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PORTAL BRIDGE

MEETING MINUTES
Portal Bridge Capacity Enhancement Project

Meeting Subject: Meeting #3 of the Regional Citizens’ Liaison Committee (RCLC)
Date/Place/Time: July 9, 2007 / NJT Board Room / 6:00 PM
Attendees: See attached list

On July 9, 2007, NJ TRANSIT and Amtrak hosted the third meeting of the Regional Citizens’
Liaison Committee (RCLC) for the Portal Bridge Capacity Enhancement Project. This meeting
took place at the headquarters of NJ TRANSIT (NJT) at 1 Penn Plaza East, Newark, NJ from
6:00 — 7:30 pm. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is the lead agency for the
preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This memo summarizes the meeting.

Introduction

In addition to the project team, a total of 16 RCLC members were in attendance at the meeting.
A list of attendees is attached to this summary as Appendix A.

John Wilkins, NJT Project Manager welcomed the group to the meeting, thanked everyone for
their attendance, and asked attendees to introduce themselves. He then recapped where the last
RCLC meeting left off, explaining that there was mention of possible changes to the Portal
Bridge project based on comments received on the Access to the Region’s Core (ARC) Draft EIS.
He then stated that the presentation given at this meeting will reflect those changes.

Presentation

Robert Conway of AKRF, the lead consultant for the EIS, presented an update of the project’s
status. The presentation covered the project elements, established the new “No Action” scenario
based on changes to the ARC project, and discussed the criteria used to evaluate bridge
alternatives. During the discussion of the bridge alternatives, it was explained that the new ARC
configuration to which the Portal Bridge Project must connect includes a new NJT two-track
platform at the Secaucus Transfer Station. Due to the two new tracks and site constraints and in
order to meet future train capacity and efficient running of service, it was determined that
separating eastbound service bound for the proposed New York’s Pennsylvania Station
Expansion (NYPSE) from service bound for the existing New York’s Pennsylvania Station
(PSNY) would be more efficient west of the Hackensack River, in the vicinity of the existing
Swift Interlocking. Thus, the existing NEC and the new ARC service would cross the Hackensack
River on separate bridges rather than sharing tracks from Swift Interlocking as originally
contemplated. Consequently, this eliminated the feasibility of re-using the existing Portal Bridge
as a secondary route since it would have to serve as the main crossing of either the NEC or the
ARC service. Thus the alternatives that included the re-use of the existing Portal Bridge were
discarded from further consideration.

During this portion of the presentation an attendee inquired as to whether or not a 40-ft. moveable
bridge is sufficient for larger ships that are used to transport goods. The project team responded
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that the portion of the Hackensack River where the Portal Bridge is located is not a shipping
waterway and that the data analyzed did not reveal any information that would contradict a 40-ft.
moveable bridge option.

Mr. Conway then introduced Greg Nazarow of Gannett Fleming, part of the consultant team, to
discuss how rail operations at Swift Interlocking would be affected by the project alternatives.
Mr. Nazarow discussed the criteria necessary at Swift to accommodate the traffic patterns and
capacity anticipated as part of the Amtrak and NJT 2030 Operating Plan as well as the new bridge
alignments.

An attendee asked whether MidTOWN DIRECT trains could get to the current Penn Station New
York. The project team answered that this movement is possible, and that the team would go
over movements in more detail later on in the presentation.

Mr. Nazarow then introduced Rich Cross, also from Gannett Fleming, who discussed the
alternatives that will be advanced in the DEIS.

Mr. Cross explained that the project team narrowed 31 alternatives down to 4 to be advanced in
the DEIS. All four alternatives include two new bridges across the Hackensack River -- a fixed
bridge 50 feet above MHW north of the existing NEC and a southern 40 foot moveable bridge.
The southern bridge would carry service to NYPSE and would either be located on the footprint
of the existing Portal Bridge or south of it. West of the Hackensack River, there are two scenarios
both involving grade separation where the Northeast Corridor (NEC) and the Morris & Essex
(M&E) tracks intersect. Two alternatives use a fly-over while the other two achieve grade
separation via duck-unders.

During the discussion of the schematics, an attendee asked for clarification as to why three tracks
are necessary on the northern bridge. The project team stated that based on the train operations in
the AM and PM peak periods, three tracks were conservatively estimated at this point. A final
decision on the number of tracks for the northern bridge would not be made until the full rail
simulation is completed.

Another attendee asked for the maximum grade with the duck-unders and fly-overs. The project
team responded that, at this point in the engineering design, the grade is 1.3% but that the existing
maximum grade in the North River Tunnels is 1.92% which leaves room for some changes if
required.

Robert Conway concluded the presentation by discussing next steps for the project. A copy of
the presentation is attached as Appendix B.

