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1. INTRODUCTION

This Record of Decision (ROD) announces final agency findings and determinations for the federal actions of the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for the proposed LaGuardia Airport (LGA or the Airport) Access Improvement
Project requested by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (Port Authority). These federal actions are
necessary to support construction and operation of a new automated people mover (APM or AirTrain) system to
provide a reliable transit alternative for air passenger and employee access to LGA. The Port Authority’s proposal is
hereinafter referred to as the Proposed Action.

The federal actions are described in Section 4 of this ROD. This ROD completes a thorough and careful
environmental and decision-making process, including the FAA’s public disclosure and review by the FAA decision
makers, of the analyses of impacts and views of the public described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) dated March 2021, the availability of which EPA announced on March 19, 2021 (86 FR 14908).

This ROD is based on the Final EIS, hereby incorporated by reference, which was prepared and issued by the FAA as
the lead federal agency' in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States
Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 to 4335) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations? for NEPA
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] parts 1500-1508), and by using FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts:
Policies and Procedures,* the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference,* and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions® as guidance.

This ROD documents FAA's compliance with the procedural and substantive requirements of environmental,
program, and related statutes and regulations that apply to the FAA’s decision. The FAA has made specific
determinations and findings pursuant to special purpose laws and other applicable laws, as documented in Section
11 of this ROD.

The FAA decision to make the findings and determinations requested by the Port Authority is consistent with the
FAA's statutory mission and policies. Congress has articulated a number of directives and policies that guide the
FAA and the nation’s transportation policy and the FAA considered these as part of the FAA's decision-making
process, including:

The FAA served as lead federal agency for preparation of the EIS; however, the EIS was developed in consultation with 6 cooperating
agencies and 11 participating agencies, as discussed in Section 2 of this ROD below.

The NEPA review documented in the Final EIS was conducted under the regulations at 40 CFR parts 1500-1508 in effect as of the issuance of
the Notice of Intent on May 3, 2019. The Council on Environmental Quality issued a final rule to update the regulations implementing NEPA
on July 16, 2020 (see 85 Federal Register 44303). These regulations, which take effect on September 14, 2020, apply to any NEPA process
begun after that date. Pursuant to 14 CFR 1506.13 of the September 2020 regulations, an agency may apply the updated regulations to
ongoing activities and environmental documents started before September 14, 2020. The FAA determined that the Final EIS would be
completed under the regulations in effect as of the issuance of the Notice of Intent on May 3, 2019. All citations in this ROD are to the CEQ
regulations that were in effect at the time of the issuance of the Notice of Intent on May 3, 2019.

US Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures,
July 16, 2015.

US Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Order 1050.7F Desk Reference, Version 2, February 2020.

US Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing
Instructions for Airport Actions, April 28, 2006.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 1] Record of Decision



FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION JULY 2021

m  The safe operation of the airport and airway system is the highest aviation priority (49 U.S.C. § 47101(a)(1) and
49 U.S.C. §40101);

= Under the PFC program, FAA is authorized to review and approve applications developed and submitted by
sponsors to impose and use passenger facility charges for eligible airport-related projects (49 U.S.C. § 40117(d));

= Intermodality and flexibility are paramount issues in developing an integrated transportation system, and it is
the policy of the United States to encourage the development of intermodal connections on airport property
between aeronautical and other transportation modes and systems to serve air transportation passengers
efficiently and effectively and promote economic development (49 U.S.C. §§ 47101(a)(5), (a)(7), (a)(9)(A), (b)(5),
(b)(6), (b)(8));

= Airport development projects should provide for the protection and enhancement of the quality of the
environment (49 U.S.C. § 47101(a)(6)); and

= To promote intermodal planning, FAA is instructed to cooperate with State and local officials in airport plans
based on overall transportation needs (49 U.S.C. § 47101(g)(1)).

These factors were considered throughout the EIS process, including in the FAA's determination of the purpose and
need for the project, selection of the preferred alternative, and finding that there is a substantial need for the
Proposed Action based on the overall public interest. The FAA also considered the paramount importance of aviation
safety throughout the EIS, including when considering the design of alternatives with the potential to interfere with
safe aircraft operations. Finally, the need to protect and enhance the quality of the environment guided the FAA to
ensure all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected were included
and incorporate those mitigation requirements as conditions of this ROD.

The FAA arrived at these findings and determinations by reviewing the environmental analyses in the Final EIS and
all other relevant documents in the record. The Final EIS discloses and evaluates all reasonably foreseeable actions;
it does not present or analyze purely hypothetical or speculative situations. The FAA's federal actions identified in
Section 4 of this ROD are necessary to implement the Proposed Action because the Port Authority has identified
the need for funding subject to future federal approval as necessary to partially finance the Proposed Action. The
Proposed Action is summarized in Section 3 of this ROD and described in detail in Section 1.6 of the Final EIS.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 2] Record of Decision
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2. BACKGROUND

Opened in 1939, LGA has been operated by the Port Authority under a lease agreement with the City of New York
since 1947.6 LGA is a 680-acre airport situated in the northern part of the borough of Queens (Queens), New York
City, New York. The Airport is located approximately 6 miles northeast of Midtown Manhattan in a densely
developed metropolitan area consisting of airport, commercial, and residential areas. Other transportation facilities
in the area include a parkway, interstate highways, rapid transit, and commuter rail facilities. LGA is bordered to the
north by the East River (separating the Airport from Rikers Island and the borough of the Bronx); to the east by
Flushing Bay (separating the Airport from the College Point neighborhood of Queens); to the south by the Grand
Central Parkway (GCP) and the East EImhurst, Jackson Heights, and North Corona neighborhoods of Queens; and
to the west by Bowery Bay and the Ditmars-Steinway neighborhood of Queens. The Airport's proximity to the East
River and densely developed environs, as well as limited land availability in the area, pose challenges for Airport
development.

As traffic levels, congestion, and delays increase on the roadway network around the Airport, travelers to the Airport
will experience increased and more uncertain travel times, as discussed in Section 5 of this ROD. Furthermore, LGA
is the only major commercial New York City area airport without a direct connection to the local rail system.
Therefore, over the past 30 years, various agencies have conducted multiple studies to improve transit access to
LGA. Agency reports include those directed by the Port Authority, FAA, New York City Department of Transportation
(NYCDOQOT), and Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). These studies have included transit alternatives such
as subway extensions, Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) spurs, people mover alternatives, bus transit, and ferry service.
However, due to major obstacles, including issues raised during the environmental review process,” concern over
community impacts,® financial constraints, and the September 11 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center, several
of the studies were discontinued. Nonetheless, an examination of all these studies demonstrates a continued
regional interest in improved access to LGA.

In January 2015, New York Governor Andrew Cuomo convened an Airport Advisory Panel to address the deficiencies
of LGA as a major transportation facility.® In its report, the Airport Advisory Panel recommended that the
redevelopment of LGA include “new ways to access the airport” including a future AirTrain.” Consequently, one of

Airport Advisory Panel, A 217st Century Airport for the State of New York: The New LaGuardia— A Report to the Governor from the Airport
Advisory Panel: Guiding Principles for a Comprehensive Airport Master Plan, July 2015.

In 1994, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared for the Airport Access Program, which encompassed a new automated
guideway transit line with service between Midtown Manhattan, LGA, and John F. Kennedy International Airport. After publication of the
Draft EIS, the Port Authority concluded that due to issues raised during the environmental review process as well as financial constraints,
construction of the entire proposed project was infeasible.

In 1998, the MTA initiated the LaGuardia Airport Subway Access Study; however, major obstacles arose, including concern over community
impacts and challenges in integrating subway service that would be compatible with both New York City Transit (NYCT) system operating
requirements and on-Airport constraints. Efforts to resolve these issues were suspended after the September 11 terrorists’ attacks on the
World Trade Center; therefore, the Study was discontinued without confirming a constructible or operable alternative.

Tishman, Dan et al., A 27st Century Airport for the State of New York: The New LaGuardia, Guiding Principles for a Comprehensive Airport
Master Plan, Report by the Governor's Airport Advisory Panel, July 27, 2015, www.governor.ny.gov/sites/governor.ny.gov/files/atoms/files/
Airport_Advisory_Panel_Final_Report_LGA.pdf (accessed April 4, 2018).

0 Jbid.
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the guiding principles of the report is a “future rail connection” in response to LGA being the only major airport in
the New York City region that is not accessible directly by rail."

In accordance with the recommendation of Governor Cuomo’s Airport Advisory Panel, the Port Authority, as
operator of the Airport, proposed the LGA Access Improvement Project to construct and operate a new APM system
to provide a reliable transit alternative for air passenger and employee access to the Airport. The Proposed Action
would connect two on-Airport stations at LGA with a transfer station at Willets Point. The off-Airport station would
provide connections to the Mets—Willets Point stations of the LIRR Port Washington Branch and the New York City
Transit (NYCT) Subway Flushing Line (7 Line). The off-Airport station would also provide a connection to a new off-
Airport employee parking option located at Willets Point.

The Port Authority intends to fund components of the Proposed Action in part by using Passenger Facility Charges
(PFCs), which are funds collected directly from airport passengers as part of their airfare ticket purchase. Per 14 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) 158.25(a), the Port Authority can apply to impose PFCs and use the revenue, subject to
the approval of the FAA, for project at any airport it controls. Thus, the Port Authority combines the collection of
PFCs and uses those collections for FAA-approved projects across the four commercial service airports it operates:
LGA, John F. Kennedy International Airport (JFK), Newark Liberty International Airport (EWR), and New York Stewart
International Airport (SWF)."? In order to utilize the PFC revenue, an application to use PFCs must first be approved
by the FAA™ via the issuance of a Federal Agency Decision. The Federal Agency Decision, (that is, the review and
approval of a future PFC application for the Proposed Action) is a major federal action subject to the provisions of
NEPA and the CEQ implementing regulations for NEPA (40 CFR parts 1500-1508). Environmental review under NEPA
must be completed prior to approval of the PFC use application (14 CFR 158.25 (c)(ii)(B)).

NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the environmental consequences of major federal actions in the decision
making-process and to disclose to decision-makers and the interested public a clear and accurate description of
the potential environmental impacts of major federal actions and reasonable alternatives to those actions, including
a no action alternative (assessing the potential environmental effects of not implementing the proposed action). In
addition to applicable FAA Orders, the EIS was conducted to comply with applicable special purpose laws, Executive
Orders (EOs), and agency orders, including, but not limited to: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), as amended, and its implementing regulations, Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 800); Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act; the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act; Sections 10
and 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act; Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act; Section 4(f) of the US Department
of Transportation (DOT) Act; Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act; DOT Order 5610.2B,
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low -Income Populations; EO 12898, Federal Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations; EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands; DOT Order 5660.1A,
Preservation of the Nation's Wetlands;, EO 11988, Floodplain Management; and DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain
Management and Protection.

