Project Identification Number (PIN): X77047
GOETHALS BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
STATEN ISLAND, NEW YORK AND ELIZABETH, NEW JERSEY

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) findings and
decision to proceed with the proposed action as described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) (Docket No. USCG-2009-0097) for the Goethals Bridge Replacement project (GBR).

This ROD is prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 USC § 4321
et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA 40 CFR Parts
1500 to 1508, and FHWA’s regulations implementing NEPA 23 CFR Part 771.

I. PROJECT LOCATION

The Goethals Bridge provides a direct connection between Staten Island, New York and Elizabeth, New
Jersey. This bridge is part of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey’s (Port Authority)
Interstate Transportation Network and is considered the primary path of travel within the Southern
Corridor, connecting the Staten Island Expressway (Interstate 278) and the New Jersey Turnpike
(Interstate 95).

I1. PROJECT HISTORY: LEAD AGENCY AND DECISIONS

During the GBR project EIS process, no federal funding was envisioned. Thus, the United States Coast
Guard (USCG) represented the federal lead agency, as the Goethals Bridge is over a federal navigable
waterway and the USCG Bridge Permit was the lead permitting requirement.

On January 31, 2011, the USCG adopted its Record of Decision (ROD) on the Port Authority’s Goethals
Bridge Replacement Project. The USCG’s decision was based on a six-year NEPA process, which
included:

Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Draft EIS (DEIS) on August 10, 2004
Scoping meetings in September and October of 2004
Agency/stakeholder meetings and Public Open Houses June 2006
Interagency Meeting September 2007

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), May 28, 2009,

Two formal public meetings on July 8 and 9, 2009

Federal and State Regulator technical expert and Stakeholder Meetings
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), August 13, 2010

Prior to issuance of the FEIS, the Port Authority, as the project sponsor, chose the New Alignment South
as its proposed alignment; in turn, the USCG, the lead Federal agency for the NEPA process, identified
the New Alignment South as the Preferred Alternative for presentation and evaluation in the FEIS, along
with other project alternatives that had been considered. The USCG stated the following in its ROD:

Based on its independent environmental review and evaluation of public and agency inputs, the USCG
identified the New Alignment South as the Environmentally Preferable Alternative because it best
balanced impacts to the natural, cultural and human environment, as well as overall transportation needs,
construction cost and duration.



FHWA Involvement

Subsequent to the completion of the USCG’s FEIS and ROD, the Port Authority submitted an application
for Title 23 funding. As a result, the Port Authority is partnering with FHWA to complete the NEPA
process to be compliant with FHWA’s NEPA implementing regulations, 23 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 771 and 774.

FHWA has coordinated with the USCG to take on the role as lead federal agency, which requires a
separate FHWA Record of Decision on this project along with the responsibility for completing the
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

ITI. PROJECT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

The Port Authority, a transportation and development agency for the Port of New York and New Jersey,
proposed the replacement of the functionally and physically obsolete Goethals Bridge that carries 1-278
vehicular traffic between Staten Island, New York, and Elizabeth, New Jersey. As a structure over a
navigable water of the United States, such replacement requires a USCG Bridge Permit pursuant to the
General Bridge Act of 1946 (Title 33 U.S.C. 525-533). The Bridge Permit would constitute a major
Federal action. In this regard, the USCG, an agency within the Department of Homeland Security, by
virtue of its regulatory authority over bridges across navigable waters of the United States, was
determined to be the lead Federal agency for review of potential effects on the human environment,
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et

seq.).

The USCG issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Draft EIS (DEIS) on August 10, 2004 and
conducted agency and public scoping meetings in September and October of 2004. Following the Scoping
Process, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA), and the FHWA were invited in April 2005 to serve as cooperating agencies for the
environmental review, and all had accepted the invitation by July 2005.

On May 28, 2009, the USCG issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the DEIS. Two formal public
meetings were held, one in Staten Island, New York and the other in Elizabeth, New Jersey on July 8 and
July 9, 2009, respectively. Written comments were accepted by the USCG through July 28, 2009.

On August 13, 2010, the USCG issued an NOA for the Final EIS dated August 4, 2010. The comment
period closed on September 13, 2010.

The Draft General Conformity Determination (GCD) was also issued as part of the Goethals Bridge
Replacement Project FEIS with a 30 day comment period concluding on September 13, 2010. Copies of
the Draft GCD were provided to the applicable agencies. The USCG received comments from the
USEPA, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) and New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The actual comment letters on the DEIS, FEIS and the Draft
GCD can be reviewed on the project website at www.pannynj.gov/goethalsbridge and/or the USCG's
online docket (Docket No. USCG-2009-0097) at www.regulations.gov. The Final GCD was signed by the
USCG on January 14, 2011 and was published with the USCG Record of Decision (ROD) for the federal
action,

All substantive comments on the DEIS, FEIS and Draft GCD have been adequately addressed and
considered. The project complies with all applicable laws, including Section 106 and general conformity
regulations for federal activities pursuant to 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B.



Prior to issuance of the FEIS, the Port Authority, as the project sponsor, chose the New Alignment South
as its proposed alignment; in turn, the USCG, the lead Federal agency at the time for the NEPA process,
identified the New Alignment South as the Preferred Alternative for presentation and evaluation in the
FEIS, along with other project alternatives that had been considered. Upon review of the environmental
documentation, FHWA concurs with this decision.

IV. PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the GBR project is to eliminate the functional and physical obsolescence of the current
Goethals Bridge, and address the aging structure's escalating maintenance, repair, and structural retrofit
needs and associated costs. The GBR project would also improve traffic flows, improve safety conditions
and management of traffic incidents on the bridge, and improve overall performance, reliability,
flexibility, and redundancy of the transportation network serving the greater New York/New Jersey
metropolitan area. Specifically, the Proposed Project seeks to provide for a modemized Goethals Bridge
crossing that will address the following needs:

Address design deficiencies that make the existing span functionally obsolete;

Enhance structural integrity and reduce life-cycle cost concerns with the existing bridge;
Provide transportation system redundancy;

Improve traffic service on the bridge and its approaches;

Provide safer operating conditions and reduce accidents on the bridge;

Provide for safe and reliable truck access for regional goods movements; and

Provide for potential future transit in the corridor.

V. DECISION

FHWA and the Port Authority have selected the New Alignment South Alternative for the Goethals Bridge
Replacement Project. The Selected Alternative will consist of a replacement bridge with a new six-lane
structure directly and entirely south of the existing structure's alignment. This replacement structure will
be built in its entirety, and after completion, the existing bridge would be demolished.

