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	While the New York City subways receive constant coverage in 
	While the New York City subways receive constant coverage in 
	While the New York City subways receive constant coverage in 
	the media, the problems of trans-Hudson transit have not received 
	comparable attention.  This report provides a comprehensive assessment 
	of how the New York-New Jersey region got to its present state of 
	unbalanced growth and inadequate transit between New York City -- the 
	portion of the region gaining the most jobs, by far -- and the northern 
	New Jersey suburbs, which have substantial housing growth but are 
	gaining relatively few jobs.  

	In the past eight years of economic recovery, New York City has 
	In the past eight years of economic recovery, New York City has 
	experienced rapid employment gains, far outstripping previous levels of 
	private employment at the peak of the business cycle.  New York City 
	has dominated regional growth in employment, but has not produced a 
	sufficient number of housing units to provide for its expanded workforce.   
	The city thus needs to import more workers from its suburbs.  New 
	Jersey, on the other hand, has built far more housing than it needed 
	to support its modest increase in employment.  It needs to export its 
	working-age population, and has, in ever-increasing numbers, to New York 
	City.  In fact, one might describe working in New York City as northern 
	New Jersey’s largest and most important industry.

	This convergence of interests -- in which New York City and northern 
	This convergence of interests -- in which New York City and northern 
	New Jersey each supply the other’s important needs -- runs up against 
	the obstacle of the Hudson River, which must somehow be crossed for 
	the New Jersey commuters to get to their jobs.  The challenge of crossing 
	the Hudson for work has long been daunting.  By the end of the 19th 
	Century an elaborate system of ferries brought commuters and intercity 
	railroad passengers from New Jersey into Manhattan.  In the early 1900’s 
	the Uptown and Downtown Hudson Tubes, now the PATH, provided fixed 
	subway links between Newark, Jersey City, Hoboken and Manhattan.  In 
	1910 the North River tunnels connecting Newark to Pennsylvania Station 
	in New York opened.  

	To this day, these are the last fixed rail links constructed across the 
	To this day, these are the last fixed rail links constructed across the 
	Hudson River.  This contrasts with the East River, where 18 subway tracks 
	cross from Brooklyn and eight subway tracks and four commuter/intercity 
	rail tracks cross from Queens.  Moreover, Penn Station was conceived as 
	primarily an intercity station, with narrow platforms and limited staircases 
	and exits inadequate to handle large commuter train pedestrian volumes.  
	The Pennsylvania Railroad’s main commuter terminal in the early 1900’s 
	was at Exchange Place in Jersey City, where commuters could take the 
	ferry or Hudson Tubes into Manhattan.

	In the post-World War II era the focal point of Manhattan employment 
	In the post-World War II era the focal point of Manhattan employment 
	moved from Lower Manhattan to Midtown and New Jersey commuter 
	transit adjusted with it.  Beginning in the early 1960’s a series of 
	improvements connected what were formerly separate rail services to 
	the New Jersey waterfront, operated by the Central Railroad of New 
	Jersey and the Erie Lackawanna, to the Northeast Corridor Line and Penn 
	Station in New York.  In the same period, the Port Authority Bus Terminal, 
	opened originally in 1950 at the Manhattan portal of the Lincoln Tunnel, 
	was expanded twice, the last time in 1979.  With the addition of ferries, 
	which carry a relatively small volume of passengers, these are the transit 
	services we have today.

	By the mid-1990’s transportation planners anticipated that the two 
	By the mid-1990’s transportation planners anticipated that the two 
	North River tunnels would not be adequate for long-term rail commuter 
	volumes.  Thus was born the project known as Access to the Region’s 
	Core (ARC), which proposed two new rail tunnels from Secaucus, 
	New Jersey into Manhattan, connecting to a new six-track station 
	beneath West 34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Avenue of the 
	Americas.  ARC was approved by the Federal Transit Administration in 
	2009.  Construction began but the project was cancelled by New Jersey 
	Governor Chris Christie in 2010. 

	ARC’s cancellation, and the failure to offer any alternative proposal in 
	ARC’s cancellation, and the failure to offer any alternative proposal in 
	its place, left New Jersey Transit with few options to respond to the 
	inexorable upward trend in Manhattan rail commuters.   Bus passengers 
	through the Lincoln Tunnel, served by both NJ Transit and private 
	operators, rose rapidly as well, overtaxing the bus terminal’s capacity even 
	as its structure deteriorated and its obsolescence -- leading to an inability 
	to handle larger-capacity buses or to provide accessibility to persons with 
	disabilities at many gates -- became harder to work around.

	The crisis of the North River tunnels became acute in 2012 when the 
	The crisis of the North River tunnels became acute in 2012 when the 
	tunnels were flooded by Hurricane Sandy.  Salt water infiltration degraded 
	the tunnels’ concrete walls and will in the coming decades necessitate 
	the closure of the tunnels for months at a time, to permit complete 
	reconstruction.  If Amtrak is required in an emergency to close one 
	tunnel for repairs, peak inbound service may be limited to only six trains, 
	a 75 percent reduction.  Most NJ Transit rail passengers would need to 
	find other means to get to work in Manhattan, likely improvised ferry 
	or bus services that would result in far longer travel times and be highly 
	disruptive on both sides of the Hudson.

	At the beginning of 2018 slow-moving and uncertain planning processes 
	At the beginning of 2018 slow-moving and uncertain planning processes 
	were underway to address the ongoing trans-Hudson transit crises.  In 
	June 2017 the Federal Railroad Administration and NJ Transit issued a 
	Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Hudson Tunnel Project.  
	The Hudson Tunnel Project is an outgrowth of Amtrak’s Gateway plan, 
	announced in 2011, which would construct two new rail tunnels under 
	the Hudson, connecting with the existing Penn Station platforms and 
	also with new platforms to be constructed on the block to the south of 
	existing Penn Station, bounded by West 30th and 31st Street, and Seventh 
	and Eighth Avenues, as well as portions of the two blocks immediately to 
	the east and to the west.  To make the project more financially feasible, 
	and to address the immediate need to rehabilitate the North River 
	tunnels while preserving service, the Gateway plan has been bifurcated.  
	The current Hudson Tunnel Project would be limited to the construction 
	of two new rail tunnels providing access to the existing Penn Station 
	platforms, with no capacity expansion.  A second-phase capacity expansion 
	would be possible but the construction horizon for such a project has 
	been pushed far into the future.

