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were performed for the areas in the non-MOS. In October 2008 the wetland delineation was performed for
the non-MOS. This delineation was then forwarded to the USACE, the USEPA, and the USFWS.

Coordination with wildlife resource agencies has been ongoing at both the Federal and State levels since
2004. In May, 2004 USFWS requested that bog turtle habitat surveys be conducted in areas with emergent
and shrub/scrub wetlands along the proposed project route and additionally information regarding potential
impacts to the Indiana bat. In August, 2004, USFWS met with NJ TRANSIT and agreed to an appropriate
plan for continued consultation. NJ TRANSIT committed in writing (via its September 2, 2004 letter) to
future coordination and consultation with the USFWS for the protection of federally listed threatened and
endangered species and their habitats. USFWS noted in their November 12, 2004 letter that due to the
timing of project planning and development, NJ TRANSIT may perform necessary surveys and studies
during the final design and development stages of the proposed project, and that NJ TRANSIT would
document this ongoing consultation in the EA. Coordination continued in May, 2007, with the USFWS
reiterating their request for a Bog turtle habitat study. A Bog turtle habitat study was performed in October,
2008. We are awaiting a Section 7 Consultation Summary from the New Jersey and Pennsylvania offices
of the USFWS. It is anticipated that given the study’s findings, “monitoring during construction” could be
performed by a qualified bog turtle surveyor, as well as buried double silt fencing, The monitoring during
construction would involve the following: between March 15 and October 15 the qualified bog turtle
surveyor would monitor the fence conditions weekly and immediately after storm events; between October
15 and March 15, monitoring would take place every two weeks and immediately after storm events.
Additionally, regarding the Indiana bat, the USFWS recommends prohibiting the removal of trees between
April 1 and September 30, to which NJ TRANSIT agreed. Should tree clearing be proposed during the
restricted season, further consultation with the USFWS will be required. NJ TRANSIT will continue its
communications and consultation with these agencies during project design and implementation.

Comment 27:

Agencies shall rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. The EA presented to
FTA fails in this regard. It also fails to fully address the no action alternative as required by NEPA. In
addition to this shortcoming, the study fails to fully explore other mitigation measures that could be
employed to relieve traffic on Interstate 80. The EA fails to recognize these mitigation measures such as
HOV lanes, public subsidy to existing mass transit, employee/employer incentives for ride sharing
programs, etc. (Sierra Club, PA Chapter, 62H)

Response 27:

As discussed in Section 2.1 of the EA, Alternatives Development and Selection Process, the Lackawanna
Cut-Off Right-of-Way Use and Extension Study, completed in 1989 and the Transportation Options in the
Pocono Corridor Study, completed in 1995 considered the following alternatives:

Carpool/vanpool

Bus/high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
Guided bus

Light rail transit
Passenger/commuter rail
Modified/advanced rail
Maglev/monorail

Commuter bus

Multimodal (mix of rail and bus)
Highway
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The Morris County Northwest New Jersey-Northeast Pennsylvania Major Investment Study, completed in
2000, further refined a shorter list of alternatives:

No-Build Alternative
Bus Alternative

Rail Alternative
Multi-Modal Alternative

In August 1999, the findings of the MIS were presented to the Technical Advisory Committee and the
public. As a result of these meetings the MIS Rail Alternative was selected as the proposed Build
Alternative. In light of the findings of the MIS, the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority’s
(NJTPA) Draft Final Regional Transportation Plan, dated December 2000, included restoration of rail
service on the Lackawanna Cut-Off as a key alternative to single occupancy vehicle usage on Interstate 80.
Based on these actions, the rail service alternative was analyzed in the EA along with the No Build
Alternative. And finally, in 2008, the NJTPA approved the advancement of the Lackawanna Cut-Off
project as a railroad use.