VL. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alternative Screening Process

Initially, a set of 15 preliminary alternatives (mainly grouped into four categories encompassing New
Crossing Alternatives, Transit Alternatives, Travel Demand Management Alternatives, and Freight
Management Alternatives) were identified. Those preliminary alternatives were then qualitatively
evaluated against a set of criteria consistent with the project's goals and objectives. Four intermediate
alternatives were identified for further development at a design concept level of detail sufficient for
estimating their relative performance as part of a more comparative and quantitative screening process.
The results of the comparative screening were presented and discussed at agency/stakeholder meetings
and public open houses in June 2006.

Alternatives evaluated in the FEIS

Following completion of the alternatives screening process, further inputs obtained during the agency
coordination and public outreach efforts resulted in the Port Authority making alignment and conceptual



design refinements to the four bridge replacement alternatives that had been identified and advanced for
further study in the EIS. During this time, it was determined that such refinements to the project
alternatives did not alter the outcome of the alternatives screening process. It was also then confirmed that
a cable-stayed design option continued to be the most efficient bridge type, given construction complexity
and cost as well as other engineering and maintenance factors. The results of such design refinements
were presented and accepted at a special interagency meeting in September 2007,

As a result, the following alternatives were considered for further evaluation in the EIS:

e No-Build Alternative - The Goethals Bridge would not be replaced, thereby requiring that
maintenance of the bridge and its approaches would continue and that a full deck replacement and
retrofit procedures for seismic upgrade would be required within the next 7 to 10 years.

o New Alignment South -A replacement bridge with a new six-lane structure directly and entirely
south of the existing structure's alignment, to be constructed in its entirety, after which the
existing bridge would be demolished.

o New Alignment North- A replacement bridge with a new six-lane structure directly and entirely
north of the existing structure's alignment, to be constructed in its entirety, after which the
existing bridge would be demolished.

o Existing Alignment South- A replacement bridge with a new six-lane structure constructed
partially within the existing bridge's alignment and partially directly south of the existing bridge's
alignment, with the southern half of the new bridge constructed first, followed by demolition of
the existing bridge and construction of the northern half of the new bridge.

e Existing Alignment North- A replacement bridge with a new six-lane structure constructed
partially within the existing bridge's alignment and partially directly north of the existing bridge's
alignment, with the northern half of the new bridge constructed first, followed by demolition of
the existing bridge and construction of the southern half of the new bridge.

Of these, the New Alignment South has been selected as the Preferred Alternative for the Proposed
Project, and has also been determined to be the Environmentally Preferable Alternative for the reasons

presented below.

The Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative consists of construction of a new cable-stayed bridge over the Arthur Kill to
replace the existing bridge, as well as removal of elements of the existing bridge. The new bridge will be
located to the south of the existing bridge and would consist of the following components:

e Six 12-foot-wide travel lanes, three on each roadway deck (i.e., one roadway deck for eastbound
traffic and one roadway deck for westbound traffic);

e A 12-foot-wide outer shoulder on each roadway;

e A 5-foot-wide inner shoulder on each roadway;

e A minimum 10-foot-wide sidewalk/bikeway along the northern edge of the westbound roadway;
and

e A central area to be maintained between the eastbound and westbound roadway decks with
sufficient width to accommodate the provision of future transit service, should future conditions
warrant inclusion of such service during the service life of the bridge.



The Preferred Alternative would provide the following clearances under the navigable span:

e Horizontal clearance: 864.0'(263.35m)

Measured between face of NY tower and NJ side fender system, normal to axis of channel
e Minimum vertical clearance: 135.0' (41.15 m)

Measured above mean high water elevation 2.35' (0.72 m) [1988 NAVD]
e Minimum vertical clearance: 140.11° (42.70m)

Measured above mean low water elevation -2.77' (-0.84 m) [1988 NAVD]

Other elements of the Proposed Project include: (1) new approach structures; (2) a maximum 310-foot
wide right-of-way encompassing the replacement bridge, its approach structures, and two adjacent 50-
foot areas; (3) permanent right-of-way fencing at ground level generally along the right-of-way on both
sides of the proposed replacement bridge approach structures; (4) permanent access road located
generally below the proposed replacement bridge approach structures for purposes of construction,
maintenance and security; (5) replacement of the Travis Branch railroad bridge over 1-278 in Staten Island
to accommodate the wider roadway; (6) re-alignment of Gulf Avenue in Staten Island; and (7)
construction staging areas of approximately ten acres in total (i.., five acres on each side of the Arthur
Kill), which are required for storage of the materials, pre-assembly activities and office space for the
construction effort. Since the USCG FEIS, there has been an addition to the project that is included in
Section X. SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SINCE USCG ROD.

Following construction of the new replacement bridge, the existing Goethals Bridge including the main
truss span, the associated New Jersey and New York approach structures and abutments would be
demolished and removed. The Port Authority anticipates that such construction for the new bridge and
demolition of the existing bridge would take approximately 56 months, depending on the type of
superstructure to be used (i.e., steel girder, or pre-cast/pre-stressed concrete, or segmental concrete
superstructure) for the main span and approaches. Construction is expected to start in 2013, and it is
anticipated that the new bridge would be open to traffic in late 2017.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA requires that the ROD
specify "the alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable" (40 CFR
1505.2(b)). Based on our independent environmental review and evaluation of public/agency inputs,
FHWA has decided to approve, the location and plans for the proposed bridge project for the Preferred
Alternative, the New Alignment South, which has been determined as the Environmentally Preferable
Alternative because it best balances impacts to the natural, cultural and human environment, as well as
overall transportation needs, construction cost and duration.

VIL. IMPORTANT FACTORS IN THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS

The No-Build Alternative was rejected as the Preferred Alternative because the project purpose and need
would not be achieved. This alternative also was not considered to be the Environmentally Preferable
Alternative due to the continued safety concerns, regional traffic congestion issues and higher regional
emissions, greenhouse gas emissions and mobile source air toxic emissions inherent in not replacing the
functionally and physically obsolescent bridge.