" Airport Advisory Panel, A 21st Century Airport for the State of New York: The New LaGuardia— A Report to the Governor from the Airport
Advisory Panel: Guiding Principles for a Comprehensive Airport Master Plan, July 2015.

12 Since 1992, the FAA has approved 45 separate PFC applications for the Port Authority totaling over $5.5 billion.

3 The PFC program allows the collection of PFCs for every eligible passenger at commercial airports controlled by public agencies. PFCs must
fund FAA-approved projects that preserve or enhance safety, security, or capacity; reduce noise; or increase air carrier competition. The FAA
may grant authority to impose a PFC only if the FAA finds, on the basis of an application submitted by the public agency, that the amount
and duration of the PFC will not result in excess revenues. As of April 2006, the FAA has approved a PFC of $4.50 per passenger (the
maximum amount possible) at LGA, allowing up to approximately $1.5 billion to be collected for, among other projects, the Central Terminal
Building modernization planning and engineering, rehabilitation of Runway 4-22, and security enhancement projects for the physical
protection of terminal building frontages.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 4] Record of Decision



FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION JULY 2021

The FAA has also identified and invited agencies with an interest in the project to serve as either cooperating or
participating agencies through the EIS process.™ The Cooperating Agencies™ for the Final EIS are the National Park
Service,”® US Army Corps of Engineers, US Environmental Protection Agency, New York State Department of
Transportation, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, and New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation. The Participating Agencies” for the Final EIS are Federal Emergency
Management Agency, Federal Highway Administration, Federal Railroad Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, US Department of Interior, Metropolitan Transportation
Authority,’® New York City Department of City Planning, New York City Department of Environmental Protection,
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation, and New York City Department of Transportation.

™ Cooperating and participating agencies are responsible for identifying, as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the potential
environmental or socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action or any alternatives that could substantially delay or prevent an agency
from granting a permit or other approval.

> According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (specifically 40 CFR 1508.5), “Cooperating Agency” means any federal

agency, other than a lead agency, that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a
proposed project or project alternative. A state or local agency of similar qualifications or, when the effects are on lands of tribal interest, a
federally recognized Native American tribe may, by agreement with the lead agency, also become a Cooperating Agency. CEQ also states

that an agency may request the lead agency to designate it a Cooperating Agency (40 CFR 1501.6).

6 The National Park Service (NPS) requested formal Cooperating Agency status on November 30, 2020. The NPS submitted formal comments

on the Draft EIS indicating a potential conversion of lands subject to Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act; approval of
this conversion is considered a federal action that requires compliance with NEPA.

3

Participating Agencies are those with an interest in the project, but act in an advisory capacity and will not be exercising any decision-
making authority.

"8 Includes the three separate agencies of the MTA which are providing input on this EIS, including the Long Island Rail Road, New York City
Transit, and the MTA Bus Company.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 5] Record of Decision
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action includes the following components:

= An aboveground, elevated fixed guideway APM system with three APM stations (two on-Airport and one off-
Airport) connecting the Airport to the NYCT subway and the LIRR commuter rail. The APM system would include:

— passenger walkway systems connecting the APM stations to passenger terminals, on- and off-Airport
parking garages, public transportation, and ground transportation facilities;

— connections to the Airport Central Hall, Airport parking garage connector, and existing subway and LIRR
stations, to support the APM walkway system connections, including elevators, escalators, and stairs (that
is, vertical circulation cores) to garage levels, terminals, and mass transit;

— an APM operations, maintenance, and storage facility (OMSF);

— three traction power substations (TPSSs) to provide electrical power to the APM system;
m  Parking for Airport, APM, and MTA employees, as well as replacement Citi Field parking, located at the OMSF;
= Utilities infrastructure, both new and modified, to support the Proposed Action;
= A new Consolidated Edison (ConEdison) 27-kilovolt electrical industrial station located adjacent to the OMSF;

®  Acquisitions of temporary and permanent easements on portions of certain parcels to facilitate construction of
the Proposed Action; and

m  Connected actions to allow construction of the Proposed Action, including:

— temporary MTA bus storage/parking facility during construction of the OMSF;
— relocation of Citi Field parking spaces temporarily displaced during construction;
— Passerelle Bridge replacement to accommodate the proposed off-Airport APM station;

— operational improvements to the Mets-Willets Point LIRR Station (new LIRR shuttle service) and supporting
physical improvements; and

— relocation of World's Fair Marina (Marina) facilities to accommodate the proposed APM guideway.

Exhibit 1 provides an overview of the Proposed Action, and Exhibit 2 provides an overview of the connected
actions sites.

The Proposed Action would not affect or change any airfield components, including the runways, taxiways, or aircraft
arrival and departure procedures.

Construction of the Proposed Action is anticipated to occur between the years 2021 and 2025, with the APM system
expected to be fully operational in December 2025.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 6] Record of Decision
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4. PROPOSED FEDERAL ACTIONS AND APPROVALS

4.1 FAA FEDERAL ACTIONS

The FAA's actions for this project are limited to approving potential application(s) for federal financial assistance. In
order to complete these actions, the FAA must make findings and determinations under 49 U.S.C. §§ 47106 and
47107 with respect to the eligibility of the project for federal funding under the Airport Improvement Program (AIP).
These findings and determinations will also support the project’s eligibility for a future application to use PFCs,
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 40117 and 14 CFR 158.25, to finance items of the project that are eligible for PFC funding.
The environmental determinations included in this ROD would support a future application for AIP funds or to use
Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) collected at LGA, EWR, JFK, and SWF for use at LGA for the Proposed Action. These
funds would assist with construction of potentially eligible development items as shown on Airport Layout Plan
(ALP) Pen and Ink Revision #16 and associated mitigation commitments detailed in Section 9 of this ROD. The FAA
has not received an application pursuant to either of these actions.

4.2 OTHER AGENCY FEDERAL ACTIONS

In addition to FAA's potential future federal actions, other federal and state agencies have approvals related to the
Proposed Action. The Draft EIS indicated that the Proposed Action would require approvals by the US Army Corp
of Engineers (USACE) under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. A joint application for the Department of the Army Permit and 404(b)(1) analysis was provided by the
Port Authority to the USACE on August 12, 2020. However, as reflected in the Final EIS, in September 2020, the
USACE determined that an individual Department of the Army permit was not required for the Proposed Action,
and verified that the Proposed Action could be carried out in accordance with existing Department of the Army
Nationwide General Permit Numbers 3 (Maintenance), 7 (Outfall Structure and Associated Intake Structure), 16
(Return Water from upland Contained Disposal Areas), 28 (Modifications of Existing Marinas), and 35 (Maintenance
Dredging of Existing Basins). Accordingly, with the issuance of the Nationwide General Permits, the USACE has no
additional approval related to the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action includes conversion of 0.5 acres subject to Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act (LWCF) Act, as well as a temporary non-conforming use of 1.2 acres subject to Section 6(f) of the LWCF
Act subject to review and approval by the National Park Service (NPS). The FAA is requiring the Port Authority to
work with the appropriate agencies to fulfill mitigation requirements related to provision of reasonably equivalent
replacement property (see Section 9.5.2 of this ROD).

Additional state permits, approvals, or licenses would also be required prior to implementation of the
Proposed Action.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 9] Record of Decision
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5. PURPOSE AND NEED

Today, regardless of transportation mode, passengers, employees, and visitors face increasing and unreliable travel
times to and from LGA. Access to and from LGA is limited to on-road vehicles on surface roads and streets, such as
the GCP, and lacks a direct rail connection to the NYCT subway system and the LIRR commuter rail. Travelers to the
Airport who wish to use public transportation, including the subway or LIRR, must transfer to a bus to access the
Airport. Overall, approximately 99 percent of passengers access the Airport via surface roads and streets. Because
of congestion, travel times are unpredictable for automobiles, taxis, for-hire vehicles, and buses, and travel times
vary between peak and nonpeak periods of the day. Additionally, traffic volumes and consequent congestion and
roadway travel times are expected to increase over time. As traffic levels, congestion, and delay increase on the
roadway network around the Airport, travelers to the Airport will experience increased and more uncertain travel
times, requiring LGA passengers to allow for extra time when planning their travel to and from the Airport.

The main access to and from LGA is from the GCP, an eight-lane roadway that handles approximately 165,000
vehicles per day; ™ secondary access is provided from the Whitestone and Van Wyck Expressways. In 2018, eastbound
flows on the GCP to the west of Flushing Meadows-Corona Park were generally failing during the morning and
evening peak periods. Westbound flows in this area were generally fair, with some links operating at poor or failing
conditions during the morning peak period, but they were good during the evening peak period, as discussed in
Section 1.4.3 of the Final EIS. Future traffic congestion will be exacerbated by increasing passenger traffic, as well as
by increases in local traffic not associated with the Airport. Based on the New York Metropolitan Transportation
Council’s Best Practice Model, congestion on the highway systems near the Airport will increase by 10 percent from
2017 through 2045 on a daily average, and local road congestion will increase by 11 percent on a daily average.
Based on the Bureau of Public Roads Volume-Delay Function used in the Best Practice Model, an increase of 5 to
10 percent in volume on an already congested road can result in a 10 to 50 percent increase in travel times without
an alternative travel mode option.?

LGA is the only major commercial New York City area airport without a direct connection to the local rail system.
Providing supplemental access opportunities for Airport users is one of the Port Authority’s goals to improve
passenger level of service, commensurate with or better than airports serving other major US cities. Existing bus
operations including the NYC Express Bus, MTA bus service, and others face the same delays and uncertain access
times associated with roadway access and congestion as all other surface vehicles.

The Port Authority is proposing to provide off-Airport employee parking with convenient access by way of the new
transportation service to the Airport.?’ Given land constraints, there are limited on-Airport options to provide
adequate employee parking and areas for storage of equipment and materials needed to perform airfield
maintenance activities. As activity increases, Airport property needs to be reserved for aviation uses that must be
located adjacent to the air operations area (AOA).?> As shown on Exhibit 1-11 in the Final EIS, the Port Authority
currently provides 1,500 parking spaces for employees in Lot P10, totaling approximately 560,000 square feet,
directly adjacent to the AOA. Employee parking spaces are not required to be located near the AOA or on-Airport;

" New York City Department of Transportation, 2075 New York City Screenline Traffic Flow, 2015.

20 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, LGA Airport Access Improvement Project, Purpose and Objectives and Analysis of Alternatives
Report, October 2018.

21 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, LGA Airport Access Improvement Project, Purpose and Objectives and Analysis of Alternatives
Report, October 2018, page 1-1.

