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PREFACE

The following section provides an outline of the environmental analysis performed for
the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project (ABEP), which proposes to
construct a six-lane companion bridge adjacent to and west of the existing Ambassador
Bridge, and supplements the information in the applicant provided Volumes | and Il of
the Final Environmental Assessment (Final EA). It also outlines the coordination and
consultation performed by the U.S. Coast Guard, the lead federal agency for National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance for the project, with federal, state, and
local agencies with NEPA application. The section also discusses the solicitation of
comments from the public and Coast Guard responses to the comments received. There
is also a section of the Final EA (Appendix A) that contains all comments received by the
Coast Guard from agencies and the public in response to the environmental documents
provided by the proponent, Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC), and comments
obtained through public meetings and Public Notices issued by the Coast Guard and the
proponent for the project.

I. Introduction

In July 2004 the U.S. Coast Guard Ninth District Bridge Administration Branch in
Cleveland, Ohio, received a Preliminary Review Permit Application submitted by a
consultant for the owner of the Ambassador Bridge, DIBC, to review plans to construct a
companion bridge adjacent to the existing Ambassador Bridge across Detroit River
between Detroit, Michigan, and Windsor, Ontario, Canada. The document was provided
to the Coast Guard, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Ontario Ministry of
Environment, and the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. The Coast Guard
advised the proponent/consultant that the document was inadequate for publishing a
Coast Guard Public Notice to solicit comments on the proposed project and for
evaluating the potential environmental impacts from the project. The document did not
contain adequate engineering plans or sufficient environmental analysis.

In March 2006 the Coast Guard received an application letter and revised environmental
document from the DIBC consultant, American Consulting Engineers of Florida (ACEF).
The revised environmental document was titled Project Description and Type 2
Categorical Exclusion Environmental Documentation (CATEX). The CATEX document
was provided to various federal, state, and local agencies by the proponent and contained
additional analysis of the potential environmental impacts from the project, but still did
not contain adequate engineering drawings for the Coast Guard to publish in a Public
Notice to solicit comments on the potential affects to navigation and the environment.

In May 2006, the Coast Guard scheduled an agency scoping meeting at DIBC
headquarters in Warren, MI to solicit initial agency comments on the project and
environmental document provided by the proponent. Invitations were sent to U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), International Joint Commission



(1JC), Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) — Bureau of Transportation
Planning, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Michigan
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), Michigan State Historical Preservation
Officer (SHPO), Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG), and City of
Detroit — Historic District Commission. The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) did
not receive an invitation since they had already provided comments outlining their
jurisdiction and no permit requirement since no piers were proposed to be constructed in
Detroit River or designated wetlands.

In June 2006 ACEF provided revised engineering plans and the Coast Guard issued
Public Notice 09-03-06 on July 28, 2006 advising the public that a permit application had
been received by the Coast Guard, and that a tentative determination was made that the
proposed action was a categorical exclusion for purposes of NEPA. Based on the
comments received from the public and agencies in response to the public notice, the
Coast Guard directed the proponent to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA).
Comments received by the Coast Guard in response to the public notice, and Coast Guard
responses, are contained in Appendix A.

In May 2007 the proponent prepared, and the Coast Guard advertised, the release of a
Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) entitled Ambassador Bridge Enhancement
Project (ABEP). The Coast Guard issued Public Notice 09-03-07 on May 10, 2007 to
solicit comments from the public and agencies. The Public Notice also notified the
public of the adverse effect determination made by Michigan SHPO, dated March 26,
2007, and an upcoming public workshop to solicit public input on the project overall and
the design of the bridge as part of the Section 106 process. The original cut-off date for
receiving comments was extended, by request, for an additional 45 days.

The March 2006 CATEX document was incorporated into the Draft EA and is not
referenced as a separate document in the Final EA. The Draft EA documentation has
been incorporated into the Final EA, so all pertinent documentation for the project has
been compiled in the Final EA. All comments received from the public and agencies in
response to the CATEX document and Draft EA have been responded to and are included
in the Final EA in Appendix A.

I1. Coast Guard Authority

The Coast Guard is a Federal permitting agency utilizing Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) approved implementing instructions to apply NEPA. The ABEP will
require the issuance of a Coast Guard Bridge Permit since the proposed companion
bridge will cross a navigable waterway of the United States. By virtue of the permit
requirement, the ABEP is a Federal undertaking. The applicant is a private entity
committed to using private funds for the proposed project. There will be no federal
money expended for this undertaking. The use of private funds, and the Coast Guard
Bridge Permit requirement, requires the Coast Guard to assume the duties of lead federal
agency for NEPA as well as a federal permitting agency.



The Coast Guard Bridge Program is responsible for the issuance of Bridge Permits for
construction, reconstruction, or alteration of bridges across navigable waters for the
United States. The laws relating generally to the protection, preservation, and safety of
the navigable waterways are found in Section 9 of the Act of March 3, 1899, as amended,
33 U.S.C. 401; the Act of March 23, 1906, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 491, the Act of June
21, 1940, as amended (Truman-Hobbs Act) 33 U.S.C. 511-523; the General Bridge Act
of 1946, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 525; and the International Bridge Act of 1972, 33 U.S.C.
535. The regulations for Bridge Administration and permit processing are found in 33
CFR 8§ 114-118.

Further, Section 888(b) and 1512(d) of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 transferred all
Secretary of Transportation statutory authorities to the Secretary of Homeland Security.
The Secretary of Homeland Security issued Delegation Number 0170.1 on June 20, 2003,
for all Coast Guard functions that had been performed under the Department of
Transportation. All former Bridge Administration authorities that the Coast Guard held
under the Department of Transportation were maintained and transferred through these
actions, with the exception of Section 4(f) under the Department of Transportation Act of
1966 [49 U.S.C. 303 (c)]. Section 4(f) remains a DOT policy, and did not transfer with
the Coast Guard to the Department of Homeland Security.

The granting of a federal Bridge Permit essentially provides permission to construct an
allowable impediment to navigation over a navigable waterway of the United States. The
existing Ambassador Bridge is a federally permitted bridge across the Detroit River. A
federal Bridge Permit for the existing bridge was issued on May 3, 1927 to the private
owner that designed, financed, and constructed the bridge. DIBC, as current owner of the
bridge, is responsible for compliance with the federal Bridge Permit originally issued in
1927. Permission to establish an international corridor and construct a bridge was
granted by an Act of Congress on March 4, 1921. DIBC requested the Department of
State (DOS) provide a determination of current Presidential Permit requirements at the
crossing for the proposed second span. DOS responded by letter dated August 3, 2005
stating that since DIBC is seeking to expand (or twin) the operation of the existing bridge
within an already approved international corridor, a Presidential Permit is not required
under Executive Order 11423, as amended. Coordination with DOS is completed with
this letter. The letter, and all agency correspondence, is in Appendix | of the Final EA.
The Coast Guard also received comments in response to the Draft EA regarding the
application of the International Bridge Act of 1972 (IBA72) for the ABEP. The August
3, 2005 DOS letter confirms that the IBA72 “should not be construed to adversely affect
the rights of those operating bridges previously authorized by Congress to repair, replace,
or enlarge existing bridges.” In the case of the Ambassador Bridge, the bridge was
permitted and constructed before the promulgation of the IBA72. The Coast Guard
expects to amend the current bridge permit to incorporate the second span, if the proposal
meets all applicable bridge permitting requirements.

The Coast Guard is responsible for evaluating this project for compliance with U.S.
federal statutes. The issuance of a federal Bridge Permit signifies that a project has met
all applicable federal requirements. The proponent may still need to obtain other permits



and authorizations from federal, state or local authorities before the project may proceed.
The requirement to satisfy other federal, state, or local requirements is included in all
federal bridge permits.

I11. Regional Needs

The importance of the Ambassador Bridge international crossing has been thoroughly
documented and recognized by federal, state, and local authorities. The crossing is a vital
link between the United States and Canada and between the cities of Detroit, Michigan
and Windsor, Ontario, Canada, and is considered the busiest international crossing in
North America. The volume of traffic and commerce that crosses the bridge is described
in Section 1.6 of this Final EA. The continued operation and efficiency of this crossing
has been identified in correspondence from governmental leaders, major corporations,
and large and small businesses on both sides of the border as a necessary part of the
economic vitality of the region.

The Ambassador international corridor has been in place for almost eighty years and was
initially funded by private entities and approved by separate Acts of the United States and
Canadian governments. The existing bridge and plazas are still owned by a private
entity, DIBC, based in Warren, Michigan. The DIBC is one partner in the public/private
operation of the international corridor and customs entry on the U.S. side. The U.S. plaza
is generally referred to as the Gateway in this document.

The identification of regional transportation needs, and the projects that implement them,
are performed by local entities, in cooperation with state transportation agencies and
federal transportation agencies when federal funds are utilized. This was the case when
improvements to the Gateway plaza, local roadways, and connections to the interstate
system were explored, analyzed, and approved through the efforts of the Federal
Highway Administration and Michigan Department of Transportation in the 1990’s,
ultimately resulting in the Ambassador Bridge/Gateway Project (ABGP) that was
approved in 1997, and currently under construction. The Coast Guard was not a
permitting, consulting, or cooperating party in the ABGP project since a new bridge
structure was not proposed at that time, therefore not requiring a federal Bridge Permit
action.

The Coast Guard has not participated in the identification of regional transportation needs
in the Detroit area. It is not a role that the Coast Guard performs, but rather as a
permitting agency that must assume certain responsibilities in any proposal that includes
the construction of a bridge across a navigable waterway of the United States.

