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1 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED PRQIECT
1.1 Overview
The Selected Project is for the replacenent of the existing

Interstate 95 (1-95) crossing over New Haven Harbor, known as the
Pear| Harbor Menorial Bridge (locally known as the “@ Bridge)

(Figure 1). The Selected Project is the sanme as the Recommended
Action descri bed in t he Fi nal Envi r onnent al | npact
Statenment/ Section 4(f) Evaluation (My, 1999) (FEIS/4(f)) with one
mnor nodification as explained in Section 1.2, “1-95 Between

I nterchanges 49/50 and 54" (page 5) of this Record of Decision
(ROD) .

The conplete text of the environnental docunentation associ ated
with this study is found in the follow ng publications which have
been w dely distributed:

- Draft Environnmental |npact Statenent/Section 4(f) Evaluation
(DEl' S/ 4(f)) (Novenber, 1991),

- Suppl enental Draft Environmental |npact Statenent/Section
4(f) Evaluation (SDElI S/ 4(f)) (April, 1997), and

- Fi nal Environnmental |npact Statenent/Section 4(f) Evaluation
(FEI S/ 4(f)) (May, 1999).

These docunents (along with this Record of Decision) are on file
as  permanent records in the Connecticut Depar t ment of
Transportation ( ConnDAM) Li brary (2800 Berlin Tur npi ke,
New ngton, Room Gl14) and in the nmain public libraries in New
Haven, East Haven, Branford, Wst Haven, North Haven, Quilford,
Cinton, and Madi son.

The devel opnent and selection of this project is docunented in
the FEI S/ 4(f) Chapter 2, “Devel opnent of the Recommended Action”.
Section 2.3 of the FEIS/4(f) presents the factors involved and
the reasoning used in elimnating other alternatives considered,
and including various transportation conponents in the Selected
Proj ect. The Selected Project is a conposite of SDEIS/ 4(f)
Alternative 5, Transit and Transportation Systens WManagenent
(TSM conponents of the various build alternatives considered,
conponents of the Internodal Concept Developnent Conmittee
recommendation, the South Central Region Council of Governnents
(SCRCOG “Option 5B" proposal and public interest to add 1-95
capacity east of New Haven. The Selected Project is preferred
because it best neets the project purpose and need, while
m nim zing social and environnental inpacts.
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Proj ect Purpose:

- prevent traffic congestion from continuing into off-peak
hours; and

- keep travel delays through the New Haven area of [-95
reasonabl e.

Proj ect Need:

- remedy the existing QBridge structural deficiencies or
replace it with a new structure; and

- make operational and safety inprovenents to this section of
| - 95.

This decision is based on an evaluation of the technical analysis
conducted during the DElI S/ 4(f), SDEIS/4(f) and FEI S/ 4(f) processes
and substantial community and resource agency i nput.

The Sel ected Project consists of the followng transit, TSM and
hi ghway conponents.

1.2 Transit and TSM Conponents:

Shore Line East. Continue to provide Shore Line East rail
passenger service between New Haven and New London. Servi ce
|l evels in operation at the tinme of the start of construction wll
be conti nued. Ri dership and service frequencies wll be
nonitored regularly to determine the need for service
nodi fi cati ons.

Bus Servi ce. Continue to provide bus service between Branford
and New Haven via the Tominson (Route 1) Bridge at service
|l evel s in operation at the tine of the start of construction.
This will include service on Connecticut Transit Routes F & G
Ri dership and service frequencies will be nonitored regularly to
determ ne the need for service nodifications.

Commuter Rail Station at State Street. Construct a new comuter
rail passenger station stop on State Street, between Court and
Chapel Streets in New Haven (refer to FEIS/4(F) Figure 2.4-2).
This station wll serve rail comuters who desire nore direct
access to downtown New Haven. The new State Street station stop
would be in addition to stops currently served by the Shore Line
East commuter rail service (New Haven to New London).

| nproved Transit Marketing. Mar keting neasures can include
direct mail, newspaper advertisenents and tel evision spots, nore
frequent distribution of inproved schedules, nore frequent

issuing of an up-to-date regional transit guide, and a “transit
in the schools’ program

| nproved Access to Transit Information. Up-to-date schedul es
will be mintained at each transit stop and the transit



information telephone line will be inproved to mnimze “busy”
si gnal s.

Carpool Marketing. Marketing neasures will be simlar in nature
to the transit marketing nmeasures descri bed above.

Public and Private Carpool WMatching. Distribution of “how to”
kits to enployers and a public full-tinme coordinator with a PC
based system for matching.

Optim zed Flextine. Enployers in the region will be approached
by ConnDOT or its representative (e.g. rideshare brokerage firm
wth a marketing information program about the enployer

voluntarily providing flextine work schedules. Ongoi ng or
periodic reviews and surveys wll be nade to ascertain the |eve
of participation; adjustnents to the program will be nmade to

concentrate on the nost productive types of enployers.

Vol untary Ri deshare (HOV) Preferential Parking. Enployers in the
region wll be approached by ConnDOT or its representative with a
mar keti ng/i nformati on program about the enployer voluntarily
providing preferential parking for rideshare (HOV) participants.
Preferential parking could consist of both free parking for High
Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) and a physical arrangenent, where
possi ble, such that the longest walk from a reserved HOV space
woul d be no |longer than the shortest walk from a non-HOV space

Ongoi ng or periodic reviews and surveys will be nmade to ascertain
the level of participation, and adjustnents to the program wl|l
be made to concentrate on the nost productive types of enployers.

| nsurance Breaks ($40) for R deshare (HOV)/Transit. Al

i nsurance providers serving the region wll be approached by
ConnDOT or its representative to set up a program in which the
i nsurance conpany would voluntarily provide an annual rebate to
auto insurance policy holders who could docunent regular transit
or HOV use. It is assunmed that travelers choosing to travel by
HOV or transit would be able to obtain such docunentation wth
negl i gi bl e i nconveni ence.

GQuar anteed Ride Hone. Enployers in the region will be approached
by ConnDOT or its representative to set up a programin which the
enpl oyer would voluntarily provide for docunented rideshare
(HOV/transit) riders (assumng that such docunmentation 1is
conveniently obtainable), taxi or equivalent service to the hone
fromthe work place in the event of certain unusual or energency
conditions conprising up to one percent of workdays.

1.3 H ghway Conponents

The total distance of [-95 roadway inprovenents extends
approximately 11.6 km (7.2 mles) between |Interchange 46 (Sargent
and Long Wharf Drives) in New Haven and Interchange 54 (Cedar
Street) in Branford (Figure 1).(Refer to FEIS/4(f) Figure 2.4-1).
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Q Bridge Harbor Crossing. The geonetric configuration of the

Q Bridge has been defined based upon the anticipated (design year
2015) travel demand through the study corridor. It also
addresses the desire to avoid and mnimze inpacts upon |and use
and the environnent proxinmate to the existing and new bridge
crossing and highway corridor, the ability to adapt the new
harbor crossing to inprovenents to the 1-95/1-91/Route 34
I nt erchange, and not preclude potential future nodifications to
-95 in the Long Warf/Sargent Drive area of New Haven (to
| nt erchange 45).

The new bridge wll consist of five travel lanes in each
direction wwth full inside and outside shoul ders. It wll be
| ocated south of and partially within the footprint of the
existing 1-95 Q@ Bridge harbor crossing. Existing Interchanges 49

and 50 (Stiles Street/Wodward Avenue) wll be conbined and
serviced by a new connecting road between Wodward Avenue and
Fulton Terrace. One |1-95 north travel lane will be dropped with

the new Stiles Street/Wodward Avenue off ranp (Interchange
49/ 50) . One 1-95 south travel lane will be introduced with the
new Stiles Street/Wodward Avenue on ranp (I nterchange 49/50).

| -95 Between Interchange 49/50 and 54. Four 1-95 north trave

| anes will be provided between the Interchange 49/50 off ranmp and
the Interchange 51 (Frontage Road, East Haven) off ranp. One |-
95 north travel lane will be dropped with the Interchange 51 off
ranp. Three travel lanes will be provided along 1-95 north
between the Interchange 51 and Interchange 54 (Cedar Street,
Branford) off ranps. At Interchange 54 the transition back to a
two | ane highway to the east will occur by taking the northbound
Cedar Street off ranp as a | ane drop.

In the 1-95 south direction, the transition to a two | ane hi ghway
fromthe east to a three lane highway will occur by bringing the
I nt erchange 54 on-ranp onto the highway as a |lane add. Three |-
95 south travel lanes will be provided between the Interchange 54
and Interchange 51 on ranps. The Interchange 51 on ranp will be
brought onto the highway as a |lane add. This will provide a four
| ane section between Interchange 51 and Interchange 49/50 (and
not the three-lane configuration described for the FEIS/ 4(f)
Reconmended Action).

As previously indicated, the Interchange 49/50 on ranp will be
brought onto the highway as a one |ane add (and not the two |ane
add as described for the FEI S/4(f) Recomrended Action). This wll
provide the transition into the five lane section on the new
bri dge crossing between Interchange 49/50 and the 1-95/1-91/Route
34 | nterchange.

| -95 south between Interchange 51 and I|nterchange 49/50 of t
Selected Project is a mnor nodification of the FEIS/ 4(

5

he
f)



Recommended Action configuration. Subsequent to the preparation
and printing of the FEIS/4(f), continued coordination with the
Town of East Haven and the SCRCOG resulted in the agreed to
nodi fication of this approxinmately 610 neters (2000 feet) of the
|-95 south lane configuration. The FEIS/ 4(f) presents this
section of 1-95 south as a three |ane configuration begi nning at
the on ranp at Interchange 54, with two |anes added to 1-95 at
the new I nterchange 49/50 on ranp to acconplish the five lane |-
95 south bridge crossing.

The agreed to nodification for this section of 1-95 south is a
four lane configuration between Interchanges 51 and 49/50 wth
the transition fromthree lanes to five |lanes as descri bed above.
(Refer to Figure 2). Eval uation of the Selected Project wth
this nodification indicates the follow ng:

— Year 2015 level of service traffic performance of the Sel ected

Project for this portion of 1-95 wth the agreed to
nodi fication, will inprove slightly fromthat reported in the
FEI S/ 4(f). The level of service wll inprove from*®“E to “D

in the AM peak hour (1-95 south), and from “D’ to “C in the
PM peak hour (1-95 north) for location 15 (Refer to FEI S/ 4(f)
Figure 4.1-5, page 4-33). The | evel of service for the 1-95
south on ranp from Frontage Road (refer to |ocation #17 of
FEI S/ 4(f) Figure 4.1-5, page 4-33) could also inprove to “C
and “B” in the norning and evening peak hours, respectively.
The | evel of service at other study locations wll remain the
sane as that estimated and reported for the FEIS/ 4(f)
Recommended Action (FEI S/ 4(f) Chapter 4) due to insignificant
changes in traffic projections.