	In December 2017 a controversy erupted between the states of New 
	In December 2017 a controversy erupted between the states of New 
	York and New Jersey and the Trump administration concerning the 
	current Administration’s adherence to the previous Administration’s 
	non-binding commitment to fund 50 percent of the cost of the Hudson 
	Tunnel Project, now estimated at $13 billion.  The Trump administration’s 
	response, and subsequent clarifications,  threw the level of Federal funding 
	commitment into confusion and  highlighted the expectation that local 
	funding will need to be a much larger percentage of the total than the 
	states had anticipated.

	At its December 2017 Meeting the Board of Commissioners of the Port 
	At its December 2017 Meeting the Board of Commissioners of the Port 
	Authority authorized, according to the minutes, “$55 million for further 
	planning and design activities for a new Port Authority Bus Terminal.”  
	An environmental and architectural and engineering consultant was 
	subsequently selected,  “so that environmental review activities can begin 
	in 2018.
	1
	”  While the Port Authority is committed to a full review of all 
	alternatives for a new bus terminal, the most recent proposal shown to 
	the Board would rebuild the bus terminal at its current location while 
	maintaining full operations throughout the construction period.  The 
	construction schedule for a future bus terminal is unclear.

	1 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Board Minutes, December 6, 2017, http://corpinfo.panynj.gov/documents/Board-
	1 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Board Minutes, December 6, 2017, http://corpinfo.panynj.gov/documents/Board-
	Minutes/, p. 6; contract award PMCP17001, 12/29/17.

	In early February 2017 the Port Authority issued a “Request for Proposals 
	In early February 2017 the Port Authority issued a “Request for Proposals 
	for the Performance of Expert Professional Planning Services and 
	Evaluation of Long-Term Opportunities for Additional Trans-Hudson 
	Rapid Transit Capacity”
	2
	.   This study commences long-range planning for 
	trans-Hudson transportation improvements beyond the Gateway project 
	and the Port Authority Bus Terminal replacement.

	How did the region find itself faced with the need for multiple trans-
	How did the region find itself faced with the need for multiple trans-
	Hudson transit megaprojects stretching out over decades?  What are 
	the benefits of advancing such a transportation agenda? Are there better 
	alternatives?

	2 http://www.panynj.gov/business-opportunities/pdf/RFPDOC_52219.pdf
	2 http://www.panynj.gov/business-opportunities/pdf/RFPDOC_52219.pdf

	Employment
	Employment

	Between the peak of the previous business cycle in 2008 and 2016, New York City recorded an increase in private employment of 497,226, or 15.9 percent (Table 1).  This increase represented 79 percent of the private employment growth in the New York region in this period, despite New York City having only a 38 percent share of private employment at the beginning of the period.  By the end of the period, New York City had 41 percent of the region’s private jobs.  
	The rest of the New York region gained 133,894 private jobs, or 2.6 percent, in the 2008-2016 period.  Gains were particularly small in the “inner” northern New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Middlesex, Morris, Passaic, Somerset and Union) and in the Connecticut portion of the region, at .5 and .6 percent, respectively.   The lack of growth in the New Jersey counties is particularly significant because these counties send large number of commuters to Manhattan and the absence of employment opportun
	Other portions of the New York region performed better in gaining employment, although not as well as New York City.  The “outer” northern New Jersey counties (Hunterdon, Mercer, Monmouth, Ocean, Sussex and Warren) and Long Island (Nassau and Suffolk) each recorded an increase of 5.6 percent in private employment in the 2008-16 period.  The Lower Hudson (Putnam, Rockland and Westchester) and Mid-Hudson (Dutchess, Orange, Sullivan and Ulster) had increases of 3.5 and 4.1 percent, respectively.
	In 2016, despite having only 41 percent of overall private employment, New York City had the majority of regional employment in office-based Information and Financial Activities industry groups (Table 2).  In contrast, the city had less than a proportionate share of Goods-Producing, Retail Trade and Wholesale Trade and Transportation industry groups.
	From 2008 to 2016, New York City outperformed its suburbs in every major industry category, but several major groupings stand out (Tables 3 and 4).  In goods-producing industries (construction and manufacturing), New York City lost three percent of jobs, but the rest of the region lost 11 percent, with the largest losses, both numerically and in terms of percentages, in the slow-growing New Jersey inner counties and in Connecticut.  In the Information group, New York City gained 20,634 jobs, or 13.1 percent
	All areas of the region gained jobs in Professional and Business Services, but New York City’s gains were much larger than those of the rest of the region, 17.5 vs. 7.5 percent.  Gains were also universal in Education and Health, Leisure and Hospitality, and Other Services, but New York City’s dominance over the period was less dramatic in these sectors.
	In 2017, New York City continued to gain jobs at a faster rate than the suburban counties.  As of March 2018, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics had published preliminary county employment statistics up to the third quarter.  In the third quarter of 2017, average New York City private employment increased by 2.24 percent, compared with the third quarter of 2016.  Suburban increases ranged from 1.02 percent on Long Island to 1.8 percent in the Mid-Hudson area.  In the New Jersey Inner Counties area, average
	3

	3 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.
	3 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.

	Housing
	Housing

	In contrast with employment, where four out of five new jobs in the 2008-2016 period were in New York City, a majority of new housing permits were outside the city (Table 5).  Of a total 396,897 housing units receiving permits, 176,851, or 45 percent, were in the city while 220,046 were elsewhere in the region.  More than half -- 110,239 -- of the non-New York City permits were from the northern New Jersey inner counties, where employment growth was slow.  The next greatest number, 39,790, were in the north
	In 2017, northern New Jersey alone outstripped all of New York City as a source of new building permits.  Northern New Jersey had 23,603 new units permitted, of which 17,738 were in the inner counties and 5,865 in the outer counties.  In contrast, New York City had 22,131 new housing units permitted.  The imbalance between New York City-centered employment growth and housing growth more evenly divided between New York City and northern New Jersey has created a large increase in trans-Hudson commuting into M
	4

	4 U.S. Census Bureau, 
	4 U.S. Census Bureau, 
	Building Permits Survey
	, https://www.census.gov/construction/bps/, U.S. counties year-to-date through 
	December 2017.

