these views with President Bush, and yesterday 1 received word from Herdi
Marquez, Special Assistant (0 1w Prosudent and Director of Presidential Correspondence, {0
the effect that the President s been informed of my views and appreciates my suggestions. |
would finally like 1o quote Minoru Yamasakl, arctotect of the Twin Towers, who expressed the
aptimistic idealism that be hoped his famous creations would generate:

The World Trade Center should, because of its importance, become a living
represantation of man's belief i humanity. bis need for individual dignity, us belict in
the cooperation of men. and through this cooperalion his abiliy 1o find greawmess.

Mr. Yamasaki's towers fulfilled bis expecrations and mote, beconing representations not only
of nur belief in humanity. but afrer 9711, of United States courage, cooperation, and resolve.

I view of the enormous popularity of the Twin Towers since 9711, and the wternational good
will generated by them, §strongly advise tie PA, LMDC, Empire State Development
Cuorporatinn, and Governors Fataki and MoGreevey to ke this opporiunity 1o "reimagine” the
development of the WTC and rechanne! it inio the construction of the Restoration Alternative.

Thank you. Sincerely,
Owen Saldey



Comments on WTC Final EIS

Site Plan

Streets flowing through the WTC: Adding Greenwich Street and Fulton Street to the WTC site is a great
improvement. Tt fully accomplishes the objective of opening up the super block to pedestrian access. The plan to
close or restrict streets from time to time is also appropriate. Ignore those who want to add further streets
(especially the city) or demand full vehicular access all the time. Specifically: do NOT run Cortland and Dey Street
from Church to Greenwich,

The tour bus access plan is poorly designed. Moving buses down Greenwich and across on Cedar is
unnecessarily disruptive of residential neighborhoods. It would be better for the busses to drop off on West Street
(either side of the street), and precede underground across West Street to the memorial area. The memorial area is
huge and a protected drop off area could easily be integrated off West Street that wouldn’t bring the busses into the
narrow downtown streets.

It would also be preferable to place the bus ramp along West Street, inside the bathtub wall. Memorial access to the
bathtub wall could be designed around the bus ramp, and the bus terminal could be places in the excess space in the
bathtub. This would relieve traffic levels on the rest of the WTC site, enhancing parks, memorials, and retail.
Vehicular access to the WTC site should be focused on Vesey and West Streets, which are more commercial and
less residential streets.

Please note: The current position of the underground ramp on Liberty Street will inconvenience thousands
of people every day, while placing the ramp along West Street along West Street just inside the bathtub
could be designed to have minimal impact on pedestrian access to the area.

Utilization of WTC Bathtub and Memorial Plan: The Memorial and Memorial Center will consume a large
portion of the original bathtub area. Design the specifics of the Memorial Center to maximize the usefulness of the
remaining bathtub area. This area would be particularly useful for tour bus parking as well as for auto and support
vehicles for other buildings,

West Street: [ have not seen any strong arguments for burying West Street. Until we do, we don’t believe it is an
effective use of redevelopment money. What should be placed underground along West Street are ramps for
vehicular access to the WTC site and walkways taking people from North and South Battery Park City to the
transportation hub.

Temporary Bridges: Bridges block views and detract from the openness of the area. Underground passages would
be an improvement, especially since so many people will be going to transportation stations that are a story to two
underground. The current temporary bridges reminded me of the condition pre 9/11. The bridge over West Street
was a significant visual barrier between the WTC and areas North of the Trade Center. Make every effort to
eliminate bridges in the final plans for the area.

Cooling towers: The centralized option has to be considered the preferred alternative considering the energy
situation world wide. It would also provide more flexibility in building design for the additional commercial towers
planned.