Questions & Answers

An attendee asked for clarification on the relationship of the Kearny Yard to the ARC project.
The project team responded that the ARC project includes the construction of the yard and tracks
until the Kopper’s Coke site where the Portal Bridge project will create the connection between
the yard and the Portal Bridge project area.

A suggestion was made that the separately-proposed “Westbound Waterfront Connection” should
have been included in this project.

There was a discussion about cross-over moves necessary during construction to keep the
Northeast Corridor (NEC) operating that will permanently provide cross-over capabilities
between the NEC and the M&E services after the bridges are fully built.

An attendee asked about the sequence of construction to which the project team responded that
the project was not at that point yet. However, at this point, it is assumed that the northern bridge
would be constructed first.



A question was asked as to whether the project could be built by 2017 and what a ballpark cost
estimate is for the entire project. The project team responded that the project would be completed
by 2017 but that there is no cost estimate which is one of the next steps in the study.

Concern was expressed as to whether Newark Penn Station and Newark Broad Street stations
could handle the capacity in the 2030 Operating Plan. The project team stated that the rail
simulation should answer those questions but they are outside the project limits for this study. A
discussion about morning and evening peak traffic followed.

An attendee asked why the Portal Bridge and ARC projects were separate. The project team
responded that the Portal Bridge is owned by Amtrak, with oversight by the Federal Railroad
Administration while the ARC project is a New Starts project overseen by the Federal Transit
Administration. A discussion among the group followed concerning the relationship between the
two projects.

Clarification was requested on a number of issues:

U A new bridge will be built north of the existing Portal Bridge. This bridge will most
likely have 3 tracks though no decision will be made until the rail simulation is complete

U MidTOWN DIRECT (along with certain North Jersey Coast Line and Raritan Valley
trains) will have 2 tracks on a new bridge either on or south of the existing Portal Bridge
alignment.

A comment was made that if the northerly bridge is 50-ft. and fixed and the southern bridge is a
40-ft. moveable, it is more logical to use duck-unders than use fly-overs.

An attendee asked if one bridge will be a 40-ft. moveable bridge, than why not have both bridges
at 40-ft and moveable. The project team responded that a fixed bridge is preferred. The attendee
followed up by stating that the project team should try to get an agreement from the Coast Guard
or necessary legislation to allow a fixed bridge with a height lower than 50-ft. above mean high
water (MHW). A discussion developed regarding reliability issues and the use of moveable
versus fixed bridges.

An attendee asked if the new platforms will involve a major rehabilitation of the Secaucus
Transfer Station. A member of the ARC project team responded that the ARC project will
require reconfiguring the southern side of the station.

It was mentioned that the Regional Rail Working Group was still looking at the possibility of
routing ARC trains via Hoboken instead of through Secaucus.

Written comments were submitted by attendees and by members of the RCLC who could not
attend the meeting. These comments are attached to this summary as Appendix C.

Conclusion

John Wilkins thanked the group again for their attendance and adjourned the meeting. The group
then gathered around the profile schematics brought by the project team to discuss horizontal and
vertical profiles for the alternatives. An informal discussion took place among meeting attendees
and the project team. The next meeting of the RCLC is expected to take place in mid-fall.



Appendix A: List of Attendees

Agency Name
East Coast Greenway/Jersey City Landmarks Mike Selender
Conservancy
Fluor Richard Rye
Jacobs Engineering Stanley Rosenblum
Jacobs Engineering Todd Schickel
Jacobs Engineering Rich Sirabian
Lackawanna Coalition David Anderson
Jersey City Dept. of Housing/Econ. Dev. Naomi Hsu
Lackawanna Coalition Gary Kazin
MTA-NY City Transit Peggy Darlington
Port Authority NY & NJ David Widawsky
Rockland Transportation Advisory Board Orrin Getz
Township of Irvington Mayor Wayne Smith
Regional Rail Working Group Joe Clift
Interested Citizen Nihal Bhujle
Interested Citizen Gary Johnson
Interested Citizen Robert Olmsted
Project Team
Agency Name

NJ TRANSIT John Wilkins

Tom Schulze

James Richardson
AKRF Robert Conway

Leslie Mesnick
Radin Consulting Chitra Radin
Gannett Fleming Rich Cross

Greg Nazarow
Howard/Stein-Hudson Maura Fitzpatrick

Christie Marcella
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Appendix B: Presentation
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Next Steps
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AFinalize Engineering
ADevelop Cost Estimates
ADetermine Environmental Impacts

ADEIS 3 Quarter 2007
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Appendix C: Submitted Comments
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Appendix C-1: Comments from Joe Clift



Appendix C-2: Comments from Peggy Darlington



Appendix C-3: Comments from William Wright