	Transportation
	Transportation

	The 2006-10 Census Transportation Planning Package, based on five years of American Community Survey samples, estimated 10,246,038 workers in the New York region, of whom 4,185,712 worked in New York City (Table 6).  About 80 percent of New York City workers lived in the city.  Of those who commuted from outside the city, the largest shares came from Long Island and the New Jersey inner counties, 6.6 and 7.2 percent, respectively.
	 
	Manhattan was more reliant on non-New York City residents, at 26.9 percent, compared with 20.3 percent for the city as a whole (Table 7).  The New Jersey inner counties and Long Island were also the most important areas of origin for suburban commuters into Manhattan, at 11 and 5.8 percent of workers, respectively.
	The Census Transportation Planning Package is updated only once a decade.  The Census Bureau models annual changes in commuter flows based on changes in employment.  For 2015, the Census model estimates that the number of New Jersey residents with primary jobs in Manhattan had increased to 298,935, or 13.3 percent of Manhattan workers.  
	5

	5 U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application, Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics Program. http://onthemap.ces.
	5 U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application, Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics Program. http://onthemap.ces.
	census.gov/.

	Another source of data on the underlying trends in the current decade for the Manhattan Central Business Districts is survey data on commuter flows.  The Hub Bound Travel surveys conducted annually, on a typical fall business day, by the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council provide a consistent measure of the numbers of people coming into the Manhattan “hub,” the area south of 60th Street, by area of origin and travel mode.  Since most people arrive in Manhattan by transit, the major transit modes p
	From the last business cycle peak in 2008 to 2016, the last year for which data are published, large increases in hub-bound passengers were recorded for New Jersey Transit trains; buses bound through the Lincoln Tunnel, most of which originate in New Jersey and are headed for the Port Authority Bus Terminal; and PATH.  A more modest increase occurred for Metro-North rail, and the Long Island Railroad actually declined.
	The unbalanced growth of commuter traffic, with New Jersey experiencing much more rapid increases in commuter rail and bus commuters than other suburban gateways to Manhattan, makes Manhattan more dependent on New Jersey resident workers, as New Jersey residents become at the same time more dependent on Manhattan for employment.  
	This underlying trend is well-understood by transportation agencies.  In January 2016, as part of its planning efforts for the replacement of the Port Authority Bus Terminal with a modern facility, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey produced updated forecasts for trans-Hudson commuter rail and bus traffic for 2020, 2030 and 2040.
	6

	While these forecasts are the most recent available publicly, they are based on what may be an unduly conservative projection of Manhattan and overall New York City employment growth, given that the 2011-12 base year for the forecast is before the decade’s strong growth trend was fully apparent.  The Midtown Bus Master Plan model projects that New York City will have 46.6 percent of regional employment growth 
	between 2010 and 2020 and 43.7 percent between 2010 and 2040 when, as noted above, New York City has in fact received a much greater share of post-recession job growth (79 percent) between 2008 and 2016.   If New York City continues to dominate regional employment growth, the potential trans-Hudson commuter rail and bus passenger growth could be higher.
	6 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Midtown Bus Master Plan, Appendix B, Bus & Passenger Activity Forecasts, 
	January 5, 2016.
	7

	7 Ibid., p. 5
	7 Ibid., p. 5

	According to the Port Authority’s forecast, trans-Hudson peak period regional passenger travel (not including intercity buses and trains) could grow by just over 100,000, or 50.2 percent between 2010 and 2040, with the largest numerical increases in NJ Transit Rail, PATH service to the World Trade Center and buses to the Port Authority Bus Terminal (Table 9).  PATH growth would mainly reflect improvements already underway. 
	Some of the PATH and bus passengers in the Port Authority’s forecast discussed above are assumed to have been diverted from NJ Transit commuter rail, due to capacity constraints on the lines leading into Penn Station.  The Port Authority analysis thus models the possible effect of additional NJ Transit service as a result of the construction of proposed two new tunnels and additional platform capacity at Penn Station (Table 10).  The analysis considers two levels of improved service, based on the extent of 
	By 2016, New York City had 41 percent of the region’s private employment, but a disproportionately high share (49 percent) of office-based jobs, representing many of the highest-paying occupations and attracting the best-educated workers.   Since the last business cycle peak in 2008, the city had all of the job gains in the region in the Information industry grouping, over two-thirds of the gains in Professional and Business Services, and only a small loss of jobs in Financial Activities.  
	The consequence of the city’s increasing dominance of these industries was that particularly in northern New Jersey, the portion of the region outside New York City that had the greatest housing growth, residents were inclined in growing numbers to seek employment in New York City.  As a recent report states, “the flow of people into the high-paying Manhattan economy plays an ever-increasing part in New Jersey’s well-being.”  At the same time, New York City’s New Jersey workers are also taxpayers in New Yor
	8

	...New York’s New Jersey taxpayers ... gain access to the nation’s largest concentration of high-paying jobs, not to mention a lucrative market for a wide range of professional and business services. By the same token, however, New Jersey repays the favor by housing (and providing public services to) hundreds of thousands more skilled professionals, managers, and other workers than could be accommodated at equally affordable prices in New York City, Long Island, or the lower Hudson Valley. In sum, New Jerse
	9

	8 Fund for New Jersey, “Transportation Must Again Be the Backbone of New Jersey Economy,” http://www.fundfornj.org/sites/
	8 Fund for New Jersey, “Transportation Must Again Be the Backbone of New Jersey Economy,” http://www.fundfornj.org/sites/
	default/files/crossroadsnj/TRANSPORTATION%209-13-17.pdf.

	9 E.J. McMahon, “Why N.J. commuters are N.Y.’s economic development cash cows”, http://www.nj.com/opinion/index.
	9 E.J. McMahon, “Why N.J. commuters are N.Y.’s economic development cash cows”, http://www.nj.com/opinion/index.
	ssf/2017/08/why_nj_commuters_subsidize_nys_economic_developmen.html.