The proposal has been submitted to upgrade the structure(s) that carry traffic through the
international corridor. This includes modernizing the traffic lanes and adding two
additional lanes (one in each direction) dedicated to low-risk commercial truck traffic
using the approved U.S. and Canadian program called Free and Secure Trade (FAST)
designed to improve efficiency through the international crossing.



There is another study currently being performed that has been proposed to specifically
address regional transportation needs and border traffic between the U.S. and Canada.
The Detroit International Bridge Crossing (DRIC) study is sponsored by FHWA and
MDOT on the U.S. side and includes officials from Transport Canada in a bi-national
group created to explore other possible crossings of the Detroit River. The DRIC study,
along with the previously approved Gateway Project, is discussed in greater detail later in
this section.

1V. Applicant Prepared EA and Independent Analysis

The Draft EA and Final EA compiled for this project were prepared by the proponent and
their consultant, American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC. CEQ regulations
allow an applicant, or its consultants, to prepare an environmental assessment, as long as
the agency makes “its own evaluation of the environmental issues and take responsibility
for the scope and content of the environmental assessment.” This reference is found in
40 CFR 81506.5(b). In this case, the environmental documentation was prepared by a
consultant paid for by the applicant, but the USCG has overseen the scope, development,
and content of the EA, and independently evaluated the environmental issues involved
with the project. The USCG believes the Draft EA for this project, as a scoping
document, succeeded in its purpose of describing the project, as proposed, and for
soliciting comments from the public and from agencies with NEPA considerations. As
noted above, the Draft EA was the second scoping document released by the applicant
and their consultants for the public to evaluate and provide comments. All comments
received to both documents have been reviewed and are included in Appendix A of the
Final EA. The Coast Guard realizes its responsibilities under NEPA, and has, and will
continue to assume responsibility for the processes and documentation for this project.

The Coast Guard Bridge Administration Program reviews many NEPA documents every
year that are prepared by consultants hired by state Departments of Transportation for
projects funded by the federal government and administered through FHWA. It is a
common practice to employ private consultants to prepare NEPA documents and manage
the NEPA process in many federal undertakings. Among the comments received by the
Coast Guard in response to the Draft EA are criticisms allowing DIBC to use their own
chosen consultants for this project, along with the format and presentation of the data in
the Draft EA. The Coast Guard has reviewed many environmental documents prepared
by paid consultants as well as governmental agencies and each document has differed
from the other in some form. The Gateway Project NEPA process was managed by a
private consultant, The Corradino Group. The DRIC study that is currently being
undertaken by MDOT and FHWA is also being managed by the same consultant. The
applicant prepared environmental documentation has been adequate for the purpose of
evaluating the proposed project and for soliciting comments from the public and NEPA-
related agencies.

The ABGP is referenced in the Draft EA and Final EA; specifically, the Environmental
Assessment and subsequent Finding of No Significant Impact (Gateway Project
EA/FONSI) issued by Federal Highway Administration for the ABGP. The Coast Guard



considers the application of the Gateway Project EA/FONSI as pertinent documentation
for the ABEP, and as such the Gateway EA/FONSI is incorporated by reference into the
overall evaluation of the project by the Coast Guard in accordance with 40 CFR 1506.
The analysis and documentation for the ABEP also incorporates the publicly-funded
studies performed for the DRIC study; specifically, the traffic volumes, forecasts,
economic factors, population factors, and other factors are based on the same data used
for both the Gateway Project and the DRIC studies.

In addition to the above-mentioned environmental studies, the Coast Guard has
undertaken an independent review of this project, including consultation with responsible
federal, state, and local agencies to evaluate potential traffic, air, noise, wildlife, and
environmental justice issues, among others. The Coast Guard commissioned a separate
study to verify the Noise analysis submitted by the proponent and their consultants. The
analysis provided by the proponent extends from the Gateway Plaza on the U.S. side to
the international border approximately halfway across the bridge. The result of the study
indicates that the noise analysis provided by the proponent applied current, acceptable
standards and that the project will not create significant noise impacts in the area
analyzed. The Coast Guard commissioned study is included in the Final EA in Appendix
N.

The Coast Guard is responsible for evaluating this project for compliance with federal
statutes. The issuance of a federal Bridge Permit signifies that the project has met all
Coast Guard NEPA and Bridge Permit application requirements. The proponent may still
need to obtain other permits and authorizations from federal, state or local authorities
before the project may proceed. This requirement to satisfy other federal, state, or local
requirements is included in all federal bridge permits.

V. Gateway Project

The Gateway Project, or Ambassador Bridge/Gateway Project (ABGP), was the
culmination of many years of analysis and coordination between federal, state, and local
transportation agencies, DIBC, and the Southwest Detroit communities in the vicinity of
the Ambassador Bridge Corridor. The Gateway Project required modifications to the
nearby interstate system, residential and business relocations, noise abatement, and
impacts to historic properties and districts. The area covered in the Gateway Project
proposal and environmental documentation, including the surrounding neighborhoods of
Southwest Detroit, was thoroughly analyzed by MDOT and FHWA. FHWA ultimately
approved an Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) for the Gateway Project in 1997. The Gateway Project EA/FONSI has since
been re-authorized in 1999, 2004, and most recently in 2007. The ABEP is not expected
to require residential or commercial relocations, alter approved traffic projections, route
traffic onto local roadways or neighborhoods, or cause any significant impacts in the
ABEP project area or the areas analyzed and approved for the Gateway Project.

The ABGP was an extensive undertaking involving the modification of the facilities on
the United States side of the Ambassador Bridge international crossing and the routing of



traffic within those facilities to the nearby connecting highway system. The project, of
which the ABEP is a logical extension, was promulgated to alleviate traffic delays and
the routing of traffic onto local roads, move traffic more efficiently within the Gateway,
and improve direct connection between the Gateway and Interstate connections, thereby
keeping international crossing traffic within a system that does not adversely impact local
traffic.

The ABGP describes the function of the Ambassador Bridge International Crossing,
including the plazas, bridge, and connecting roadways on the U.S. side. The international
crossing should be viewed as a system made up of individual components. (This same
description of international crossings is found in Section 4 of the Planning/Need and
Feasibility Study Summary Report issued by the Canada-United States-Ontario-Michigan
Border Transportation Partnership, the precursor to the DRIC, in their February 2004
report) The ABGP was initiated in 1995 by MDOT to explore engineering and
environmental studies. The project, as described on Page 1-1 of the Environmental
Assessment and Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation dated January 1997, was designed
to:

e Improve access between Ambassador Bridge and the Michigan trunkline system
in Wayne County, including Clark and Fort Streets,

e Address long-term congestion mitigation,

e Accommodate future border crossing capacity needs and a potential future second
span of the Ambassador Bridge located west of and adjacent to the existing
bridge,

e Accommodate access to a separate project, the proposed Travel Information
Center/Retail Complex on the U.S. side of the Ambassador Bridge; north of the
end of the bridge and east of I-75.

The Gateway Project anticipated the eventual construction of a second span in the
location proposed by the ABEP to the west of the existing bridge, and at the eastern limit
of the Gateway plaza, including designing the “hub” where the second bridge would
connect. The design of the ABGP provided for a direct link at the eastern limit of the
Gateway to accommodate a second bridge. The layout of the plaza and “hub” where the
second bridge would be located immediately west of the existing bridge has been
graphically illustrated in the Draft EA and again in the Final EA.

The only portion of the Ambassador Bridge Corridor not directly analyzed in the
Gateway Project environmental documentation is the area that extends eastward from the
eastern limit of the Gateway Plaza (just west of Fort Street) to the shoreline of the Detroit
River. The proposed second bridge will enter directly into the Gateway Plaza where
most international traffic using the corridor will be contained and processed before
connecting with the interstate highway on the U.S. side, thereby reducing traffic on local
roadways.



The primary impacts to neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Ambassador/Gateway
Corridor were implemented through the Gateway Project, which resulted in an
EA/FONSI for NEPA. The Gateway Project EA/FONSI included extensive
documentation of the potential cultural, historic, and other environmental impacts in the
area around the Ambassador Bridge and Gateway. In addition to the studies already
performed for the Gateway Project, the proponent for the ABEP has conducted additional
analysis to examine the specific effects of the second bridge that has been proposed.

As the ABGP was developed to improve the overall efficiency of the Ambassador
International Crossing as a complete system, which obviously includes any bridge
structure crossing Detroit River connecting the plazas, the data and analyses used to
determine potential impacts applies to the ABEP and the Coast Guard’s evaluation of
potential impacts. The Coast Guard accepts the ABEP as an integral part of the
international crossing infrastructure as a whole, and one of the components of the system
in place to carry, process, and distribute traffic crossing the border at the Ambassador
Bridge Crossing, and views the ABEP as a natural extension of the Gateway Project and
essentially finalizes the process started in the mid-90’s by FHWA, MDOT, the General
Services Administration (GSA), and DIBC to address efficiency of border traffic at the
crossing and to reduce impacts on local neighborhoods and roadways.

The sum of all the documentation performed in the Gateway EA and the additional
analyses performed in this undertaking, along with the low expectation of additional
impacts expected by constructing a second bridge in a location already designed in the
Gateway Project EA to accommodate it, suggests that the most significant potential
environmental impact from the ABEP is the visual adverse effect to the existing bridge.
Through extensive coordination with the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Gateway Communities Development
Collaborative (GCDC) and the DIBC, the USCG mitigated the visual impact through a
Memorandum of Agreement, dated December 11, 2008, between the above listed parties.
The member-organizations of the Gateway Communities Development Collaborative
declined the invitation to execute the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project
Memorandum of Agreement by a Resolution dated November 21 and 26, 2008, see
Appendix J. Per 36 CFR 800.6(c)(3), the refusal of any party invited to concur in the
memorandum of agreement does not invalidate the memorandum of agreement. The
Coast Guard believes that the ABEP will not introduce significant impacts on the natural
or man-made environment within the project area examined by both the Gateway Project
and ABEP, and will not impose additional significant impacts that have not already been
considered for the ABGP.