Comment 28:
[The EA] does not look at the relationship between this project and the Highlands Protection Act. Sierra
Club, NJ Chapter(50F)

Response 28:

Sections 1.5, Area Development Pattern Description, 3.1, Land Use, Zoning and Consistency with Local
Plans, 3.12, Geology, Soil, and Topology, and 3.20, Cumulative Effects and Indirect Impacts, address the
relationship between the project and the August 2004 Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act.
Additionally, NJ TRANSIT believes that the proposed Project supports Section Il of the bill as a
transportation component that provides a plan for “transportation system preservation, includes Federally-
mandated projects or programs and recognizes smart growth strategies and principles...” In addition, the
proposed Project is also consistent with the exemption for reactivation of rail lines and rail beds as
discussed in Section IV of the Act. As described in the Section 1.5.3 of the EA, future development in
much of the area to the east of Blairstown will be limited, as the area falls within the Highlands Region, as
designated by the Act.

Comment 29:
There was insufficient time for public input to officials of Coolbaugh Township Pennsylvania after the open
house meeting by NJ Transit and the regularly scheduled meetings of the Coolbaugh Township Supervisors.
Whalen(61A)

Response 29:

As required by NEPA, a 30-day comment period was given for the review and comment of the EA, from
July 1, 2008 to July 30, 2008. Letters were sent to interested parties notifying them of the EA’s availability
and notice was given for the two public meetings. The Coolbaugh Township Supervisor was mailed a CD
of the EA for his review and comment.

Comment 30:

We request that the lead agency comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by
conducting and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) expanding the geographic area in the study
scope...Without the wider area and more in-depth study one cannot be reasonably satisfied about the
conclusions drawn regarding the secondary impacts of the train. A superficial examination of the
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cumulative impacts robs municipalities of the information they require to plan for the train and determine if
the train is necessary. (Sierra Club, PA Chapter, 62A)

Response 30:

According to the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR, Section 1508.9), the purpose of an
environmental assessment is to “briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to
prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact.” The Lackawanna EA
provides sufficient analysis to make the determination that there are no unmitigatable significant impacts.
Section 3.20 of the EA, Cumulative Effects and Indirect Impacts, provides a description of the cumulative
effects and indirect impacts of the project, including the combined effect of the project with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable major actions. The analysis was performed in accordance with CEQ’s
guidance, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act. The analysis
included projects from a larger geographic area, including Marshalls Creek Bypass in Monroe County,
Interstates 80 and 380 Interchange project, as well as NJ TRANSIT’s Access to the Region’s Core project.

Freight

Comment 31:
...major concern... with DOT changing the route from passenger trains to freight trains carrying garbage.
Lindsay(53B)

There are no guarantees that this will not evolve to hauling trash at other times. McCarthy(18B)

When the line was purchased by New Jersey DOT, it was for freight rail, rather than passenger service.
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter(501)

Response 31:

The following language is entered here to respond to these comments concerning freight service. It is
repeated from a letter sent by former NJ TRANSIT Executive Director George Warrington to the Morris
County Freeholder Director on February 17, 2006.

“The Lackawanna Cut-Off project scope being developed by NJ TRANSIT only includes railroad
infrastructure for passenger rail service. While there are no absolute guarantees that freight service
will never run on the Lackawanna Cut-Off, the prospect of freight service on the line is highly
unlikely for a number of reasons.

Generally speaking, freight railroads would find it both operationally difficult and cost prohibitive
to operate on the Lackawanna Cut-Off Line.

e The line is not well connected to the national freight network and NJ TRANSIT knows of
no freight operator interested in this market. Most port-related freight either utilizes the
Lehigh Valley Line along I-78 to connect to points south and west, or the West Shore Line
in Bergen County to connect to points north and west.