The four Build Altematives are located within the existing bridge corridor and its fixed termini on either
side of the Arthur Kill, such that their respective alignments and footprints are similar. However, some
differences in construction duration, complexity, cost and level of environmental impact were noted
between the four Build Alternatives. Both the Existing Alignment South and Existing Alignment North
alternatives would require longer construction periods resulting in longer construction-related



environmental impacts, as well as greater complexity in construction staging and higher construction
costs. In this regard, the Existing Alignment Alternatives would require the use of a temporary support
apparatus to stabilize the half-bridge construction accommodating a traffic shift during construction, so as
to not interfere with traffic operations and maintain traffic safety during existing bridge demolition. These
alternatives add complications in terms of additional construction techniques and shifting traffic
operations several times throughout construction, and would prolong the construction schedule by as
much as a year, resulting in an estimated additional cost of $50 million as compared to the two New
Alignment Alternatives. In addition, temporary impacts related to indirect impacts to wetlands, water
resources and aquatic resources, as well as air quality and noise would be extended with either of the
Existing Alignment Alternatives.

The Existing Alignment North and the New Alignment North alternatives would require the displacement
of and/or major encroachment on several locally and regionally important commercial properties. These

two alternatives would result in property impacts to varying degrees on the entrance and related facilities
to the New York Container Terminal in Staten Island, New York, and the Waste Management, Inc. solid
waste transfer facility, the Bayway Metals scrap metal recycling facility and the proposed waterfront-
dependent dredged material facilities of Jay Cashman Inc., in Elizabeth, New Jersey. In comparison, the
Existing Alignment South and the New Alignment South alternatives would require the displacement of the
R.T. Baker & Son machinery dismantlers in Staten Island, as well as the entire or partial
acquisition/displacement of the Bay Way/Krakow Street neighborhood, an area of mixed-use residences
(up to 51 housing units comprising as many as 130 persons) and commercial properties (up to seven local
businesses) located beneath the Goethals Bridge within a predominantly industrial district of Elizabeth,
New Jersey. A detailed Environmental Justice analysis has been conducted and the FHWA has
determined that the residential displacements would not have a disproportionate impact on low-income
and minority populations. The New Alignment South Alternative would displace 51 housing units in
New Jersey. However, there were 5,502 housing units in the New Jersey GBR study area at the time of
the 2000 Census. Of this number 165 units were vacant. According to the City of Elizabeth 2010 Census,
the City of Elizabeth had 412 vacant housing units in 2000, 711 vacant housing units in 2010. Therefore
the City of Elizabeth has sufficient rental and real estate capacity to accommodate the displaced residents.

Considering other resources of concern in the area (e.g., water resources, wetland habitats, aquatic
communities, contaminated materials, air quality, noise, and traffic), the four Build Alternatives would
result in only slightly different operational and long-term environmental impacts, given the close
proximity and similar design of each. In the case of regulated wetlands, the total permanent impacts
range between 5.27 to 5.45 acres for the two Existing Alignment Alternatives to 5.57 to 5.59 acres for the
two New Alignment Alternatives, Within the Old Place Creek ecosystem on Staten Island, which
consists of mudflats, saltmarshes and tidal creeks, the permanent tidal wetland impacts would fall within
the range of 4.57 to 5.45 acres across the four Build Alternatives, with the higher acreages for the
Northern Alternatives in comparison to the Southern Alternatives. The Southern Alternatives would
result in higher acreages of permanent impacts to the mostly freshwater wetlands or open waters on the
New Jersey side of the Arthur Kill (up to 0.71 acre) when compared to the Northern Alternatives (up to
0.25 acre).

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), in its DEIS comment letter dated August 5, 2009,
affirmed that low saltmarsh and mudflats are more likely to support aquatic species of concern to NMFS
than high saltmarsh. The two Northern Alternatives would impact more acres of intertidal low
saltmarshes and mudflats than the two Southern Alternatives (with respective ranges of 2.72 to 3.7 acres
versus 0.81 to 0.92 acre). The Northern Alternatives would also have greater impact on portions of the
Old Place Creek Marsh that were restored subsequent to the 1990 Exxon Bayway oil spill which now
possesses a high ecological value. Conversely, both Southern Alternatives would result in the placement
of piers within the open waters of the Cory Warehouse Interpier Basin, which is an area of limited species



diversity.

In reviewing all of the evaluation criteria as presented in the FEIS, the two Existing Alternatives (Existing
Alignment North and Existing Alignment South) were removed from consideration due to their longer
construction duration, with an associated increase in their period of construction impact and higher cost.
In turn, the selection tradeoffs between the New Alignment North and New Alignment South came down
to the displacement and potential disruption of existing businesses that would have a significant impact
on the regional economy. The New Alignment North was removed from consideration since it would
displace or otherwise impact three regionally significant businesses that would have difficulty finding
suitable relocation sites within the general vicinity of the impact. The New Alignment North would also
result in a higher level of impact to valuable low saltmarsh and mudflat habitats than the New Alignment
South.

Conversely, the New Alignment South would displace an estimated 51 housing units and eight small
businesses (seven in New Jersey and one in New York), all of which could relocate locally. The City of
Elizabeth has sufficient rental and real estate capacity to accommodate the displaced residents.
Furthermore, the displaced residents would not pose a disproportionate impact on low income or minority
based populations. The total impact to wetlands associated with the New Alignment South is virtually the
same as that for the New Alignment North, although the former would have the least impact of all the
Build Alternatives to low saltmarsh and mudflat habitats, which are considered to be of higher quality for
aquatic species.

Although the FEIS contains detailed analyses of the navigational and environmental impacts associated
with a wide variety of resources, only those factors described above are considered to be the most
appropriate for making comparative assessments and decisions between the several alternatives
considered, including the No-Build and the four Build Alternatives. Some of the impact evaluations, such
as navigation, traffic and air quality during bridge operation, do not vary between alignment alternatives,
as they are not dependent on the actual alignment of the alternative. This is also true for cultural and
historic resources, as the one impacted resource would occur regardless of which alternative is chosen.
Similarly, in the case of contaminated materials, any of the Build Alternatives would have an impact on
known or suspected contaminated properties, although the levels and types of contamination may vary, as
well as the specific properties to be acquired.

Based on the above factors, as well as the comments received from public agencies and officials (see
Section VI and Attachment A), the FHWA maintains that the New Alignment South is the Preferred
Alternative and has determined that it is also the Environmentally Preferable Alternative. Specifically,
this alternative fully meets the stated purpose and need and is one of two Build Alternatives having the
lowest estimated construction cost and shortest construction duration. Due to the shorter construction .
duration, this alternative is also one of the two Build Alternatives having the shortest period of
construction related impacts to wetland, water resources and aquatic resources, as well as air quality and
noise. Although the New Alignment South has a marginally higher permanent wetland impact in
comparison to the other Build Alternatives, it exhibits the lowest impact to low salt marsh and mud flats,
which NMFS has identified being more likely to support aquatic species of concern to NMFS than high
salt marsh. In addition, although the New Alignment South would displace an estimated 51 housing units
and eight small businesses, it is anticipated that they could all relocate locally, whereas some of the larger
business operations that would be displaced by the North Alternatives could be more difficult to relocate.