As part of the discussion on transboundary impacts later in this section, the Coast Guard
believes it is important to note that the EA/FONSI developed for the Gateway Project did
not contain an extensive analysis of potential impacts in Canada, certainly not to the
extent that many comments received by the Coast Guard for the ABEP suggest is
necessary to evaluate this proposal. The initial 1997 EA/FONSI issued for the Gateway
Project contains no reference to potential air or noise impacts crossing the border into



Windsor. When the air quality impacts for the Gateway Project were addressed again in
the 2004 re-authorization for the project, providing another opportunity to address
impacts in Canada, there was no discussion of potential impacts. The contentions that
have been presented to the Coast Guard concerning the extent of analysis necessary for
the ABEP in considering transboundary impacts were not applied for the Gateway
Project. The CEQ Guidance on NEPA Analysis for Transboundary Impacts was issued
on July 1, 1997, and the FONSI for the Gateway Project was issued on October 23, 1997.
A discussion of potential impacts in Canada, and the documentation submitted by the
proponent to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, is included in the Final
EA in Appendix’s O and P.

V1. Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC)

In early 2004, the Canada-United States-Ontario-Michigan Border Transportation
Partnership issued a preliminary document entitled: Planning/Need and Feasibility Study
Summary Report, which described the initial efforts to address border traffic issues in the
Detroit River international border. This group, and the study conducted by MDOT,
FHWA, Transport Canada, and Ontario Ministry of Transportation, later became known
as the Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) group.

The DRIC study is focused on addressing region-wide transportation needs with an
entirely new crossing that could potentially include a new plaza and connections to the
highway system in Detroit. The DRIC has proposed several possible crossing sites since
2006. The DRIC Draft Environmental Impact Statement was issued in February 2008
and the Final Environmental Impact Statement was issued in November 2008. A Record
of Decision approving the environmental process was made by the USDOT in January
2009. The creation of an entirely new crossing has the potential for significant
environmental impacts in areas that have not already been developed to carry border
traffic, and thus necessitates a greater degree of documentation to assess those potential
impacts. In the case of the ABEP, border traffic has existed in the corridor for almost 80
years, with the major transportation or modification projects that affect the existing
corridor having already been analyzed and documented, primarily through the Gateway
Project.

The ABEP proposal, by contrast, has a different purpose and is more narrowly focused on
moving traffic off an existing span and onto a new span in an already approved
international corridor and to maintain the current and future vehicular needs at the
existing crossing while retaining the existing inspection plazas and road networks. The
project is a natural extension of the Gateway Project and has been evaluated, in part, in
that context. It does not propose to address a regionally identified need to seek an
increase in traffic capacity across the international border in the Detroit/Windsor area,
which is the identified purpose of the DRIC. In the Coast Guard’s view, the fact that
both proposals have been conducted at virtually the same time has helped to create the
impression that they are in direct competition with each other to satisfy the same purpose,
and therefore has helped to create an impression of local controversy. This is not the case
and has never been the case. The Coast Guard does not promote the permitting and



construction of any bridge, including the ABEP or DRIC, nor does it identify regional
transportation needs. The Coast Guard’s role in both the ABEP and DRIC is to ensure
that navigation clearances are adequately provided for and federal environmental laws are
complied with. In the case of the ABEP, the Coast Guard serves as lead federal agency
for satisfying NEPA. In our view, there is no competition between the two. If both
proposals satisfy the statutory and regulatory requirements to obtain a federal Bridge
Permit, then permits may be issued for both. The issuance of a Coast Guard Bridge
Permit represents federal authority to construct a bridge, not a mandate to construct a
bridge.

The DRIC group included a second span, or twin, of the Ambassador Bridge as one of
their early alternatives during the scoping of possible crossings of Detroit River. The
DRIC ultimately eliminated this option for consideration. The Coast Guard received
numerous comments in response to the Draft EA stating that since the DRIC group
eliminated the second span of the Ambassador Bridge as an alternative, that the Coast
Guard should also reject the proposed second span. The decisions of the DRIC to
eliminate this option are explained in their public documentation, but are not binding to
the Coast Guard in its evaluation of the ABEP, which has a different purpose and need
compared to the DRIC. It is important to note that the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency has continued to review and process the application submitted to
them by DIBC for approval of the ABEP and has not rejected the proposal based on
irreconcilable environmental impacts. It is also important to note that though the DRIC
study eliminated a new crossing designed to increase capacity at this location it did not
advocate the elimination of the Ambassador Bridge, and in fact assumes that the Bridge
will continue to operate in its evaluation of other crossings. The purpose of the ABEP is
to retain the viability of the Ambassador Bridge Crossing, albeit with a more modern
structure that will improve the safety of the crossing at this location by providing
standard lane and shoulder widths and to provide FAST lanes to service the booths
already present in the plaza.

The Coast Guard has participated in the DRIC study since the earliest scoping and
consultation meetings. FHWA fulfills the role as lead federal agency for satisfying
NEPA in the DRIC proposal since the study being performed has been generated by
public funding. The Coast Guard is a consulting and cooperating agency in the process.
The DRIC bridge, if constructed, will require a Coast Guard Bridge Permit prior to
construction. While the DRIC study is a bi-national undertaking that addresses both U.S.
and Canadian impacts concurrently, the Coast Guard is primarily responsible for
addressing impacts on the U.S. side for the ABEP while Canadian authorities address
impacts in Windsor. Any potential environmental impacts directly caused by the ABEP
proposal on the U.S. side were found not to be significant and will therefore not
necessitate preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). By contrast, the
DRIC project contemplates a new international corridor, bridge, plaza, and highway
connections, each of which could have significant impacts on some neighborhood not
already impacted by an existing bridge.



The sponsors of the DRIC on the U.S. side, FHWA and MDOT, have not submitted
objections to the ABEP, as proposed. In fact, the correspondence between these agencies
and the Coast Guard during the Environmental Assessment process of the ABEP includes
statements of no objection and acknowledgement that the project does not appear to have
significant social or environmental impacts, and would appear to have positive economic
impacts on the operation of the border crossing.

Finally, it should also be noted that there is no public funding allocated or dedicated for
the construction of a preferred alternative. Only the study has been funded so far.
Though a Record of Decision approving the environmental documentation was made by
the USDOT in January 2009, permitting and construction cannot begin until there is
dedicated funding. The Coast Guard has not received an application for a bridge permit
as a result of the DRIC study.

VII. Private Ownership and Funding

Included in the responses received by the Coast Guard to the Draft EA are numerous
statements regarding the proponent, DIBC, its owner, Mr. Manuel Maroun, private
ownership of a bridge, and private funding of the proposed ABEP.

As noted above, the current Ambassador Bridge was originally built by private entities
and funding and has been privately owned ever since.

Regarding funding, the proponent has outlined their finance plan in Section 1.8 of the
Final EA. The proponent is seeking the issuance of tax-exempt Private Activity Bonds to
finance the construction of the proposed second span. The use of Private Activity Bonds
is not a consideration for the Coast Guard, and does not affect the Coast Guard’s position
as lead federal agency for NEPA in this proposal. As a private owner, DIBC has made a
decision to invest private money to improve their property. The Coast Guard’s role is to
ensure that the project meets the required needs of marine navigation and that potential
impacts to the natural and man-made environment are analyzed and mitigated. It is
important to note that it is not the Coast Guard’s role to make business decisions for
private entities. The applicant is responsible for funding the entire construction of the
project and meeting the costs associated with the project. The proposal will not utilize
congressionally authorized funding that is disbursed through any federal agency.

The Coast Guard has no reason to anticipate that the proponent can not provide adequate
funding to perform the work as proposed or fulfill the conditions of a federal bridge
permit, which is the extent of the Coast Guard’s statutory authority for applications of
this nature.

There are no U.S. federal prohibitions to private ownership of a bridge over an
international border crossing. The Canadian Government has different laws and policies
regarding this issue. This is just one sample of the differences between the two countries
and the application of their laws.



The Coast Guard is required to evaluate the proposal based on the needs of navigation
that will pass under the Ambassador Bridge on the Detroit River and ensure that the
proposal satisfies NEPA before recommending whether a federal Bridge Permit will be
issued. The consideration of personal feelings towards the DIBC and its owner, Mr.
Manuel Maroun, or whether the bridge is privately or publicly owned, is not a part of the
Coast Guard’s duties in this undertaking.

VIIl. Purpose and Need

The proponent has expressed several reasons for constructing the second span and
moving traffic from the existing bridge to the new span in Section 1.0 of the Final EA.
The existing bridge is 80 years old, and cannot indefinitely continue to carry heavy
commercial traffic without significant and costly upgrades. The existing bridge lacks
dedicated FAST lanes, an addition which DIBC has been requested to add to its crossing
by the governments of the U.S and Canada. The current travel lanes do not meet modern
standards for highway and shoulders. The existing bridge cannot feasibly be widened
due to engineering restrictions since it is constrained by the existing towers and catenary
cables. For these reasons, DIBC has proposed replacing the existing bridge with a new
structure that has standard 12’ lanes, standard safety shoulders, and provides for the
operation of the FAST booths already in place in the existing plazas.