	This mutual dependency gives the city and state of New York, and the state of New Jersey, a community of interest in ensuring reliable and fast commuter transportation across the Hudson.  Notwithstanding this obvious fact, trans-Hudson commuting is in crisis.   No systematic time-series data are published on capacity utilization on commuter rail and bus networks in New Jersey, the fastest-growing commuter transportation modes.  However, there is considerable anecdotal evidence, from media investigations, th
	10

	For purposes of developing its model, the Port Authority Midtown Bus Master Plan assumed a peak-hour maximum passenger capacity in NJ Transit’s rail network of 27,150.  By 2016, on a typical fall business day the 8-9 a.m. peak passenger load was 28,675, or more than the theoretical maximum, and there has likely been more growth since then.
	11
	12

	As the NJ Transit passenger rail system has come under increasing strain, more passengers have also chosen to commute by bus.  As shown by Figure 1, from the Port Authority’s 2016 Trans-Hudson Commuting Capacity 
	10
	10
	 See Emma G. Fitzsimmons and Patrick McGeehan, “New Jersey Transit, a Cautionary Tale of Neglect,” https://www.nytimes.
	com/2016/10/14/nyregion/new-jersey-transit-crisis.html; “Investigation: The Personnel, Safety and Financial issues That Have Plagued 
	NJ Transit,” https://www.northjersey.com/story/news/watchdog/2017/11/30/nj-transit-investigations-look-into-issues-affecting-
	agency/909002001/.

	11
	11
	 Ibid., p. 11

	Study, New Jersey commuters are primarily divided into bus and train markets, based on where the train lines run.
	12
	 https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2016%20Hub%20Bound/DM_TDS_Hub_Bound_Travel_2016-FINAL.
	pdf,  p. III-25.

	However, there is some ability for commuters to choose between modes, and the Midtown Bus Master Plan passenger forecast has commuters switching to buses as trains reach capacity.  By early 2015, the Port Authority was acknowledging in a presentation to its Board of Commissioners, that at the Midtown Manhattan bus terminal, “current peak demand exceeds capacity and spills over onto city streets” and “queuing buses affect air quality and generate traffic congestion.”  The agency forecast a 35 to 51 percent i
	13

	The structural slabs supporting bus operations will need to be replaced in 15-25 years.
	• 

	Terminal was not built for taller, longer, heavier modern buses.
	• 

	Inadequate bus parking, staging, circulation space.
	• 

	It recommended full replacement of the terminal. 
	14

	13
	13
	 http://corpinfo.panynj.gov/documents/Update-on-Midtown-Bus-Master-Plan-2/

	14
	14
	 Ibid.

	In principle, one alternative to building major new transit infrastructure to accommodate a continued surge in New Jersey commuters into New York would be to increase job growth in New Jersey.  Keeping New Jersey’s growing professional, technical and managerial labor force in New Jersey, to a greater extent than at present, would take pressure off trans-Hudson transit.  More employment growth in transit-accessible locations in New Jersey’s inner counties would also, by attracting New York resident workers, 
	15
	16

	Prescriptions to remedy New Jersey’s slow job growth are many and varied.  Opportunity NJ, a nonprofit coalition of business and government leaders, held an Affordability Summit in September 2017.  The conference’s theme was premised on the view that high taxes and expensive public services were holding the state back.  This view was supported by a presentation by Tom Byrne, Managing Partner of Byrne Asset Management and Chairman of the NJ State Investment Council.  Byrne argued that New Jersey’s public ser
	17

	Support young, growing companies by creating incubators and other support services; facilitating access to venture capital, possibly through new tax credits; and streamlining regulatory procedures.
	• 

	Improve infrastructure by making capital spending more efficient, investing in new rail capacity, considering congestion pricing and promoting transit-oriented development;
	• 

	Address workforce imbalances through increased apprenticeship programs, expanded education and training programs and financial support for occupational training; and
	• 

	Tailor incentives for growth by de-emphasizing aid to legacy firms, focusing more on growing companies and foreign investment, and better tracking outcomes. 
	• 
	18

	These prescriptions, even if embraced by the state government, may in many cases be difficult to implement, both because of entrenched interest groups and the fiscal stringency the state faces.  Perhaps the easiest of these recommendations -- apparently, since New Jersey is already doing this -- is to streamline regulatory procedures and promote transit-based growth.  Thus far, the state has been far more successful at promoting housing than office development.  In this, it is similar to New York City, whos
	15
	15
	 The ad appeared in The New York Times, July 23rd, 1987, p. D6.

	16
	16
	 Contrast, e.g., Cushman & Wakefield, Marketbeat Northern New Jersey, Office Q4 2017, and Marketbeat Manhattan, Office 
	Q4 2017.

	17
	17
	 Tom Byrne, “
	Taxes, Pensions, and Affordability
	,” Powerpoint presentation, downloadable at http://opportunitynj.org/platforms/.

	“Group of 35” report in 2001, set off residential development booms but produced comparatively little new office development.   The City of New York remains committed to office development in Downtown Brooklyn and Long Island City, and will need to recalibrate its land use policies to achieve a more balanced mix of workspace and housing, taking pressure off the subway lines under the East River, many of which are as capacity-constrained as NJ Transit trains and the Port Authority Bus Terminal.  The state of
	18
	 https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Global%20Themes/Employment%20and%20Growth/Reseeding%20growth%20
	in%20the%20Garden%20State/Reseeding-the-Garden-States-economic-growth-A-vision-for-New-Jersey.ashx
	19
	20
	21

	A second means of mitigating the need for major new trans-Hudson transportation investments is to increase housing construction on the east side of the Hudson River, in New York City and its northern and eastern suburbs.  A 2017 Regional Plan Association study notes region-wide opportunities for transit-oriented multifamily housing development near commuter rail stations.  Such development in many cases would require zoning changes that currently lack political support in suburban municipalities.  In New Yo
	22
	23

	In the final analysis, while this report will focus specifically on trans-Hudson transportation, the region’s land use planning, economic development and transportation agencies, as well as elected officials, need to address future growth with a multifaceted approach.
	19
	19
	 
	Preparing for the Future:  A Commercial Development Strategy for New York City,
	 Group of 35 Final Report, June 2001, https://
	www.scribd.com/document/118950748/Group-of-35-Report-June-2001

	20
	20
	 City of New York, 
	New York Works:  Creating Good Jobs
	, June 2017, pp. 88-89, https://newyorkworks.cityofnewyork.us/

	21
	21
	 C.J. Hughes, “After the Launching (and Scrapping) of Navy Ships, a New Mission,” The New York Times, December 26, 2017, 
	https://www.nytimes.com/2017/12/26/business/navy-shipyard-kearny.html. 