The FHWA has determined that mitigation measures are appropriate for inclusion as part of the GBR
project in order to further minimize impacts on a variety of resources within the study area.



VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMMITMENTS

The strategies employed to avoid, minimize and mitigate the Project's Preferred Alternative social and
environmental impacts, as disclosed in the environmental document shall be adhered to during the
implementation of the project. Attachment A identifies environmental commitments as described in the
FEIS and other environmental documentation for the project. If during further project development, it is
determined that there is substantial change in the impacts or scope of the proposed action, the
environmental document will need to be reevaluated.

Displacements of Residential and Local Business Properties

The Proposed Project and its associated right-of-way for construction and operation would require that an
estimated 51 residential units would be acquired from the mixed-use residential neighborhood of Bay
Way/Krakow Street in Elizabeth, New Jersey, resulting in the estimated displacement of 130 persons. No
residential acquisitions are anticipated in New York. The Proposed Project would also result in the
acquisition of commercial properties in New Jersey and New York, resulting in the displacement of up to
eight active local businesses with an estimated employment of 110 jobs. In addition, the Proposed Project
would result in some minor business operational impacts with the acquisition of four other commercial
structures or elements, such as an employee parking lot, a weigh station and two billboards.

The recommended mitigation measure for the residential and business property acquisitions is
compensation of the private property owners as provided the Uniform Relocation Act and by applicable
law. 1t is anticipated that the Port Authority, after project authorization, would acquire the real property
interests necessary to effectuate the Proposed Project by negotiation and/or the exercise of the right of
eminent domain by condemnation.

Some of the residences to be displaced in New Jersey are considered low-income and/or minority
households, however the impacts would neither be predominantly borne by any minority or low-income
population nor be more severe or greater in magnitude than for non-minority or non-low-income
populations. Therefore the displacements would not have a disproportionate high or adverse impact on
low income and minority populations. Furthermore, it was also determined that the City of Elizabeth has
sufficient rental and real estate capacity to accommodate all of the displaced residents.

Adverse Effect on Historic Architectural Properties

In terms of Archaeological Resources, both the New Jersey and New York State Historic Preservation
Offices (SHPOs) have concurred that no National or State Register Eligible or Listed Archaeological
Resources would be affected by the Proposed Project, and that no further archaeological investigations
are necessary. In terms of Historic Resources, one architectural historic property will experience an
adverse effect, the Goethals Bridge which will be demolished after the replacement structure is built. The
Adverse Effect finding was submitted to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in
December 3, 2012; the ACHP declined to participate in the Section 106 consultation process.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and upon further
consultation with both SHPOs, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)dated September 3, 2010, was
executed by all signatory agencies (i.e., USCG, NJHPO, NYSOPRHP, and the Port Authority). The fully-
executed MOA (see Attachment B) includes stipulations and respective completion requirements, as well
as details of the following mitigation measures to be implemented by the Port Authority: (I) Project
Design Consultation; (2) Documentation and Curation of Original Documents; (3) Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER); (4) Goethals Bridge Publication; and (5) Documentary Film and Lesson
Plans. A new Section 106 MOA was developed and executed by all signatory agencies on June 11, 2013



(i.e. FHWA, USCG, NJSHPO, NYSOPRHP and the Port Authority) due to the change in lead federal
agency status and the new adverse effect findings as described under Section X.

Loss of Regulated Wetlands and Aquatic Habitats

There are wetlands in the project vicinity that would be directly impacted by the Proposed Project.
Coordination between the USCG, USACE, NMFS, NJDEP, NYSDEC, New York City Department of
Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR) and the Port Authority (the applicant) throughout the NEPA process
followed the avoidance, minimization and mitigation concept of wetland impact analysis. The combined
temporary impacts (0.27 acre) and permanent impacts (5.59 acres) on regulated wetlands and open waters
will total approximately 5.86 acres, approximately 0.56 acre in New Jersey (mostly to open waters and
freshwater wetlands) and 5.30 acres in New York (mostly to high saltmarshes). An additional 1.3 acres of
regulated wetland buffer areas (New Jersey and New York combined) will also be impacted by the
Proposed Project. Structural elements which would impact wetlands include: bridge piers and main
towers; temporary/permanent access roads for construction and future maintenance and security;
cofferdam erection; realignment of Gulf Avenue in New York; right-of-way fencing in New York; and
construction of an I-278 roadway U-turn in New Jersey. As part of the 30-day Public Notice on
September 22, 2010 for the Bridge Permit application, the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment was
formally transmitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) by the USCG pursuant to Section
305(b)(4)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. During EFH
consultation with NMFS, it was determined that with implementation of NMFS's conservation
recommendations , the Proposed Project's wetland and aquatic impacts would be limited to construction-
related short-term and localized effects on the fish and benthic community. These recommendations shall
be incorporated into any Coast Guard Bridge Permit issued.

Habitat shading is unlikely to be significant, but habitat fragmentation is likely to occur given the
unpaved access road and continuous security fence in New York that would bisect the Old Place Creek
ecosystem complex and have subsequent indirect impacts to terrestrial wildlife and wetlands hydrology

The combined direct and indirect impacts to regulated wetlands and aquatic habitats would be mitigated
through the following measures:

e The Use of Standard Construction Practices and/or Best Management Practices (BMPs) during
project construction to avoid and minimize the impacts to aquatic communities. These practices
include: the implementation of a Soil Control and Sediment Erosion Plan; the use of temporary
cofferdam's to contain dredging, construction, and demolition activities; the use of vibration-
powered pile drivers rather than impact drivers; and the potential construction of stormwater
detention basins to ensure that project-related impacts to aquatic communities are minor. In order
to minimize impacts to the aquatic community, all in-water construction and demolition work
would be contained within cofferdams in dry conditions. In turn, the actual installation and
removal activities for those cofferdams would only be performed from July 1 through December
31 in order to comply with NMFS' recommended in-water work moratoriums for the protection
of winter flounder spawning habitat and migrating alewife, blueback herring, and American shad
in the Arthur Kill. The Proposed Project will also be bound to the mitigation requirements
imposed by the states of New Jersey and New York in their ultimate approval of environmental
permits, including those related to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES).

e The Development and Implementation of a Sound Monitoring Program to measure the ambient
sound levels in the Arthur Kill as compared to the sound levels generated during construction
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(specifically as it relates to pile driving and controlled-explosive demolition activities). Upon
preparation of final design plans by the Port Authority, the sound monitoring program will be
developed and reviewed by NMFS prior to its implementation during the construction period.