22 The AOA is the secure airfield that supports aircraft movement, aircraft parking, loading ramps, and safety areas.
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therefore, a portion of these spaces could be provided elsewhere, leaving space available for other aviation support
uses. Ongoing routine maintenance and construction activities at LGA to support continued airfield operations
separate from the Proposed Action has resulted in the storage of construction materials and equipment in
undesirable locations (either off-Airport or scattered around LGA in multiple locations). as there is currently limited
space available for the staging of construction materials, maintenance equipment, or maintenance materials on or
near the AOA. By relocating employee parking from Lot P10 immediately adjacent to the AOA, the Port Authority
can more efficiently maintain and operate the airfield without having to transport equipment and materials to and
from off-Airport locations, which will reduce trips in the vicinity of LGA.

Accordingly, the Proposed Action is needed to address unpredictable and increasing travel times to and from LGA,
while also addressing space constraints for employee parking. The Proposed Action would address the following
existing needs:

® increasing and unreliable travel times between LGA and key locations within New York City?;
= limited passenger and employee access to and from LGA, which is primarily via roadway access;

= traffic congestion on off-Airport roadways near the Airport, which contributes to Airport access travel times;
and

= limited on-Airport options to provide adequate employee parking and areas for storage of equipment and
materials for maintenance activities.

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a time-certain® transportation option that connects Airport
passengers and employees to and from LGA, as travel times to and from the Airport continue to increase and

3 Qverall, approximately 99 percent of passengers access the Airport via surface roads and streets. Because of congestion, travel times are
unpredictable for automobiles, taxis, for-hire vehicles, and buses, and travel times vary between peak and non-peak periods of the day.
Existing and projected roadway travel times to and from key New York City locations and LGA are presented in Section 1.4.1 of the Final EIS;
existing bus service travel times to LGA are presented in Section 1.4.2 of the Final EIS. Annual average travel times and the annual average
daily maximum travel time from LGA to Times Square increased approximately 20 percent from 2014 to 2017; the annual average travel time
increased from 36 to 43 minutes, while the annual average daily maximum travel time increased from 54 to 65 minutes. Annual average
travel times from Times Square to LGA increased approximately 13 percent between 2014 and 2017, from 31 minutes to 35 minutes, while
annual average daily maximum travel times from Times Square to LGA increased nearly 15 percent, from 47 minutes to 54 minutes. In
addition, between 2014 and 2017, the number of extreme travel days (the number of days in a year for which at least one trip took 70
minutes or more), for trips from LGA to Times Square increased more than five-fold from 21 to 114 days. Increasing travel times, as well as
the increasing number of extreme travel days, results in unreliable access to LGA. Because airline passengers need to arrive at the airport
with sufficient time to check-in, clear security, and get to their boarding gate, providing access to the airport via a time-certain option, which
does not exist today, is a critical purpose of the project. Additionally, traffic volumes and consequently congestion and roadway travel times
are expected to increase over time. As traffic levels, congestion, and delay increase on the roadway network around the Airport, travelers to
the Airport will experience increasing and more uncertain travel times, requiring LGA passengers to allow for extra time when planning their
travel to and from the Airport.

24 Time-certain, as used in the EIS, is defined as providing access on a specific schedule and using a dedicated right-of-way, and addresses the

need associated with increasing and unreliable travel times between LGA and key locations within New York City. One of the Port Authority's
initial stated objectives for their proposed project was to provide a travel time of 30 minutes or less to Grand Central Terminal or Penn
Station. However, the FAA determined that use of a 30-minute travel time to screen alternatives was not applied consistently and no
rationale for use of a 30-minute travel time was provided. Thus, the FAA did not include it in the Purpose and Need or use it as a factor in
the screening of alternatives. FAA used a less restrictive criteria focusing on time certainty to address the concerns identified regarding the
arbitrary nature of the criteria and inconsistencies with the Port Authority’s approach to alternative screening. The FAA also determined that
the time certainty criteria was consistent with the overall purpose and need for the project.
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become more unpredictable. Additionally, this transportation option should ensure adequate parking for Airport
employees.

FAA acknowledges the recent and ongoing impacts of the COVID-19 public health emergency and the resulting
decline in aviation and transit travel demand. Although it is impossible to precisely predict future changes to
ridership that may result from COVID-19, the FAA believes that the future ridership analyses presented in the EIS
represent a reasonable range of likely APM ridership. The ridership projections are based on pre-COVID-19 aviation
and transit travel demand, LGA ground access patterns, and regional land use patterns that are still reasonably
expected to resume as the economy recovers, even as leisure and business travelers adapt to new norms after the
COVID-19 public health emergency. The severity and duration of the contraction in aircraft operations and air travel
due to the COVID-19 public health emergency are unknown at this time and cannot be precisely estimated until
more certainty in regards to the re-opening of cities, states, and countries is known. The Port Authority has been
examining ways to improve transit access to LGA over the last 30 years. Although passenger and airline activity was
down in 2020 due to COVID-19, the need for supplemental access and connections to the region’s existing local
transit system was identified by the Port Authority based on LGA passenger activity and roadway traffic congestion
levels existing in 2017. The Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) is the official FAA forecast of aviation activity for airports
identified in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems within the United States. The 2020 Fiscal Year TAF
provides a forecast for LGA which indicates the potential for passenger enplanements to return to 2017 levels by
2025 and return to 2019 levels by 2026. The 2020 Fiscal Year TAF forecast for LGA, as well as the Port Authority
forecast from the Final EIS, are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1 HISTORICAL AND FORECAST TOTAL ENPLANEMENTS AND AIRPORT PASSENGERS
PORT AUTHORITY FORECAST 2020 FISCAL YEAR FAA TAF
ENPLANEMENTS TOTAL PASSENGERS ENPLANEMENTS TOTAL PASSENGERS
Historical
2017 14,784,152 29,568,304 14,438,785 28,877,570
2018 15,047,0372 30,094,0742 15,053,381 30,106,762
2019 15,542,447° 31,084,8942 15,360,464 30,720,928
Forecast
2025 16,617,000 33,234,000 15,085,863 30,171,726
2026 16,772,500 33,545,000 16,195,291 32,390,582
2031 17,675,500 35,351,000 17,499,636 34,999,272
NOTE:

FAA — Federal Aviation Administration

TAF — Terminal Area Forecast

Port Authority forecast numbers are reported by calendar year while the FAA TAF are reported by federal fiscal year (October 1 through September 30). This accounts
for the discrepancy in terms of the 2017 actual numbers reported.

For planning purposes, it is assumed that the total passenger count is equal to double the number of passenger enplanements.

1 2017 was the last full calendar year of historical aviation activity reported in the Port Authority forecast report.

2 Forecast numbers (not actuals).

SOURCES: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, 2018 Airport Traffic Report, April 2019, https://www.panynj.gov/airports/pdf-traffic/ATR2018.pdf (accessed
July 23, 2019); Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, December 2019 Traffic Report, https://www.panynj.gov/content/dam/airports/statistics/statistics-
general-info/monthly-2019/LGA_DEC_2019.pdf (accessed April 6, 2020); Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Aviation Demand Forecasts LaGuardia Airport,
Final Report, April 2020; Federal Aviation Administration, 2020 Fiscal Year Terminal Area Forecast, May 2021.
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6. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The FAA completed a thorough and objective review of a range of reasonable alternatives in accordance with CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1502.14). This section discusses the potential alternatives the FAA identified and considered,
and it describes the process for screening the broader list of potential alternatives to determine which alternatives
were reasonable. The two-step screening process that was used to determine which alternatives would be carried
forward for analysis of environmental consequences in the EIS is discussed in detail in Section 6.2.

6.1 ALTERNATIVES

As the first step in identifying possible alternatives to the AirTrain, FAA reviewed the numerous studies to improve
access to LGA conducted over the last several decades by the Port Authority, the MTA, and New York City agencies.
From these previous studies, FAA identified 18 alternatives to consider. Public comments received during the EIS
scoping process (see Section 4.3 of the Final EIS) provided additional information about these 18 alternatives and
identified 27 additional alternatives. After reviewing the scoping comments, FAA identified an additional two
alternatives.

Ten groups of alternatives, based on the similarity of modal characteristics, were developed comprising 47 unique
alternatives. The screening process described in Section 6.2 of this ROD was used to determine which of these
potential alternatives were reasonable, consistent with FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B, and CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1502.14) for implementing NEPA. A full list of the alternatives and the results of the screening process are
presented at the end of Section 6.2. The alternatives and screening process are described in detail in Chapter 2 of
the Final EIS.

6.1.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, no supplemental access or improvements to existing access routes to LGA would
occur. Therefore, Airport access would be generally consistent with existing conditions. Air passengers and
employees would continue to access LGA using the same modes as they do today, which include automobiles
(personal vehicles, rental cars, taxis, and for-hire vehicles), public buses, and shuttle buses. As a result of forecast®
increases in air passenger volumes, the overall traffic volumes on roadways near LGA would increase over time,
resulting in more traffic congestion.? This, in turn, would result in longer travel times to LGA and would increase the
volatility and unpredictability of travel times for LGA passengers and employees. Employee parking would likely
remain in the same location on-Airport.

Furthermore, in the absence of the LGA Access Improvement Project, design and implementation of two actions
would be undertaken by others. The No Action Alternative includes (1) improvements to be undertaken by the New
York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) to the Passerelle Bridge between the Mets-Willets Point

% The Port Authority developed a passenger forecast for LGA as part of the AirTrain Ridership Forecast (Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey, AirTrain LGA, LGA Ground Access Mode Choice Model and AirTrain Ridership Forecast 2025-2045, October 2018).

% The forecasts for LGA were prepared and submitted to FAA prior to the COVID-19 public health emergency. The severity and duration of the
contraction in aircraft operations and air travel are unknown at this time and cannot be reasonably estimated until more certainty regarding
the re-opening of cities, states, and countries is known. However, over the long term, it is expected that demand and airline capacity will
grow in line with the US Gross Domestic Product (GDP), a relationship that has been in place since before airline industry deregulation in
1978. The 2020 Fiscal Year TAF provides a forecast for LGA which indicates the potential for enplanements to return to 2017 levels by 2025
and return to 2019 levels by 2026.
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Subway Station and the Mets-Willets Point LIRR Station; and (2) improvements to be undertaken by the MTA to
reconfigure portions of the Mets-Willets Point LIRR Station to extend existing platforms to accommodate 12-car
trains and to ensure Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance.

6.1.2 DIVERSION OF AIR TRAFFIC AT LGA

These alternatives would reduce the number of passengers using LGA by diverting air traffic away from LGA, which
would reduce roadway network traffic to and from LGA. Two alternatives were evaluated: use of other airports and
use of trains and buses.