- There wll be no significant addi ti onal soci al or
environnmental inpact resulting fromthe Selected Project, from
that reported for the Recommended Action in the FEIS/ 4(f),
Chapter 4. The nodification can be acconplished primarily
within the existing highway right-of-way. There will be no
change in the affect upon Section 4(f) resources.

— Traffic noise along 1-95 south and north in this area may
increase by 1-3 decibels. This does not affect the
recomendations for this area regarding traffic noise
abatenent, as reported in the SDEIS/4(f) (refer to SDEIS/ 4(f)
Techni cal Report #8, page [1V-16) and the FEIS/4(f) for the
Recommended Acti on.

- There will be no notable change from that reported in the
FEI S/ 4(f) for the Recommended Action regarding air em ssions.
The em ssions analysis has been conducted for the action
scenario and neets the required conformty test. The Sel ected
Project is included in the SCRCOG s nobst current Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) and Transportation | nprovenent
program (TIP). The LRTP and TIP are in confornmance with the
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State Inplenmentation Plan (SIP). The nmnesoscale analysis
results denonstrate that the emssions are within the SIP

budget s. The results of the mcroscale analysis or hot spot
anal ysis for Carbon Mpnoxide (CO denonstrate that there wl|
be no notable air quality inpacts. Therefore, since the
Sel ected Project (with an I- 95 south four |ane configuration
between Interchanges 51 and 49/50) wll neither create
exceedances of the National Anbient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), nor exacerbate current conditions, the project

continues to conformto the requirenments of the Clean Air Act
Anmendnent s of 1990.
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| -95 South Modification
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The geonetry for the section of 1-95 between |nterchanges 49/50
and 54 will be designed such that in the future, the opportunity
for inplenmenting a contiguous high occupancy vehicle |ane (peak
period and peak direction) will not be precluded. The recently
constructed 1-95 bridge over Lake Saltonstall wll not be
reconstructed. The six lane configuration on this structure wl|
be achi eved by restriping the existing pavenent.

| -95/1-91/ Route 34 Interchange. The configuration of the I-95/1-
91/ Route 34 Interchange has been defined to inprove operations
within and through this interchange, maintain current access to

the extent reasonable, and avoid or limt the inpact upon |and
use proximate to the interchange. The selected configuration
will allow the opportunity for and will not preclude potential

future nodifications on 1-95 in the Long Wiarf/ Sargent Drive area
of New Haven (to Interchange 45).

The [1-95/1-91/Route 34 Interchange wll be redesigned to
elimnate existing left lane entrance and exit ranps, to the
extent possible, to provide two-lane interstate-to-interstate
roadway novenents, and to accommodate future traffic (design year
2015) by allowwng for three lanes in each direction on 1-95
through the interchange. The reconstructed interchange wll
accept the new ten-lane harbor crossing. The Brewery Street on-
ranp onto 1-95 south and the Brewery Street off-ranp from Route
34 east wll be elimnated. The existing entrance ranp from
Woster Street to 1-95 north will remain.

|-95 Long Wharf/Sargent Drive. The Selected Project includes a
No Build scenario for 1-95 through Long Warf/Sargent Drive
(between Canal Dock Road and Interchange 45). Under the No-Build
scenario, 1-95 will remain as a six lane facility. A nom na
anount of wdening wll occur between the Canal Dock Road
overpass and Interchange 46 to provide lane transitions between
the new 1-95/1-91/Route 34 interchange and existing conditions
wi thin the Long Wharf/ Sargent Drive area. Interchange 46 will be
reconstructed to relocate its termni intersecting with Sargent
Drive and Long Wharf Drive, and inprove |1-95 operations at these
exit and entrance ranps.

1.4 O her Considerations:

The recomendations from the 1-95 Southwest Corridor Study,
bet ween the East Haven/Branford town |ine and the Connecti cut/ New
York state line wll be pursued through separate project

initiatives.

The evaluation of transportation needs along the 1-95 corridor
bet ween the Branford/ East Haven town |ine and the Connecticut/

Rhode Island state line, has been conducted in accordance wth
Public Act 97-214. A stakehol ders advisory group has partici pated
in this evaluation and contributed to developing the findings
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included in a report that was submtted to the State Legislature
in early 1999. The findings of this study wll be pursued,
t hrough separate project initiatives.

1.5 | npl enent ati on

The total estimated project capital cost is $979 million (year
1998 dollars). The Selected Project is planned to be inplenented
in five phases, based upon priority needs, funding capability,
and design and construction staging schedules and requirenents.

The project wll continue to be assessed (during the design
phase) to identify ways of reducing the estinmated capital
i nvestment and construction schedul e. It is anticipated that

design and construction would proceed in the follow ng general
sequence, which is subject to change based upon the above
menti oned vari abl es:

— Inplement the State Street rail station (New Haven) and
corridor wide Transit and TSM package.

- Reconstruct and wden [1-95 through Branford, bet ween
I nterchange 54 (Cedar Street) and the east shore of the [-95
bri dge over Lake Saltonstall.

- Reconstruct and wden 1-95 through East Haven, between the
west shore of the 1-95 bridge over Lake Saltonstall and
I nt erchange 49/50 in New Haven.

- Construct a new 1-95 ten lane bridge crossing New Haven
Har bor .

- Reconstruct the 1-95/1-91/Route 34 interchange in New Haven.
2. PRQIECT COWM TMENTS

The following project commtnents will be pursued during the
desi gn and i npl enentati on phases of the Selected Project:

- A new State Street (New Haven) rail passenger station project

will be designed with construction anticipated for year 2000.

It is intended hat this facility be operational prior to 1-95
proj ect construction.

— Addi tional engineering study and environnental evaluation wll
be initiated for 1-95 between Canal Dock Road and I nterchange
45 (Route 10) in the Long Warf/Sargent Drive area. Such

study and evaluation wll address wvarious [1-95 roadway
configurations and inproved Interchange 46 configurations
which wll be conpatible wth the 1-95/1-91/Route 34
| nt erchange concept included in the Selected Project. The
study will also assess neasures to inprove pedestrian and

10



vehicle access to the New Haven Harbor waterfront at Long
VWhar f Park and Bayview Park. Separate environnent al
docunentation will be prepared and processed, as required for
any resulting project(s).

— The geonetry for the section of [-95 between |Interchanges
49/ 50 and 54 will be designed to the extent possible within
the existing highway right-of-way, and in such a manner that
the opportunity for inplementing a contiguous high occupancy
vehicle |ane (peak period and peak direction) will not be
precluded in the future,

— A Construction Traffic Mnagenent Plan shall be inplenented.
The Plan wll address and enhance the opportunity for
alternate travel nodes during construction. This plan wll be
developed in coordination with the South Central Region
Council O Governnments, including the first elected officials
of the affected corridor towns. The Plan will include Shore
Line East rail passenger station and parking inprovenents and
fixed route bus service inprovenents in the East Shore/ Morris
Cove area (New Haven/ East Haven).

3. ALTERNATI VES CONSI DERED

The alternatives considered are summarized in the FEIS/ 4(f),
Chapter 2, Sections 2.1 and 2.2. Overall, the SDEIS/ 4(f) No
Build Alternative (rehabilitate the existing Q Bridge crossing)
woul d have the | east environnental inpact of all the alternatives
considered (other than Do  Not hing). The  next | east
environnental |y damaging alternative overall would be SDEI S/ 4(f)
Alternative 3 (rehabilitate and reconfigure the existing Q Bridge
and reconfigure the 1-95/1-91/Route 34 Interchange). As
explained in the FEI S/4(f) Chapter 2, Section 2.3, however, these
alternatives would not neet the purpose and need for this project
wth regards to structural considerations and transportation
per f or mance.

The DEI S/ 4(f) and SDEI S/4(f) alternatives considered were as
fol | ows:

3.1 DEIS/4(f) ALTERNATI VES:

DEI S/4(f) Alternative 1: Do Nothing. The nmai ntenance of the
existing transportation system wth the exception of prior
commtnments to inprovenents.

DEIS/4(f) Aternative 2: Transit/TSM The TSM conponent
consisted of closure of the Stiles Street ranps. The transit
conponents consisted of neasures fromthe Statewi de Transit Pl an
(which were assunmed in each of the DEIS/4(f) Build Alternatives)
i ncl udi ng: | ocal bus expansion, a new commuter rail station at
State Street, and an upgrade to existing commuter rail service.
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The following inprovenents were also included: parking shuttle
from east harbor shore to the Long Warf area, augnented service
on Connecticut Transit, and travel tinme inprovenents for buses
al ong Forbes Avenue.

DEI S/4(f) Alternative 3: Wden Existing Structures. Construction
of twin, two |lane structures centered on the existing alignnment
and imediately adjacent to the existing QBridge on the north
and south, to be dedicated for 1-95 through traffic, while the
exi sting Q Bridge would accommbdate the 1-91, Route 34, and ot her

|l ocal traffic novenents. The existing QBridge would be
reconditioned. DEIS/ 4(f) Alternative 4A. New South Alignnent
Directional Crossing. Construction of new five lane, single

directional crossing for northbound traffic between the existing
Q Bridge and the Tominson Bridge (U S. Route 1). The existing
Q Bridge would be reconfigured to a five lane bridge carrying
sout hbound traffic and woul d be reconditi oned.

DElI S/4(f) Alternative 4B: New South Alignnment 1-95 Crossing.
Construction of new four lane, two directional crossing between
the existing QBridge and the Tom inson Bridge, to be dedicated
for 1-95 through traffic, while the existing QBridge would
accommodate the 1-91, Route 34, and other local traffic
novenents. The existing Q Bridge would be reconditioned.

DEI S/4(f) Aternative 5A: New North Alignnent Directional
Cr ossi ng. Construction of new five lane, single directional
crossing for southbound traffic imediately north of the existing
Q Bridge. The existing QBridge would be reconfigured to a five
lane bridge carrying northbound traffic and would be
recondi ti oned.

DElI S/4(f) Alternative 5B: New North Alignment 1-95 Crossing.
Construction of new four lane, two directional Crossing
i mredi ately north of the existing QBridge, to be dedicated for
|-95 through traffic, while the existing QBridge would
accommodate the 1-91, Route 34, and other local traffic
novenents. The existing Q Bridge would be reconditioned.