- On the east, the Lackawanna Cut-Off connects with the NJ TRANSIT Morristown
Line. This rail line carries a very high volume of commuter train traffic and has
numerous clearance obstacles (bridges and overhead electric catenary system) that
would limit the utility of this route for freight service. The Morristown Line does
not serve the Port areas of New Jersey
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- On the west, the Lackawanna Cut-Off route continues to Scranton, PA. Along the
way there is another low clearance tunnel and a significant grade to crest the
Pocono Mountains.

e The height limitation on the Morristown Line is 15 feet, 6 inches, while modern double
stack container cars normally used to handle port-related traffic require 20 feet, 2 inches of
clearance. Double-stacked container cars cannot fit under our overhead electrical system
that provides power to our electrified passenger trains.

o Presently, NJ TRANSIT operates nearly 200 of its own trains on the Morristown Line at
Summit each weekday. Freight train operations would need to be restricted to a very short
time window making major freight service operation difficult and expensive.

e The freight companies would need a trackage rights agreement from NJ TRANSIT and
approval from the Surface Transportation Board to operate on the Lackawanna Cut-Off,
both of which are complex processes.

o NJ TRANSIT’s lines are limited to handling freight cars weighing up to 263,000 pounds.
Most freight cars today carry up to 286,000 pounds. Consequently, freight railroads prefer
routes with no restriction on the operation of the heavier cars.

The facilities and service being planned for the project are intended to accommodate passenger
service only. There is no freight service being planned for this project by NJ TRANSIT. NJ
TRANSIT does not and cannot operate freight service. Also, the Environmental Assessment
document being prepared by NJ TRANSIT for the Federal Transit Administration will not include
an evaluation of the impacts related to the operation of freight service on the line.”

Historic

Comment 32:

The Department recommends that the Section 4(f) Evaluation for the historic properties be completed as a
separate document that will draw heavily upon the Section 106 compliance process that has taken place to
date. USDOI(64A)

Response 32:

Issues raised in the letter received on October 6, 2008 (US DOI 64) were resolved by the National Park
Service of the United States Department of the Interior comment. NPS agreed that a separate Section 4(f)
Evaluation was not required. The EA does discuss the applicability of Section 4(f) and that there would be
no use of parklands. Since a Programmatic Agreement was in place agreeing that there were no adverse
affects to historic resources, the September 12, 2008 FONSI should include a statement that the historic
resources would have a de minimus impact with regard to Section 4(f). This language was included in the
September 12, 2008 FONSI, as necessary, during the course of construction to minimize impact of
unforeseen circumstances.

Noise

Comment 33:

We would like to see a site map of the RR tracks from Kerrs Corner thru Lanning Rd to Blairstown. And
would like to know how this will impact our property which is approximately 300 yards from the present
tracks and overpass. We are concerned about... noise. Crawford(11A), (28),(31)
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Response 33:
The distances at which residences would be moderately or severely impacted by the project are summarized
in the EA in Table 3.9-2 on page 114, (which is also provided below for reference).

It is important to note that the analysis considered that the majority of the alignment between Lanning Road
and the Blairstown Station is located in cut, which leads to a natural buffering between the railroad and the
adjacent residents. The geographical area discussed by the Crawford comment is identified as the Western
New Jersey (with natural buffering) category. As noted, moderate wayside impacts would occur at
distances of 50 feet from the alignment, and severe wayside impacts would occur at 20 feet from the
alignment. Near the station, the impact distances would increase to 80 feet for moderate and 30 feet for
severe, and where the alignment is at grade as it nears the station, the impact distances would increase to
280 for moderate and 110 feet for severe.

EA Table 3.9-2: Impact Distances for Wayside and Whistle Noise for Residences

Project Moderate Impact Distance (ft) Project Severe Impact Distance (ft)
Section = :

Wayside Near Station Near G_rade Wayside Near Station Near G_rade

Alone Crossing Alone Crossing

Western Pennsylvania 90 140 270 25 40 70
Eastern Pennsylvania 110 160 320 25 40 70
Weste_rn New Jersey (without natural 160 280 460 60 110 180
buffering)
Western New Jersey (with natural 50 80 130 20 30 50
buffering)
Easter_n New Jersey (without natural 350 500 900 130 190 380
buffering)
Easter_n New Jersey (with natural 100 150 270 45 60 100
buffering)

Source: Edwards and Kelcey, 2006

As shown on the attached noise contour maps there are no residences or habitable buildings located in the
area between Lanning Road and the Blairstown Station within the impact contours described above.