	22
	22
	 Untapped Potential:  Opportunities for Affordable Homes and Neighborhoods near Transit, http://library.rpa.org/pdf/RPA-
	Untapped-Potential.pdf. 

	23
	23
	 See, e.g., Norman Oder, “Inside the Battle over the Megaproject at 80 Flatbush,” The Bridge Brooklyn Business News, April 1, 
	2018, https://thebridgebk.com/inside-battle-over-megaproject-80-flatbush/.

	Current planning efforts to improve trans-Hudson transit are focused on the Hudson Tunnel Project, which would construct two new rail tunnels beneath the Hudson River, and the replacement of the Port Authority Bus Terminal with a new terminal, adequately sized for future passenger volumes and meeting contemporary operational and safety needs.
	Hudson Tunnel Project
	Hudson Tunnel Project

	Pennsylvania Station in New York was built in the early 1900’s to serve areas west of the Hudson primarily as an intercity station.   The original plans for the lower level of the station, now the commuter level, had a limited number of exit stairs for the platforms at the center and southern portions of the station, used primarily by trains from the two North River tunnels beneath the Hudson.  These stairs were located at the Exit Concourse beneath the train hall at the west end of the station.  The limite
	24
	25

	By the 1960’s more stairs had been provided for Long Island Railroad customers, but a pamphlet showing the layout of the commuter level still had limited stairs in the southern half of the station, serving New Jersey.  Nonetheless a series of improvements connected other commuter railroads to the Northeast Corridor permitting trains to access Penn Station directly.  In 1967 the Central Railroad of New Jersey’s terminal in Jersey City was closed, and the Raritan Valley and North Jersey Coast Lines connected 
	26
	27
	28

	By the mid-1990’s it had become apparent to the region’s transportation agencies that, creative as these solutions were to accommodate the growing need for trans-Hudson commuting, more rail capacity was necessary from New Jersey to New York.  Thus NJ Transit, the Port Authority and the MTA began to study alternatives for what became the project known as Access to the Region’s Core, or ARC, which was ultimately approved by the Federal Transit Administration in early 2009.  ARC began construction but was canc
	29

	24
	24
	 1910 floor plans for Penn Station can be viewed at http://pennpathfinder.blogspot.com/p/historic-floorplans.html.

	25
	25
	 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exchange_Place_(PRR_station)

	26
	26
	 The pamphlet can be viewed at http://pennpathfinder.blogspot.com/p/ephemera_13.html

	27
	27
	 Amtrak, “Timeline of Service Changes at Penn Station,” Powerpoint presentation, January 2007, author’s files.

	28
	28
	 Railway Gazette, “NJ Triple Opening,” http://www.railwaygazette.com/news/single-view/view/nj-triple-opening.html

	29
	29
	 
	Record of Decision, Access to the Region’s Core Project (ARC) in Hudson County, New Jersey and New York City, New York
	, Federal 
	Transit Administration, January 14, 2009

	In the course of its environmental review process and preliminary engineering, ARC went through a complete redesign on the Manhattan end.  The original ARC plan, later characterized as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Build Alternative, would have constructed two new rail tunnels beneath the Hudson, with connections to the existing Penn Station platforms and also to a new station beneath West 34th Street, directly north of the existing station.  This proposed alignment was modified in the fin
	30

	...the new tunnels had to go deeper than originally proposed, because there’s all kinds of natural and man-made obstacles in the way…
	Among the obstacles are an historic river bulkhead, NYCT’s Number 7 Subway Line Extension project (tunnels for which are nearly complete), and city water mains and sewers. A higher approach would have involved additional Hudson River fill, which the Army Corps of Engineers said would not be possible, and tearing down and rebuilding an historic bulkhead and a portion of a Hudson River park. But worse than that, it would have involved trenching—making a huge open cut, temporarily shutting down the West Side H
	31

	Lowering the profile of the new tunnels precluded the originally planned connections to existing Penn Station, a move to which Amtrak strongly objected.  In an April 28, 2008 letter to Tom Schultze, NJ Transit’s ARC Project Director,  Alex Kummant,  Amtrak’s President and Chief Executive Officer, wrote that “Considering the...projected increase in...passenger trains operating over the entire Northeast Corridor...Amtrak has real concerns that the existing NEC trans-Hudson rail tunnels will prove inadequate t
	32

	ARC’s proposed alignment is shown in Figure 2 below. The 34th Street station, shown in Figure 3 below, would have provided connections to the Sixth, Seventh and Eighth Avenue subways.
	ARC was an $8.7 billion project at the time of its approval in 2009.  By the time of its cancellation the following year, there was a disputed level of cost overruns, in the range of $1-2 billion, with the exact figure left unresolved.  
	33

	Following ARC’s cancellation, in 2011 Amtrak proposed the Gateway project, which would provide two new tunnels under the Hudson River and, unlike ARC, support the long-term growth of intercity rail traffic in the Northeast Corridor.  The Gateway Program (Figure 4) is a comprehensive plan to make all the improvements necessary to increase trans-Hudson rail capacity.
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	These include track expansions and the reconstruction of two bridges in New Jersey, the construction of two new tunnels under the Hudson River, a connection to existing Penn Station and a connection to a new station with expanded platforms.  Amtrak originally identified the location of the new station as Block 780, the block immediately south of Penn Station bounded by Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 30th and 31st Streets, as well as portions of the blocks immediately to the east and west.  These blocks
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	The Gateway plan resembles the original ARC DEIS Build Alternative in that by approaching Manhattan at a relatively high elevation, it is able to connect to existing Penn Station, whose tracks lie just below the Seventh and Eighth Avenue subway lines, each of which in turn lies just below the street with no room for a pedestrian mezzanine above.  To avoid some of the problems ARC had with cut-and-cover construction and impacts on adjacent buildings, Amtrak needed to secure a right-of-way through the Hudson 
	35
	36