Common Elements to DEIS/ 4(f) Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5A, and 5B.
Several features were comon to all of the Build Alternatives
associated with the DEIS/4(f), including: (1) the Kinberly Avenue
and the Boulevard interchanges in the Oyster Point area were
consol i dated and redesi gned; (2) Sargent Drive was to be extended
to the south, connecting to Fifth Street and Ella Gasso
Boul evard; (3) the on-ranp fromBrewery Street to 1-95 south, the
off-ranp from Route 34 to Brewery Street, and the on-ranp from
Woster Street to 1-95 north would have all been elimnated; and
(4) a collector-distributor road system to service |ocal access
woul d have been constructed to service Route 34, Sargent/Long
VWharf Drive and Boul evard/Kinberly Avenue traffic through the
Sar gent/ Long Wharf area.
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3.2 SDEIS/4(f) ALTERNATI VES:

The six SDEI S/4(f) build alternatives (excluding Do Nothing and No
Buil d) were developed from an initial 160 ideas which were used
to conpile prelimnary alternatives. The prelimnary
alternatives were screened to define the SDEIS/4(f) alternatives.
The SDEIS/4(f) alternatives represented nunerous iterations of
refinements and nodifications that sought to ensure adequate
nmobility, engineering feasibility, and environnental sensitivity.
Al t hough developed to acconmpdate the sanme transportation
requi renents, the alignment and/or structure of each alternative
i S unique.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Do Nothing Alternative. Assuned the maintenance of the
exi sting transportation system

SDEI S/ 4(f) No Build Alternative. The existing QBridge would be
rehabi litat ed.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Alternative 1. A new seven lane bridge would be
constructed over the harbor inmmediately south of the existing

Q Bridge and north of the US. Route 1 Tominson Bridge. The
existing QBridge would be denolished. The bridge would have a
reversible lane, facilitated by the use of a nobveable barrier
The 1-95/1-91/ Route 34 interchange woul d be reconfi gured.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Alternative 2. A new eight lane bridge would be
constructed imedi ately south of the existing QBridge and north
of the U S. Route 1 Tomlinson Bridge, consisting of four trave

|l anes in each direction. The existing QBridge would be
denol i shed. The 1-95/1-91/Route 34 interchange would be
reconfi gur ed.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Alternative 3. The existing QBridge would be
rehabilitated and reconfigured. It would carry three travel
| anes in each direction. The 1-95/1-91/Route 34 interchange

woul d be reconfi gured.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Alternative 4. The existing QBridge would be
rehabilitated, reconfigured, and w dened to eight lanes, wth
four travel lanes in each direction. One of the travel lanes in
each direction would be designated a dianond |ane (for high-
occupancy vehicle traffic) and would be carried to Branford in
the area of the former toll plaza. The 1-95/1-91/Route 34
i nterchange would be totally reconstructed. The Brewery Street
on-ranp to 1-95 south would be closed. The Sargent Drive/lLong
VWharf Drive ranps would be reconstructed and the roads would
operate in a one-directional traffic pattern.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Alternative 5. A new ten lane bridge would be

constructed partially on and to the south of the existing

QBridge and north of the US. Route 1 Tominson Bridge and

within the footprint of the existing QBridge, providing five
13



travel lanes in each direction. The 1-95/1-91/Route 34
i nterchange would be totally reconstructed. The Brewery Street
on-ranp to 1-95 south would be closed. The Sargent Drivel/Long
VWharf Drive ranps would be reconstructed and the roads would
operate in a one-directional traffic pattern.

SDEI S/ 4(f) Alternative 6. The existing QBridge would be
rehabilitated and reconfigured. It would carry three travel
| anes in each direction. The 1-95/1-91/Route 34 interchange

woul d be reconfigured. A Light Rail Transit (LRT) System would
be constructed between the City of New Haven and the Town of East
Haven.

Common El ements to SDEIS/4(f) Alternatives 1 through 6. Severa
features were comon to all of the Build Alternatives associ ated
with the SDEIS/ 4(f), including: (1) the on-ranp from Woster
Street to 1-95 north would be elimnated; (2) the Stiles Street
and Wodward Avenue interchanges were consolidated and
redesi gned; and (3) there would be a series of transit incentives
and TSM features associated with the Build Alternatives (refer to
SDEI S/ 4(f), V.I, Table 2.3-1, page 2-50).

The FEI S/ 4(f) Recommended Action and the Selected Project have
been devel oped based upon the SDEIS/4(f) alternatives analysis
and public invol venment processes.

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.3 of the FEI S/ 4(f), other
alternatives have been elimnated from further consideration
based upon neeting the purpose and need for this project: |ong
term structural considerations and transportation travel denand
and perfornmance.

4.  SECTION 4(F) AND SECTI ON 106

A Final Section 4(f) Evaluation has been conpleted for this
project and a Section 106 Menorandum of Agreenment has been fully
executed. The Menorandum of Agreenent was signed by the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation on May 14, 1999 and is contai ned
in the FEIS/4(f), Section 4(f) Appendi x B.

Section 4(f) inpact wll result from the mnor wdening of
Al abama Street (New Haven). This will require 0.03 ha (0.07 ac)
of Reserved ParKkl and. This property is associated with East

Shore Park, but is currently not used for park activity.

The Menorandum of Agreenent resulted from coordination with the
Connecticut State Historic Preservation Ofice, The ConnDOT, the
City of New Haven, and the New Haven Preservation Trust, with the
endor senment of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

Three properties identified as on or eligible for the Nationa
Regi ster will experience direct inpact in association with one or
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nore of the alternatives considered. Table 1 bel ow sunmmari zes
t he i nmpacts.

TABLE 1

Summary of Direct Inpacts To Properties On or Eligible For The
Nat i onal Register O Historic Places

Resource: Site Locati on Acquisition by Alternative
No 1 2 3 4 5 6 |CDC Selected
Bui |l d Pr oj ect
Cow es Factory 83 Water Street X X
Fitch Foundry Conpl ex 151- 153 East St. X X X X X X X X X
Fornmer Yal e Boat House 74 Forbes Avenue X X X X X X

Avoi dance neasures were identified and evaluated for each
potential Section 4(f) inpact. In some cases, the avoidance
nmeasure was one of the other study alternatives considered. In
ot her cases, the avoidance neasure consisted of nodifications or
shifts of portions of a build alternative to elimnate the
encr oachnent . In general, mneasures to mnimze harm include
design features, enhancenents, or other neasures that would
al l eviate adverse effects on Section 4(f) property, or that would
help to assimlate the project into its setting. For a detailed

di scussion regarding the neasures applied to avoid and mnim ze
harmrefer to the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation contained in the
FEI S/ 4(f).

As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.3 of the FEIS/ 4(f), the
study alternatives were devel oped and eval uated based on several
factors including environnental sensitivity and their ability to
provi de adequate traffic operations and safety. As such, the
Sel ected Project provides roadway geonetry and transit conmponents
along an existing transportation corridor which satisfies the
year 2015 internodal travel demand while preserving, to the
extent possible, the urban setting. Throughout the alternatives
devel opment process, the <candidate build alternatives were

developed to mnimze, to the extent practicable, inpacts to
identified resources. These neasures include the use of
retaining walls to mnimze grading, and alignment shifts to
reduce encroachnent. Additional efforts will be made to m nim ze

the total width, and resulting footprint inpacts, of the roadway
and interchange elenments in the final design phase of the
proj ect.

Based on the Section 4(f) assessnent, it has been determ ned that
there is no prudent or feasible alternative to the taking of

|l ands from the Section 4(f) resources and that all possible
planning to mnimze harm to these resources has been
incorporated into the project. The Selected Project, with the

mtigation described in the Section 4(f) Evaluation and
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Menor andum of Agreenent, wll result in inpacts that are
substantially simlar to those of the other build alternatives.
At the sane time, the Selected Project provides the highest |evel
of a balanced transportation service of all the build
al ternati ves consi dered.

5. ENVI RONVENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND M TI GATI ON

Table 4.0-1 in the FEIS/4(f) (FEIS/ 4(f) pages 4-2 through 4-6)
presents a conparative sumary of the environnmental consequences
associated with the alternatives considered. The environnent al
consequences associated with the Selected Project are simlar to
that reported for the FEI S/ 4(f) Recomended Action. M nor
di fferences are due to the nodified section of |1-95 south between
I nterchanges 51 and 49/50. The Selected Project will result in
improved traffic operation in the nodified area (I-95 south) over
the FEIS/ 4(f) Recommendation, and mnor additional property
acquisition (strip takes) my be required in this area (no

addi tional displacenents). Social and environnental inpacts
associated with the Selected Project are generally simlar to
other build alternatives considered. The Sel ected Project has

equal or less environnmental inpact in nost areas of concern,
relative to the other alternatives.

As indicated by FEIS/4(f) Table 4.0-1, areas where the Selected
Project generally has greater inpact are: the anobunt of active
farm and directly affected (0.32 ha (0.8 ac)), the nunber of
| ocations which will be affected by traffic noise (which is to be
mtigated by noise abatenent barriers), the anmount of streanbed
| ost due to culverting (339 sm (3,653 sf)), the anmobunt of area
di spl aced which is associated with water dependent use (2.4 ha
(5.97 ac)), the anmpunt of floodplain affected (3 ha (7.4 ac) not
including that gained due to renoval of roadway), the total
anount of wetlands affected (0.4 ha (1.094 ac)), the nunber of
wat er bodies affected (6), the anobunt of construction energy

estimated to be wutilized (534 mllion liters (141 mllion
gal l ons)).
Areas where the Selected Project will have generally |ess inpact

or greater benefit than other build alternatives considered are:
traffic and transportation performance, dwelling unit relocations
(0), indirect inpacts to historic resources (0), and the affect
upon undevel oped habitat (0 ha). Oher social and environnenta
concerns are simlar for all build alternatives considered.