Below Grade Retail on the South of the Site: Your plans for below grade retail on the East side of the site are right
on. If these underground retail areas are designed to maximize space and quality of retail they will add to the street
life above by making the whole area more attractive. Almost no one in the neighborhood has ever complained that
the old underground retail was too small. Instead it was incredibly popular and highly commercially successful.
The space should be designed to maximize attractiveness to the commercial landlord and retail outlets. If
surrounding businesses do not like to compete with underground retail, they should put in bids to rent the space
themselves. The reality is that most of the surviving business did fine with the previous WTC concourse in action.
There is no reason to doubt that surrounding areas will become more desirable once a new concourse is up and
running.



Completion Dates: Sooner is better. The same for starting dates. Some have commented that the project will take
so long that early start up is not important. Ignore them. Get construction going in July and don’t look back.

Historical Artifacts and Section 106 Hearings:

The Port Authority has done an excellent job of finding and preserving artifacts at the Hanger of JFK. While there
are some items I would have liked to see more of, from the time of the recovery, they have put together a broad
range of large artifacts. The on site resources being discussed pale in comparison to what has already been
preserved. The efforts of the LMDC and Port Authority to identify further artifacts has gone beyond principles of
responsible preservation.

Recently, we looked at plans to preserve two columns and a parking lot level! sign. It was apparent at this
presentation that the experts were stretching reason to identify something worth saving from this area. The columns
are not distinctive of the WTC architecture and they were not part of the publicly identifiable compenents of the
Trade Center. Instead they look like columns that could be in any Parking lot in the country, i.e. they are non-
distinct. Smoke stains and blistered paint are not powerful reminders of 9/11. They are curiosities. If they could be
preserved easily, they would be fine for use in a memorial center, but they are expensive to preserve and sizable
artifacts. They will consume more room in a Center than they are worth. It is a show of remarkable good faith to
have identified these as artifacts, but they are not high impact pieces. Many small personal artifacts will have far
greater power. At least, I would make an effort to remove the column without taking the floor with it.

Where sections of original walls can be removed with authentic markings, such as the parking level sign, I would
highly recommend doing so. In fact, recover more of them if possible, even if they are not intact. This type of item
is easier to remove than the columns, and could easily be used in a memorial center to add to the feeling of
authenticity and location.

Architecture of remaining buildings:
I would highly recommend using new architects for each additional office tower. This would create a more diverse
skyline rather than a monolithic and redundant expanse proposed in the Libeskind Plan

130 Liberty Street Building:
Please heavily monitor the area during deconstruction for release of environmental contamination, Also have
regular meetings with locals to address their concerns and to keep us up to date on progress.

Lower Manhattan Construction Coordination Group:

Subsidize a paid consultant to support residents, commuters, and workers of downtown. The Group is an excellent
idea and very important to the success of the project. But one thing is needed. Every other participant in the group
will have paid people attending. Residents, workers and commuters will not.. Government organizations and
businesses will send paid staff to monitor progress. Right now residents and workers do not have someone who can
devote the necessary time and energy to this process, It is therefore important there be funds to support a paid
consultant to participate in this process. This would help residents, and in the long run, help everyone, Improved
communication could help aveid significant problems, public protests, and delays.

Overall:

As a close neighbor of the WTC, I believe the proposed course of action will significantly add to the character and
livability of the neighborhood. 1 very much look forward to work getting underway. Though many people will miss
the towers, this action begins to put in place the pieces that were lost in a way that doesn’t provoke another attack.

I would highly consider close monitoring of air quality, noise levels and traffic as construction proceeds. I’m sure
your projections will prove wrong and that adjustments will be needed. This isn’t a criticism of you GEIS
statement, but a simple statement of fact,

Thank you for taking public comment on your planned course of action. I hope these comments are useful.

Regards,



Dave Stanke
Helene Seeman
Co-Presidents BPCUnited



From: Jennifer Thorpe [mailto:queendido42@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2004 8:31 PM

To: WTCENVIRONMENTAL

Subject: Final GEIS comments

Dear LMDC,

The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement represents another milestone in the wilfully
misguided process of foisting an inadequate and unwanted plan on the city and nation.