DIBC has proposed the ABEP to replace an obsolete, aging bridge with a new bridge that
meets modern standards and provide a long-term plan to maintain traffic through the
corridor with minimal interruption. As a private owner, DIBC has made a decision to
invest private money to improve their property. The maintenance costs under the current
and projected usage on the existing Ambassador Bridge will continue to be significant.
DIBC has stated that it is becoming increasingly expensive to maintain the existing
bridge as it nears the end of its life span. Regular traffic will be removed from the
existing bridge and carried on the new six-lane span. Further, the existing bridge has
substandard 11’ wide travel lanes rather than current standard 12’ lanes. The existing
bridge has minimal safety shoulders, resulting in backups and congestion whenever work
is required on the bridge or a vehicle breaks down. The existing bridge does not provide
for effective operation of the FAST booths present in the existing plazas since low risk
trucks must wait in the queue with other trucks to reach these booths. The ABEP has
been proposed to help resolve this problem by providing for a third lane in each direction
that will be dedicated to the low-risk FAST traffic, allowing for faster clearance of that
traffic and leaving two lanes for general and non-FAST commercial traffic. This feature
of the ABEP was designed to comply with the requests of both the United States and
Canadian governments to facilitate the FAST program. The existing bridge will be
maintained and rehabilitated, and will provide a redundant structure for traffic. All
elements that require repairs based on structural analysis and the conditions identified in
the latest inspection of the existing bridge will be undertaken. This will include repairs to
various trussed floor beam verticals, joists, stringers, girders, diaphragms and bracing. As
much work as possible will take place after traffic is shifted to the new bridge to avoid
impacts to traffic. Where work must be completed under traffic, single lane closures
during off peak hours will be implemented as required. The existing bridge could also be



used for DIBC and government vehicles, special events, and other recreational uses,
subject to the approval of respective government agencies at the border crossing. There is
a more detailed discussion of the status of the existing bridge in later sections.

The cable stayed design of the proposed bridge is expected to provide a greater level of
structural security than a suspension bridge. In addition, the wider shoulders of the new
span are expected to increase safety for traffic on the bridge by providing lanes that are
consistent with current highway standards. By removing the day to day traffic from the
existing bridge, the cost to maintain that structure will be dramatically reduced allowing
the bridge company to keep this structure in reserve in case of an impediment to traffic on
the new bridge. Such redundancy will serve to improve the functionality of the facility
and allow it to continue to operate under such conditions.

As stated in previous sections of this Preface, the purpose of the ABEP is different from
the stated purpose of the DRIC study. The ABEP is not designed to address regional
transportation needs or traffic capacity across the border, but to move traffic from the
existing structure to the proposed structure to maintain efficiency of the crossing.

IX. Alternatives

The stated Purpose and Need for the ABEP is to modernize and upgrade the
infrastructure that carries traffic over the Detroit River in the existing Ambassador Bridge
corridor. The existing bridge cannot reasonably be expected to carry the current and
projected traffic, especially commercial truck traffic, on the 80-year old structure
indefinitely. The proponent has only explored alternatives that could be considered
within the existing corridor and utilizes existing plazas and connections to highway
systems. Unlike the DRIC study, whose purpose is to examine possible new border
corridors, plazas, and highway connections to address increased capacity needs in the
Detroit-Windsor area, the ABEP does not have the same purpose and need. Thus, only
alternatives in the existing Ambassador corridor were required to be considered and
examined.

The following factors were applied in considering alternatives: 1) Environmental
impacts, 2) Economic impacts, 3) Functionality, 4) Construction impacts, 5) Security, and
6) Lifecycle Costs in evaluating the alternatives considered. A comparative analysis, and
expanded discussion of the factors considered in each of these categories, is provided in
Section 2.5 of the Final EA.

In addition to the discussion of Alternatives in Section 2.0 of the Final EA, the following
outlines the alternatives considered and the factors in determining the preferred
alternative. The proponent provided analysis for “Build” and “No Build” alternatives, as
well as a “Tunnel” option, for alternatives considered within the existing corridor.
Within the “Build” alternatives, the proponent provided nine design alternatives using
suspension or cable-stay type structures. Within the “Tunnel” alternative, the proponent
provided three design alternatives.



i. No Build Alternative

The existing bridge is nearly 80 years old and carries heavy commercial traffic. As a
private owner, DIBC has made a decision to invest private money to improve their
property. DIBC has stated that it is becoming increasingly expensive to maintain the
existing bridge as it nears the end of its life span. Further, the existing bridge has
substandard 11’ wide travel lanes rather than current standard 12’ lanes. The existing
bridge also has minimal safety shoulders, resulting in backups and congestion whenever
work is required on the bridge or a vehicle breaks down due to the temporary closure of a
traffic lane. The existing bridge does not provide for effective operation of the FAST
booths present in the existing plazas since low-risk trucks must wait in the queue with
other non-commercial traffic to reach these booths, thereby reducing the benefits
expected from the Gateway Project and creation of FAST booths in the plazas to ease
potential air and noise impacts resulting from traffic congestion and idling trucks.

The potential economic impact could be significant if this alternative were accepted; in
addition to the capital costs associated with maintaining the existing bridge, the potential
loss of commerce to both the U.S. and Canadian economies due to temporary lane
closures and no FAST lanes for low-risk commercial traffic were considered.

The adverse effect to the existing bridge would be eliminated with this option. However,
the project purpose and need would not be fulfilled, and the proponent can not effectively
and economically maintain the existing structure indefinitely when regular daily traffic is
moved to the second span, thereby prolonging the life of the existing bridge.

There would be virtually no environmental impacts in this alternative, but accepting this
alternative would not fulfill the purpose and need of upgrading and modernizing the
structure across the river and maintaining efficiency at the border crossing. The existing
bridge will continue to age and maintenance costs will escalate as the current and
projected traffic uses the structure. The cost in commerce and efficiency of moving
traffic across the border could be significant if traffic lanes are closed for maintenance in
the current scenario.

Though not included as part of the purpose and need for this project, without a second
span, or alternate traffic lanes, there would be no redundant structure to continue carrying
traffic if the Ambassador Bridge was a terrorist target and was disabled. The “No Build”
alternative does not provide for a redundant structure at the crossing.

ii. Build Alternative

Within the “Build Alternatives” considered, the proponent provided two different
operating scenarios from which nine various design alternatives were evaluated. The two
operating scenarios included either a new six-lane structure to carry all traffic, leaving the
existing bridge for special purpose or as a redundant structure in case of emergency, or a
new three-lane structure to carry traffic one-way while the existing structure carries



traffic in the opposite direction. Both suspension and cable-stay type bridges were
considered in the nine total design options. They are:

1) A new three lane “twin” suspension bridge west of the existing bridge spanning a
portion of the river with three NB lanes on the existing bridge.

2) A new three lane suspension bridge east of the existing bridge spanning the entire
river with three SB lanes on existing bridge.

3) A new three lane suspension bridge west of the existing bridge spanning the entire
river with three NB lanes on existing bridge.

4) A new six lane suspension bridge west of the existing bridge spanning the entire river
with the existing bridge in reserve.

5) A new six lane suspension bridge east of the existing bridge spanning the entire river
with the existing bridge in reserve.

6) A new three lane cable stayed bridge east of the existing bridge spanning the entire
river with three SB lanes on existing bridge.

7) A new three lane cable stayed bridge west of the existing bridge spanning the entire
river with three NB lanes on existing bridge.

8) A new six lane cable stayed bridge west of the existing bridge spanning the entire
river with the existing bridge in reserve.

9) A new six lane cable stayed bridge east of the existing bridge spanning the entire river
with the existing bridge in reserve.

Detailed discussions for each of the design alternatives above are contained in Section 2.0
of the Final EA, but are not discussed in detail in this section. The design alternatives
have not changed since release of the Draft EA. Among the comments received by the
Coast Guard regarding the structural and design alternatives, certain issues were more
commonly submitted than others. The more common issues are addressed below.

Numerous comments suggested that an exact replica of the existing bridge should be
considered for the second span. It would not be technically feasible to build an exact
replica of the existing bridge. Current engineering standards require wider lanes and
shoulders than the existing bridge, so a new suspension span would have to be
significantly wider than the existing bridge. In addition, the south tower of the existing
bridge is in the water near the Canadian shoreline. To replicate the existing bridge, a
similar tower would be necessary in Detroit River, which increases potential costs, affects
on navigation, and environmental impacts. Thus, if a “twin” suspension bridge was
constructed, the support tower would have to be on shore and much taller to make up for
the lack of a pier in the water. This would remove the feasibility of exactly replicating
the existing bridge.

Comments also questioned why the existing bridge could not be widened to
accommodate FAST traffic lanes and modernize the structure. The existing bridge
cannot feasibly be widened due to engineering restrictions since it is constrained by the
existing towers and catenary cables. Altering the existing bridge would also create
greater adverse effects to the current “eligible for inclusion in the National Register”
Ambassador Bridge.



The engineering and economic considerations of a suspension bridge versus a cable-stay
design are detailed in Section 2.4 of the Final EA.

In the evaluation and consideration of the nine design options within the “Build”
alternative, the primary structural alternatives to be considered focused on a suspension
type bridge versus a cable-stay type bridge. Suspension bridges feature superstructures
supported by vertical cables connected to a main catenary cable on each side which is
draped over the main towers and anchored in large anchor piers on either side. The loss
of any one catenary cable could result in the catastrophic failure of the structure. Costs
for construction of a suspension bridge with a main unsupported span length less than
3,000 feet are generally greater than the cost of a cable-stay bridge and less than the cost
of a tunnel. To avoid in-water construction and impacts, a new suspension bridge at the
crossing would be approximately 2,200 feet in length. Cable-stay bridges, by contrast,
can avoid catastrophic failure of the structure if one or more cables fail. These
considerations are significant in evaluating the structural security, durability, and
redundancy of the second bridge span.