Mtigation neasures to mnimze environnental harm are specified
in the FEIS/ 4(f), Chapter 4, and sunmarized in the Executive
Summary of that docunent. The geonetry has been devel oped to
avoid and mnimze harmto the environnmental resources along the
project corridor. The anticipated inpacts for the Selected
Project will be mtigated primarily through the application of
regul atory permt requirenments and Best Managenent Practices for
the protection of the environnent.
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The environnmental consequences and anticipated mtigation for the
Sel ected Project are as follows:
Land Use:

| npact

Twenty comercial structures (twenty-eight businesses) and 220
par ki ng spaces will be taken in New Haven, East Haven, and
Br anf or d;

One public school building will be taken in New Haven (the
Wbodwar d School ) ;

Some wat er - dependent businesses will be difficult to

rel ocat e;

New | nt erchange #49/50 ranp configuration nay open up east
shore for devel opnent;

Mtigation

Avoid and mnimze acquisitions to the greatest extent
possi bl e;

Provi de rel ocati on assi stance for affected busi nesses;

Cont i nued coordi nation W th t he muni cipalities and
nei ghbor hood associ ati ons.

Alternate routes will be provided (to the extent feasible) to
repl ace affected routes;
New roads wll be constructed (to the extent warranted and

feasible) to replace affected access roads.

Soci oecononi cS:

| npact

Limted hei ghtened visual/auditory inpacts to Woster Square
Nei ghbor hood, New Haven;

303 di spl aced enpl oyees (twenty-ei ght businesses) in New
Haven and East Haven;

Acqui sition of one public school in New Haven (Wodward
School ) ;

Adverse econom ¢ i npact on the western shoreline area;
Positive econom c inmpact on the Annex area, New Haven;
| npact on tank farm area, New Haven
One gas station taken in East Haven;

Total annual tax |oss estimted $212, 295, in New Haven and
East Haven;

Total estinmated property acquisition costs $20 mllion in New
Haven, East Haven, and Branford.

Mtigation

Avoid and mnimze acquisitions to the greatest extent
possi bl e;

Provi de rel ocati on assi stance for affected busi nesses;
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Cont i nued coordi nation W th t he muni cipalities and
nei ghbor hood associ ati ons.
Institutional Resources and Public/6(f) Lands:

| npact
- Acquire the Whodward School, in the Annex area of New Haven;

- Acquire 0.03 ha (0.07 ac) of Reserved Parkland at East Shore
Park (Al abama Street, New Haven).

Mtigation
. Monetary conpensation to the City of New Haven for property
acqui sition of the Whwodward School. Displaced students w |

be acconmpdated in existing/inproved New Haven school
facilities;

Coordination with the City of New Haven regardi ng the proposed
i nprovenents to Al abama Street.

Far nl and:

| npact
- Displace 0.32 ha (0.8 ac) of active farm and in Branford.

Mtigation
Monet ary Conpensation for property.

Hi storic Resources:

| npact

- Two listed/eligible properties taken: Forner Yal e Boat house,
and the south portion of Fitch Foundry Conpl ex, New Haven;

- Acquire two architecturally notable buildings at 166 Bridge
Street and at 145 Forbes Avenue (Wodward School, New Haven).

Mtigation

The following historic resources mtigation will be provided in
accordance with the stipulations of the approved Menorandum of
Agreenent (refer to the FEI S/ 4(f)):

Rel ocation Feasibility Study of the Former Yal e Boat house and
Fitch Foundry:

1. FHWA and ConnDOT, in consultation with the SHPO and the
City of New Haven (City Plan Departnent), shall exam ne
the feasibility and prudence of off-site relocation of
the historic core of the Fitch Foundry (127 East Street)
and the former Yale Boathouse (74 Forbes Avenue). The
historic core will be determned in consultation with the
SHPO. The feasibility study shall include a professional
eval uation of, anong other pertinent factors, structural
condi tion, envi ronment al constraints, potenti al
relocation sites, and project costs. The Gty of New

18



Haven shall be responsible for the identification of any
potential sites, and for obtaining any permts required
for relocation(s). Any potential site related to the
former Yale Boat House should be a water related site.
The selected site(s) nust be available and relocation
must be conpleted prior to a denolition date for the

structure, as stipulated by the state. A determ nation
of the feasibility and prudence of relocating the
structure(s) wll be made prior to the conpletion of
prelimnary design and a design public hearing for the
bridge replacenent portion of the project.* If the
relocation of either structure is determined to be
feasible and prudent, then a tine schedule wll be
coordi nated between ConnDOT and the City of New Haven for
rel ocating the structure(s). This schedule will include

deadl i nes when the relocation site(s) would have to be
avai |l abl e and when the existing structure(s) would need
to be renoved from their |ocation. | f these deadlines
are not net then the structure(s) will be denolished.

* | f it is determned that rel ocation of t he
af orenenti oned structure(s) is feasible and prudent, FHWA
and ConnDOT wi |l fund the relocation of the structure(s).

. If relocation is not feasible or prudent, FHWA and
ConnDOT shall ensure that the City of New Haven and/or
the New Haven Preservation Trust has the opportunity to
select significant architectural elenents from the Fitch
Foundry and the forner Yale Boathouse for adaptive use
and/ or public education purposes. The material avail able
for offer will be that remaining at the tinme of the
state’s acquisition of the property. FHWA and ConnDOT
shall ensure that the itens selected are renoved in a
manner that mnimzes danage and are delivered with |egal
title to the Gty of New Haven and/or New Haven
Preservation Trust.

Docunent ati on

. Prior to denolition or sal vage of signi ficant

architectural elenments, FHWA and ConnDOT shall contact

the National Park Service to determ ne what |evel and
kind of recordation is required for the Fitch Foundry.

Unl ess otherwise agreed by the National Park Service,

FHWA and ConnDOT shall ensure that all docunmentation is
conpleted and accepted by Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS/HAER) prior to denpolition or salvage of

significant architectural elenents. Final copies of

docunentation shall be provided to HABS/ HAER, SHPO and
t he New Haven Preservation Trust.

. Prior to denolition, FHWA and ConnDOT shall ensure
docunentation of 166 Bridge Street in accordance wth
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SHPO st andards. Documentation shall consist of unnounted
35mm bl ack and white photographs, narrative text, an
index to photographs, and a photographic site plan.
Final docunentation shall be provided to SHPO and New
Haven Preservation Trust.

Public Interpretation

1. FHWA and ConnDOT shall develop an electronic history of

collegiate sculling, including the design and historic
operation of the former Yale Boathouse. The el ectronic
history shall be established on the Internet in

coordination with the Ofice of the State Archaeol ogi st
at the University of Connecticut (Storrs).

Ar chaeol ogi cal Resources:

| npact
- Excavation for footings in the Harbor Crossing and the East of
Har bor areas coul d inpact Native American Resources.

Mtigation
In accordance with the approved Menorandum of Agreenent, the
foll owi ng shall be undertaken:

Archaeol ogi cal Survey: An archaeol ogi cal assessnent survey
of the project area has been conducted in a nanner
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for ldentification (48 FR 44720-23), taking
into account the NPS s publication, The Archaeol ogical
Survey: Methods and Uses (1978: GPO St ock #024-016-00091).

The survey, conducted in consultation wth the SHPO
identified areas of high or noderate archaeol ogi cal

sensitivity within the project corridor. An archaeol ogi ca
survey of areas considered to have high and noderate
archaeol ogi cal sensitivity is reconmended. The FHWA and
ConnDOT, in consultation with the SHPO shall ensure that an
archaeol ogical survey is <carried out in the project
corridor, within those areas designated as having high and
noderate sensitivity. The survey will be conducted in a

manner consistent wth the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and CQuidelines for ldentification (48 FR 44720-
23), and take into account the NPS s publication, The
Archaeol ogi cal Survey: Methods and Uses (1978:GPO Stock
#024-016-00091), and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation publications Consulting About Archaeol ogy Under
Section 106, and Treatnent of Archaeol ogical properties, A
Handbook. The survey will be conducted in consultation with
t he SHPO for review and approval.
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The FHWA and ConnDOT shall evaluate properties identified
through the survey in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c). | f
the resources are determned to be significant and eligible
for listing in the National Register of Hi storic Places, the
FHWA and ConnDOT shall consult with SHPO to determ ne
whet her any project effects can be prudently or feasibly
avoi ded, mnimzed, or mtigated pursuant to the procedures
in 36 CFR 800.5(c) and 800. 9.

If the survey results in identification of a historic
property that is valuable solely for the information it may
contain, the FHWA and ConnDOTI shall ensure that a data
recovery program developed in consultation with the SHPQ
is inplenmented.

The FHWA and ConnDOT shall ensure that a protocol is
devel oped in consultation with the SHPO to avoid and protect
any human burials identified during any stage of this
undert aki ng. The protocol shall include adequate neasures
to identify human burials by a professional archaeol ogical
team to contact and consult with the SHPO and to provide
interested parties, next-of-kin, descendants, or affiliated
groups the opportunity to consult and coment on the
treatnment of human burials.

Following all relevant guidelines and protocols, an
ar chaeol ogi cal survey will be conducted within those areas
of the project corridor that are designated as having high
or noderate levels of sensitivity. The survey wll be
conducted in consultation wth the SHPO for review and
approval in accordance wth the stipulations of the
Menmor andum OF  Agr eenent .

Alr Quality:

| npact

The results of the nmesoscale and mcroscal e analysis denonstrate

that there wll be no notable air quality inpacts. Since both

anal yses denonstrate that regional emssions are below NAAQS
those budgeted in the State Inplenentation Plan, as well as those
predicted for the No Build Aternative, there is no mtigation
war r ant ed.

Precautionary neasures wl| be inplenented to mnimze
particul ate matter from becom ng airborne during and inmediately
after any surface preparation or painting operations. The

foll ow ng neasures shall be inplenmented for the Sel ected Project:

- nmeasures to mnimze particulate matter from becom ng
airborne during and inmedi ately after any surface preparation
or painting operations, such actions include the follow ng:
use of water approved chemcals for control of dust during
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construction operations; pronptly renoving dust naterial
created by construction operations; and use of screen

devi ces, when applicable. Also, there wll be no open
burning of construction debris associated with clearing and
gr ubbi ng.

O her neasures to inprove the air quality in the Selected
Proj ect area include:

— accommodations for bicycling and walking facilities will be a
routine part of  design, construction operations, and
mai nt enance activities;

— the inplenentation of Transit and TSM neasures. These

conmponents include, a new State Street rail commuter station in
New Haven, Shore Line East conmuter rail service, fixed route
bus service, inproved transit nmarketing, inproved access to
transit information, carpool narketing, public and private
carpool matching, optimzed flextine, voluntary rideshare (HOV)
preferential parking, insurance discounts for rideshare users,
and guaranteed ride honme programfor rideshare users.

Traffic Noi se:

| npact
- No substantial noise inpacts due to the Sel ected Project (four

new noise barriers proposed: one in New Haven and three in
Branford).