6.1.3 USE OF OTHER MODES OF TRANSPORTATION TO LGA

Three non-bus or non-rail modes of transportation that may provide feasible connections to LGA were identified
and evaluated: ferry service, helicopter service, and gondola service.

6.1.4 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT

These alternatives include strategies to improve travel time on the bus routes that provide access to LGA.Z
Improvements considered to these routes include increased bus frequency, use of bus “queue jumpers” at select
traffic signals (that is, short bus lane segments that have traffic signal priority, so that buses can bypass waiting
queues of traffic), additional roadway sections of dedicated bus lanes, and express service for some of the buses.
The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) alternatives included potential improvements to other bus service,
such as increased frequency on routes from Corona and Flushing, new routes, modifications to Select Bus Service
(SBS),? or improved transfers. Three TSM alternatives were identified and evaluated.

6.1.5 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

This alternative consists of measures to reduce travel demand and, consequently, congestion, mainly focusing on
strategies to reduce private automobile travel to and from the Airport. Options under this alternative would include
the promotion of public transit, walking, bicycling, and carpools and van pools using some combination of the
following strategies:

m  provide secure bicycle parking;
= provide priority and/or reduced-fee parking for carpools or van pools;
= reduce demand for, or encourage the more efficient use of, taxis and other on-demand car services;

= promote mobile phone applications that encourage shared rides at Airport taxi stands and for on-demand car
service;

= promote shared-ride services;
®  promote bus and shuttle services; and

= increase on-Airport public parking rates.

%" The Metropolitan Transportation Authority is in the process of redesigning the Queens bus network; however, the project is currently on-
hold due to the COVID-19 public health emergency.

28 Select Bus Service (SBS) provides a complementary service to the subway system by connecting neighborhoods to subway stations and
major destinations. To improve reliability and service along these high-ridership corridors, a combination of tools are implemented,
including off-board fare payment, bus lanes, traffic signal priority, and longer spacing between stops.
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For evaluation of this alternative, it was assumed that all strategies would be implemented.

6.1.6 EMERGING TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGIES

These alternatives include emerging technologies for providing access to LGA. These are technologies that continue
to evolve and may offer new transportation options in the future. Some of these technologies would require
modifications to existing infrastructure, but others can be made available using existing or new rights-of-way. Two
emerging transportation technologies alternatives were evaluated: transportation network companies (TNCs), such
as Uber or Lyft; and autonomous vehicles.

6.1.7 OFF-AIRPORT ROADWAY EXPANSION

These alternatives focus on improvements to the existing roadways that provide access to LGA. Five off-Airport
roadway expansion alternatives were identified and evaluated.

6.1.8 SUBWAY EXTENSION

These alternatives would result in an extension of an existing NYCT subway line(s) to LGA and would include
construction of a new subway station serving the terminals at LGA. The technology would be the same as the existing
subway line.

Each of the potential subway extension alternatives would include the following components:

= a new subsurface station at LGA that connects to Terminals B and C - including platforms, stairwells,
elevators/escalators, passageway, station agent booths (control area), turnstiles, ventilation, and emergency
access;

®m  connections —including passenger walkway systems connecting a subway station at LGA to passenger terminals,
parking garages, public transportation, and ground transportation facilities; and

®  subway — including an extension of or branch from an existing subway line(s), tracks, signals, switches, and
interlocking systems.

Additionally, it is assumed each subway extension alternative would include:

= Airport employee parking within walking distance (0.25 miles) of an existing subway station where the subway
extension would originate;

= utilities infrastructure, both new and modified, to support each alternative; and

= enabling projects to allow construction of each alternative, including utility relocation, demolition of certain
existing facilities (such as station platforms, tracks, switching), changes to existing subway schedule times, and
addition of operating rollingstock (that is, in-service passenger equipment cars) to accommodate extended
tracks and additional station stops, while maintaining the current MTA schedule.

Service on any of the subway extension alternatives would be operated by NYCT, with storage and maintenance of
rail vehicles at existing NYCT rail yards.?> Additionally, any changes in subway service plans would be subject to MTA
Board approval. Seven subway extension alternatives were identified and evaluated.

29 Ricondo & Associates, Inc., Summary of LGA Access Improvement Project EIS, MTA Coordination Meeting, February 13, 2019.

LGA Access Improvement Project EIS | 15 | Record of Decision



FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION JULY 2021

6.1.9 FIXED GUIDEWAY

A fixed guideway alternative would result in a new transit system that would operate between an off-Airport station
with connections to the New York City subway and/or commuter rail and the Airport on a dedicated alignment. The
system would be independent of the existing MTA subway, rail, and bus systems. The type of technology could
include APM, Personal Rapid Transit, or Group Rapid Transit.

APMs are powered by electricity, operate on a fixed guideway, and are usually on an elevated alignment. The
capacity of each car of an APM is dependent on the size of the car. APMs can be rubber-tire or steel wheel-steel rail
APMs. PRT systems are small, automated vehicles or pod cars, powered by electric battery, that operate on a fixed
guideway, which is typically elevated, but can operate underground or at ground level. There are many variants of
PRTs, including those that are suspended from an overhead rail (steel wheels on steel rails) and those that operate
on rails (rubber-tired or steel wheels). A pod generally has seating for four but could operate with only one
passenger. Pods travel separately from other pods, rather than in trains. The pods serve stations and are on-call by
passengers. Once boarded, the passenger inputs their destination and the car responds, traveling nonstop to the
desired destination. A Group Rapid Transit system is similar to that of a Personal Rapid Transit system in how it
operates and the type of infrastructure needed. The primary difference is the size of the automated vehicle. A Group
Rapid Transit automated vehicle has space for up to 24 passengers, which is larger than the four-seat automated
vehicle used for a Personal Rapid Transit system.*

These technologies may include varied design specifications (for example, maximum vertical grades and turning
radii, required support facilities, station size). A fixed guideway would be designed with the appropriate dimensions
so that it would accommodate the range of technologies. Fixed guideway alternatives would need to include a yard
for vehicle storage and a facility to maintain and repair vehicles.

At the off-Airport terminal station, passengers would connect between the new fixed guideway system and existing
subway, bus, or commuter rail trains for the remainder of their trips. Pedestrian bridges and vertical circulation
would be provided to ensure a convenient transfer between the modes.

Each of the potential fixed guideway alternatives would include the following components:

m  stations, including platforms, vertical circulation (such as stairwells, elevators, escalators), passageways, station
agent booths (control area), and turnstiles;

m  connections, including passenger walkway systems connecting the fixed guideway station at LGA to passenger
terminals, parking garages, public transportation, and ground transportation facilities;

= an elevated fixed guideway system that would be above grade and would connect the Airport to the NYCT
subway, bus, and/or the MTA commuter rail;

= an OMSF; and
= TPSSs.

Additionally, it is assumed each fixed guideway alternative would include the following components:

= Airport employee parking within walking distance (0.25 miles) of where the fixed guideway would originate;

= utilities infrastructure, both new and modified, to support each alternative; and

30 European Commission, Guidelines for Implementers of Group Rapid Transit, June 2010.
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= enabling projects to allow construction of each alternative, including utility relocation, demolition of certain
existing LIRR/subway station facilities (such as station platforms, tracks, switching).

Twenty fixed guideway alternatives were identified and evaluated.

6.1.10 RAIL

Rail alternatives would result in the construction of a new rail line that would operate between an off-Airport station
with connections to the New York City subway and/or commuter rail and the Airport on a dedicated alignment. The
system would operate on separate tracks with separate rail cars from the existing NYCT subway and LIRR. Each of
the rail alternatives would have direct access to LGA with no intermediate stops. Three rail alternatives were
identified and evaluated.

6.2 SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

FAA used a two-step screening process to comparatively evaluate the list of potential alternatives to determine
which of them are reasonable and should be carried forward for detailed environmental impact analysis:

m  Step 1 - Would the alternative meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action?
— Does the alternative provide a time-certain transportation option to LGA?

For the response to be “yes,” the alternative must provide access to LGA on a specific schedule using a
dedicated right-of-way?*' (that is, it would operate 24 hours per day and 7 days per week, be exclusively
used by the transportation mode, and be separate from and not be affected by or effect on-road
transportation or traffic).

— Does the alternative provide supplemental access to LGA?

For the response to be "yes,” the alternative can provide either a new mode of access to LGA or an
increase in existing access (such as increased frequency of service or a modification in service that
increases reliability).

— Does the alternative provide the opportunity to reduce passenger vehicle trips to and from LGA on off-
Airport roadways in the vicinity of the Airport without increasing roadway congestion?

For the response to be “yes,” the potential for a reduction in the number of vehicle trips on roadways
in the vicinity of LGA must occur. This is primarily a reduction in the number of vehicles used by
passengers or employees. In addition, the alternative cannot directly result in any increase in roadway
congestion on off-Airport roadways in the vicinity of the Airport.

— Does the alternative provide adequate replacement Airport employee parking to enable efficient use of on-
Airport space?

31 Without a dedicated right-of-way, an alternative would not be time-certain as future roadway congestion issues could impact the Airport
access considered by the alternative.
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= Forthe response to be “yes,” the alternative must provide approximately 216,000 square feet® of surface
or structured parking located off-Airport within walking distance (0.25 miles) of an access point that
has direct access®® to LGA. For any alternatives that require construction of an elevated OMSF, the
parking is assumed to be included as part of that facility to reduce the footprint of development. For
other alternatives where an elevated OMSF would not be required, the parking needs to be within
walking distance of an access point for that alternative.*

m  Step 2 — Would the alternative be reasonable to construct and operate?

— Can the alternative be implemented without a material effect to major infrastructure, transportation
facilities, or utilities?

= For the response to be "yes,” the alternative cannot result in a material effect to existing major
transportation facilities (such as encroachment on a runway;* permanent shifting of travel lanes on
major roadway;*® temporary or permanent closure of travel lanes on a major roadway;*” or a permanent
reduction in subway, rail, or transit service), or existing major infrastructure (such as disrupting the
supply of power from power generating or distribution facilities), or existing major utilities (such as
disrupting or relocating water or sewer lines).’® A major transportation facility is an existing runway,
subway or rail line, or a roadway that is classified by the New York State Department of Transportation

32 The size of the parcel that accommodates parking is not required to be 216,000 square feet. The parcel needs to be of sufficient size to
accommodate either 216,000 square feet of surface parking or 216,000 square feet of structured (for example, multi-level) parking. This
square footage is based on the Port Authority need to free up space adjacent to the AOA in the existing employee Lot P10 to provide the
flexibility required for efficient performance of routine maintenance activities.

33 Direct access is achieved when the transportation method does not require transfers to reach a destination.

3 No alternative was eliminated solely for failing to meet the purpose and need to provide employee parking or because a parking facility was
determined to not be feasible.