Except for the “twin suspension bridge” option, all other design options would likely
have an adverse effect on the existing Ambassador Bridge.

iii. Tunnel Alternative

Three tunnel alternative options were considered for the project: 1) Three Lane West
Tunnel 2) Three Lane East Tunnel, and 3) Three Lane East and West Tunnel. A tunnel
alternative would have the least aesthetic impact on the existing bridge and overall
aesthetic considerations. However, a tunnel alternative would likely result in greater
construction costs and environmental impacts, as well as increased security concerns.
There are also functionality concerns in connecting a tunnel to the existing plazas. The
proponent has stated that it is not possible to connect to the existing plaza on the U.S.
side without significant impacts and changes to the operations and functionality of the
U.S. plaza both during construction and operations. Numerous construction phases and
traffic shifts would be required to avoid major impacts to traffic, like reducing the
number of lanes available. The distance of land between the Detroit River shoreline and
the plaza interchange would not allow traffic to emerge from the tunnel, cross Fort Street
on an elevated platform, and connect to the plaza as configured by the Gateway Project,
thereby making the ABEP incompatible with the Gateway Project. Major water lines,
sewer lines, and other utilities are present in the area surrounding the plaza and would
likely need to be relocated to accommodate a tunnel option.

A tunnel alternative could potentially have significant impacts on the air quality in the
area. In addition to potentially significant air impacts, excavated material would have to
be disposed of in appropriate dump sites. There is also the potential for brine wells in the
corridor under Detroit River that could affect the feasibility of this alternative.



The costs associated with any tunnel option would include the tunnel and modifications
to the existing plaza to accommodate the tunnel

X. Preferred Alternative

Upon careful consideration of each alternative and option, and the factors used to
evaluate them, Option 8 within the “Build Alternative” - A new six lane cable-stayed
bridge west of the existing bridge spanning the entire river - was selected as the preferred
alternative for satisfying the purpose and need for the project. This determination is
based on the following:

The “No-Build” Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project since
existing and projected traffic across the existing bridge would continue to subject the
aging bridge to the effects of heavy commercial traffic indefinitely, ultimately resulting
in costly continued maintenance that would negatively affect traffic using the crossing,
and could potentially affect the environment in the area, especially air quality, resulting
from traffic congestion and idling trucks. Conversely, rehabilitation and maintenance of
the existing bridge could be more economically feasible once the current and projected
traffic is moved to the second structure, thereby extending the life of the existing bridge.

The “No Build” Alternative does not allow for the use of low-risk FAST lanes on the
current bridge, as requested by the U.S. and Canadian border agencies, thereby losing the
improved efficiency expected from the plaza improvement projects already approved on
both sides of the crossing. Low-risk commercial traffic would continue to be required to
share traffic lanes with general traffic. The improved efficiency of moving and
processing traffic at the plazas has been identified in the purpose and need for both the
Gateway Project and the ABEP.

The existing bridge will continue to have substandard traffic lanes and no safety
shoulders, thereby subjecting all traffic to congestion and idling when there is a vehicle
breakdown on any lane.

Each of the five “three-lane” build options (suspension and cable-stay design) requires
the continued use of the existing bridge in daily operations, which is undesirable for the
reasons stated above.

A cable-stay design was selected over a suspension bridge design since cable-stayed
bridge construction costs are expected to be the lowest of all structural options
considered. A cable-stay bridge also provides superior durability and reduction of risk of
structural failure if support cables are damaged compared to a suspension bridge, thereby
providing greater chances of a redundant structure surviving a possible terrorist attack.

The six-lane cable-stayed bridge on the west alignment is preferable to the east alignment
since the Gateway Project was designed to accept a second span on the west side of the
existing bridge. To utilize the east alignment would require modifications to the
approved Gateway Project, which would increase costs for the bridge and plaza owner.



In considering the comments received by the Coast Guard in response to the Draft EA
and the public meetings held to solicit input on bridge design, there has not been an
overwhelming concern expressed by the general public regarding alternatives or design
options. Most comments concerning alternatives were provided by agencies, and the
most significant concern involved the presentation and comparison information provided
in the Draft EA. These concerns are resolved with the expanded data on alternatives
provided in the Final EA.

The six-lane cable-stayed bridge on the west alignment is selected as the preferred
alternative since it provides the strongest, most durable structure with the least expected
environmental impacts at the lowest cost. The preferred alternative satisfies the stated
purpose and need for the project. Due to the increase in span length to traverse Detroit
River, and to effectively carry anticipated traffic, the height of the towers for the
preferred alternative will need to be greater than the towers on the existing bridge.
Additionally, the cables will be erected in a modified fan shape rather than with the
catenary cables supporting vertical hangers that are used on the existing suspension
bridge, therefore creating a significantly different appearance. The preferred alternative
was evaluated by Michigan SHPO and determined to have an adverse effect on the
existing Ambassador Bridge. The adverse effect determination was mitigated through the
Section 106 process. SHPO accepted the preferred alternative in their letter dated
January 18, 2008.

The existing Ambassador Bridge contained the longest cable suspension bridge in the
world when it was constructed. The proposed six-lane cable-stayed bridge on the western
alignment would have the longest cable-stayed bridge span length in North America
should it be built. The proponent suggests that the two structures will provide a strikin%
side-by-side visualization for what was the state-of-the-art for bridge design for the 20"
Century and what is the state-of-the-art in the 21% Century.

Finally, the cable-stay design is expected to compliment the planned cable-stayed

pedestrian bridge across the Interstate to be constructed in the nearby Mexicantown
neighborhood as part of the Gateway Project.

XI1. Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

The Coast Guard received numerous comments concerning the evaluation of the ABEP in
relation with other possible projects in the area of the Ambassador Bridge crossing. The
comments centered primarily on the possible expansion of the existing plaza on the U.S.
side and related relocation of Fort Street. Other comments included reference to the
Detroit International Freight Terminal that is currently being proposed, the Marathon Oil
Refinery expansion, the Michigan Central Railroad Station that is owned by DIBC, and
the proposed DRIC study. Each of these projects is discussed in greater detail below and
in Section 4.3 of the Final EA.



The ABEP, in conjunction with the previously approved Ambassador Bridge/Gateway
Project (ABGP), were designed to improve efficiency at the international crossing by
moving traffic from the bridge through the Gateway plaza and directly onto the local
interstate system. The improved efficiency expected in processing traffic in the plaza, the
improved connections from the plaza to the interstate system around the plaza, the
modernization of the bridge span that carries the traffic to the plaza(s), including wider
traffic lanes and shoulders and the dedicated FAST lanes for commercial traffic, is
reasonably expected to reduce idling and delay times, and the efficient management of
truck traffic.

In the U.S., the ABGP, sponsored by the FHWA and MDOT, was expressly designed to
accommodate a second bridge. The Gateway Project environmental documentation
included a connection to a future second bridge. Although we are aware there have been
discussions and feasibility studies performed by GSA regarding the possibility of the
relocation of Fort Street in connection with possible plaza expansion, there is no formal
proposal pending. It is our understanding that the relocation is contingent on many
factors, and may or may not go forward. DIBC can not unilaterally affect changes to Fort
Street or any other publicly owned roadway. Any proposal for the reconstruction of Fort
Street would require another study and approval from MDOT and other transportation
agencies. At this time, the relocation of Fort Street is speculative, and it is not possible to
reasonably foresee how or when that project might be undertaken, and what its impacts
would be. The ABEP will have no direct permanent impact to Fort Street and its
relocation is not required by or for the ABEP. Any other work at the plazas is not
dependent upon or triggered by the new bridge. There has been no request to change the
U.S. plaza as part of this project. Modifications to the existing plaza would require that
DIBC submit a proposal to the GSA and Customs and Border Protection (CBP),
including another NEPA process, prior to approval. To our knowledge, no such proposal
is currently pending. In addition, no new connections to any road owned or operated by
MDOT are proposed for the ABEP. The ABEP will require use of property only where
bridge piers are expected to be placed.

With regard to the potential expansion of the Marathon Refinery in Detroit, we
understand that Marathon is considering whether to expand several plants, and has not
made a final decision on the Detroit expansion. Therefore it is speculative as to whether
the refinery will be expanded at this time. In addition, Marathon has not presented any
formal plans, so it is not reasonably foreseeable at this time what the expansion will entail
and what impacts may be involved. Therefore, a cumulative analysis is not required for
this potential project.

Our evaluation of the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal (DIFT) project revealed that
the project is still in the planning stages, with a Final EIS expected by the end of 2008.
The study is looking at four intermodal terminals: NS/CSX-Livernois Junction Yard in
Southwest Detroit, CP-Expressway in Corktown, CP-Oak in Grandmont and CN-Moterm
in Ferndale. The area including and surrounding the existing Junction/Livernois Yard
was determined to be the best location for the intermodal terminal complex in the Draft
EIS issued in 2005. According to the draft EIS for the DIFT, the project is expected to



reduce truck traffic in the area, “particularly on the major border access corridors of 1-94
and 1-75 and international border crossings....” The DIFT EIS does not include the
ABEP in its evaluation of significant nearby transportation projects. The Coast Guard
does not believe that the projects create cumulative impacts for each other, but if there
were to be any cumulative impacts between the DIFT and ABEP, it is reasonable to
expect there to be an overall reduction in diesel emissions in the area due to DIFT’s
reduction in truck traffic and ABEP’s FAST lanes’ reduction in truck idling.