That the official public poll authorized in the planning process was easily won by "neither" of the two
designated finalists,and the site plan chosen was the one that finished last clearly demonstrates that the
priorities insisted upon by those in charge are not the priorities of New Yorkers or Americans.

That the Final GEIS brazenly insists that this plan "achieved broad public support" demonstrates its
absolute failure to fairly address the comments submitted on the Draft GEIS and the inexcusability of
proceeding further on the wrong paths chosen by the planners.

It is the "Restoration Alternative", new WTC Towers representing no retreat whatsoever from the scale
of the old,that truly represents the aspirations of the largest part of the public and most effectively
honors those who were slaughtered.

To combine the office space into fewer, taller towers on the WTC Site leads to greater efficiency in the
use of resources and land,and greater safety and efficiency in the resulting structures.And this is the only
way to send an essential symbolic statement that posterity will not forgive us for failing to make,and
future terrorists will be encouraged

by even our hesitation to make.

With respect to the concerns of others,that the new World Trade Center be centered on towers every bit
as tall and large as those destroyed is more important than the extension of any streets into or through
the site,more important than "active enlivened street life",and certainly more important than encouraging
the disturbingly rapid growth of the population of Downtown.All these issues must be given lower
priority than the creation of a new center that unambiguously reaffirms what was destroyed rather than
capitalizing on an act of mass murder to continue the killers' work of changing the area's character.

To take into account any short-term fears of occupying the highest floors of gigantic new towers is a
particularly reprehensible empowerment of the terrorists and should have no place in a development that
must be very publicly and unmistakably fearless.Make these buildings marvels of safety and have faith
in the future of freedom.

~ i A Mt A
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The Proposed Action must be abandoned and replaced by a fairly realized Restoration Alternative!

Jennifer Thorpe
4715 Avenue L
Brooklyn, NY 11234

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Domains - Claim yours for only $14.70/year

5/24/2004
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L.MDC Final GEIS Comments,
(ne Liberty Plaza,20th Floor
New York, New York 10006

The Final Generic Environmmental Impact Statement represents another
inilestone in the wilfully misguided process of foisting an inadequate

and unwanted plan on the city and nation.

That the official public poll authorized in the planning process was
easily won by "neither” of the two designated finabists,and the site
plan chosen was the one that finished last clearly demonstrates that
the pronties ingisted upon by those in charge arce not the prioritics

ol Noew Yorkers or Americans

That the Final GEIS brazenly wsists that this plan "achieved broad
public support” demonstrates its absolute failure o farly address
the counnents submitted va the Draft GEIS and the inexcusability of

proceeding further on the wrong paths chosen by the planners.

[t the "Restoration Alternative”,new WTC Towers representing no
ictreat whatsocver rom the scale of the old, that truly represents
the asprrations of the larpest part of the public and most effectively

honors those who were slauyhtered.

To combine the otfice space mto fewer,taller towers on the WTC Site
leads to greater efficiency in the use of resources and land.and greater

satety and efficiency in the resulting structures. And this is the only



way 1o send an essential symbolic statement that postenty will not
forgive us for failing to make,and future terrorists will be encouraged

by cven our hesitation to make.

With respect to the concerns of others, that the new World Trade Center
be centered on towers every bit as tall and large as those destroyed

is more important than the extension of any strects into or through the
site.more important than "active enlivened street life”,and certainly
motc important than encouraging the disturbingly rapid growth of the
populatuon of Downtown. All these 1ssues must be given lower priority
than the creation of a new center that unambiguously reaftirms what
was destroyed rather than capitalizing on an act of mass murder to

continue the kitlers' work of changing the area’s character.

To ke nto account any short-tenm fears of occupying the highest floors
of pigantic new towers s a particularly reprehensibic empowerment of the
wirorists and should have no place in a development that must be very
publicly and unmistakably fearless Make these buildings marvels of safety

and have faith i the future of freedom.

The Proposed Action must be abandened and replaced by a fairly

realized Restoration Allernative!
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