% Runway encroachment includes physically impacting an existing runway, violating runway approach or departure surfaces, or impacting
runway safety areas as defined in FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design.

36 A permanent shifting of travel lanes on a limited access roadway would temporarily affect drivers during construction when the travel lanes
would shift. A permanent shifting of travel lanes on a non-limited access roadway could result in a permanent loss of street parking.

37 A temporary closure of travel lanes would occur during the construction of support columns for an elevated gondola, subway, or fixed
guideway system. The duration of temporary travel lane closures would vary between alternatives, and depend, among other things, on the
length of the track proposed to be built in the medians of major roadways. As a reference, construction of the off-airport APM guideway
and associated facilities for the Proposed Action (which does not include construction within the median) is estimated to last three years and
eight months (see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS). Upon completion of construction, the roadway would have the same number of travel lanes
that were in existence prior to the start of construction. A permanent closure of travel lanes would occur to accommodate the placement of
support columns or to allow for the transition from an elevated subway or fixed guideway to an underground subway or fixed guideway.
Replacement of lost travel lanes, if possible, would require additional widening of the roadway and potential taking of property to maintain
the existing number of travel lanes and roadway capacity.

38 While some impacts to infrastructure are inevitable in a project of this scale in New York City, the FAA assessed whether alternatives would
present unduly prohibitive logistical hurdles to major infrastructure (major roadway; subway, rail, or transit service; airport runway; or major
utilities). Logistical hurdles with respect to impacts to major infrastructure include lane or roadway closures for more than 3 consecutive days
(see Footnote 38), disruption of utility service to large numbers of people (see Footnote 39), and disruption of transit service to large
numbers of people. Table 2 provides information on the magnitude of impacts to major infrastructure, transportation facilities, and utilities
for each alternative.
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(NYSDQT) as a principal arterial, a minor arterial, or a major collector.*®* Major infrastructure includes
electric power plants, electrical distribution facilities, water treatment plants, or wastewater treatment
plants. A major utility is a sewer, water, or communications line that serves a large segment of
population and cannot be easily replaced or relocated while continuing to provide uninterrupted
service.® The relocation or modification of major transportation facilities, infrastructure, or utilities
would have a material effect if the relocation would result in disruption of services to large segments
of the population. Additionally, such relocations or modifications would increase construction cost and
may extend construction time in comparison to alternatives that do not affect these facilities. Therefore,
the FAA determined that these types of impacts would constitute an alternative that is not practicable
or feasible to implement.

— Can the alternative be implemented without affecting peak-hour subway, rail, and/or transit service during
construction?

= For the response to be “yes,” the construction of the alternative cannot result in disruption to subway,
rail, and/or transit service during peak travel times for any rail or subway lines or significantly interfere
with MTA subway and/or bus operations. Affecting peak-hour subway, rail, and/or transit service or
extended disruption of transit service could affect the daily lives of large segments of the population.*
Additionally, these effects could increase construction cost and may extend construction time in
comparison to alternatives that do not affect these elements. Therefore, the FAA determined that these
types of impacts would constitute an alternative that is not practicable or feasible to implement.

39 With respect to roadway traffic, the New York State Highway Design Manual (Chapter 16, “Maintenance of Traffic") requires that a traffic
study be completed in order to evaluate the potential traffic impacts of lane closures on traffic along major roadways. A project that would
require continuous lane closures for three or more days on major roads would be considered “significant.” For example, if an alternative
required the closure of the BQE or the GCP, up to 260,000 or 165,000 daily drivers would be affected, respectively. In addition, if such a
closure or partial closure on any major roadway were to occur, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be required. The TMP requires the
evaluation of traffic mitigation measures for maintenance of traffic, including detours, off-peak closures, nighttime closures, etc. If the lane
closure would result in significant traffic impacts, the New York State Department of Transportation would require that alternative means of
construction be done or measures be enacted to mitigate the traffic impact. Given the lack of other roadways to accommodate such a large
number of vehicles in the vicinity of LGA, there are very limited options to mitigate traffic affected by lane closures. Therefore, the FAA
assumes that closure of major roadways during peak periods for three or more days is unreasonable. Ultimately, none of the alternatives
were expected to require complete closures of major roadways during peak periods for three or more days; however, as noted in Footnote
36 above, temporary lane closures would be expected for a substantial portion of guideway construction for alternatives that required
construction in the median of major roadways. Notably, segments of the Grand Central Parkway, Van Wyck Expressway, and other major
roadways surrounding the airport are already operating at Level of Service E or F at various times of the day (see Sections 1.4.3 and 3.14.2.4
and Table 3.14-7 of the Final EIS).

Major utilities in the area include 175-inch by 96-inch (14.5-foot by 8-foot) combined sewer, 120-inch by 108-inch (12-foot by 9_foot)
interceptors, City Water Tunnel No. 2, 132-inch by 60-inch (11-foot by 5-foot) reinforced concrete sewer, and City Water Tunnel No. 3.

A

S

Impacts to any of these facilities could affect more than 650,000 residents of Queens; according to the New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), relocation of combined sewer outfalls or interceptors could take more than 3 years to design and at
least 10 years to construct. Depending on the nature of the impact, design and construction could expand beyond these timeframes. For
example, NYCDEP noted in an email dated January 7, 2021 that for the outfall alone, the impacted drainage area is approximately 6,000
acres. Relocation of the outfall or interceptor would likely require amendments to 34 drainage plans; each drainage plan can take 3 years to
develop and finalize. Appendix E.2 of the Final EIS contains information provided by NYCDEP on major utility lines in the vicinity of LGA, as
well as records of meetings FAA had with NYCDEP to determine the feasibility of replacing or relocating these major utility lines.

FAA coordinated with MTA (NYCT and LIRR), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and Amtrak to identify potential impacts of various

alternatives on operation of their transit systems. Appendix E.1 contains records of meetings with MTA and Appendix E.3 contains records
of meetings with FRA and Amtrak.

4
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— Is the alternative reasonable to construct given cost considerations?

= For the response to be "yes,” the alternative cannot result in a cost that is more than two and a half
times greater than the current $2.05 billion estimated project cost. The costs being used for this analysis
are based on the average costs* of other similar transportation projects.® The FAA has determined that
a cost of more than two and a half times greater than the current estimated cost for the Port Authority’s
proposed alternative is not reasonable.*

— Can the alternative provide access to identified locations throughout the New York metropolitan area?

= For the response to be “yes,” the alternative must provide reasonable access to identified access points
representative of the origin/destination locations for passengers and employees at LGA.* The
origin/destination locations are transit stations selected based on annual ridership data.* The station
with the greatest ridership was selected as the representative access point for the geographic area.
When annual ridership data were not available, representative access points were selected based on
the largest number of transfers accessible at the location. Because it is not practical to require all
passengers to travel to Manhattan to use the alternative to access LGA, the FAA considers alternatives
that have limited geographic connectivity to be unreasonable.

42 Costs are based on 2019 dollars and have been adjusted for the differences in construction costs where the transportation project is located
in New York City. A survey of other recent transit projects was conducted to identify an average cost per mile. To provide a reasonable
average cost per mile, only those projects that were constructed in densely developed urban areas with complex construction issues were
chosen. The other transportation projects that were used for determining average costs include subway extensions in New York City (Q Line
beneath Second Avenue), Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Seattle. A cost of $976.0 million per mile for an elevated subway or fixed
guideway was used, and a cost of $1.09 billion per mile for an underground subway or fixed guideway was used. (CityLab, “Why It's So
Expensive to Build Urban Rail in the U.S.," January 26, 2018.)

4

©

To provide consistent cost comparisons for each alternative, costs are calculated on a straight, per-mile basis and only include construction
of the actual transportation facility. Estimated costs do not include costs associated with land acquisition or modifications to other
transportation facilities or utilities. Recognizing that the first screening criteria under Step 2 identified major utilities, roadways, etc. that
would be impacted, addressing these impacts would result in cost increases. Since alternatives could be screened out based on those
impacts, such additional costs do not need to be considered under this screening criteria as well.

4 The FAA recognizes that a project that would cost twice as much as the Port Authority's preferred alternative is probably not practical, but to

be conservative, the FAA has considered costs up to 2.5 times greater to potentially be reasonable.

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, AirTrain LGA, LGA Ground Access Mode Choice Model and AirTrain Ridership Forecast 2025-2045,
October 2018. The identified access points are representative of the origin/destination of approximately 84 percent of the origin/destination
locations for passengers and employees at LGA. The 84 percent is derived by adding the percentages of passengers and employees from
the following areas: Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, and Long Island. The remaining 16 percent of passengers and employees come
from further points (such as Upstate New York, Staten Island, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Connecticut) and would likely experience similar
access issues to those alternatives that are not able to meet the criterion based on the identified access points. See Table 2-4 in Chapter 2 of
the Final EIS.

4!
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Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Annual Ridership Report, 2017; Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Long Island Annual Ridership
Report, 2018; Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, World Trade Center Station, https://www.panynj.gov/path/wtc-station.html
(accessed on August 28, 2019).
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FAA evaluated each alternative in Step 1 to determine whether the alternative could achieve the Purpose and Need.
Alternatives that would not meet all elements of the Purpose and Need were determined to be unreasonable and,
therefore, were eliminated from further consideration. Next, each alternative that met the Step 1 test moved to Step
2 of the screening process to determine whether or not it would be reasonable to construct and operate. Alternatives
that did not pass all Step 2 evaluation metrics were eliminated. The exception is the No Action Alternative, which is
retained pursuant to NEPA as implemented by the CEQ Regulations. Table 2 provides a list of each of the
alternatives considered, presents the results of the alternatives screening, and summarizes the screening evaluation.
A full evaluation of each of the alternatives considered is documented in Chapter 2, Sections 2.5 and 2.6, of the Final
EIS. Of the 47 alternatives evaluated, 31 alternatives passed the Step 1 screening criteria and were evaluated against
the Step 2 screening criteria. Only one alternative, the Proposed Action met all the Step 1 and Step 2 screening
criteria.

As discussed in Section 10.2 of this ROD, the MOU implementing EO 13807 required that the Lead Agency request
separate written concurrence on each of three enumerated concurrence points from all Cooperating Agencies
whose authorization is required for the project. “Concurrence,” as defined in the MOU, means confirmation by the
agency that the information is sufficient for that stage, and the environmental review process may proceed to the
next stage. For each concurrence point, each Cooperating Agency was provided an opportunity to either confirm
its concurrence or inform the Lead Agency that it could not yet concur. Although their concurrence was not required,
Participating Agencies were also offered the opportunity to comment at each concurrence point. Concurrence Point
2, Alternatives to be Carried Forward for Analysis, was required to be achieved prior to detailed analysis in the Draft
EIS and prior to presenting the results of alternatives screening to the public. A preliminary draft of the alternatives
screening process and evaluation was distributed to the agencies on September 20, 2019. Resolution of comments
and a final concurrence on the Alternatives to be Carried Forward for Analysis was achieved on October 7, 2019. As
Cooperating Agencies, the USACE and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with minor comments
and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and NYSDOT concurred without
comment. As Participating Agencies, MTA provided minor comments, and Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) provided no comments. Appendix A.3 of the Final EIS contains
correspondence related to Concurrence Point 2.