The status and condition of the Michigan Central Railroad Station, or any properties held
by the DIBC that are not part of this proposal, are not part of this ABEP review and
therefore are outside the purview of the USCG permit and required environmental
studies. The ABEP will have no impact on the Station building, which is not in the
project area or located in the immediate vicinity of the bridge.

The cumulative impacts of the DRIC project were not included in the EA because the
DRIC project is not reasonably foreseeable at this time. Any new bridge and associated
inspection plaza that might be proposed by the DRIC Study partnership could not be
constructed, in part, without the issuance by the DOS Presidential Permit under Executive
Order 11423 (Aug. 16, 1968), as amended. At the time of this Final EA no Presidential
Permit application had been submitted to DOS for the DRIC project. Approval of the
Canadian Government would also be required. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement
was issued by the DRIC Study Partnership in February 2008 and a Final Environmental
Impact Statement was issued in November 2008. There is at present no public funding in
place for any such new bridge. Given the uncertainty of the outcome of the DRIC Study
and its possible funding, it is too speculative at this time to identify any specific
cumulative impacts that any eventual new bridge evolving from the DRIC process might
have on the ABEP. It is noteworthy that the DRIC study considers the continued
viability of the Ambassador Crossing in its analysis.

The Coast Guard does not foresee that the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement
Project is interdependent with any possible future expansion of the inspection facility.
The ABEP does not require expansion of the inspection facility and has independent
utility regardless of whether that expansion ever occurs. In this case, the ABEP is an
independent project - and is not dependent on any other project. The Gateway Project did
not require the addition of a second span to be evaluated, approved, and constructed. The
ABEP will not require changes to already approved projects, and is not anticipated to
directly affect other proposals that pertain to the facilities at the border crossing or
modifications to public roadways. Future projects in the vicinity will be required to
undergo separate environmental studies and will include analysis by the federal, state,
and local agencies responsible for issuing permits and authorizations.

The most logically connected project in the area would be the ongoing Gateway Project.
The plaza was modified to process traffic whose source could only be from border traffic
using the bridge. The 2007 re-authorization of the Gateway Project EA/FONSI
documents the project phases.



XI1. Neighborhoods and Environmental Justice

As stated in earlier sections, the Coast Guard evaluation of the ABEP indicates that the
primary impacts to neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Ambassador/Gateway Corridor
were implemented through the Gateway Project, which resulted in an EA/FONSI for
NEPA. The only portion of the ABEP that is outside of the approved Gateway (and
ABEP) study area extends eastward from the eastern limit of the plaza to the shoreline of
Detroit River. The majority of property that would be required for the project is currently
owned by the proponent, with the exception of the land necessary for the bridge supports
owned by the City of Detroit. The proponent will need to obtain ownership, lease, or
easement of this land prior to construction, as well as other local permits or
authorizations.

The ABEP will not require business or residential relocations. The second bridge will
not cross, or split, any neighborhoods, and will then enter directly into the Gateway
Plaza. Traffic is expected to move through the Gateway Plaza and directly onto the
interstate system, relieving traffic on local neighborhoods and roadways.

There were many comments received in response to the Draft EA that expressed concern
for local neighborhoods due to potential impacts to air quality in the area near the
Ambassador Bridge corridor. The air quality analysis performed for this project was
derived from the same projected overall traffic counts, including truck traffic, used in the
Gateway Project and DRIC studies. Each of these projects have been reviewed and
approved by the federal and local agencies responsible for evaluating potential air, noise,
and other environmental issues on the U.S. side of the border crossing. The potential
impacts from the ABEP can not be considered differently from these other previously
approved federally-funded projects since each required the evaluation of traffic
specifically at the Ambassador Bridge corridor, or overall border traffic from Port Huron
to Southwest Detroit, and utilized current and projected border traffic and its potential
effects on local neighborhoods. The data has been analyzed and approved as being
within federal requirements. Additional discussion of traffic and air quality analysis is
below and contained in the Final EA.

There were additional comments regarding the sufficiency of the data describing the
economic and racial representations of the surrounding neighborhoods. The data has
been expanded and clarified in the Final EA in Section 3.1.

There is potential for short-term air, noise, and vibration impacts during construction, but
these are expected to be temporary and mitigated through standard practices. The
proponent will need to obtain necessary permits and authorizations for the construction
work. Short-term construction impacts have been modeled and are included in the Final
EA, along with all the air quality modeling, in Appendix M.

Considering the absence of residential or business relocations and minimal disruption to
neighborhoods during both construction and operations, along with the accumulation of
analysis performed directly for the proposed project and the other projects related to



border traffic, the Coast Guard found no significant impact regardless of Environmental
Justice populations. The project is not expected to create significant environmental
impacts or adversely impact minority or low-income populations and is consistent with
Executive Order 12898.

XI111. Public Notification and Input

Public workshops were held on March 1, May 24, and December 6 of 2007. All were
advertised in The Detroit Free Press, El Central, Latino Press, and the Ambassador
Bridge website for this project. The May 24 and December 6 public workshops were also
advertised by Press Release to Detroit media and publication by the proponent and Coast
Guard and by Coast Guard Public Notice. Fliers were also distributed among the public
for the May 24 design charette during the Cinco de Mayo celebration near the project
area. In addition, a public meeting was held by DIBC and MDEQ on November 14, 2006
that was also advertised in The Detroit Free Press, Southgate News Herald, El Central,
and Canton Observer for MDEQ permit processes. Further public meetings have been
held in Windsor as part of the proponents’ processes in Canada. The community was
provided the opportunity to comment on the project at the three public meetings and
during the written comment period. The original comment period for the Draft EA was
requested to be extended and was lengthened by 45 days so that more people and
organizations could comment. The DIBC also maintains a website so that the public can
comment on the project at any time as well as download the latest material on the project:
www.AmbassadorBridge.com. All comments received through all of these meetings and
means have been analyzed, considered, and responded to Appendix A in the Final EA.

There have been numerous community outreach efforts by the Coast Guard and
proponent for the ABEP. The following public notifications were conducted for the
project:

a) July 28, 2006 - Coast Guard issued Public Notice 09-03-06 for the initial Bridge
Permit application (tentative categorical exclusion) received from the proponent.
Comments were requested by August 30, 2006.

b) November 14, 2006 - Public Meeting held by proponent and Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ). Proponent advertised in The Detroit Free Press,
Southgate News Herald, EI Central, and Canton Observer. Michigan DEQ issued a
Public Notice for the project on July 13, 2006.

¢) March 1, 2007 - Proponent held Public Workshop at Earhart Middle School near the
bridge. Advertised in The Detroit Free Press, El Central, Latino Press, and the
Ambassador Bridge website for this project.

d) April 24, 2007 - Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) issued.

e) May 1, 2007 - Coast Guard released Press Release to all local media in Detroit area
announcing availability of Draft EA.

f) May 10, 2007 - Coast Guard issued Public Notice 09-03-07 - announcing Draft EA,
SHPO adverse effect, and Public Workshop at Earhart Middle School in Detroit on May
24, 2007. Proponent advertised in The Detroit Free Press, El Central, Latino Press, and
the Ambassador Bridge website for this project.



g) May 24, 2007 - Public Workshop held at Earhart Middle School. Meeting was
attended by approximately 27 people from the general public, with 18 submissions for
design preferences.

h) May 30, 2007 - Coast Guard issued Public Notice 09-04-07 announcing extension of
comment period to July 17, 2007 for comments to Draft EA.

i) November 6, 2007 - Coast Guard Press Release to local media in Detroit area
announcing Public Workshop at Earhart Middle School on December 6, 2007.

J) November 8, 2007 - Coast Guard issued Public Notice 09-07-07 announcing Public
Workshop at Earhart Middle School on December 6, 2007. Proponent advertised in The
Detroit Free Press, El Central, Latino Press, and the Ambassador Bridge website for this
project.

k) December 6, 2007 - Public Workshop held at Earhart Middle School. Meeting was
attended by approximately 21 people from the general public, and 16 suggestions for
design were collected.

1) April, 2008 — Following Section 106 meeting on March 26, 2008 in Detroit, Ml,
Gateway Communities Development Collaborative, a consulting party in the Section 106
process, was provided approximately 30 days to review and recommend mitigation
measures to be incorporated into the final MOA.

All Coast Guard Public Notices were mailed to addresses provided by the proponent for
businesses and residents in the adjacent area, along with federal, state, and local public
agencies. The notices are also mailed to local postmasters in the county where the project
is proposed, and also to postmasters in adjacent counties. The proposal and Draft EA has
been posted on the Ambassador Bridge Company website since May 2007. The
proponent has also conducted public outreach in Windsor, Ontario, Canada as part of
their environmental analysis and documentation with Canadian authorities.

The neighboring communities have been represented by an organization called Gateways
Communities Development Collaborative (GCDC), comprised of nine local community
groups located near the Ambassador Bridge corridor. GCDC has submitted comments in
response to the Coast Guard Public Notices concerning the environmental documents
provided by the proponent through their legal representative. GCDC also requested to be
included in the Section 106 process as a consulting party. The Coast Guard subsequently
invited a GCDC representative to be a consulting party in that process.

The Coast Guard also responded to numerous Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and
federal, state and local requests throughout the processing of the Environmental
Assessment and Bridge Permit application. The Coast Guard also responded to numerous
Congressional inquiries on the proposed project. The inquiries and their responses can be
found in Appendix A.