Mtigation
The foll owm ng new noise barriers will be included:
In Branford,

- at Geenfield Avenue, along the north side of 1I-

95, approximately 4.3 neters (14 feet) to 5.5 neters (18 feet)
in height and 210 neters (690 feet) in |ength;

— at OBrien Road, along the north side of [-95, approximtely
3.0 neters (10 feet) in height and 213 neters (710 feet) in
| engt h; and

- at Ranpna Way, along the south side of 1-95, approximtely 6.1
neters (20 feet) in height and 283.5 neters (930 feet) in

| engt h; and

I n New Haven,

— at Allen Place, along the south side of 1-95, approxinately
3.0 neters (10 feet) in height and 121.9 neters (400 feet) in
| engt h.

The existing noise barrier near the Woster Square area of New
Haven along the west side of 1-91 (1-91 south) will be replaced,
as required. This barrier is approxinmately 4.6 neters (15 feet)
in height and 533.4 neters (1,750 feet) in |length.

Vi sual and Aesthetic Character
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| npact

— A nore noticeable view of interchange at 1-91/1-95/ Route 34;
| mproved views frominterchange at 1-91/1-95/ Route 34,

— An opportunity for attractive design of bridges, roadway

- features.

Mtigation

Ret ai ni ng wal | s of hi gh vi sual gquality, preferably
conpl enenti ng appearance of other structural features (bridge
abutments, nedian barriers) associated with the project; and
Landscape planting and re-vegetation on all applicable side
sl opes.

Terrestrial Ecol ogy:

| npact

Alimted amount of weedy plant species displaced by Roadsi de
wi deni ng;

Potential inpacts to a Special Concern plant near Lake

Sal tonstall.

Mtigation

A survey was conducted in July, 1999 to determ ne the precise
| ocation of a Special Concern plant in the Lake Saltonstall
area. The investigation identified the presence of the plant
species, located outside of the project limts. An additional
presence  of one specinen was identified during the
investigation in a separate |location. ConnDOT will coordinate
with the Connecticut Departnent of Environnental Protection
(ConnDEP) to avoid or mtigate any inpacts, should the plant
encroach within the project limts.

Fi sheri es:

| npact

Mnimal indirect effects;41 neters (134 lineal feet) of
cul vert extensions east of Harbor Crossing area;

Penﬁlition in the Harbor may tenporarily adversely affect
i sh.

Mtigation

Cofferdans will be used around piers to be renoved to reduce
the adverse effects of bridge pier denolition;

Alternately, air bubble curtains may be created surrounding
piers being renoved with a hoe ram or in-water sound
danpeni ng devi ces may be used at piers; and

Seasonal restrictions wll be inplenmented to reduce the
| i kel i hood of adversely affecting mgrating finfish.
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WAt er Resources/Water Quality:

| npact

I ncreased i npervious (paved) surface area,;
I ncreased Chloride run-off into the Harbor;
Slight increases in other criteria pollutants;

Pol lutants will exceed ConnDEP Standards, as will No Build
scenari o;

Potential for increased pollutants in Lake Saltonstall;

Inp{Pved geonetry woul d reduce the likelihood of accidents/
spills.

Mtigation

The Selected Project will comply with the Connecticut Anti-
degradation Inplenentation Policy (ConnDEP, 1992). Thi s
policy requires the maintenance and protection of water
quality in high quality waters;

The drai nage systens associated with the Sel ected Project w |
conply wth the ConnDEP GCeneral Permit for Stormnater
Di scharge, which becane effective Cctober 1, 1997;

A closed drainage system wll be considered to carry any
i ncreased runoff resulting fromthe Selected Project away from
sensitive areas, such as Lake Saltonstall. The drai nage
systemon the QBridge itself is not anticipated to be cl osed,;

A State General Stormnater Discharge Permit will be required
for the Selected Project, since it will disturb at least 2.0
ha (5 ac). That permt wll likely require the construction

of sedinmentation basins to mnimze sedi nentation;

Detention/retention ponds my be required in areas where
roadway runoff wll alter water flood-levels in existing
wat er cour ses and wet | ands;

In drainage areas too small to justify the construction of
sedi nentation basins, alternative Best Managenent Practices
for the protection of the environment wll be enployed to
control sedinentation

Avoi dance and mtigation of hazardous material spills:

— Innovative design features can decrease the probability of
an incident or lessen the inpact should a spill occur. These
measures and policies are described bel ow,

— Inproved geonetric design can reduce the probability of a
hazardous materi al rel ease;

Construction Pollution Control: Erosion control will be based
on ConnDOTI's “Standard Specifications for Roads, Bridges and
I nci dental Construction” (Form 815). These neasures will be
consistent with the Connecticut Council on Soil & Wter
Conservation docunent “Connecticut CGuidelines for Soil Erosion
and Sedi nent Control”, as revised, and with ConnDOT’s “On Site
Mtigation for Construction Activities”, as revised.
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Coast al Zone/ Coastal Resources:

| npact
- 29.3 sq. m(35 sqg. yd.) net intertidal flats will be
di spl aced;

- 130 sgq. m (156 sqg. yd.) net harbor bottomw || be displ aced;

- 1,187 cu. m (1,553 cu. yd.) net estuarine enbaynent will be
di spl aced.

Mtigation

- Inpacts to shellfish resources will be mtigated based upon
stipulations set forth in regulations and permts, by such
nmeasures as:

— concise construction specifications to mnimze the effects
of turbidity from construction on the active shellfish
gr ounds. The specific mtigation requirements wll be
determined by the ConnDEP's permt stipulations and
recommendat i ons;

- Preservation of access to oyster beds both during and after
construction. The construction staging plans wll show
specific barge nooring |ocations, and will be reviewed by
the ConnDEP as part of the permtting process. Per manent
impacts will be mnimzed by consultation with shellfish bed
| eases and the ConnDEP in the early stages of substructure
(i ncludi ng appurtenances, such as fenders) design.

— Inpacts to tidal wetlands wll be mtigated by creating
simlar grassy tidal wetland vegetation in the Harbor, in the
vicinity of the inpact. Repl acenent with a mninmm of

approxi mately 0.006 ha (0.016 acres) will be required should

— mnimzation during design not elimnate inpacts prior to
permtting. Qpportunities for mtigation exist along the
creeks in the general study area. Restoration of tidal flows,
enhanced by selective weeding and planting of vegetation, nmay
be used to conpensate for tidal wetland |osses in the harbor.
ConnDOT will <continue coordination with ConnDEP on Coastal
Zone issues; and

— ConnDEP wi Il have additional design input during the Coasta
Zone Consistency Review Process, wherein ConnDOT nust seek a
determ nation of consistency from ConnDEP before the project
can be constructed.

Wat er Dependent Uses:

| npact
- 0.36 ha (0.09 ac) |eased shellfish grounds will be inpacted;

- 0.19 ha %0.47 ac) petrol eum handling business property, 2
rel ated buildings will be taken;

- 2.23 ha (5.5 ac) associated with New Haven Term nal / Logi st ec,
including five related buildings will be taken.
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Mtigation

right-of-way acquisitions will be mnimzed to the extent
reasonabl e as design proceeds and relocation assistance wl|
be provided for the |loss of buil dings/properties;

adj acent businesses will be allowed, to the extent reasonable,
to use under-bridge areas for parking;
wat er dependent uses wll be conpensated, to the extent

reasonable, for loss of property wth lands that may becone
avai l abl e due to the roadway reconstruction

concise construction specifications wll [limt navigationa
i mpacts during construction;

ConnDOT and FHWA w |l assess and conduct post-construction
nmonitoring of shellfish resources in the imediate area of the
proj ect. Al shellfish mtigation efforts wll be devel oped
in coordination wth the ConnDEP and the Connecti cut
Departnent of Agriculture - Aquiculture Division.

Fl oodpl ai ns:

| npact

1.5 ha (3.6 ac) net 100-year fl oodplain inpact.

Mtigation

In the short term the risk of exposing construction equi pnent
to flooding during larger events will be mnimzed by staging
the construction and timng excavation to take place during
drier seasons (if practical);

Tenporary disruption of soils and sedinents in floodplain wll

be m nimzed by working in confined areas, with proper erosion
control neasures and by following standard ConnDOT Best
Managenent Practices;

Sedi ment ati on and erosion during major flooding events will be
controll ed by reseedi ng and nmul chi ng di sturbed soils;

To mnimze long term inpacts, during final roadway design

detailed hydraulic analyses wll be conducted to assure
conpliance with storm water criteria and to not adversely
af fect fl oodwater el evations;

The use of sedinmentation basins will be considered to store
and delay road runoff, helping to offset flood storage area
takes fromthe project; and

Renoval of existing bridge piers, Stiles Street ranps, changes
to Fulton Terrace, and reconfiguration of road enmbanknent wll
offset sone inpacts to 100 year floodplain. The potential
regai ned floodplain totals 1.6 hectares (3.9 ac), all of which
is within coastal flood zones.

Wet | ands:

| npact s

0.03 ha (0.079 ac) of inland wetl and i npact ed;
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0.006 ha (0.016 ac) of tidal wetlands i npacted;
0.4 ha (0.999 ac) of open water inpacted.

Mtigation

| npacts to adjacent wetlands will be mnimzed to the greatest
extent possible by using retaining walls and cul vert headwal | s
to decrease potential inpacts;

- Drainage swales and ditches wll be re-created to offset
simlar |osses created by wi dening |I-95; and

— Inpact to tidal wetlands wll be mtigated by nethods
descri bed above, under Coastal Resources.

Wat er bodi es:

| npact

Di spl aced harbor water volunme at nean sea | evel and reduction
in flood storage capacity and shall ow water habitat;

Ext ensi on of existing culverts at Tuttle Brook, Farm River,
m nor unnanmed wat er cour ses;

Rel ocation of drai nage ditches;
Potential for sedinentation during construction.

Mtigation
Construction nmethods and staging that mnimze disruption of
the shipping channel traffic will be utilized as nuch as
f easi bl e;

Cofferdans would be placed prior to excavation for
substructure work;

Cof f er dans Wil | be constructed ar ound exi sting pi er
substructures prior to their denolition, and at a sufficient
offset to insure that shockwaves due to blasting or other
heavy denolition activities are allowed to dissipate
sufficiently to reduce the energy transmtted to the water to
safe |l evels; and

Erosion and sedinentation controls wll be incorporated,
i ncludi ng haybales, silt fencing, and de-watering basins used
during all on-land construction, especially near the harbor
In order to maintain Farm River water quality, downstream
wet |l ands, and fisheries resources, the followwng mtigation
nmeasures wll be inplenented:

- the use of a culvert design that is at |east as hospitable
to fish mgrations (i.e. maintains adequate depth even
during periods of low flow) as the adjacent existing
culvert; and

— incorporation of erosion and sedinentation controls
i ncluding haybales, silt fencing, and de-watering basins
used during in-stream construction.