Comment 34:

On July 3, 2007 a new rule was adopted in the State’s Noise Control Regulations... The Rule allows
qualified municipalities to regulate noise from railcar coupling and idling locomotives by citing the Federal
Regulations under 40 CFR Part 201 and 49 CFR Part 210. NJDEP(63A)

Response 34:

Except under emergency circumstances, which by their nature are infrequent and unpredictable, the
Lackawanna alignment and service plan allows for idling or consist changes only at the Scranton Yard
facility and Port Morris Yard. These facilities are located away from sensitive receptors and would be
unlikely to trigger the provisions of the new State Noise Control Regulations. The Lackawanna Cut-Off
EA noise study examined potential noise impacts to communities along the alignment and identified two
types of noise generated by railroad operation: wayside and whistle noise. Mitigation measures to reduce
the impact of wayside and whistle noise are included in the EA.
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Comment 35:
The construction of “Quiet Zones” at some of the highway grade crossings where the required signaling by
train horns would have a significant impact on local residents should be considered. NJDEP(63B)

Noise abatement is not being fully addressed. McCarthy(18A)

Response 35:

The EA assessed the potential for noise impacts as a result of the project, and using FTA guidelines,
categorized them into moderate and severe impacts. Moderate impacts do not require mitigation, while
severe impacts do. All of the severe impacts were caused by warning whistles at grade crossings. To
mitigate all of the severe impacts, Quiet Zones were proposed for the following six location in the non-
MOS area:

Stokes Avenue (Gravel Place) in East Stroudsburg, PA;

North Cortland Street in East Stroudsburg, PA;

Burson Street in East Stroudsburg, PA;

East Broad Street in East Stroudsburg, PA,

Analomink Street in East Stroudsburg, PA; and,

Wolf’s Corner Road in Green Township, NJ.

Rail Operations

Comment 36:
Will there be express service trains that skip local stations? Will some trains run on the Morristown Line?
Hornstein(6)

...scheduling [should] be done so that there would be an express train in to New York City in the morning,
at least one... and two or three express trains every day [would be more efficient]. Murray(33B)

Has anyone proposed express service from the Pocono Mountain station McGalla(60B)

Response 36:

The proposed trains to Scranton are extensions of NJ TRANSIT Morris & Essex and Montclair-Boonton
Lines trains. The number of stations skipped would vary, depending upon which trains were extended to
Scranton.

Comment 37:
There is no mention of weekend service when demand for recreational activities is greatest, except to state
that the MOS will not include service on the weekends. Tri-State(51B)

Response 37:

As described in Section 2.2 of the EA, Alternatives for Advancement “annual ridership figures were
calculated based upon typical weekend and holiday service, and include recreational weekend riders”. The
annual operating costs and revenue estimates in the EA were calculated based on the operation of weekend
service. Weekend service would be provided with the full build project to Scranton.

Comment 38:
No impact study done for the additional train traffic between Port Morris and New York City. No noise
mitigation or anything for that. Simpson(57B)
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Response 38:

No impact study was required. From Port Morris to Hoboken/Midtown Manhattan, there will be no project
related impacts in any of the analysis areas because there will be no change to NJ TRANSIT rail operations
or infrastructure as a result of the Build Alternative, as compared to the No Build Alternative.

Comment 39:
Train counts are excessive during peak travel, making this even less desirable by local residents.
McCarthy(18C)

I would hope that when rail service begins out of the Poconos that the schedule would accurately reflect the
needs of the Pocono commuters. Davis(55)

Response 39:

The service schedule is a balance between ridership demand and costs. As noted in Section 2.2 of the EA,
Alternatives for Advancement, there will be nine eastbound and nine westbound trains. The first train will
leave Scranton at approximately 4:00 AM and the last train will return to Scranton at approximately 1:00
AM.