Concurrence Point 3, Preferred Alternative, was required to be achieved prior to releasing the Draft EIS to the public.
As documented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the FAA's preferred alternative is the Proposed Action. The preliminary
Administrative Draft EIS was distributed to the agencies on June 1, 2020, to document the FAA's rationale for
selecting the Preferred Alternative. Concurrence on the Identification of the Preferred Alternative (the Proposed
Action) was achieved on June 16, 2020. As Cooperating Agencies, the USACE and NYSDEC concurred without
comment and NYSDOT and SHPO concurred with minor comments. As Participating Agencies, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and NMFS had no comments. Appendix A.4 of the Final EIS contains correspondence related
to Concurrence Point 3. There were no objections raised by any of the Cooperating or Participating Agencies on
either Concurrence Point 2 or Concurrence Point 3. Additionally, as documented in Appendix E, FAA coordinated
with New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), MTA (NYCT and LIRR), Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA), and Amtrak on potential effects of the alternatives on various facilities under each agency's
jurisdiction. Results of this coordination are reflected in the Summary of Screening Evaluation column in Table 2.
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TABLE 2 (1 OF 16) SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION

PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE RETAINED FOR
NEXT STEP FURTHER

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION ANALYSIS IN THE
ALTERNATIVE EIS?

1 No Action Alternative' The No Action Alternative would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it does not
provide a time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA,
provide supplemental access to LGA, or ensure adequate parking for Airport employees to enable efficient use of on-
Airport space. However, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(d), the No Action Alternative was retained for further
analysis. See Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS.

2 Diversion of Air Traffic at LGA - - _
Alternatives

2A  Use of Other Airports No Alternative 2A would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action since it does not provide a time- No
Alternative' certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA, provide supplemental
access to LGA, or ensure adequate parking for Airport employees to enable efficient use of on-Airport space.
Additionally, by federal law, the Port Authority cannot require airlines to use certain airports and the diversion of traffic
to local commerecial airports could result in operational and safety concerns. See Section 2.5.2.1 of the Final EIS.

2B Use of Trains and Buses Instead No Alternative 2B would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it does not provide a No
of Air Travel Alternative time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA, provide
supplemental access to LGA, or provide adequate employee parking to enable efficient use of on-Airport space. Only
one of the ten busiest air travel routes at LGA is within a four-hour driving radius of New York. The other nine
destinations are considerably farther from New York than the typically desirable train or bus travel destinations. The
duration in the time between destinations is a primary reason why travelers choose air travel over other modes of
transportation and the use of trains or buses would not be acceptable to those travelers. See Section 2.5.2.2 of the Final

EIS.
3 Use of Other Modes of - - -
Transportation to LGA
Alternatives
3A  Ferry Service Alternative' No Alternative 3A would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No

time-certain option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA or provide adequate
replacement Airport employee parking to enable efficient use of on-Airport space. The introduction of ferry service,
including construction of a ferry terminal at LGA, would require bus connections at the Airport, dedicated bus lanes on
Airport property, and the use of nearby off-Airport roadways to transfer passengers between ferry terminals and
airport terminals. The 2013 Citywide Ferry Study determined that “without an efficient and seamless bus connection to
the rest of the LaGuardia Airport market” the likelihood of success is low. In addition, the Citywide Ferry Study
concluded that less than two percent of passengers accessing LGA daily would use a ferry service.> Repurposing an
existing public-use lane to a bus-service-only lane would reduce the existing capacity of any modified roadway. The
reduction of capacity would vary based on the roadway and the existing number of travel lanes, but it is estimated that
converting a public-use lane to a bus-service-only lane would reduce individual roadway capacities between 20 to 50
percent, based on preliminary traffic engineering review. Dedicated bus lanes would reduce surface transportation
capacity on and in proximity to LGA, thereby continuing operational inefficiencies. Volatility and time uncertainty of
travel to and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.3.1
and Appendix S, Response 2.3.5, of the Final EIS for more information.
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ALTERNATIVE

3B

aA

4B

Helicopter Service Alternative

Gondola Service Alternative Yes

Transportation Systems -
Management (TSM)

Alternatives

Modify the Q48 Bus Route and No
the Q23 Bus Route to enter

LaGuardia Airport at

94th Street Alternative

Revise M60 Bus Route to Only No
Travel Between LGA and 125th

Street Metro North Station

Alternative

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION
PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE

RETAINED FOR
FURTHER
ANALYSIS IN THE
EIS?

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

Alternative 3B would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it does not provide a
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA or provide
adequate replacement Airport employee parking to enable efficient use of on-Airport space. Although helicopters
would operate on a schedule, this alternative would not provide a time-certain transportation option to LGA because
upon arrival at Terminal A, passengers would be required to use buses to access other terminals because there is no
secure-side connection from Terminal A to Terminal B or C. Only one helipad (West 30th Street Heliport) in New York
City operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week; the other two helipads are closed overnight and either have limited hours
on the weekends (Downtown Manhattan Heliport) or are closed on the weekends (East 34th Street Heliport). In order
to provide a dedicated roadway for the inter-terminal Airport bus, either an existing lane of the on-Airport roadway
would need to be converted to a dedicated bus lane or a new bus lane would need to be constructed. A dedicated,
non-public bus roadway cannot be accommodated at LGA due to space constraints. Dedicated bus lanes would reduce
surface transportation capacity, thereby continuing operational inefficiencies. Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to
and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.3.2 of the Final
EIS.

Alternative 3C would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would encroach on the No
LGA Runway 4 approach surface, restricting the ability of aircraft to land on that runway, and result in the permanent

loss of the emergency stopping lane on the BQE, both of which are unacceptable safety problems. Alternative 3C

would also result in material effects to major transportation facilities due to permanent closure of travel lanes on

Astoria Boulevard; temporary closure of travel lanes on Broadway, the BQE, and the GCP; the permanent shifting of

travel lanes on Broadway and the BQE; and the permanent loss of street parking on one side of Broadway. Alternative

3C would affect up to 75,000 daily drivers on Astoria Boulevard. Construction of support columns would affect up to

14,000 daily drivers on Broadway, 260,000 daily drivers on the BQE, and 165,000 daily drivers on the GCP. See Section

2.6.2 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 4A would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA. Public buses

under Alternative 4A would be subject to traffic congestion on off-Airport roadways and at off-Airport roadway

intersections along the route. In addition, buses would use the on-Airport roadway network and would be affected by

traffic volumes and congestion on the on-Airport roadway network, thereby continuing operational inefficiencies.

Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the

area increase. See Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 4B would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA, provide

supplemental access to LGA, or reduce the number of passenger vehicle trips to and from LGA. Public buses under

Alternative 4B would be subject to traffic congestion on off-Airport roadways and at off-Airport roadway intersections

along the route. In addition, buses would use the on-Airport roadway network and would be affected by traffic

volumes and congestion on the on-Airport roadway network, thereby continuing operational inefficiencies. Volatility

and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area

increase. See Section 2.5.4.2 of the Final EIS.
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TABLE 2 (3 OF 16) SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION

PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE RETAINED FOR
NEXT STEP FURTHER

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION ANALYSIS IN THE
ALTERNATIVE EIS?

4C  Provide Free Bus Service on the Alternative 4C would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action as it would not provide a time-
Q70 Bus Route Alternative certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA or provide
supplemental access to LGA. Public buses under Alternative 4C would be subject to traffic congestion on off-Airport
roadways and at off-Airport roadway intersections along the route. In addition, buses would use the on-Airport
roadway network and would be affected by traffic volumes and congestion on the on-Airport roadway network,
thereby continuing operational inefficiencies. Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA would continue
and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.4.3 of the Final EIS.

5 Transportation Demand No Alternative 5 would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
Management Alternatives ' time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA or provide
adequate replacement Airport employee parking to enable efficient use of on-Airport space. The TDM measures could
have the effect of providing an opportunity to reduce the number of passenger vehicle trips to and from LGA; some
TDM measures could add scheduled service and/or supplemental access. However, none of these TDM measures
would result in a time-certain transportation option to LGA as they would not provide dedicated lanes or rights-of-way.
See Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS.

6 Emerging Transportation - - -
Technologies Alternatives

6A  Transportation Network No Alternative 6A would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
Companies Alternative ' time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA, reduce the

number of passenger vehicle trips to and from LGA, or provide adequate replacement Airport employee parking to
enable efficient use of on-Airport space. Transportation Network Companies (TNC) would continue to use the local
surface transportation network and would be subject to traffic volumes and conditions, thereby continuing operational
problems, the same as the No Action Alternative (increased traffic volumes on-Airport roadways and on the adjacent
surface transportation network as the number of Airport passengers increases in the future). This alternative would
increase the number of trips to and from LGA and add to local traffic volumes. Volatility and time uncertainty of travel
to and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.6.1 of the

Final EIS.
6B Autonomous Vehicles No Alternative 6B would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
Alternative ' time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA, reduce the

number of passenger vehicle trips to and from LGA, or provide adequate replacement Airport employee parking to
enable efficient use of on-Airport space. Autonomous vehicles would continue to use the local surface transportation
network and would be subject to traffic volumes and conditions, thereby continuing operational problems, the same as
the No Action Alternative (increased traffic volumes on-Airport roadways and on the adjacent surface transportation
network as the number of Airport passengers increases in the future). Autonomous vehicles would increase the number
of trips to and from LGA and add to local traffic volumes. Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA
would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.6.2 of the Final EIS.
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ALTERNATIVE

7

7A

7B

7C

7D

Off-Airport Roadway Expansion
Alternatives

Additional Traffic Lanes on
Grand Central Parkway
Alternative’

Dedicated Bus Lanes to Q70
Bus Route Alternative

Dedicated Bus Lanes from
Roosevelt Avenue via Junction
Boulevard and 94th Street
Alternative

Dedicated Bus Route from
Mets-Willets Point Subway
Station via Roosevelt Avenue
and Grand Central Parkway
Alternative

NEXT STEP

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION
PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE

RETAINED FOR
FURTHER

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION ANALY::;W THE

Alternative 7A would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not reduce No
vehicle trips, provide a time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from

LGA, or provide adequate replacement Airport employee parking to enable efficient use of on-Airport space. The

addition of travel lanes would not result in the provision of a time-certain transportation option to LGA because travel

would continue to be affected by traffic volumes and congestion on the GCP. In addition, vehicles would use the on-