27



— Simlar mtigation opportunities exist on a nuch snaller
scale at the Tuttle Brook crossing and at the unnaned
wat er cour ses and wat er bodi es along 1-95 in Branford.
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Environnental R sk Sites:

| npact
- Disturbance of potentially contam nated harbor sedinments and
i ndustrial |and use sites.

Mtigation

- As the existing QBridge has lead paint, this area wll be
contained during bridge denvolition, according to al
applicable State and Federal standards;

— Any material excavated from the project will be tested and

di sposed of in accordance wth State and Federal Regul ations.
Est abl i shed protocols will be inplenented,
- Any dredged spoils will be handled in accordance with New
Engl and R ver Basi n Conm ssion guidelines; and
— Asbestos within the Wodward School and any other inpacted
structure will be renoved and disposed of b¥ a |icensed
ul at

contractor in accordance with all applicable reg i ons.
Ener gy:
| npact
- 533.7 mllion liters (141 mllion gallons) of gasoline will be

required for construction;

- Saves 454 mllion liters (120 mllion gallons) of gasoline
regionally conpared to the No Build alternative over 20 years.

Mtigation
- The Sel ected Project includes Transit and TSM Conponents;
— A Construction Traffic Managenent Plan wll be inplenented

with transit and TSM f eat ur es.

Consi derations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicyclists:

| npact s

- Potential construction phase inconveni ences.

Mtigation

- The disposition of any abandoned right-of-way wll be
determined by the systematic property transfer process.
ConnDOT will consider the possibility of nmaking such I|and
avai l abl e for public space, where appropriate; and

— Pedestrian and bicycle route detours will be incorporated into

the Selected Project if and when pat hways are cl osed.

- Where warranted and reasonable, accommopdations for bicycling
and walking wll be nade part of design, construction
operation and mai ntenance activities.
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Construction Inpacts and Engi neering Consi derations:

| npact s

— Possible tenmporary construction activity wll warrant
adherence to changes in travel patterns due to detours,
control of construction operations to avoid fugitive dust,
noi se, and sedi nent.

Mtigation

— Construction stage mtigation will be inplenented as descri bed
above, under ‘Water Resources’;

— Construction activities wll be conducted in accordance wth

Form 815; and

- A Construction Traffic Managenent Plan shall be inplenented.
The Plan will address the opportunity for alternate travel
nodes during construction. This Plan shall be developed in
coordination with the SCRCOG including the first elected
officials of the affected corridor towns.

Secondary and Cunul ati ve:

| npact s
— Localized inpacts along the project corridor;

- Slight decrease may be experienced in the vitality of
petrol eum transport operations.

Mtigation
— Overall project transportation operations and access benefits
w ||l exceed inpacts.

Section 4(f):

| npacts

- Adverse inpacts to the Fitch Foundry (southern portion) and
Former Yal e Boat house, New Haven;

— Mnor direct inpact to Reserved Parkland at Al abama Street,
New Haven.

Mtigation

- Refer to “Historic Resources” mitigation of this Record of
Deci si on (page 20).

Perm ts and Approval s:

Federal Perm ts/ Conpliance Requirenents
— The National Environnental Policy Act
Section 404 Wetl ands Perm t

- U S. Coast Guard Bridge Permt

— Clean Air Act Conformty Determ nation
Endanger ed Speci es Consideration
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— Hazardous Materials Regul ation
- Section 106 Docunentation, Menorandum OF Agreenent

— Section 4(f) Evaluation
State Perm ts/ Conpliance Requirenents

— The Connecticut Environnmental Policy Act

— I nland Wetl ands and Wt er cour ses
Water Quality Certification (Section 401)

- Tidal Wetland Permt

— Structures, Dredging and Fill in Tidal, Coastal, or Navigable
Waters Perm t

- Coastal Consistency Review

— National Pollution Discharge Elimnation System (NPDES)
Permt/State General Stormnater Discharge Permt

- Stormwat er and Fl oodplain Certification (Section 25-68)

I ndirect Sources of Air Pollution Regulation (Section 22a-174-
100)

M scel | aneous Perm ts/ Coordi nation

- Relocation of power and transm ssion |ines, underground jet
fuel lines, and sewer force mains

This Record of Decision and associated mtigation conmtnments and
ot her consi derations associated with the Sel ected Project will be
provi ded to the General Engineering Consultant and the design and
construction contractors for their use and reference to ensure

that all mtigation commtnents are incorporated into final
design plans, and inplenented prior to or during construction (as
required). Design engineers will be encouraged to refine the

engi neering design to the extent reasonable, to further mnimze
impacts to environnental features. The aforenentioned |ist does
not refer to all permts and clearances that are routinely
obtained during the detailed design process and typically not
addressed during the environnental review process.

6. MONI TORI NG AND ENFORCEMENT

A design and construction nmanagenent consultant has been retained
by the ConnDOT to assure that commtnments nmade in the FEI S/ 4(f)
and this Record of Decision are incorporated in the final design
pl ans and construction. Design refinenents will also be revi ewed
for environnental sensitivity. Specific mtigation commtnents
are made in the FEIS/4(f), Chapter 4 follow ng the discussion of
each i npact. These commtnents are summarized in the FEI S/ 4(f)
Executive Summary. Mtigation to cultural resources is also
contained in the Menorandum of Agreenent contained in Appendix B
of the FEIS/4(f). Traffic noise mtigation will be provided in
accordance with conditions as described in the FEI S/4(f) (Chapter
4, pages 4-95 through 4-106).

Al'l construction activities will be continuously nonitored by the
FHWA, ConnDOT, and ConnDEP. Construction activities wll be
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conducted in accordance with regulatory permt stipulations and
Best Managenent Practices for the protection of the environnent.

As part of the conmmtnent to continue efforts to mnimze inpacts
from the project, several nonitoring and coordination efforts
have been proposed as outlined in the FEIS/4(f), this Record of

Deci sion, and the Menorandum of Agreenent. Moni toring prograns
will consist primarily of those conditions of the Section 404
Permit wth respect to wetlands and ot her aquatic resources. To
ensure conpliance wth all appropriate Federal and State
regul ati ons, necessary permts wll be obtained prior to
construction of the various project conponents. A Permt from
the US Arny Corps of Engineers for any work in waterways or
wetland areas will satisfy the requirenents of:

- Section 10 of the R vers and Harbors Act of 1899(33USC403)
- Section 401/404 of the Cean Water Act (33USCl1344)

- Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33USC1413)

In addition, a Section 9 Permt (of the R vers and Harbors Act)
will be required fromthe US Coast Guard to construct or nodify
any bridge or causeway that affects navigation on New Haven
Har bor .

The FEIS/4(f) served as the Corps’ permt application. O her
permts will be sought both during final design and prior to
construction. The permts/approval anticipated as being required
for this project are identified in the FEI S/4(f), Chapter 4 (page
4-160) .

Coordination with the appropriate Federal and State agencies
during final design will ensure that commtnents to devel op and
i npl enent mtigation will be carried out.

7. FEI S/ 4(f) COMMVENTS AND RESPONSES

The Notice of Availability of the FEIS/4(f) was published in the
Federal Register on July 2, 1999. Advertisenents announcing the
availability of the FEIS/4(f) were published in the Connecti cut
Law Journal, New Haven Register, Connecticut Post, dinton
Recorder, Branford Review, Shoreline Tines, and New Haven
Advocate, between July 6, 1999 and July 11, 1999. The noti ces
announced the availability of the FEIS/4(f) and the twenty
corridor |ocations where copies of the docunent were avail able

for public review, including public libraries and town clerk
offices. A display board illustrating the Selected Project was
al so provided to eight facilities (e.g. libraries, town halls,

comunity centers) located along the project corridor for public
viewing. Copies of the FEIS/4(f) were also provided to those who
recei ved copies of the SDEIS/ 4(f). A list of specific agencies,
organi zations, and individuals to whom copies of the FEI S/ 4(f)
were sent is contained in Chapter 7 of the FEI S/ 4(f).
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The followi ng comments have been received. (Refer to Appendix A
of this Record of Decision).

United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA)
(August 2, 1999).

The EPA correspondence raises the following concerns for
response:

1. There is the inpression of several parties of the Internodal
Concept Devel opnent Commttee (I1CDC) t hat the consensus
reconmendati on of the I CDC woul d be presented by the FHWN ConnDOT
as the reconmrended action. This is not the case and there is no
expl anati on why.

Response:

The 1CDC was formally established as an “advisory” commttee.
This role is stipulated in the initial COCctober 7, 1992
correspondence which requested participation in this process, and
in subsequent published information (newsletters) and neeting
reports. Neither the FHWA nor ConnDOT ever committed or inplied
to ICDC participants that the decisions of the |1CDC advisory
group would be fully endorsed as the sel ected project action.

2. \& believe that the | CDC consensus alternative should not be

di sm ssed without naking available for public review a clear and
convincing rational e supporting the decision. Therefore, we
recommend that supplenental information should be provided prior
to the conpletion of the NEPA process to fully explain the basis
for selecting one action over another and why other 1CDC transit
neasures (that appear to fall within simlar budget paraneters as
t he recommended action) were elim nated.

Response:

As indicated in Section 1.0 of this Record of Decision, the
devel opnment and selection of this project is docunented in the
FEI S/ 4(f) Chapter 2, “Devel opnent of the Reconmended Action”.
Section 2.3 of the FEIS/4(f) presents the factors involved and
the reasoning used in elimnating other alternatives considered,
and including various transportation conponents in the Selected
Project. The primary differences between the | CDC Reconmendati on
and the Recommended Action (i.e. the Selected Project) as
indicated in the FEI S/ 4(f) can be sunmari zed as foll ows:

TRANSPORTATI ON  PERFORMANCE

FEI S/ 4(f) Tables 4.1-1, 4.1-2, 4.1-2a, and 4.1-4 present

t he
transit and transportation performance for the FEIS/ 4(f)
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Reconmended Action and | CDC Recommendation. The foll ow ng can be
sumari zed for the year 2015 transportation performance anal ysis:

- The total year 2015 average weekday daily traffic (two-way) on the

Q@ Bridge for the |ICDC Recomendation (145,400 vehicles) and the
Recomended Action (143,800 vehicles) are very simlar.