e The Implementation of Further Considerations for Avoidance, Minimization and In-Kind
Restoration during the development of the final design plans during the subsequent regulatory
permitting reviews and consultation with USACE, NJDEP, and NYSDEC. At this stage of
conceptual design, a worst-case scenario for the Proposed Project (e.g., with an access road built
on fill material with 3:1 slopes and a security fence to run continuously along the new bridge's
right-of-way, except along open water sections) has been assumed in the FEIS. Other engineering
considerations to further reduce/minimize and mitigate direct and indirect impacts (e.g., habitat
fragmentation) will be developed and agreed upon with regulatory agencies during the permitting
review and final design processes.

e The Development, Review and Approval of a Compensatory Mitigation Plan for all unavoidable
impacts to wetland and aquatic habitats. At this point, and based on a worst-case scenario for
conceptual design of the Proposed Project, it is estimated that a total of 5.59 acres (5.10 acres in
New York and 0.49 acre in New Jersey) of permanent wetland impacts would be unavoidable as
presented in the FEIS. To that end and pursuant to regulatory requirements for future permit
applications with USACE, NJDEP, and NYSDEC, and in consultation with the Inter-Agency
Wetland Mitigation Group (created specifically for this project), the following strategies have
been proposed:

In New Jersey, the conceptual plan currently considers the following two options (in order of
preference):

e Option 1 - ProlLogis/ Port Reading Wetland Mitigation Bank-Mitigation is proposed by
purchasing credits from ProLogis in the Port Reading Wetland Mitigation Bank in Woodbridge,
New Jersey. Based on preliminary conversations with NJDEP and ProLogis, both tidal and
freshwater wetland impacts would be adequately covered by the bank since only a small amount
of freshwater wetlands would be impacted in New Jersey. This mitigation bank, once fully
approved, would sell mitigation credits that translate into 1 credit for 1 acre impacted. Pursuant
to its Project Authorization, the Port Authority will purchase credits from the ProLogis/Port
Reading Wetland Bank.

e Option 2 - NJDEP Wetlands Mitigation Fund- In the event that Option I is no longer viable, the
Port Authority proposes to provide funding toward the New Jersey Wetlands Mitigation Fund,
pursuant to further consultation with the NJDEP's Wetlands Mitigation Council.

In New York, the conceptual plan currently considers a permittee-responsible mitigation option
on a site owned by NYSDEC. The Port Authority and NYSDEC-Region 2 reached an informal
agreement on August 27, 2009 to pursue wetland restoration of the Old Place Creek Site, located
west of the West Shore Expressway and within the same watershed. NYSDEC agreed that
previously developed preliminary restoration plans for the site should be used by the Port
Authority, pending potential design updates as necessary. At this point and depending on its
needs, the Port Authority would use a portion of NYSDEC wetland restoration, which calls for
the creation of 15.39 acres of mudflat, high/low marsh and scrub-shrub habitats; and the
preservation of 3.91 acres of existing high/low marsh and open water habitats.

Ultimately, the appropriate compensatory mitigation options in both New Jersey and New York will be
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determined during the permitting processes of the USACE, NJDEP and NYSDEC, and in consultation
with NMFS (at their request).

Wildlife/Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat

Mitigation of direct and indirect impacts of the bridge construction and operation on wildlife I threatened
and endangered species I critical habitat would require a variety of techniques, ranging from those that
limit the spatial distribution of wildlife to limiting construction activities during certain times of the
year. Details of the mitigation measures to be implemented during construction will be further identified
during the environmental permitting phase of the project, although potential measures could include:

Perform wildlife surveys to identify travel corridors;

Fencing of construction staging areas and permanent access road;

Schedule construction activities to avoid wildlife disturbance during vulnerable life stages;

Use low impact lighting and curtains to avoid visual disturbance;

Prepare traffic management plan and stormwater management plan,

Prepare a fluid spill response plan;

Perform surveys for suitable diamondback terrapin nesting habitat and relocate vulnerable

individuals;

e Use netting on the tops of cranes and around fluid sources for the exclusion of bird species (e.g.,
peregrine falcon);

¢ Identify and restore potential habitat refuges prior to commencement of construction; and

e Utilize previously developed areas for construction staging zones, to the extent possible.

In addition, a number of mitigation measures and/or best management practices in the bridge's light
design would be implemented to reduce the risk of bird collisions with the replacement bridge during the
operational phase. Details of the mitigation measures to be implemented will be further identified during
the environmental permitting phase of the project, although potential measures could include:

e (Cable markers could be affixed to bridge cables to improve their visibility to birds during the day
and downshields could be installed on any lights not needed for aviation safety;

o Bridge illumination should provide only what light is necessary to ensure the safety of ship,
aircraft and automobile traffic; and

e The pedestrian walkway/bikeway could potentially be used to conduct surveys to determine
whether migrating birds and residential birds are encountering problems navigating through the
bridge area.

Navigation

The navigation channel would be kept open during construction with the exception of some short duration
channel closures for barge-based material deliveries, construction activities and bridge demolition. The
Port Authority and its contractors will coordinate the channel closures with the USCG to minimize vessel
navigation conflicts and allow for the appropriate timing of releases of a Local Notice to Mariners
(LNM).

During construction, impacts to navigation on the Arthur Kill in the vicinity of the Goethals Bridge would
be minimized by placing construction barges and equipment outside the navigation channel in locations
coordinated with the USCG. Equipment placed south of the Goethals Bridge would be located away from
the edge of the navigation channel to avoid impacts to large vessels turning into the Bayway refinery. Any
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construction activities requiring the use of barges in the channel would be accomplished during short
channel closures scheduled between the passages of large vessels navigating the Arthur Kill.

Contaminated Materials

The Goethals Bridge study area has a long history of industrial and manufacturing use dating back to the
1800s. As a result, contaminated soil and groundwater are anticipated to be encountered during
construction. Furthermore, previous studies have shown that a number of properties, which would be
acquired for construction purposes, are contaminated and/or possess asbestos and lead-based paint.