Airport roadway network and would be affected by traffic volumes and congestion on the on-Airport roadway network

that could affect travel times. See Section 2.5.7.1 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 7B would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA or provide
supplemental access to LGA. Although the majority of the Q70 bus route would use a dedicated bus lane, a dedicated
bus lane would not be possible at the Airport because of physical space limitations. There is no room to construct a
new dedicated non-public road to all LGA terminals, nor is it practical or feasible to dedicate an existing lane for bus
service (see Section 2.5.3.1 of the Final EIS). In addition, the conversion of off-Airport general-purpose traffic lanes to
restricted bus lanes would result in additional congestion on off-Airport streets on which the Q70 bus route travels
because a general-purpose travel lane in each direction would have to be converted to a dedicated bus lane, resulting
in surface traffic having fewer lanes available, which will increase roadway congestion on off-Airport roadways.
Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the
area increase. See Section 2.5.7.2 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 7C would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA. A dedicated bus

lane would not be possible at the Airport because of physical space limitations. There is no room to construct a new

dedicated non-public road to all LGA terminals, nor is it practical or feasible to dedicate an existing lane for bus service

(see Section 2.5.3.1 of the Final EIS). In addition, existing parking lanes on both sides of Junction Boulevard and 94th

Street would be eliminated, pushing traffic to other nearby streets, increasing traffic congestion and increasing

demand for parking in other parts of the neighborhood. Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA

would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.7.3 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 7D would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a No
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA. A dedicated bus
lane would not be possible at the Airport because of physical space limitations. There is no room to construct a new
dedicated non-public road to all LGA terminals, nor is it practical or feasible to dedicate an existing lane for bus service
(see Section 2.5.3.1 of the Final EIS). In addition, the conversion of off-Airport general-purpose traffic lanes to restricted
bus lanes would reduce capacity and eliminate parking along certain corridors, exacerbating delays on local roadways
by pushing traffic to other nearby streets, making traffic conditions worse in other parts of the neighborhood. The
reduction of capacity would vary based on the roadway and the existing number of travel lanes, but it is estimated that
converting a public-use lane to a bus-service-only lane would reduce individual roadway capacities between 20 to 50
percent. Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA would continue and would worsen as traffic volumes
in the area increase. See Section 2.5.7.4 of the Final EIS.
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ALTERNATIVE

7E

8A

8B

Elevated Busway from
Mets-Willets Point Subway
Station via Roosevelt Avenue
and Flushing Bay Promenade
Alternative

Subway Extension Alternatives

From Astoria Boulevard
Subway Station: Elevated
Above Astoria Boulevard and
Grand Central Parkway
Alternative '

From Astoria-Ditmars
Boulevard Subway Station:
Elevated Above 31st Street and
19th Avenue Alternative '

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION

PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE
NEXT STEP

RETAINED FOR
FURTHER
ANALYSIS IN THE
EIS?

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

Alternative 7E would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action because it would not provide a
time-certain transportation option that connects Airport passengers and employees to and from LGA. A bus
turnaround at LGA is not physically possible. Therefore, the buses would not have a dedicated right-of-way to the
Airport and would need to use the on-Airport roadway network, as there is no room to construct a new dedicated non-
public road to all LGA terminals (see Section 2.5.3.1 of the Final EIS). Dedicated bus lanes would reduce surface
transportation capacity, thereby continuing operational problems, the same as the No Action Alternative (increased
traffic volumes on-Airport roadways and on the adjacent surface transportation network as the number of Airport
passengers increases in the future). Volatility and time uncertainty of travel to and from LGA would continue and would
worsen as traffic volumes in the area increase. See Section 2.5.7.5 of the Final EIS.

Yes No Alternative 8A would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would adversely affect No
major transportation facilities and disrupt peak hour rail service during construction. This alternative would require

modifications to the Hell Gate rail trestle, which would disrupt Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor service affecting up to

10,000 daily passengers; result in permanent reduction in service at the Astoria-Ditmars Subway Station, affecting a

portion of the 13,000 daily users of this subway station; and require the permanent closure of travel lanes on Astoria

Boulevard and the GCP, which would affect up to 75,000 daily drivers on Astoria Boulevard and up to 165,000 daily

drivers on this segment of the GCP. As a branch of the N-W Lines from the Astoria Boulevard Subway Station, this

alternative would result in the permanent reduction in service at the Astoria-Ditmars Subway Station, as the new

service to LGA would have to be sequenced with the existing service along the N-W Lines, which would reduce the

number of N-W trains from the east that could operate through the Astoria-Ditmars Boulevard Subway Station.

Alternative 8A would impact existing major underground utilities, some of which provide services to more than 650,000
residents of Queens, including a 175-inch by 96-inch combined sewer, 132-inch by 60-inch double-barrel reinforced
concrete storm sewer, 129-inch by 96-inch double-barrel combined sewer, and 120-inch by 108-inch interceptor.
NYCDEP estimated that allocation of funding and completion of feasibility studies, design, and construction could take
up to 10 years. To avoid the material effect on major utilities, Alternative 8A would require subway tunnel construction
in bedrock beneath LGA. In order to tunnel underneath the sewer interceptor, the subway would need to transition
underground, which would occur over a distance of 5,000 linear feet due to maximum grade requirements of 3
percent. This transition would result in the permanent loss of travel lanes on Astoria Boulevard and the GCP. See
Section 2.6.3.1 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 8B would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material No

effect on major transportation facilities. It would require the temporary closure of travel lanes on 31st Street and 19th
Avenue, which are identified as major collectors by NYSDOT and would affect up to 10,000 drivers on a daily basis.

Yes No

Alternative 8B would impact existing major underground utilities, some of which provide services to more than 650,000
residents of Queens, including a 175-inch by 96-inch combined sewer, 132-inch by 60-inch double-barrel reinforced
concrete storm sewer, 129-inch by 96-inch double-barrel combined sewer, and two 120-inch by 108-inch interceptors.
NYCDEP estimated that funding, feasibility studies, design, and construction could take up to 10 years. To avoid the
material effect on major utilities, Alternative 8B would require subway tunnel construction in bedrock beneath LGA. In
order to tunnel underneath the sewer interceptor, the subway would need to transition underground, which would
occur over a distance of 5,000 linear feet due to maximum grade requirements of 3 percent. This transition would
result in the permanent loss of travel lanes and parking on 31st Street. See Section 2.6.3.2 of the Final EIS.
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8C  From Astoria-Ditmars Alternative 8C would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
Boulevard Subway Station: effect on major transportation facilities, as it would require excavation near the Hell Gate rail trestle. Construction
Tunnel Beneath 31st Street and would disrupt peak-hour operation of Amtrak Northeast Corridor and N-W Subway lines, which could affect
19th Avenue Alternative approximately 10,000 daily passengers and up to 25,000 daily riders, respectively, and require the permanent closure of

travel lanes and the permanent loss of parking on 31st Street, which is classified as a major collector by NYSDOT,
affecting up to 10,000 daily drivers.

Alternative 8C would impact existing major underground utilities, some of which provide services to more than 650,000
residents of Queens, including a 175-inch by 96-inch combined sewer, 132-inch by 60-inch double-barrel reinforced
concrete storm sewer, a 129-inch by 96-inch double-barrel combined sewer, a 120-inch by 108-inch interceptor, City
Water Tunnel No. 2, a major redundant water supply tunnel for the City, two additional water mains, and nine sewer
lines. Alternative 8C would affect level of service on roadways in proximity to sewer and watermain work and would
require substantial coordination with applicable New York City agencies, including development of feasibility studies,
to mitigate construction impacts to City infrastructure providing sewer service, water redundancy, and water supply.
NYCDEP estimated that allocation of funding and completion of feasibility studies, design, and construction could take
up to 10 years. See Section 2.6.3.3 of the Final EIS.

8D  From Astoria-Ditmars Yes No Alternative 8D would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material No
Boulevard Subway Station: effect on major transportation facilities, as it would require excavation near the Hell Gate rail trestle. Construction
Elevated Above Ditmars would disrupt peak-hour operation of Amtrak Northeast Corridor, which could affect about 10,000 daily passengers;
Boulevard and result in the temporary closure of travel lanes on Ditmars Boulevard; result in the permanent shift of travel lanes and
Grand Central Parkway the permanent removal of parking lanes on Ditmars Boulevard; and require the temporary closure of the roadway,
Alternative which would affect up to approximately 30,000 drivers on Ditmars Boulevard on a daily basis during construction.

Alternative 8D would impact existing major underground utilities, some of which provide services to more than
650,000 residents of Queens, including a 132-inch by 60-inch double-barrel reinforced concrete storm sewer, a 129-
inch by 96-inch double-barrel combined sewer, and a 120-inch by 108-inch interceptor. NYCDEP estimated that
allocation of funding and completion of feasibility studies, design, and construction could take up to 10 years. To avoid
the material effect on major utilities, operation of Alternative 8D would require subway tunnel construction in bedrock
beneath LGA. In order to tunnel underneath the sewer interceptor, the subway would need to transition underground,
which would occur over a distance of 5,000 linear feet due to maximum grade requirements of 3 percent. This
transition would result in the permanent loss of travel lanes and parking on Ditmars Boulevard, which is identified as a
principal arterial (other) by NYSDOT. See Section 2.6.3.4 of the Final EIS.
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ALTERNATIVE

8E  From 36th Street Subway
Station: Tunnel Beneath
Steinway Street and
Grand Central Parkway

Alternative

8F From Roosevelt

Avenue-Jackson Heights
Subway Station: Elevated
Above 82nd Street and
Grand Central Parkway

Alternative

8G  From Mets-Willets Point
Subway Station: Elevated
Above Roosevelt Avenue and
Flushing Bay Promenade

Alternative

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION

PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE
NEXT STEP

RETAINED FOR
FURTHER
ANALYSIS IN THE
EIS?

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

Alternative 8E would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would result in a material
effect to major transportation facilities, as it would result in a permanent reduction in service of the M-R Subway Lines
at stations east of the 36th Street Subway Station, affecting a portion of the approximately 145,000 daily riders on the
M-R Lines.