	Hurricane Sandy in October 2012 flooded the existing Hudson River rail tunnels.  The resulting salt water infiltration degraded the concrete lining of the tunnels, necessitating the future complete reconstruction of each tunnel.  This would require that the tunnels be taken out of service for an extended period of time.  To permit service to be maintained while the work is undertaken, Amtrak and NJ Transit proposed the Hudson 
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	Tunnel Project, which would construct two new tunnels under the Hudson, bypassing the existing tunnels and connecting to the existing Penn Station platforms.  Capacity expansion would be put off until a second phase.
	36
	 Daniel Geiger, “Hudson Yards and Gateway rely on getting small section of tunnel funded,” http://www.crainsnewyork.com/
	article/20170906/REAL_ESTATE/170909952/hudson-yards-and-gateway-hinge-finding-money-for-a-small-section-of-tunnel, September 
	6, 2017

	NJ Transit submitted a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Hudson Tunnel Project to the Federal Railroad Administration in June 2017.  The DEIS describes the proposed alignment for the new tunnels.  Unlike the ARC DEIS Build Alternative, the Hudson River Tunnel Preferred Alternative would pass beneath the Hudson River bulkhead, and the impacts on the river bed from construction would be diminished.  The cost of the Hudson River Tunnel is estimated at $11.1 billion, with an additional $1.8 bi
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	In November 2015, officials from the Federal Department of Transportation and elected officials from New York and New Jersey announced an agreement in which the Federal government would fund 50 percent of the Hudson River Tunnel project, and the states would split the remaining half of the cost.  The agreement was non-binding, and in December 2017, it was repudiated by the Trump administration.  In a December 29th, 2017 letter to New York State Budget Director Robert Mujica, a Federal Transit Administration
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	tunnels must be closed and trans-Hudson transit is dependent for several years on an improvised emergency bus and ferry service.  
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	Alternatively, the states and the City of New York can concede the need to contribute more to the project themselves.  It is likely that the debt service cost to each state of assuming half of the previously assumed Federal share would exceed $100 million a year.  This fiscal burden might be difficult to justify given that there is no capacity increase in the first phase.  
	A key milestone for the future of the Hudson Tunnel project is the construction of an expanded “tunnel box” under the western portion of the Hudson Yards real estate development.  If no funding is made available for this improvement before construction begins on this phase, the Hudson Tunnel Project cannot be completed as planned.
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	The omnibus spending bill approved by Congress and signed by the President in March 2018 included commitments of a “firm” $540 million to the Gateway program, according to New York Senator and Senate Minority Leader Charles Schumer.  However, there still may be additional procedural obstacles the Trump administration could use to prevent these funds from being spent on Gateway.  As of the bill’s passage, the availability of these funds for the Western Rail Yard “tunnel box” was unclear.
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	The Port Authority Bus Terminal, which often graces lists of the world’s ugliest buildings, is actually three buildings, the older encased within the newer.  The original Port Authority Bus Terminal, on the block bounded by Eighth and Ninth Avenues, West 40th and West 41st Streets, which opened in 1950, had two bus levels, one for intercity buses, and one for commuter buses, and a parking level on the roof.   Built in the Art Moderne style, this was the most architecturally coherent of the three iterations 
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	In 1963, three new parking levels were added above the original structure, and the former parking level became an additional level for commuter buses.  The new parking structure was supported by columns wrapped around the outside of the building.  This construction remains visible today on portions of the side street frontages. 
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	The final expansion of the bus terminal, the North Wing extending the Eighth Avenue side of the bus terminal to West 42nd Street, opened in 1979. At that time, the curved Eighth Avenue facade of the original building was encased in a two-block-long steel truss.   The bus terminal exists in this form today.
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	The cobbled-together nature of the bus terminal, in addition to its aesthetic shortcomings, makes the terminal difficult to operate today.  The concrete slabs supporting the bus levels have deteriorated and need to be replaced.  The bus gates are not designed for longer modern buses, articulated buses or double-decker buses.  There is inadequate midday parking, staging and circulation space for buses.  The public areas of the terminal do not meet current safety or accessibility requirements.
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	Because the bus terminal needs to operate continuously, the Port Authority concluded that it could not feasibly be rehabilitated, and would need to be replaced.  The Midtown Bus Master Plan was an internal Port Authority planning exercise to examine potential alternatives for a new bus terminal and select a preferred option.  By October 2015, Port Authority staff presented three options to the Board of Commissioners.    Concept 1 would construct an interim terminal facility west of Ninth Avenue between West
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	Concept 3 would construct a new terminal and a bus storage and staging facility in one phase on a combination of private and Port Authority property.  The new bus terminal would have a pedestrian entrance east of Ninth Avenue, and bridge over both Ninth and Tenth Avenues between West 39th and West 40th Streets.  A bus staging and storage facility would be constructed between West 38th and West 39th Streets, from just west of Ninth Avenue to Tenth Avenue.  A large number of residences, and a church, would ne
	Concept 5 was a reduced version of concept 3, assuming the availability of transit alternatives that would divert some bus demand to other modes.  While no specific recommendation was made by Port Authority staff, the public had the clear impression that the agency favored Option 3.  This was reinforced for city officials who attended the Midtown Bus Master Plan Peer Review organized by the Port Authority in November 2015.  Attendees at that meeting were able to view a three-dimensional model of Option 3.
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	The insular nature of the Port Authority’s planning process was a major flaw.  The Port Authority and its consultants had approached the bus terminal planning problem as if could be solved on purely engineering grounds, with no regard for the urban context around the bus terminal site.    In fact, the context was one of large numbers of workers and residents who would be affected by a new bus terminal.  In addition to the extensive relocation, Option 3 would construct a 140-foot-tall megastructure from Nint
	Negative feedback was not long in coming.  In a November 12, 2015 letter to Pat Foye, the Port Authority’s Executive Director, leaders of Manhattan Community Board 4 criticized Option 3’s need for property condemnation; its poor connectivity to the subway, suggesting the need for construction of an additional station on the #7 subway at Tenth Avenue; the Port Authority’s failure to provide for a Tour and Charter Bus Garage; and Option 3’s overall lack of integration into the urban fabric.
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	The public criticism of the Midtown Bus Master Plan slowed the momentum of the bus terminal replacement.  Much of 2016 was devoted to the International Design and Deliverability Competition, which ultimately failed to produce a breakthrough concept meeting the needs of commuters and the concerns of the community.  The most interesting detail of the report of the panel of experts retained by the Port Authority to review the competition submissions is to “explore a preliminary staff proposal to rebuild the cu
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	This was the first hint of an emerging concept being developed by Port Authority staff:  To rebuild the bus terminal at its current location while keeping it continuously in operation.  A presentation to the Port Authority’s Board of Commissioners on the “Build-in-Place” Option in September 2017 deemed it “feasible”.  
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	The build-in-place option (Figure 5) would first demolish the parking decks constructed in 1963, and replace them with two new bus levels, supported, like the parking decks, by columns wrapped around the exterior of the existing building.  These new bus decks would support continued operations while the existing bus terminal is demolished from the top down, and replaced with a new facility.
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	The build-in-place concept has the potential to address several of Community Board 4’s issues.  It does not, subject to further refinement, require residential relocation.  It places commuters at the same transit-accessible location where they are today, and does not require construction of a new subway station.
	There are many issues with the build-in-place concept.  Designing this massive structure to be an asset, and not a detriment to its surrounding neighborhood will be a daunting task.  The new building will be massive, rising vertically from the street, and the façade will need to be designed to mitigate the effects of this bulk.  Pedestrian circulation will be challenging, given the additional height of the new facility.  The impact on neighboring properties and the streetscape of the new bus ramps necessary
	The Port Authority’s 2018 capital budget includes $55 million for planning and design activities for a new Port Authority Bus Terminal.  The funding will be used to undertake project planning and an environmental review pursuant to Federal requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act, since the bus terminal is an interstate facility and may receive Federal funding.  While the build-in-place option is not formally favored over other alternatives, it appears to have the best chance of becoming the
	56