The Port Authority will mitigate impacts through the following process:

e A Health and Safety Plan will be developed prior to conducting any subsurface investigations and
construction activities associated with the project to reduce the potential for worker or public
contact with contaminated materials.

o The Port Authority will conduct a detailed Phase II environmental assessment; including soil,
sediment, and groundwater sampling, to more clearly identify sources and extent of
contamination.

e A comprehensive investigation work plan will be prepared that is consistent with applicable state
guidance and regulations.

e Once all subsurface investigations are completed and remedial alternatives have been assessed, a
Remedial Action Workplan (RAW) will be prepared to address remediation of the contaminated
sites in the affected area.

e A contaminated materials handling plan will be developed for the management, handling,
treatment and disposal of contaminated soils, sediments, groundwater and wastes encountered
during construction.

e Surveys of asbestos and lead-based paint will be conducted on buildings and other structures to
be demolished. Any asbestos and lead-based paint identified, as well as PCB-containing materials
would be removed in accordance with applicable regulations.

Traffic Impacts

The Proposed Project would result in significant level-of-service (LOS) F traffic impacts in three general
areas within the larger GBR EIS traffic study area for the 2034 Build Condition (the forecast design year),
including:

e In New Jersey, in the Bayway Avenue corridor, at I-278 mainline and interchanges, and at New
Jersey Turnpike Interchange 13;

e InNew York, on the Staten Island Expressway and service and local roads in the vicinity of the
Howland Hook Marine Terminal; and

e In New York, on service and local roads in the vicinity of the Verrazano-Narrows Bridge. As a
result, a series of potential traffic mitigation measures have been contemplated, analyzed, and
reviewed in consultation with the affected transportation agencies that have authority over those
impacted roadway facilities. Such interagency coordination included the New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), the New Jersey Department of Transportation
(NJDOT), the New Jersey Turnpike Authority (NJTA), the New York City Department of
Transportation (NYCDOT), the New York Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) and
the Cities of Elizabeth and Linden. In order to satisfy the New York City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) requirements, an additional impact and mitigation analysis for the 2014 Build
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Condition (forecasted year of bridge opening) was conducted in consultation with NYCDOT.

Consequently, the following Traffic Mitigation Plan was developed and will be implemented by the Port
Authority in order to return the impacted locations to 2034 No-Build or better traffic conditions, as
follows:

e Implement a managed-use lane (MUL) for buses and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs) only, on
the proposed Goethals Bridge Replacement during AM and PM peak periods. One lane in each
direction will operate as a MUL, and the remaining two lanes will operate for all vehicles, with
the MUL connecting to the Staten Island Expressway (I-278) in New York and the New Jersey
Turnpike Interchange 13 complex in New Jersey; and

o Implement a set of transportation system management (TSM) measures including intersection-
specific signal re-timing, provision of new signals, restriping, reduction of parking at selected
approaches and minor widening to provide channelized turn lanes, as appropriate, at impacted
locations in the vicinities of the Howland Hook Marine Terminal (HHMT) and the Verrazano-
Narrows Bridge in New York and in the Bayway Avenue/Bayway Circle corridor in New Jersey.
Details of the specific mitigations proposed are presented in Appendix J.5 of the FEIS.

As a result, the proposed Traffic Mitigation Plan would effectively mitigate most of the significant
impacts at locations in New York and New Jersey. Only nine specific locations would not be fully
mitigated with implementation of this plan. Two traffic locations in New Jersey (in the New Jersey
Turnpike Interchange 13 complex) and seven in New York (along the Staten Island Expressway between
the proposed Goethals Bridge and Richmond Avenue) would exhibit LOS conditions that are worse than
the No-Build condition in 2034, even with the combined implementation of a MUL on the new bridge
and of TSM improvements on local streets as mitigation measures.

Mitigation at the remaining unmitigated impact locations would require that other transportation agencies,
which own and operate the facilities on which these unmitigated impacts would occur, undertake planning
studies and design for major reconstruction projects at New Jersey Turnpike Interchange 13 and along
Staten Island Expressway between Richmond Avenue and West Shore Expressway. While such studies
are not currently contemplated, it is recommended that the Port Authority continue interagency
coordination with NJTA, NJDOT, NYSDOT, NYCDOT, and the Cities of Elizabeth and Linden beyond
this NEPA process, regarding mitigation measures proposed for roadway facilities not owned/operated by
the Port Authority.,

Air Pollutant Emission Exceedances and General Conformity Determination

As part of the environmental review of the Proposed Project, the USCG prepared a general conformity
determination pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 93 Subpart B. The general conformity regulations apply at this
time to the USCG issuance of a Bridge Permit because lhe project area is located in an area that is
designated as a nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard, nonattainment for PM25, and a
maintenance area for carbon dioxide (CO). The USCG conducted the general conformity evaluation
following all regulatory criteria and procedures and in coordination with USEPA.

The USCG prepared a Draft GCD which was published as part of the FEIS on August 13, 2010 for public
review and forwarded to required federal, state and local air resource agencies for review. Upon further
comments and reviews, and in consultation with the USEPA, NJDEP and NYSDEC, the USCG issued its
Final GCD on January 14, 2011.
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Based on this review, the FHWA has concluded that the Proposed Project would not increase regional
emissions and would, therefore, comply with both the New Jersey and New York State Implementation
Plans (SIPs). USEPA reviewed and agreed with the regulatory analysis. The USCG has determined that
the Proposed Project, utilizing the New Alignment South, will conform to the approved SIPs, based on
the findings below. For the GBR project construction-phase years, the following determinations were
made that:

e A commitment from the Port Authority, that all construction-phase nitrogen oxides (NOx)
emissions for years exceeding the 8-hour ozone nonattainment area thresholds will be offset by
the utilization of three years’ worth of excess credits from the Harbor Deepening Project
(HDP);**

** Without setting a precedent, the Port Authority has advised that it would commit to offset NOx
emissions with five years’ worth of NOx credits during the construction period that would satisfy the
position of the NYSDEC and NJDEP regarding applicability of thresholds for a severe nonattainment area
for the 1-hour ozone standard. Further, the Port Authority, as a contingency plan, subject to Port
Authority Board authorization, would implement an additional Marine Vessel Replacement Program, if
necessary.

e A determination that Project-generated PM,s emissions would not exceed the conformity
applicability threshold for PM,s; and

e A demonstration based on the results of microscale CO analyses that the Project would not cause
or exacerbate a localized violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).

During construction, the Port Authority's sustainability guidelines will be followed to minimize
construction-phase emissions. In accordance with these guidelines, a variety of emission control measures
for diesel measures for diesel equipment exhaust and fugitive dust, as detailed in Section 5.21.7.3 of the
FEIS and in the Final GCD in Attachment D of the USCG ROD, are proposed to minimize construction-
phase air quality impacts.