Despite the ample opportunities provided to comment on this proposed project, the Coast
Guard did not receive an overwhelming response from the general public on this
proposal. The comments received from GCDC are included in the Final EA in Appendix
A, but many comments and claims of significant environmental impacts were based on
incorrect assumptions regarding the volume of traffic moving through the corridor, the



number of lanes of traffic to be utilized for traffic, local negative feelings towards DIBC,
its owner, or unrelated projects and properties connected to DIBC.

This proposal being evaluated by the Coast Guard to permit a second span does not
require any residential or business relocations, or modifications to local roadways that
could impact residences or businesses in the Southwest Detroit neighborhoods. These
impacts were primarily implemented through the Gateway Project. The air, noise,
historic, and socio-economic studies, for example, that were performed for the Gateway
Project logically apply to the second span proposal and should be considered when
evaluating those types of impacts for this project, in part since they are derived from the
same cause (traffic through the system that makes up the border crossing) and are
analyzed and approved by the agencies responsible for applying federal, state, and local
environmental requirements.

XIV. Agency Consultation

The review of the ABEP in the U.S. is being led by the Coast Guard under federal NEPA
regulations and Coast Guard NEPA Implementing Instructions. The Draft EA was
distributed to the U.S. Coast Guard, City of Detroit, FHWA, MDOT, International Joint
Commission, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR), Michigan State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO),
National Park Service (NPS), Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG),
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), United States Customs and Border
Protection (CBP), United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), United States
Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS), United States National Marine Fisheries Service,
General Services Administration, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, City of
Windsor, Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, and Transport Canada for review
and comment. Furthermore, the Coast Guard extended the comment period for the Draft
EA by 45 days to allow more time for comments. Canadian environmental review is also
underway in Canada under the leadership of Transport Canada and the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency.

All of the federal agencies listed above receive copies of all Coast Guard Public Notices.
Correspondence with all NEPA agencies is included in the Final EA in Appendix . We
have outlined the more significant consultations for this project below.

i. Department of State (DOS)

The proponent requested a determination from DOS regarding Presidential Permit
requirements for the ABEP. The Acting Director of the DOS Office of Canadian Affairs,
Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs, provided a letter dated August 5, 2005,
confirming that a Presidential Permit was not required for the proposed ABEP. The letter
is included in the Final EA in Appendix I, and concludes coordination with DOS.



ii. U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) was provided a copy of the Preliminary
Review Permit Application submitted by the proponent in 2004 to review plans to
construct a second span adjacent to the existing span at the Ambassador Bridge and was
asked for a permit determination by USACE. The Detroit District of the USACE
responded by letter dated April 21, 2005 stating that since the project appeared to not
involve discharges of dredged and/or fill material in Detroit River or adjacent wetlands, a
USACE permit would not be required.

The proponent later submitted a joint application to MDEQ and USACE for construction
of an outfall structure in Detroit River connected with the stormwater discharge permit
applied for. The USACE authorized the proposed outfall under Nationwide Permit 7 in a
letter dated February 28, 2007. All permits and authorizations necessary from the
USACE have been obtained and coordination is concluded with this letter. MDEQ
ultimately issued a permit dated March 1, 2007.

iii. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was provided Coast Guard Public Notices
for the Project Description and Type 2 Categorical Exclusion Environmental
Documentation in 2006, and for the Draft EA in April 2007. USFWS provided letters in
response to both Public Notices. The letters are dated August 29, 2006, and May 31,
2007, respectively, and are included in Appendix | of the Final EA.

The August 29, 2006 letter identified one species, the northern riffleshell mussel
(Epioblasma torulosa rangiana), a federally listed endangered species, may occur in the
vicinity of the project. The letter advised coordination with MDEQ for state-listed
species, and additional information on the status of the northern riffleshell mussel.
MDEQ issued a permit for the project dated January 17, 2007, and did not specify any
concerns regarding the status of the northern riffleshell mussel. The Coast Guard notified
USFWS by letter dated February 20, 2007 that the MDEQ permit was received and did
not identify any state-listed threatened or endangered species of concern in the permit,
and based on the receipt of the MDEQ permit and the fact that no pier construction is
expected in Detroit River, the Coast Guard believed that no federal-listed threatened or
endangered species would be affected by the project. USFWS was required to respond to
the letter only if they did not concur or required additional information. USFWS did not
respond to the Coast Guard letter. A phone call to USFWS representatives in East
Lansing, Michigan, on February 27, 2007 confirmed there were no concerns or further
coordination necessary with USFWS.

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) was contacted by the
proponent on March 1, 2007, for confirmation of no impacts to any state-listed threatened
or endangered species. MDNR representatives stated they did not realize the ABEP
would not place piers in Detroit River and confirmed that the project would not affect
state-listed threatened or endangered species.



iv. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT)

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) was invited to the initial agency coordination
and scoping meeting held at DIBC offices on May 4, 2006, and to provide comments on
the Draft EA. A copy of the correspondence received from FHWA is included in the
Final EA in Appendix I with the Coast Guard’s response letter. Since the ABEP does not
propose the use of federal funds disbursed through FHWA, FHWA has no
responsibilities in this proposal other than as a commenting agency.

MDOT was also invited to attend the scoping meeting at DIBC offices and to provide
comments on the Draft EA. The letters received from MDOT are included in the Final
EA in Appendix I. The ABEP does not propose to permanently affect any roadways
under the authority of MDOT. Temporary impacts to Fort Street may occur during
construction, and the proponent will be required to obtain authorization for work that
affects a public-owned roadway.

v. Department of Homeland Security (DHS)

As noted in the beginning of this section, the Coast Guard was transferred to the
Department of Homeland Security in 2003. All permitting responsibilities and authorities
formerly held under the Department of Transportation were transferred when the Coast
Guard became part of DHS. The Coast Guard received numerous comments regarding
the potential impacts to the bridge(s) at the Ambassador Bridge crossing in the event of a
terrorist attack on the structure(s). This issue is discussed in greater detail later in this
section.

All scoping documents submitted by the proponent have been provided to DHS for
review and comment. DIBC attended a meeting with DHS officials of the Private Sector
Office in Washington, D.C. on June 9, 2006 to review the project. This meeting was also
attended by representatives from CBP, another DHS agency that currently operates at the
Ambassador Bridge crossing, and GSA. The project scoping documentation was also
provided to these agencies. No DHS agencies provided comments concerning the Draft
EA or the other scoping documents.

vi. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments (SEMCOG)

In addition to the correspondence exchanged between the proponent, Coast Guard, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments (SEMCOG), an interagency meeting was conducted at SEMCOG offices
on September 20, 2007. The meeting provided opportunity for the proponent to clarify
data presented in the Draft EA for consideration of all agencies in determining the
necessary analysis and documentation for compliance with the Clean Air Act and
regional transportation plans. Coordination between the Coast Guard, EPA, and



SEMCOG continued after the meeting and resulted in direction to the proponent to
clarify the analysis already conducted and to complete additional air quality analysis. A
broader discussion of air quality analysis and compliance with federal requirements is
contained in paragraph XVII of this preface. Correspondence letters between the CG,
EPA, and SEMCOG can be found in Appendix A.

vii. General Services Administration (GSA)

General Services Administration confirmed in a letter dated March 21, 2008 that a
feasibility study was completed in 2007, entitled Cargo Inspection Facility Master Plan,
and that any future modifications to the Gateway Plaza, including any proposals to
relocate Fort Street for plaza expansion, would require a separate NEPA process to assess
environmental impacts.

viii. City of Detroit

The proponent gave presentations outlining the ABEP to City of Detroit officials on
September 14, 2006, March 22, 2007, and June 4, 2007. The City of Detroit Historic
Properties Commission and Planning and Development offices were included on all
Coast Guard Public Notices. The City of Detroit has submitted comments in response to
the Draft EA in the form of City Council resolutions and has outlined the necessary
permits and approvals that the proponent would be required to obtain from the City prior
to construction. The letters are included in the Final EA in Appendix I. While the Coast
Guard has responsibility to evaluate the ABEP for NEPA and for a federal bridge permit,
the proponent is responsible to obtain all other federal, state, and local permits required
for the project. The Final EA includes an expanded section on coordination with the City
of Detroit.

Among the approvals that the proponent must obtain from the City of Detroit are
authorizations for the temporary impacts to Riverside Park during construction. A
portion of a baseball park will be temporarily impacted during construction, but will be
restored at the end of construction. No permanent impact to Riverside Park is expected.

Construction activities may also temporarily impact traffic on Fort Street. The proponent
must obtain construction permits and authorization to temporarily impact traffic on Fort
Street.

The proponent must also obtain ownership, lease, or easement of the property necessary
for placement and construction of the bridge supports on the U.S. side. The Coast Guard
can not issue a federal bridge permit until this property has been legally transferred to the
proponent, but this requirement does not preclude the Coast Guard from completing the
NEPA process.



iX. Michigan State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPQO)

A Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) was
conducted in conjunction with the NEPA process for this project. Michigan SHPO made
a determination of adverse effect on the existing Ambassador Bridge on March 26, 2007.
The Ambassador Bridge is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places. The adverse effect was primarily based on aesthetic visual impact to the existing
bridge. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation also participated in the Section
106 process for the project. A local community group, Gateways Communities
Development Collaborative requested to be a consulting party in this process and was
invited to participate. The member-organizations of the Gateway Communities
Development Collaborative declined the invitation to execute the Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project Memorandum of Agreement by a Resolution dated November 21
and 26, 2008, see Appendix J. Per 36 CFR 800.6(c)(3), the refusal of any party invited to
concur in the memorandum of agreement does not invalidate the memorandum of
agreement. The coordination and consultation ultimately resulted in a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between all other parties to mitigate the aesthetic visual impact to the
existing Ambassador Bridge. A more detailed discussion of the Section 106 process that
was conducted is included in Section XV of this Preface. All Section 106
correspondence, as well as the MOA that concluded the Section 106 process, is included
in Appendix J in the Final EA.