- Atotal of 83,800 to 84,700 vehicles (one way) are expected to cross
the study screenline on an average weekday in the year 2015.

- The I CDC Recommendation anticipates 1,500 fewer single occupant
vehi cl es per day (one way) than the FEI'S/ 4(f) Recomnmended Acti on.

- During the peak travel periods, the | CDC Recommendation is
expected to experience 410 (PM to 420 (AM fewer vehicles per hour

(one direction). The capacity of a single lane of traffic is
approxi mately 2,300 vehicles per hour.

- The I1CDC Recommendation will result in 0.5 (SB) to 2.5 (NB) nore
daily hours of level of service “D" or worse than the FEI S/ 4(f)
Recomrended Acti on.

- The nunber of one-way daily weekday transit riders with the |1 CDC
Recommendation is projected to be 1,150 persons greater than the
FEI S/ 4(f) Recomended Action. If applied to a ten hour travel
period, this translates into an average of 115 persons per hour.

- The 1 CDC Recommendation is expected to experience 500 nore high
occupancy vehicle occupants daily (one-way persons, excluding
transit) than the FEI S/ 4(f) Recommended Action. |If all of these are
in the peak period/peak direction, this translates into an average
of 250 persons per hour over a two hour period.

- The effective vehicle occupancy (the average nunber of persons
occupyi ng each vehicle) is simlar for the |CDC Recomendation
(1.35) and the FEI S/4(f) Recomrended Action (1.30).

- The I CDC Recommendation is expected to attract only a slightly
greater (2.8% or 3,080 riders) total daily transit (rail and bus
users, one-way) of the total nunber of persons passing over the
Q Bridge study corridor screenline (111,600 — 111,700) in the year
2015. The FEI S/ 4(f) Reconmended Action is expected to capture 1.7%
(1,930 riders) of the total daily transit persons crossing the
screenline.

- Average speeds for the FEIS/4(f) Recomrmended Action woul d be
slightly higher than for the |ICDC Recomendation for both through
(about 7.5%faster) and | ocal (about 3% faster) traffic.

The FEI S/ 4(f) Recommended Action has operational advantages over
the |1 CDC Recommendati on. The projected transit and rideshare
vol unes associated wth the [ICDC Recommendation, although
slightly greater than the FEI S/4(f) Recomendation, would not
provi de any appreciable inprovenent to transportation operations
(or air quality) in the corridor over the FEIS/ 4(f) Recomrended

34



Action. The |1 CDC Recommendati on does not warrant a reduction in
the nunber of lanes required for 1-95 fromthat provided with the
FEI S/ 4(f) Reconmendati on. The additional lane (fifth lane) on
the new bridge crossing associated with the FEI S/4(f) Recommended
Action is approximately one mle long and primarily provides an
operational function between the new harbor (Q Bridge) crossing
and the central 1-95/1-91/Route 34 |nterchange.

CAPI TAL AND OPERATI NG COST:

FEI S/ 4(f) Tables 2.4-1, 2.4-2, 2.4-3 present the capital; and
operating cost for the FEIS/4(f) Reconmmended Action and the |CDC
Recommendati on. The follow ng can be sunmari zed:

The reported cost to construct the highway portion of the FEI S/ 4(f)
Reconmended Action is approximately $552 million nore than the | CDC
Reconmendat i on. This is primarily due to the inclusion in the
FEI S/ 4(f) Recommended Action of the 1-95/1-91/Route 34 Interchange
i mprovenments at $414 mllion (which is not included in the |CDC
Reconmendati on) and the slightly wider (ten lane) new |-95 Q Bridge
crossing ($138 nillion nore than the eight-lane |1CDC bridge
Ccrossing). It should be noted that further evaluation is being
conducted of possible design options and construction staging
met hods which are anticipated to reduce the estimated cost of the
Sel ected Project by up to approximately $300 mllion. Such a
savings would be primarily wthin the 1-95/1-91/Route 34
I nt er change.

The cost to construct the |ICDC Reconmendation transit package is
approximately $22 mllion nore than the FEI S/ 4(f) Recomrended Action
transit conponent. This is due to the additional equiprment needs
and new station and parking facilities associated with the |CDC
Recommendat i on.

The estimated total operating and nmaintenance costs (over twenty
years) for the |1CDC Recommendation ($338 million) is greater than
the FEI S/ 4(f) Recommrended Action ($282 million). The annual cost to
operate the highway portion of the |1CDC Recommendation would be
approximately $881 thousand |less than the FEIS/ 4(f) Reconmended
Acti on. Over 20 years, this would accunulate to approxinmately $18

mllion. However, the annual cost to operate the transit portion of
the | CDC Recommendation woul d be approximately $4 mllion nore than
the FEIS/4(f) Recommended Action. Over 20 vyears, this would
accunul ate to approximately $74 mllion.

The overall capital cost of the FEI S/ 4(f) Recommended Action
exceeds the | CDC Reconmendation primarily due to the inprovenents
associated wth the 1-95/1-91/Route 34 Interchange. This capital
cost difference is expected to becone considerably less wth
further evaluation of design options and construction mnethods.

Much of the anticipated reduction in project construction cost
for the Recommended Action would be associated with the 1-95/1-
91/ Route 34 Interchange construction. Since the [1CDC
Reconmendati on does not include a simlar reconstruction of the
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central interchange, a simlar savings would not be realized with
the 1 CDC Reconmendati on. The overall operating and mai ntenance
costs (over twenty years) for the FEIS/4(f) Recomrended Action
remai ns considerably |l ess than the operati ng and mai nt enance cost
for t he | CDC  Recomrendati on and will provi de better
transportation service to corridor travelers.

The additional transit ridership predicted to occur with the | CDC
Reconmendat i on woul d not noticeably inprove traffic operations in
the corridor over the FEIS/4(f) Recommended Action (i.e. the
Sel ected Project), but would be at a substantially greater annual
operating and nai ntenance cost than the Sel ected Project.

The FEI S/ 4(f) Recomrended Action wll provide better roadway
geonetry and overall transportation operating perfornmance than
the 1 CDC Recommendat i on. In addition, the configuration of the
new ten | ane bridge crossing and reconfigured [-95/1-91/Route 34
I nterchange will acconmpdate possible future nodifications to |-
95 west of the project limts (in the Long Wharf/Sargent Drive
area of New Haven) which are wunder study. The |1CDC
Reconmendati on coul d not reasonably acconmpdate nodifications to
this area with its eight Iane bridge crossing and m ninal
nodi fications to the 1-95/1-91/Route 34 Interchange.

Connecticut has long been conmitted to providing public transit
and rideshare services as a viable alternative to the autonobile,
particularly along the 1-95 corridor. Every reasonable effort
has and wll <continue to be made to encourage the use of
currently underutilized services through their continuation and
enhancenment. The construction period for this 1-95 project wll
provi de an excellent opportunity for comuters to shift trave
node from single occupant auto to existing underutilized public
transit services and ridesharing. Shore Line East comuter rai
and Connecticut Transit fixed route bus are the primary transit
operations which currently serve the 1-95 project corridor. In
addition, rideshare prograns such as carpooling and vanpooling
are provided through rideshare brokerage conpanies (i.e.
Ri dewor ks) . ConnDOT currently has avail able seat capacity and
equi pnent on comuter rail and bus systens to accombdate a
consi derabl e nunber of additional riders.

The ConnDOT 1999 Master Transportation Plan for the years 2000 —
2009 presents the financial commtnment which will continue toward
public transportation. O $800. 2 mllion of Speci al
Transportation Fund total estimted expenditures for fiscal year
1999, $317.5 million will be used to support the operations of
ConnDOT and all the services it provides. O this $317.5
mllion, approximately $124.4 mllion will be used to operate the
New Haven Line rail passenger service, the Shore Line East rai

service, the fifteen urban bus services, the five rural bus
services; to support Dial-A-Ride services and to provide the
financial support required for Anmericans with Disabilities Act
services. This represents 39% of the ConnDOI’ s appropriation

Transit capital investnents have totaled $1.3 billion during
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fiscal years 1985 through 1999. They have facilitated the
followi ng: the purchase of 114 rail passenger cars, eight Shore
Line East’s and twenty-one |oconotives; the overhaul of 122 M2
rail passenger cars; the construction of 3,018 parking spaces;
the rehabilitation of thirty-eight high level rail passenger
platforns; the initiation of Shore Line East service; the
conversion of the New Haven Line's electrical power supply; the
repl acenent of the New Canaan Branch catenary system the
rehabilitation of railroad bridges; the construction of the Peck
Bridge in Bridgeport; the restoration of track and signal
systens; the construction of rail naintenance facilities in New
Haven, Bridgeport and Stanford; various ADA inprovenents; the
pur chase of the Connecticut portion of the New Haven Line rights-
of -way; the construction of bus storage and naintenance
facilities in Bridgeport, Danbury, Hartford, New Haven and
Stanford; and the replacenent of over six hundred transit buses.

The Shore Line East rail comruter service began operating on My
29, 1990. ConnDOT administers and funds the Shore Line East
service, contracting with Amrak for daily operations. ConnDOT
oversees the operation, provides the rolling stock for the
service, provides the facilities to nmaintain the rolling stock
and provides the funding necessary to cover the operating
deficit. Followi ng one nonth of free service, revenue service
began on July 2, 1990. The service operates between New London
and New Haven with six internmedi ate stops and direct connections
with New Haven Line (Metro North) Commuter Rail Service. The
Commut er Connection bus service, which neets every Shore Line
East train, provides service between Union Station in New Haven
and New Haven central Business District as well as the Sargent
Drive area. Shore Line East is designed to accommpdate two
mar kets: those commuting between east of New Haven (primarily
al ong the shoreline) and central New Haven, and those conmuting
to and from Manhattan, New York GCity. The cost/passenger for
Shore Line East riders is $19.03 (1998). O this total cost
ConnDOT subsidizes $15.72 per rider. Prograns to encourage
ridership on this service include:

User surveys (conducted in 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, and
1998), focus group discussions (1994);

Non-rider survey (1994), aggressive marketing (budgeted at
$210,300 in 1997 and 1998) through billboard, radio and
print adverti sing;

Pronotional canpaigns (e.g. “Bring A Friend’, “Buy One,
Get One Free”, and “Bad Weat her Days”);

Vari ous discounted commuter fare tickets (e.g. “Ten-Trip,
“Monthly”, “Unirail”, “Goup Trips, and “Children”);

Free parking at six of the seven stations served;

Guar anteed Ri de Honme Program

Aut omat ed Announcenent system

Wb site of Shore Line East |Information;

Conmut er Connection bus shuttle to and from downtown New
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Haven;
I nformati on Brochures;

Distribution of tinmetables and Commuter Connection bus
schedules to over 175 businesses, nunicipalities and
interested organi zations with every schedul e change and as
necessary; and

A Twenty-four hour, seven days a week autonmated tel ephone
i nformati on system

The Shore Line East service currently serves approxi mately 6% of
the potenti al mar ket . Since 1993 annual ridership has
essentially leveled at 282,719 (1993) to 284,992 (1998), with the
hi ghest ridership at 309, 375 (1996).