	The Port Authority’s 2017-26 Capital Plan has $3.5 billion set aside for the new terminal, but this is thought likely to be insufficient.  However, with the Port Authority’s commitment, and considering the political uncertainties affecting the Hudson Tunnel Project, the new bus terminal is believed to be the trans-Hudson transit improvement most likely to be realized in the next decade.
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	The likely outcome discussed above, in which New Jersey’s dependence on bus commuting continues to grow, is the undesirable consequence of a long-term failure to invest in adequate rail transit across the Hudson.  A slide (Figure 6) from a December 2017 presentation by the Department of City Planning to Manhattan Community Board 4 is illustrative of the different approaches that have been taken to transporting commuters across rivers to the East and West Sides of Manhattan.  On the east side is Queens Commu
	On the west side of the Hudson, the department created two “synthetic” community districts,  Area 1 and Area 2.  Area 1 includes Union City and North Bergen, and is more populous, with a higher population density, than Queens CD 2.  Area 2 includes Edgewater and Fort Lee, and is about as populous, but with a lower population density than Queens CD 2.  Areas 1 and 2, combined, have more Manhattan commuters than Queens CD 2.  In both Area 1 and Area 2, the majority of commuters arrive by bus.  A sizable share
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	The Port Authority is planning for an increase in bus arrivals in the 8-9 a.m. peak hour from 615 in the base study year of 2011 to 855 in 2040, a 40 percent increase.  Moreover, post-2040 even an expanded bus terminal may not be adequate if New Jersey continues to add population and commuters.  Operating such a massive fleet of commuter buses is expensive for New Jersey, and contributes to air pollution and traffic congestion in the state, but the greatest impacts are experienced in the Manhattan community
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	In recent decades, one substantial study of expanding MTA subway service to New Jersey has been undertaken.  This is the study sponsored by the City, undertaken after ARC’s cancellation in 2011 but published in 2013, of extending the #7 subway from its present terminus at the south end of the tail tracks serving the 34th Street/Hudson Yards station (West 25th Street and 11th Avenue) to Secaucus Junction in New Jersey.
	59

	The plan studied by the city (Figure 7) would have a single station in New Jersey, at the Frank L. Lautenberg Station in Secaucus.     Adjacent to the station would be a 60-bay bus terminal to which some buses serving the Port Authority Bus Terminal could be diverted.  The Port Authority’s Commuting Capacity Study estimates that the plan, if implemented, has the potential to divert an estimated 200 peak-hour buses (of the 855 forecast in 2040) from the Port Authority Bus Terminal to Secaucus.  No other tran
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	The plan studied by the city raises a number of issues.  First, it would serve only bus markets south and west of Secaucus, and not the rapidly growing market north of Hoboken along the Palisades (Areas 1 and 2 as characterized by the Department of City Planning in Figure 6 above).  In that area, it would not make sense for commuters to take a bus west to Secaucus to connect with a subway to go east to Manhattan.  The plan could be amended to include an additional station close to the west shore of the Huds
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	Beyond the issue of the adequacy of this transit solution, the 7 train Secaucus extension plan raises a number of additional issues.  First is cost.  The city’s study did not estimate costs, leaving that task for a later phase of the study that never occurred.  The extension of the subway does have the advantage, relative to Gateway or ARC, that it would use existing stations in Manhattan, and not require the construction of a new station, leading to cost efficiencies.  On the other hand, heavy two-way peak
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	The city’s report identified several additional issues with extending the subway to New Jersey.  The most significant are legal.  Interstate railroads are generally subject to the requirements of the Federal Railroad Safety Act.   (There is an exemption for urban rapid transit systems, but the extent of applicability is not clear-cut).  New York City Transit, as a purely New York State entity, is without question not subject to these provisions.  Should it begin to operate in New Jersey, its exempt status u
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	In addition, safety regulations applicable to rail transit may differ between New York and New Jersey.  Clarifying legislation may be necessary from New Jersey to permit the subway to operate under a consistent set of regulations. 
	66