In terms of the Proposed Project's operations phase in the future, predicted localized CO levels would not
exceed the applicable CO standards; therefore, no significant CO impacts would occur, and mitigation
would not be required. The Proposed Project also would not cause, worsen or contribute to a violation of
the PM , s NAAQS. At a regional level (mesoscale), no significant impact associated with operation of the
Proposed Project would occur as pollutants emitted from vehicles traveling on study area roadways would
decrease in comparison to the No-Build Alternative.

Construction Noise

While the operation of the replacement bridge following its construction would not result in increased
noise levels, the construction of the bridge would have the potential to impact local residences and parks
during certain periods. In New Jersey, construction noise impacts could result to Public School 22
Halloran School, residences along the I-278 westbound on-ramp, and residences and users of the Louis
Avenue Park in Linden along the [-278 westbound mainline. The following mitigation measures will be
taken into consideration by the Port Authority and its contractors:

e The construction contract will require the development and implementation of a Construction
Environment Plan, consistent with the Port Authority's sustainable design guidelines, which
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reduces pollution, noise, and vibration from construction activities and vehicles to adjoining
neighborhoods.

e The Port Authority and contractor will conduct community and municipal outreach and
notifications to advise affected residents about construction schedules and anticipated periods of
higher level construction related noise.

e  Work time restrictions would be imposed on the Contractor requiring all construction activities to
be conducted during daylight hours only, in accordance with local regulations, and any exception
to this would require special permits from the cities of Elizabeth and/or Linden.

e Coordination with local officials and community groups and/or street signage will be employed to
advise local residents of traffic detour routes and the periods of their duration, related to the
closure of Atlantic Avenue EB on-ramp during the construction period.

In New York, the construction of the Proposed Project could result in significant noise level increases on
the Goethals Garden Homes community during a four month timeframe, as a result of work for the
replacement of the Travis Bridge. To mitigate these impacts, the Port Authority will follow its
sustainability guidelines, comply with the New York City Noise Code, and coordinate with local officials
and Community Board members during construction activities to notify residents within the Goethals
Garden Homes about construction schedules and anticipated periods of higher level construction related
noise.

IX. COMMENTS ON THE FEIS

Eleven comments in response to the USCG FEIS were received from a total of six federal/state/local
agencies: USEPA, NMFS, FHWA, NJDEP, New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission and
Linden Economic Development Corporation; one commercial property owner in Staten Island: R. Baker
& Son Machinery Dismantlers, Inc.; the College of Staten Island-CUNY; and two residential property
owners. Of the eleven comments, there were no substantive comments that required further analysis or
discussion. A summary of these comments and the USCG responses can be found in Attachment A of the
USCG ROD.

Additionally, an Errata Sheet was created in order to either rectify or clarify some minor inaccuracies
and/or erroneous statements that were made in the FEIS for the USCG ROD. This Errata Sheet has been
incorporated into a new FHWA FEIS Errata Sheet which contains further information as discussed in the
next section.

X. SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SINCE USCG ROD

Subsequent to the completion of the USCG’s FEIS and ROD, the Port Authority has submitted an
application for Title 23 funding. As a result, the Port Authority partnered with FHWA to complete the
NEPA process to be compliant with FHWA’s NEPA implementing regulations, 23 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 771 and 774. As a result of FHWA review of the environmental documents and in
order to comply with changes in regulation since the USCG ROD, the following issues have been
clarified:

Endangered Species Act
In April of 2012, the Atlantic Sturgeon was listed on the Endangered Species Act list. FHWA has

corresponded with NMFS to determine presence/absence of the Atlantic Sturgeon in the project area. Ina
letter dated November 27, 2012, National Marine Fisheries stated that no federally listed or proposed
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threatened or endangered species and/or designated critical habitat for listed species under their
jurisdiction are known to exist in the project area.

Section 106

After reviewing the project information and National Register eligibility descriptions of the Staten Island
Railway Lift Truss Bridge and the Staten Island Railroad Historic District, it is the opinion of FHWA that
while there is a visual effect of the project on these resources there is not an adverse effect under Section
106.

The Staten Island Railway Lift Truss Bridge over the Arthur Kill
The Goethals Bridge Replacement Project would not cause physical destruction or damage to the Vertical

Lift Bridge; the project would not change the character of its use; the project would not move its location
or any of its character-defining features; and the project would not alter the Vertical Lift Bridge attributes.
That is, this project will not affect the Staten Island Railway Lift Truss Bridge’s historic significance as a
well-preserved example of a proprietary bridge type with the distinction of being the longest span in the
world (per NHRP eligibility Criterion C [architectural, design, or artistic significance]).

The Staten Island Railroad Historic District

The existing Goethals Bridge is not part of or considered a component of the Staten Island Railroad
Historic District and the proposed New Jersey approach span of the replacement bridge would be
designed in a manner that would not result in physical changes to the historic railroad and trestle spans
(i.e., no new piers or footings would be located within the railroad’s right-of-way). While, the GBR
Project would introduce a new and wider New Jersey approach span over the historic district and other
physical elements to the railroad’s setting, the project would not cause physical destruction or damage to
the Historic District; would not change the character of the Historic District’s use; and would not alter or
move the location of the Staten Island Railroad or any of its character-defining features. The Historic
District’s historic significance as a critical link in the B&O Railroad freight service between Baltimore
and Manhattan via Staten Island (per NHRP eligibility Criterion A [association with significant historic
events and broad patterns of history])would not change.

As a result, FHWA re-initiated Section 106 consultation, notifying all Section 106 consulting parties of
the new effect finding and sought their input. There was no disagreement. FHWA therefore revised the
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to reflect its role as lead federal agency on the Section 106 Process,
revised the adverse effect determination, and retained the stipulations provided in the original MOA.
FHWA coordinated with the USCG, the Port Authority and the New York and New Jersey State Historic
Preservation Offices to obtain approval of the revisions and new signatures of the revised MOA
document. Upon completion of the signed MOA, copies were submitted to the Consulting and Interested
parties for their record.

Section 4(f)
FHWA’s Section 4(f) Evaluation determined that the Project’s permanent physical taking of the Goethals

Bridge, a property that has been designated potentially eligible for NRHP listing, constitutes a Section
4(f) use and qualifies the property for Section 4(f) protection. The Goethals Bridge is the only property to
which Section 4(f) applies. As all of the possible alternatives would include the demolition of the existing
Goethals Bridge, no avoidance alternatives are feasible and prudent. The Programmatic Section 4(f)
Evaluation and Approval for FHWA Projects that Necessitate the Use of Historic Bridges has been
approved for use in this project.
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Air Quality

On November 29, 2012, the New York State Interagency Consultation Group (ICG) for air quality
conformity concurred that the Goethals Bridge Replacement Project will not cause a significant increase
in the number of diesel vehicles on I-278 per 40 CFR Part 93.123(b)(1)(i) or cause any intersections to
change to a Level of Service D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of
diesel vehicles related to the project.