Comment 40:
Railroads don’t work for people in rural areas. ...The train stations are to [sic] few and far apart and then
there isn’t any other transportation that is affordable to get to work. Wilson(54A)

Response 40:

As noted in Section 1 of the EA, Purpose and Need, one of the project’s needs is to provide better access
from northeastern Pennsylvania and northwestern New Jersey to the employment centers of New Jersey and
New York City. Bus service needs throughout northwest New Jersey are currently the subject of a separate
NJ TRANSIT study. These efforts will be coordinated to determine future shuttle opportunities. The
addition of more train stations would increase travel time with little to no increase in ridership. Parking lots
are provided at each of the stations to allow commuters to drive from their homes to the nearest station.

Comment 41:
How do they expect anybody from Scranton to commute to New York City when it takes three and a half
hours? Simpson(57A)

Why does it take 2 hours to get to Hoboken from Analomink Station? Shouldn't train be faster? Negron(58)
...is there any way to build a higher speed train? McGalla(60A)

Response 41:

Travel time is a function of many factors, including maximum attainable track speeds, equipment
acceleration/deceleration rates for station stops, number of tracks/sidings, and density of train movements
on those tracks. The travel time presented is the best attainable time given these considerations.

Comment 42:

Notably, the proposed Lackawanna Cut-off Project would place commuters originating in Scranton,
Pennsylvania in a position of deciding whether to take a one-way train commute that would take three and
one-half hours, or an express bus commute that takes two and one-half hours. Accordingly, there is a
serious need to consider whether commuters will be willing to give up the usage of express buses and spend
an additional ten hours in commutation status each week. Sierra Club(50J)
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Response 42:

Ridership demand for the Lackawanna Cut-off Project was estimated using the North Jersey Transit
Demand Model, as detail in Section 2.2 of the EA, Alternatives for Advancement. This model attempts to
assign a decision of what mode travelers would use, which incorporates travel time, parking fees, rail fares,
bus schedules, and the 2000 Census Journey to Work data, supplemented by bus survey data for riders to
Manhattan. Based upon this model, it is estimated that there would be 40 eastbound daily boardings in
Scranton.

Stations

Comment 43:
The East Stroudsburg Station lacks parking. The Analomink Station is well situated but needs to be built
from scratch. Gatti(39)

225 parking spaces [at Analomink] seems light to me. Will expansion be possible? Negron(59B)

Response 43:

The concept design for the East Stroudsburg station provides for 228 parking spaces along the right-of-way
and south of Bridge Street, in accordance with projected demand. It is agreed that the Analomink station is
well situated to serve the forecast local demand and will require construction of new facilities, as will
several of the other proposed stations. Ridership was estimated using the North Jersey Transit Demand
Model, as detail in Section 2.2 of the EA, Alternatives for Advancement. Based upon the ridership demand,
parking facilities were identified for each station location, sized to meet the projected demand. Future
expansion could be possible at Analomink given that the property is owned by Pennsylvania DOT.

Traffic

Comment 44:
Under the 2030 build scenario, mitigation conditions still show level of service (LOS) failures surrounding
several stations. (Tri-State(51E)

Response 44:

As discussed in Section 3.7, Transportation, traffic accessing the following station sites would cause
impacts at nearby intersections: Tobyhanna, Pocono Mountain, East Stroudsburg, Delaware Water Gap and
Blairstown (although the traffic analysis assumes a series of conservative, worst case assumptions, which
are not likely to occur). To minimize impacts at these intersections, a combination of signal installation,
geometry modifications, and signal timing changes are proposed. Although several intersections
surrounding the stations do still show level of service failures, when compared to the No Build Conditions,
they are not significantly worse.