	Third, operating across state lines may bring the subways under the jurisdiction of the Railway Labor Act, which unlike applicable New York State law, permits labor strikes.  Again, there is an exception in the Act for interurban electric railways, not connected to the national rail network, but the study team believed clarifying Federal and New Jersey legislation would be necessary to ensure the applicability of New York State labor provisions.   
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	Because of the legal issues, and the potential difficulty of getting the necessary legislation, extending the New York City subway into New Jersey may not prove feasible even if funding were to be possible.  Other subway options include expanding the PATH system, which is already subject to Federal jurisdiction because of its past history of shared operations with the Pennsylvania Railroad.  Possibly for that reason among others, PATH incurs large operating losses ($327 million in calendar year 2016).  Yet 
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	If extending the New York City subway does prove operationally feasible, the 7 train may not be the optimal line to extend due to its limited capacity.  There are two B Division (IND/BMT) east-west lines in Manhattan, with larger cars and more capacity – the L train under 14th Street and the E train under 53rd Street.  Neither has ever been studied as a potential link to New Jersey.
	In February 2018 the Port Authority issued a Request for Proposals “for a Consultant to provide expert professional planning services and evaluation of long-term opportunities for additional trans-Hudson rapid transit capacity.”  According to the RFP:
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	This study is intended to augment the region’s current and programmed long-term planning program by examining multiple potential options including possible extensions of the existing transit networks of NJ Transit, the Authority, and the MTA, as well as independent lines, and will remain neutral with regards to the presumed ownership for future capital implementation or operation of projects. It will provide an initial evaluation of multiple potential options that should be considered for future advancement
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	feasibility of multiple potential options, the transportation and planning agencies of the region will gain a clearer picture of the relative value of various future capacity solutions to address long term growth in trans-Hudson transit demand, as well as the challenges to their implementation. 
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	Upgrading the PATH

	In 2008 the Port Authority announced a $3.3 billion, ten-year investment program to overhaul the PATH system.  The upgrade includes purchase of new rail cars; implementation of communications-based train control; and installation of ten-car platforms at the Harrison and Grove Street PATH stations, enabling all stations on the Newark-to-World Trade Center route to accommodate ten-car trains.  These improvements will facilitate the large increase in ridership on this line that was forecast in the Midtown Bus 
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	Unlike other modes, New Jersey ferries did not grow in passenger volumes between 2008 and 2016, carrying about 12,000 passengers in the AM peak in both periods.  While costly, ferries are the easiest mode to expand, since the Hudson River has far more capacity for ferries than is used.  However, unless subsidized, ferries will be too expensive to divert large number of passengers.  New Jersey’s topography further complicates matters since there is a grade change created by the Palisades, requiring many pote
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	During the summer 2017 repairs to track infrastructure at New York Penn Station, in which NJ Transit Morris and Essex Line trains were diverted to Hoboken, a new ferry service was instituted from Hoboken Terminal to West 39th St. in Manhattan.  This service was continued during rush hours in the fall of 2017.  These ferries, like those from Port Imperial, connect to New York Waterways’ bus shuttle to Midtown, and commuters can also walk several blocks to the 34th St. /Hudson Yards subway station at 11th Ave
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	In January 2018, with funding for the Hudson Tunnel Project in doubt, New Jersey State Senate Transportation Committee Chairman Robert Gordon suggested a “Plan B” including the reconstructed Port Authority Bus Terminal, the expanded PATH line from Newark to the World Trade Center, and expanded ferry service “handling an additional 10,000 daily commuters”.  While Gordon did not specify the improvements he has in mind, these might include a larger-capacity ferry landing in Hoboken and constructing a new ferry
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	The imbalance of population and employment growth in northern New Jersey, and the consequent need for more and more New Jersey residents to seek employment in New York City, combined with aging infrastructure and lack of state financial support for New Jersey Transit, has created a crisis in trans-Hudson transportation.  This obviously is most directly an issue for New Jersey, whose new governor has called NJ Transit a “national disgrace”.  New Jersey commuters experience overcrowding, breakdowns and delays
	77

	However, New Jersey’s commuter agony is also a problem for New York City and New York State.  New York City is the economic engine of the state, and Manhattan accounts for most of the nationally and globally significant businesses that bring income into the city, and support the local services that dominate the economies of the other boroughs.  Manhattan, in turn, is increasingly dependent on New Jersey commuters to fill its jobs, particularly at the higher-paying end.
	New York City has a chronic housing shortage, and a highly regulated housing market which underperforms in terms of producing new housing, considering the city’s population size and incomes and its levels of employment growth.  New Jersey communities have helped alleviate the city’s housing shortage by being far more permissive to new housing developers than is generally the case for suburban municipalities in New York State.  In addition to providing housing, New Jersey relieves New York City and State of 
	In the previous decade, New York state and city were happy to facilitate New Jersey’s plan to build ARC, enhancing the New York economy at little cost to them.  Governor Christie later cited the unfairness of this arrangement as one reason he cancelled ARC, but he never presented any alternate plan, and let unbalanced growth proceed, bequeathing his successor the transit crisis he faces today.  
	So where do we go from here?  One possibility, looking out to 2040, is that only the new Port Authority bus terminal proceeds, since the Port Authority is committed to funding this project and the current terminal is obsolete and near the end of its useful life.  However, no new rail infrastructure is built across the Hudson.  Buses may become electrified and autonomous, addressing pollution issues and facilitating dispatching, but passengers will still need to queue, load and unload, and as the number of c
	At some point in the next two decades, the two Hudson River rail tunnels will need to be shut down for rehabilitation.  Without new tunnels, and a peak capacity of as few as six trains an hour through one operating tunnel, an emergency ferry and bus system will need to be established to transport rail commuters between the two states during the construction period.  This will probably be accompanied by limitations on private vehicles in the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels and commandeering of curbside parking a
	Manhattan for bus loading.   It will be disruptive to workers, businesses and West Side residents and costly to the regional economy.
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	What are the alternatives to this scenario?  There could be a massive Federal infrastructure program providing relief for hard-pressed states and municipalities including implementation of the Gateway program.  It’s unlikely such a program will be enacted in the Trump administration, but the political climate might change after 2020.  However, elected officials need to be realistic about how much money could materialize.  New York and New Jersey are much wealthier than most states, ranking third and fourth 
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