Alternative 8E would impact existing major underground utilities; some of these major utilities provide services to more
than 650,000 residents of Queens, including a 132-inch by 60-inch double-barrel reinforced concrete storm sewer, a
129-inch by 96-inch double-barrel combined sewer, a 120-inch by 108-inch interceptor, City Water Tunnel No. 3, a
major redundant water supply tunnel for the City, and six other sewer lines. Alternative 8E would require substantial
coordination with applicable New York City agencies, including development of feasibility studies, to mitigate
construction impacts to City infrastructure providing water redundancy and sewer service. NYCDEP estimated that
allocation of funding and completion of feasibility studies, design, and construction could take up to 10 years. See
Section 2.6.3.5 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 8F would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material No
effect on major transportation facilities, as it would disrupt peak-hour service on the 7 Line during construction and

result in a permanent reduction in service at subway stations east of the 69th Street Subway Station, affecting a portion

of the approximately 140,000 daily riders on the 7 Line east of the 69th Street Subway Station. Construction of the

support columns for the elevated subway portion of this alternative would require the temporary closure of 82nd

Street, which is identified as a major collector by NYSDOT, and the temporary loss of street parking on 82nd Street.

Yes No

Alternative 8F would impact major underground utilities; some of these major utilities provide services to more than
650,000 residents of Queens, including a 132-inch by 60-inch double-barrel reinforced concrete storm sewer, a 129-
inch by 96-inch double-barrel combined sewer, and a 120-inch by 108-inch interceptor. NYCDEP estimated that
allocation of funding and completion of feasibility studies, design, and construction could take up to 10 years. To avoid
the material effect on major utilities, Alternative 8F would require subway tunnel construction in bedrock beneath LGA.
In order to tunnel underneath the sewer interceptor, the subway would need to transition underground, which would
occur over a distance of 5,000 linear feet due to maximum grade requirements of 3 percent. This transition would
result in the permanent loss of travel lanes and parking on 82nd Street, which is identified as a major collector by
NYSDOT. See Section 2.6.3.6 of the Final EIS.

Yes No Alternative 8G would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material No
effect on a major transportation facility due to disruption of peak-hour service on the 7 Line during construction and

permanent reduction in service at subway stations east of the 111th Street Subway Station, affecting a portion of the

approximately 60,000 daily riders on the 7 Line east of the 111th Street Subway Station. See Section 2.6.3.7 of the Final

EIS.
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ALTERNATIVE

9
9A

9B

9C

9D

9E

Fixed Guideway Alternatives

From Willets Point Station* via
Roosevelt Avenue and Flushing
Bay Promenade Alternative
(Port Authority Proposed
Alternative)'

From Willets Point Station* via
Roosevelt Avenue and

Grand Central Parkway
Alternative

From Willets Point Station* via
Roosevelt Avenue and Flushing
Bay Promenade with a Ferry
Stop Alternative

From Willets Point Station* via
Long Island Rail Road
Right-of-Way and Flushing Bay
Promenade Alternative '

From Willets Point Station* via
Long Island Rail Road
Right-of-Way and

Grand Central Parkway
Alternative '

NEXT STEP

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION
PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

Alternative 9A would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action. This alternative alignment would cross over
the 7 Line, Roosevelt Avenue, and the GCP / Whitestone Expressway interchange, and can be designed to avoid the
need to relocate these major infrastructure facilities. Construction over the 7 Line and modifications to the Mets-Willets
Point LIRR Station would be accommodated during off-peak hours and during weekend closures to avoid disrupting 7
Line and LIRR operations during peak travel times. This alternative would be elevated and would be designed to
minimize impacts to underground utilities by following NYCDEP guidelines. This alternative was determined to be
reasonable to construct and operate and was retained for detailed analysis in the EIS. See Section 2.6.4.1 of the Final
EIS.

Alternative 9B would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
effect on major transportation facilities, as placing an elevated fixed guideway in the median of the GCP would require
modifications to the GCP because the existing median and shoulders are not wide enough to accommodate the
support structures of an elevated fixed guideway. This alternative would require the temporary closure of the
westbound travel lanes on the GCP and the permanent shift south of the eastbound travel lanes on the GCP. The GCP
is a principal arterial (expressway) as defined by NYSDOT and this closure and shifting of lanes would affect up to
approximately 165,000 daily drivers on this segment of the GCP during construction. See Section 2.6.4.2 of the Final
EIS.

Alternative 9C would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
effect on major transportation facilities, as due to physical constraints, the construction of required vertical circulation
facilities to access the elevated station at the Ferry Stop (such as elevators, stairs, and ramps) and the required support
columns for this elevated station would require the placement of these facilities in the right-of-way of the GCP,
requiring the shifting of GCP travel lanes to the south. The GCP is a principal arterial (expressway) as defined by
NYSDOT and this shifting of lanes would affect up to approximately 165,000 daily drivers on this segment of the GCP
during construction. In addition, the elevated station likely would block access to portions of the Flushing Bay
Promenade. See Section 2.6.4.3 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 9D would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
effect on major transportation facilities, as construction of the elevated structure above the LIRR right-of-way would
result in the temporary suspension of service for an extended period of time on the Port Washington Branch, would
affect up to approximately 39,000 daily riders on the LIRR Port Washington Branch. See Section 2.6.4.4 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 9E would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
effect on major transportation facilities, as construction of the elevated structure above the LIRR right-of-way would
result in the temporary suspension of service for an extended period of time on the Port Washington Branch, would
affect up to approximately 39,000 daily riders on the LIRR Port Washington Branch, and would have larger systemwide
impacts on the LIRR and East River Tunnel commuter service. Additionally, construction of support columns for the
fixed guideway in the median of the GCP would require the temporary closure of travel lanes and the permanent
shifting of travel lanes of the GCP to the south. The GCP is a principal arterial (expressway) as defined by NYSDOT and
this construction would affect up to approximately 165,000 daily drivers on the GCP. See Section 2.6.4.5 of the Final EIS.

RETAINED FOR

FURTHER

ANALYSIS IN THE

EIS?

Yes
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ALTERNATIVE
9F  From Willets Point Station* via
126th Street and
Grand Central Parkway
Alternative

9G  From Willets Point Station* via Yes No
126th Street and Across
Flushing Bay Alternative

9H From Willets Point Station®* via Yes No
126th Street and Flushing Bay
Promenade Alternative

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION

PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE
NEXT STEP

RETAINED FOR
FURTHER
ANALYSIS IN THE
EIS?

Alternative 9F would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
effect on major transportation facilities, as it would require the temporary closure of the westbound traffic lanes on
Northern Boulevard to construct support columns for the fixed guideway. After completion of construction, the
support columns would require the permanent closure of one of the three westbound travel lanes on Northern
Boulevard. Northern Boulevard is a principal arterial (other) as defined by NYSDOT. The temporary and permanent
closure of these travel lanes would affect up to approximately 45,000 daily drivers and would require construction of
support columns for the fixed guideway in the median of the GCP. These support columns would require shifting travel
lanes to the south. The GCP is a major transportation facility as defined by NYSDOT and this shifting of travel lanes
would affect up to approximately 165,000 daily drivers on GCP.

Constructing an elevated structure over the 7 Line and along 126th Street could eliminate travel lanes on 126th Street
and would affect the ability to operate buses on 126th Street during construction. Because this is a primary route for
buses to and from the Bus Depot, this would affect more than 100,000 daily riders. Constructing an APM guideway
and station in this area would impact the 7 Line and Mets-Willets Point Subway Station, the Bus Depot and/or the
NYCT Corona Maintenance Facility as there is inadequate space to construct the guideway and station in this area
without affecting one of these transportation facilities. Therefore, Alternative 9F would result in extensive disruption to
MTA facilities and transit users. Additionally, Alternative 9F would require the relocation of a 84-inch by 60-inch storm
sewer, thus having a material effect on a major utility. See Section 2.6.4.6 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 9G would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material No
effect on major transportation facilities, as constructing an elevated structure over the 7 Line and along 126th Street

could eliminate travel lanes on 126th Street, which would affect the ability to operate buses on 126th Street during

construction. Because this is a primary route for buses to and from the Bus Depot, this would affect more than 100,000

daily riders. In addition, constructing an APM guideway and station in this area would impact the 7 Line and Mets-

Willets Point Subway Station, the Bus Depot and/or the NYCT Corona Maintenance Facility as there is inadequate space

to construct the guideway and station in this area without affecting one of these transportation facilities. Therefore,

Alternative 9G would result in extensive disruption to MTA facilities and transit users.

Additionally, Alternative 9G would require the APM alignment to span across the Whitestone Expressway at the
intersection of Northern Boulevard and 126th Street, which would result in the loss of one travel lane on 126th Street
and require the relocation of a 84-inch by 60-inch storm sewer, thus having a material effect on a major utility. See
Section 2.6.4.7 of the Final EIS.

Alternative 9H would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material No
effect on major transportation facilities, as constructing an elevated structure over the 7 Line and along 126th Street

could eliminate travel lanes on 126th Street, which would affect the ability to operate buses on 126th Street during

construction and require the relocation of a 84-inch by 60-inch storm sewer. Because this is a primary route for buses

to and from the Bus Depot, construction would disrupt peak-hour commuter and transit service, affecting more than

100,000 daily riders. In addition, constructing an APM guideway and station in this area would impact the 7 Line and

Mets-Willets Point Subway Station, the Bus Depot and/or the NYCT Corona Maintenance Facility as there is inadequate

space to construct the guideway and station in this area without affecting one of these transportation facilities,

therefore Alternative 9H would have a material effect on major transportation facilities and result in extensive

disruption to MTA facilities and transit users. See Section 2.6.4.8 of the Final EIS.
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ALTERNATIVE

9l

9J

9K

From Northern Boulevard via
Willets Point Station?,
Roosevelt Avenue, and
Flushing Bay Promenade
Alternative

From Jamaica Station Yes No
Transportation Hub via Van

Wyck Expressway,

Grand Central Parkway, and

Flushing Bay Promenade

Alternative !

From Woodside LIRR/61st Yes No
Street-Woodside Subway

Station via an Existing Rail

Right-of-Way, Brooklyn

Queens Expressway, and

Grand Central Parkway

Alternative '

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION

PASS ALTERNATIVE TO THE
NEXT STEP

RETAINED FOR
FURTHER
ANALYSIS IN THE
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Alternative 91 would meet the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, but this alternative would have a material
effect on major transportation facilities, as constructing an elevated structure over the 7 Line and along 126th Street
could eliminate travel lanes on 126th Street, which would affect the ability to operate buses on 126th Street during
construction. Because this is a primary route for buses to and from the Bus Depot, this would disrupt peak-hour
commuter and transit service during the construction period, affecting more than 100,000 daily riders. In addition,
constructing an APM guideway and station in this area would impact the 7 Line and Mets-Willets Point Subway Station,
the Bus Depot and/or the NYCT Corona Maintenance Facility as there is inadequate space to construct the guideway
and station in this area without affecting one of these transportation facilities. Therefore, Alternative 91 would result in
extensive disruption to MTA facilities and transit users. Additionally, support columns would be placed in the median of
Northern Boulevard and would require the permanent closure of one travel lane in each direction. Northern Boulevard
is a principal arterial (other) as defined by NYSDOT. The temporary and permanen