Comment 45:
Will 447/191 (near Analomink Station) be expanded to handle increase in traffic? Negron(59A)

Response 45:

As noted in Appendix E of the EA, Traffic, due to the relatively low traffic volumes resulting from
implementation at this station, 74 in the peak hour, compared with the total volumes 1611 vehicles in the
AM peak hour and 2,034 vehicles in the PM peak hour, no increase in delays are anticipated at the 447/191
intersection. Therefore, expansion of 447/191 would not be necessary as part of this project.
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Comment 46:
The tranquility and quality of life for many residents in the area [of Tobyhanna, PA] will be negatively
affected by the increase in traffic. Whalen(61C)

Response 46:

As discussed in Section 3.7, Transportation, the proposed project, with its mitigation would not cause a
significant impact to traffic. Approximately 43 vehicles are estimated to access the Tobyhanna Station for
the peak train, which will depart Tobyhanna at 5:22 AM. During the morning peak period, delay on the
eastbound approach of PA Route 423 will increase by approximately 60 seconds. During the afternoon
peak period, delay on the westbound approach will increase by approximately 10 seconds. With signal
timing modifications, delay at both approaches would be reduced to below No Build levels.

Water Quality

Comment 47:
The secondary impacts from this project will mean more impervious cover and more flooding. Sierra Club,
NJ Chapter(50G)

Response 47:

At present the rail roadbed located within NJ contains the remains of what was an operating railroad
abandoned in the mid 1970’s. This rail bed was constructed as all rail roadbeds were, utilizing various
infrastructure components including stone ballast as a stabilizing subsurface. While this stone ballast is not
completely impervious, as is a paved surface, it does allow only a limited amount of absorption due to the
years of natural compaction that have taken place. When the original Lackawanna Cut-Off was constructed
in the early 1900°s no stormwater or water quality management measures were put in place. Stormwater
from the railroad was directed as overland flow to drainage swales along the right of way and ultimately to
downstream receiving waters, i.e. streams, rivers and lakes. Stormwater was not managed or controlled in
any manner and in the case of the Lackawanna Cut-Off it remains this way today.

The Project calls for the rehabilitation of the former Lackawanna Cut-Off including reestablishing the
abandoned railbed to meet current standards. This rehabilitation will consist of removal of the former
ballast and subsurface replacing it with a new roadbed including stone ballast. The overall amount of
“impervious” surface resulting from the rehabilitation of the railroad will not increase. In addition the
project will include stormwater management and water quality provisions as required by NJDEP. Since the
project will not result in additional impervious surface coverage for the alignment and will meet all current
NJDEP criteria for stormwater management the EA has correctly concluded that there will be no impact to
floodplains resulting from railbed rehabilitation.

The design for the non-MOS calls for the construction of seven (7) parking lots and associated station
platforms, a maintenance-of-way area (MOW) and a yard. The conceptual design plans for the stations,
MOW, and yard incorporate stormwater management/water quality basins. This basins will be designed to
meet all applicable regulations as required by NJDEP and PADEP. These basins are utilized to accomplish
two purposes: (1) stormwater management that is controlling the rate of runoff to ensure that runoff leaving
the site is at a rate equivalent to the post construction rate; and (2) for water quality improvements. These
systems will result in no project impacts to the floodplains.

The design and construction of all project drainage infrastructure fall under the regulatory oversight of the
NJDEP and PADEP. The design and construction of the project is regulated under the NJDEP Flood
Hazard Control Program. PADEP is currently in the process of drafting stormwater rules. These facilities
will be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable storm water treatment requirements, as
noted above and in the EA.
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Consequently, there will be no “excess storm water runoff” resulting from the non-MOS. Furthermore,
improvements to the Lackawanna Cut-Off railroad drainage features will comply with applicable
regulations as enforced by NJDEP and PADEP.

The EA has evaluated the potential impacts of the Project on floodplains and has determined that there will
be no impacts. The results of the floodplains analysis are found in Section 3.15 of the EA, Floodplains, as
well as within Appendix K.