As indicated in Section 2 of this Record of Decision, there has
been a substantial commtnment of a nunber of capital and
operating inprovenents to the Shore Line East and fixed route bus
service along this corridor. Such inprovenents will be included
in the project Construction Traffic Mnagenent Pl an. This wll
require an additional capital investnent of approximtely $20
mllion.

As stipulated in Section 1.2 of this Record of Decision, FHWA and
ConnDOT will continue to encourage the wuse of transit and
ri deshare prograns. Fi xed route bus services in each region are
currently being evaluated statewide to determne the need for
adj ustnents. Patronage |evels and operations will continue to be
noni tored and comuter needs w il be addressed.

3. The FEI'S does not contain any discussion of the potenti al
i npact of such a large mall on traffic flow or volunme for the
Q Bridge project. Nor does it appear that construction of the
mal | was taken into account in the VMI or trip estinates used
inthe FEIS. Prior to the conpletion of the NEPA process, the
significance of the construction of a mall in the project area
and any inpact on the selection of an alternative should be
addr essed.

Response:
The SDEI S/ 4(f) was published for public review and conment nore

than two years ago, specifically in My, 1997. The alternatives
analysis contained in that docunent was prepared applying the

nost accurate information available at that tinme. It was not
possible to foresee the construction of this particular mall at
the tinme the SDEIS/4(f) was prepared and, in fact, the
construction of the mall remains uncertain today.

The Long Wharf (Galleria) mall is a relatively new proposal that
has not yet conpleted its approval process. It is entirely
possible that the extensive work necessary to create such a
facility wll not neet regulatory approval. Because final
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approvals have not yet been received, it can reasonably be

assuned that revisions wll occur to the developers’ current
proposals for roadway network nodifications, and possibly even
revisions of the mall’s overall concept and configuration.

Experience has shown that a nunber of proposed devel opnents
(including malls) have not only changed radically as they proceed
t hrough the approval process but have, in fact, not infrequently
been abandoned.

The FEI S/ 4(f) was approved on My 25, 1999, and has been nade
available to the public. The traffic analysis contained in the
FEI S/4(f) was prepared in 1998 and is based upon reasonable
growh in the rel evant study area.

In accordance with accepted practice in such studies, the traffic
analysis contained in the QBridge FEIS/ 4(f) is based upon peak
hour traffic vol une. This study does not include a traffic
analysis for the specific mall currently being proposed. As
noted above, the existing devel opment proposal is at a stage
where any nunber of changes can be anticipated or, alternatively,
the entire Long Warf mall proposal could be rejected. The
traffic analysis for the QBridge does, however, consider
reasonable growh associated with comercial and industrial
devel opnment in the area which includes the proposed mall site.

The Reconmended Action presented in the FEIS/ 4(f) for the

QBridge will provide operational and capacity inprovenents to
the existing 1-95 roadway. It is the nobst acceptably sized
bridge that can be built consistent wth the environnental
concerns and to achieve a reasonable level of service during
comut er hours operating condition. It also recognizes the
future need for 1-95 nodifications west of the project limts in
order to realize the full benefit of the Q Bridge project.

When the FEIS/ 4(f) Recommended Action (i. e. Selected Project)
for this project proceeds to the formal design stage, FHWA and
ConnDOT will nonitor the environmental affects of the specific
design to determne if there would be substantial changes to
those stated in the FEIS/4(f) and this Record of Deci sion.

Connecticut Departnent of Environnental Protection (ConnDEP)
(Jul'y 29, 1999)

ConnDEP correspondence raises the foll ow ng i ssues for response:

1. ConnDEP questions the level of transit and TSM conponents
included in the FEI S/4(f) Recomended Acti on.

Response:
Refer to the response to EPA conment nunber 2.

2. ConnDEP identified a nunber of areas whereby additional
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information will be needed to address specific concerns and
mtigation during the permtting stage of project devel opnent.

Response:

FHWA and ConnDOT acknow edge the need to devel op and docunent
nore detailed information (which is not avail able at the planning
stage) in response to the specific concerns nentioned. This wll
be done as project design progresses and such information is
incorporated in the permt application processes. ConnDOT wi | |
coordinate with ConnDEP Ofice of Fisheries, Ofice of Long
I sl and Sound Program and other offices as required, regarding
specific design concerns and nitigation neasures through the
permtting processes.

3. ConnDEP questioned the net |oss calcu

ation for streanbed
or wat erbody inpacted as reported in FEIS/ 4(f)

Tabl e 4. 2-8.
Response:

The net inpact as reported in the FEIS/ 4(f) is inaccurate. The
correct total Net Loss is 470 sg. m (5,053 s. f.).

4. ConnDEP requested a revision of the air quality analysis
contained within the FEIS/4(f) to account for increased em ssions
associated with construction activity.

Response:

The New Engl and States Coordinated Air Use Managenent (NESCAUM
was contacted regarding available procedures to deternmine air
quality em ssions associated wth construction activity.
Information provided by NESCAUM includes: a press release
regarding a Clean Air Construction Initiative in Massachusetts

and “Construction Equi pnent Retrofit Project” Summary Report (not
dated), a report “The Inpact of retrofit Exhaust Contro
Technol ogies on Em ssions from Heavy-Duty Diesel Construction
Equi prent” (1999), and a draft report “Air Em ssions Associated

Wth Road Construction” (Decenber 9, 1998). Based upon this
information, no reliable approved nethodology has yet been
devel oped to address this concern. Vari abl es which may affect

air quality during construction, such as equipnent type,
intermttent lane restrictions and traffic delays, construction
equi pnent and material transport routes, traveler detour routes,
and the extent of any single excavation, can not be determ ned at
this stage of project devel opnent.

The planned construction sequence will inplenment the Transit and
TSM conponents associated wth the Selected Project and
Construction Traffic Managenent Plan in the initial construction

phase. Current 1-95 lane configurations along the project
corridor will be maintained to the extent possible throughout the
construction period. In Branford and East Haven the roadway
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alignnment will be shifted within the existing highway right-of-
way to maintain the current two [-95 lanes during construction
These 1-95 inprovenents are expected to be conpleted in advance

of the new Dbridge and |-95/1-91/ Route 34 Interchange
construction. The current three 1-95 |lanes crossing the harbor
(QBridge) will also be maintained throughout construction of the
new ten-lane bridge crossing. This wll provide operational

benefits during the overall project construction period. The air
quality analysis contained in the FEIS/4(f) (Section 4.2.7) for
the year 2015 No Build condition represents a worst case scenario
for the project corridor and as noted, no significant air quality
i npacts are foreseen for this project (and no exceedences of the

NAAQS) .

The FHWA, ConnDOT and ConnDEP will provide nonitoring throughout
project construction to ensure that every reasonable neasure wl |
be inplenmented to avoid particulates from becom ng airborn. Such
neasures are stipulated in the ConnDOT “Standard Specifications
for Roads, Bridges and Incidental Construction” (Form 815) and
Section 5 of this Record of Deci sion.

Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Atlanta, GA
(August 6, 1999)

M. Kenneth W Holt of DHHS offers the foll ow ng:

1. Potential concerns have been addressed in the final docunent,
and we have no additional specific coments to add at this tine.

Response:

The FHWA and ConnDOT appreciate your interest in this project.
W will continue to provide the opportunity to review future
environmental inpact statenents developed under the National

Envi ronnental Policy Act.

M. James Sellers, Ph. D. Hog River Misic, Hartford, CT
(June 29, 1999)

M. Sellers’ correspondence offers the foll ow ng opinion:

1. Mre roads, nore cars are not the answer.

Response:

The FHWA and ConnDOT recogni zes your position and support for
public transportation. It is our interest to provide a bal anced

transportation system which addresses the transportati on needs of
those traveling within and through Connecti cut.
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R. A Richards, Westbrook, CT
(Jul'y 18, 1999)

R A Richards correspondence offers the follow ng opinion:

1. Expand the Q@ Bridge to four lanes in each direction. East of
the QBridge, enlarge 1-95 to three lanes to the Connecticut
River (A d Saybrook/dd Lyne). West of the Q Bridge should be
three lanes also. Expand rail to A d Saybrook and reduce ticket
cost.

Response:

The FHWA and ConnDOT recogni zes your position regarding the need
for both highway and transit inprovenents in the 1-95 corridor.
It is our interest to provide a balanced transportation system
whi ch addresses the transportation needs of those traveling
wi t hin and t hrough Connecti cut.

To the west of this project, additional engineering study and

environnmental evaluation will be initiated for |1-95 between Canal
Dock Road and Interchange 45 (Route 10) in the Long Warf/ Sargent
Drive area. Such study and evaluation will address various |-95

roadway configurations and inproved |nterchange 46 configurations
which will be conpatible with the 1-95/1-91/Route 34 |nterchange
concept included in the Selected Project. It wll also study
i nproved pedestrian and vehicle access to the New Haven Harbor
waterfront at Long Warf Park and Bayview Park. Separ at e
envi ronment al docunmentation will be prepared and processed for any
resulting project(s).

8. CONCLUSI ON AND APPROVAL
8.1 Concl usi on

Based upon a careful consideration of all the transportation,

soci al, econom c, and environmental evaluations contained in the
DEl S/ 4(f), SDEIS/4(f), and FEIS/(4f), the input received from
ot her agencies, organizations, and the public; and the factors
and project commtnents and mtigation outlined above in this
Record of Decision, it is the decision of the FHWA to approve the
Sel ected Project as defined in this Record of Decision. Thi s
Record of Decision will permt ConnDOT to proceed with the design
of the project and incorporate the associated commtnents and
stipulations as defined herein.
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8.2 Approval:

original signed by:

Appr oved:

M. Donal d West
Federal H ghway Adm nistration
Di vi si on Adm ni strator
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Dat e:
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APPENDI X A

FEI S/ 4(F) COMVENT LETTERS
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