This decision was based on the information provided to the ICG by the Port Authority of New and New
Jersey on November 29, 2012 that conservatively estimated that the incremental increase in diesel
vehicles between the build and no-build condition is 2,781 trucks in the 2030 design year. This decision
is also based on the understanding that any future transportation projects in the vicinity of the Goethals
Bridge to create new or improve existing access to rail terminals or rail transfer sites will be subject to an
independent evaluation of all criteria in 40 CFR Part 93.123(b)(1)(i-v).

The FEIS is therefore acceptable from the air quality standpoint.

Coastal Zone Management

Subsequent to the USCG Record of Decision, which was contingent upon receipt of the New York and
New Jersey Water Quality Certificates (WQCs) and Coastal Zone Management (CZM) concurrences, the
Port Authority has received the following:

In a letter dated September 9, 2011, the NYS Department of State determined that the project meets the
Department’s general consistency concurrence criteria, and that further review and concurrence with an
individual consistency certification is not required.

The NJ Department of Environmental Protection Waterfront Development IP Upland Permit signed and
dated October 24, 2012 included a statement that, “This permit is authorized under, and in compliance
with, the Rules on Coastal Zone Management.”

Additional Items
Additionally the following have been added to the scope of the project:

Corey Warchouse Bulkhead

Subsequent to the USCG FEIS, an inspection of the Corey Warehouse Bulkhead has shown deterioration
significant enough to warrant replacement. As such the bulkhead replacement is seen as a necessary
element in the Goethals Bridge Replacement Project. The following activities are involved:

e Remove cantilever structures within the interpier basin back to the bulkheads along South Front
Street and the Cory Warehouse property (Block 4, Lots 1471, 1472, 1474)

e Construct new bulkheads along South Front Street and Cory Warehouse property that meet a 50
year service life. Bulkheads shall have a concrete cap and an 8-ft high chain link fence.

e Construct new bulkhead on Cory property along the Arthur Kill within the Project ROW. United
States Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) station shall remain accessible and operational
at all times. The City of Elizabeth brick outfall shall be protected at all times.

18



Consequently, the design builder will coordinate with the NJ Department of Environmental Protection
and the US Army Corps of Engineers regarding the permitting and documentation needed for this
improvement, which will be reflected in the Port Authority Environmental Compliance Program,
described in the following section, Monitoring and Enforcement Program.

XI. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND MITIGATION PLAN (ECMP)

The Design-Builder is required to develop and submit Environmental Compliance and Mitigation Plan
which describes the environmental requirements that were identified during the environmental
reviews, as documented in the FEIS, ROD, as stipulated by the permits and as set forth by Section
106 MOA, the EFH Assessment, and the Federal, State and local regulatory requirements to
be followed during construction. The ECMP shall document and fully detail compliance
strategies and procedures for each mitigation plan which shall be submitted to the appropriate
permitting agency for review and approval.

The objectives of the ECOP will be to:

e Identify environmental requirements and the protected resources within the project that
require compliance to all existing and any forthcoming Federal, State, and local regulatory permit
conditions and the procedures defined to meet them;

e  Define environmental commitments and mitigation measures stipulated by the Federal and State
permits and regulations; and those contained within the FEIS and;

o Ensure that the required environmental commitments and mitigation measures are identified in the
Contract documents and pertinent submittals;

e  Define responsibilities and actions by the Port Authority and its Contractors needed to maintain
compliance with environmental requirements during design and construction;

o  Define responsibilities and actions by the Port Authority and its Contractors needed to
effectively respond to situations or agency/public concerns;

e  Establish necessary procedures by the Port Authority and its Contractors for communication,
documentation, and review of environmental compliance activities for each construction contract;

e  Ensure that Contractors submit all environmental documents, designs and plans required;

e  Ensure that Contractors provide all means and methods to avoid or minimize impacts to
the environment and general public in compliance with the construction contract documents; and,

° Ensure all work is monitored in accordance with the environmental commitments contained
within the Environmental Compliance Program, and all Federal, State, and local regulatory rules and
permit conditions.

The ECMP will identify the coordination and procedures necessary to limit potential impacts to the
environment and communities within and adjacent to the project and provide guidance to the Design-
Builder and to specify actions and protocols to monitor the Design-Builder’s compliance with the
project’s mitigation commitments,

The ECMP will be updated as design and construction progresses and as further environmental
requirements and/or issues are identified, if applicable.

XII. CONCLUSION

Having carefully considered the environmental record noted above, the mitigation measures as required
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herein, the written and oral comments offered by other agencies and the public on this record, and the
written responses to the comments, the FHWA and the Port Authority have determined that (1)
adequate opportunity was offered for the presentation of views by all parties with a significant economic,
social, or environmental interest; (2) fair consideration has been given to the preservation and
enhancement of the environment and to the interests of the communities in which the Selected Alternative
is located; (3) all reasonable steps have been taken to minimize adverse environmental impacts of the
Selected Alternative; and (4) where adverse impacts remain, there exists no feasible and prudent
alternative to avoid or further mitigate such impacts.

On the basis of the careful evaluation and weighing of environmental impacts with social, economic and
other considerations as presented, and the mitigation measures proposed in the Goethals Bridge
Replacement Project FEIS and this ROD as well as the written and oral comments offered by the
public and public agencies, the FHWA determined in accordance with 23 CFR 771.105 that:

¢ The requirements of 23 CFR 771 have been met as the DEIS and FEIS were duly prepared under
NEPA,;

e Consistent with social, economic and other essential considerations, from among the
reasonable alternatives available, the Selected Alternative is one that avoids or minimizes adverse
environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable and that adverse environmental impacts
will be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable by incorporating as conditions
those mitigation measures that were identified as practicable;

e Alternative courses of action were evaluated and decisions were made in the best overall
public interest based upon a balanced consideration: of the need for safe and efficient
transportation; of the social, economic, and environmental impacts of the project; and of national,
state and local environmental protection goals;

e The proposed action, to the fullest extent possible, incorporates all environmental
investigations, reviews, and consultations in a single coordinated process;

e Compliance with all applicable environmental requirements are reflected in the
environmental document required under NEPA; and

e Public involvement and a systematic interdisciplinary approach were essential parts of
the development process for the project.
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