Following are the full text of the comment letters. Each individual comment within the comment letters are
highlighted and identified with their unique identification code to facilitate the association between the
response section and the comments as provided.
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Zellman 1

One Newark Center, 17th floor, Newark, NJ 07102
(973) 639-8400; fux (973) 639-1953; www.njtpa.org

Susan M, Zellman, Chairman
Mary K. Murphy, Executive Director

Lackawanna Cutoff Rail Restoration Project
Pubfic Information Meeting

Thursday, July 10, 20068
Andover, NJ

Comments Submitted By:

Sussex County Freeholder Susan Zellman
Chairman of the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority

The Lackawanna Cutoff passenger rail project is a vital transportation improvement that
will provide great benefits to Sussex County and the larger northern New Jersey region. [
am pleased that the project is progressing, and I urge the Federal Transit Administration
and NJ Transit to continue to move it forward.

Serving as a Sussex County Freeholder and Chairman of the Noith Jersey Transportation
Planning Authority (NJTPA), I am in a position to see both the local and regional benefits
of the Lackawanna Cutoff. Locally, this project will provide Sussex County residents,
who currently have no passenger rail service within the county’s borders, by providing
new transportation options, encouraging transit-oriented development and reducing
automobile use.

Perhaps even more significant are the broad regional benefits the project will provide.
One of the most important of these is the Lackawanna Cutoff’s potential to divert
automobile traffic from severely congested highways, especially Interstate 80.
Residential and job growth is expected to continue in northwestern New Jersey and — at
an even more rapid pace — in the Poconos region. Given these factors — and the
continuing rise in the price of gasoline — the time is right to bring rail service to this area.

The NJTPA Board has a long history of support for this project. The Board included the
Lackawanna Cutoff in the region’s current long-range transportation plan. The Regional
Capital Investment Strategy that underpins this federally required plan states, "Tnvestment
to improve the region’s extensive transit network should be a high priority, including
strategic expansions to serve new markets."

The Metropolitan Planning Organization for Northern New Jersey




In June of this year, the Board took action to incorporate the Locally Preferred
Alternative/Minimum Operable Segment into the federally required Regional
Transportation Plan. With this action, the NJTPA cleared the way for the Lackawanna
Cutoff to receive additional federal funding and to continue to move forward. The 7.2-
mile stretch of rail running from Port Morris to Andover will be an enormous step
forward for the transportation network of Sussex County.

As a representative of Sussex County and the larger NJTPA region, I am pleased to lend
my support to this important transportation project.

The Metropolitan Planning Organiﬁtt‘on_ for Northern New Jersey



DiMaio

Lackawanna Cutoff Rail Restoration Project
Public Information Meeting

Thursday, July 10, 2008
Andover, NJ

Comments Submitted By:
Warren County Freeholder John DiMaio
Second Vice Chairman
North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority
Chairman of the Planning and Economic Development Committee

The Lackawanna Cutoft project has the potential to provide an array of benefits to the
residents of Warren County and the greater northern New Jersey and northeast
- Pennsylvania region. While T am pleased that the project is progressing, I urge NJ Transit
and the Federal Transit Administration to continue working with Pennsylvania so that
service may be extended west of Andover, bringing those benefits to residents of Warren
County and beyond.

As a Warren County Freeholder and a member of the Board of Trustees of the North
Jersey Transportation Planning Authority, I have considered the benefits of this project at
both the county and the regional scale. In both cases, there is little doubt that this project
would be a wise investment.

The benefits of the Lackawanna Cutoff for Warren County résidents are clear. The line’s
Blairstown station would provide a new transit option for county residents. The station
would serve an important and growing area of the county while providing an alternative
means of travel paralleling the congested Interstate 80 corridor.

Indeed, it as an alternative to [-80 that the Lackawanna Cutoff also provides great
regional benefits. It will help combat congestion on this corridor in both New Jersey and
Pennsylvania and lead to improved air quality. As gasoline prices continue to climb, we
must provide more and better alternatives to the automobile for current and future
' generations.’ o o . C

The Metropolitan Planning Organization for Northern New Jersey

2

One Newark Center, 17th floor, Newark, NJ 07102
(973) 639-8400; fax (973) 639-1953; www.njipa.org

Susan M. Zellman, Chairman
Mary K. Murphy, Executive Director