XV. Historic Properties & Cultural Resources

A Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act was conducted in
conjunction with the NEPA process for this project. The proponent and their consultants
submitted a Michigan State Historic Preservation Office Application for Section 106
Review to SHPO on February 8, 2007. SHPO made a determination of adverse effect on
the existing Ambassador Bridge on March 26, 2007. The Draft EA was released in April
2007. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation was notified of the SHPO adverse
effect determination by letter dated May 2, 2007 and included the portions of the Draft
EA that described the project, historic properties identified, applicant/consultant’s
Section 106 application to SHPO, letters to and responses from various tribal groups, and
a detailed Visual Impact Statement to specifically address the “visual adverse impact”
described in SHPO’s March 26 letter. The Visual Impact Statement identified the
methodology used to conduct the study and offered the basis for possible mitigation
alternatives. ACHP responded on May 22, 2007 advising that they had chosen to
participate in the Section 106 process, and requesting additional information. The Coast
Guard responded in writing to ACHP on June 26, 2007 to address their specific
questions. SHPO also provided a letter dated July 13, 2007 in response to the Draft EA.
The Coast Guard received a request dated June 29, 2007 from the law firm, Olson,
Bzdok, and Howard, the legal representatives of Gateways Communities Development
Collaborative (GCDC), requesting the organization be recognized as a consulting party in
the Section 106 process for the ABEP. Coast Guard responded to this request on July 11,
2007 welcoming GCDC as a consulting party and requested the contact information for



the GCDC designee. The Coast Guard requested a meeting at the SHPO offices in
Lansing, MI, on August 9, 2007 between DIBC, Coast Guard, SHPO, ACHP, and
GCDC. Following this meeting, the Coast Guard provided a letter dated September 9,
2007 to all consulting parties addressing issues raised at the August 9 meeting and to
provide a comprehensive overview of the project and consultation performed by that
date. SHPO responded to this letter, and other letters sent by the Coast Guard, on
January 23, 2008 outlining acceptance of the purpose and need, preferred alternative, and
guidelines for continued consultation. Additional coordination occurred between all
consulting parties on March 24, May 14, June 24, and July 1, 2008, ultimately resulting
in a Memorandum of Agreement signed on December 11, 2009. The member-
organizations of the Gateway Communities Development Collaborative declined the
invitation to execute the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Memorandum of
Agreement by a Resolution dated November 21 and 26, 2008, see Appendix J. Per 36
CFR 800.6(c)(3), the refusal of any party invited to concur in the memorandum of
agreement does not invalidate the memorandum of agreement.

Two public meetings were held since the release of the Draft EA. On May 1, 2007,
Commander, Ninth Coast Guard District, issued a press release advising the public of the
release of the Draft EA and SHPO adverse effect determination. A Coast Guard Public
Notice was issued May 10, 2007 announcing the release of the Draft EA, the adverse
effect determination by SHPO, and request for comments from the public regarding the
design of the bridge, in order to mitigate the visual impacts on the historic bridge in
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Additionally, the applicant and their
consultants published notices advising the public of the adverse effect determination and
invitations to provide comments in person at a Public Workshop/Design Charette
conducted on May 24, 2007 at a setting in the vicinity of the bridge and surrounding
neighborhoods, and through their company web-site: www.ambassadorbridge.com.
Twenty-seven persons from the general public attended the May 24, 2007 Design
Charette/Public Workshop and eighteen forms showing preferred options for bridge
tower configuration, bridge tower texture and color, railings and roadway lighting, and
overall bridge lighting, were submitted by the general public. The second public meeting
for design options and general project input was held on December 6, 2007. Twenty-one
persons from the general public attended the December 6 meeting and provided sixteen
design options. The MI_SHPO was also present at this meeting.

The applicant and consultant have contacted known tribal groups that may have interest
or concern with the project, especially the Potawatomie Tribe. The first round of letters
was sent February 21, 2007. This was before the adverse effect determination by SHPO
on March 26, 2007. The March 26, 2007 SHPO letter specifically identified possible
archaeological remains related to the Potawatomie, and advised that additional
archaeological studies should be performed. Since this date, a second round of letters
was sent to known Potawatomie groups and archaeological surveys have been conducted.
The additional archaeological surveys were performed by the proponents consultant,
ASC Group, Inc., and were dated July 19, 2007 and discussed at the August 9, 2007
meeting. The survey confirms that there are no tribal or cultural artifacts likely to occur
in the project area. The results of the survey were accepted by SHPO and the State
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Archeological Officer in the January 23, 2008 SHPO letter. All correspondence between
the proponent and tribal groups is contained in the Final EA. There has been no request
from any tribal groups to participate as a consulting party, with no anticipated impacts to
tribal cultural resources on the U.S. side of the project. The applicant will be required to
comply with standard SHPO procedures should artifacts or remains be discovered during
construction.

The Coast Guard received three letters from Wyandot tribal groups with concerns of
potential cultural impacts near the proposed bridge site in Windsor, Ontario, Canada.
These letters have been forwarded to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
for their consideration in the process being performed in Canada for this project.

The most common comment received regarding historic properties or cultural resources
concerned the status of the existing bridge if the proposed second bridge is permitted and
constructed.

The existing bridge will be maintained and used for special purposes such as for
maintenance and operational personnel, customs and immigration needs, and as a backup
redundant resource if traffic is impeded for any reason on the new bridge. Current
maintenance costs of the existing bridge will be reduced since the existing bridge will not
carry everyday traffic. The existing bridge is nearly 80 years old, with maintenance costs
only expected to increase as the structure ages further. As a private owner, DIBC has
made a decision to invest private money to improve their property. The Coast Guard’s
role is to ensure that the project meets the required needs of marine navigation and that
potential impacts to the natural and man-made environment are analyzed and mitigated.
DIBC has assured the USCG that it intends to bear all maintenance costs necessary to
ensure that the bridge does not become a hazard. The Coast Guard will enforce the
applicable federal statutes pertaining to the preservation of marine navigation, and will
expect the bridge owners to prevent possible hazards to navigation associated with the
existing bridge. The Coast Guard is prepared to levy civil penalties if the existing bridge
is ever determined to be a hazard to marine navigation.

The mitigation of impacts on the existing Ambassador Bridge has been completed as part
of the Section 106 process in coordination with the Michigan SHPO and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
was developed with the appropriate agencies and consulting parties. The MOA, and all
correspondence related to the Section 106 consultation, is included in the Final EA in
Appendix J. Furthermore, the MOA developed as a result of the Section 106 consultation
includes conditions for maintaining the existing bridge by applying the Secretary of
Interior guidelines for the maintenance of historic structures, completing Historic
Architecture and Engineering Record (HAER) and National Register Nomination
documentation, providing materials for a permanent exhibit at the Gateway Plaza
Welcome Center, and contributions from DIBC amounting to $20,000 annually for five
(5) years to the Detroit Riverfront Conservancy or a new committee to ensure access to
the Detroit Riverfront west of the downtown area for public use; to support and promote
the Corktown/Mexicantown Green Link connecting southwest Detroit to the greater



southeast Michigan greenway system; and to initiate contact with the U.S. and Canadian
agencies with jurisdiction at the border crossing to research the feasibility and, if
appropriate, plan the implementation, of non-motorized use of the historic Ambassador
Bridge between Detroit and Windsor, Canada.

XVI. Traffic and Bridge Capacity

The consideration of vehicular traffic at the border crossing applies to the analysis of air
quality, noise, vibration, environmental justice, and socio-economic impacts. This
section discusses the basis of traffic volumes considered for the ABEP and addresses the
most common comments received in response to the Draft EA.

The Gateway Project, DRIC study, and ABEP all derive their vehicular traffic data and
projections from the same sources, and each have been reviewed and approved by the
federal and local agencies responsible for evaluating potential air, noise, and other
environmental issues on the U.S. side of the border crossing. Projected traffic volumes
used were based on previously approved sources, including the volumes developed
during the preparation of the Environmental Assessment for the Gateway Project, which
was initially approved by FHWA in 1997 and later re-evaluated and approved by FHWA
on three separate occasions (1999, 2004 and 2007). Traffic projections in the 2004 re-
authorization were updated. The forecasted traffic volumes in the ABEP were obtained
from the September 2005 “Detroit River International Crossing Study Travel Demand
Forecasts” as published under the DRIC Study website sponsored by FHWA, MDOT,
Transport Canada, and Ministry of Transport Ontario. The projected traffic volumes in
that study are based on the total estimated demand for travel across the river, as
developed with EPA and SEMCOG, and projected to the year 2025. For purposes of
evaluating the environmental impacts of the ABEP, the entire projected demand-based
volumes from the DRIC study were used without reduction and projected to the year
2030. Since the unconstrained demand volumes were used without assuming diversion of
any traffic to any new facility, this demand is reasonably considered the upper bound, or
maximum expected traffic, for cross border traffic at the Ambassador Bridge.

A Level 2 Traffic Operations Study dated January 2007 has also been completed by the
DRIC study. This Level 2 analysis projects a volume of traffic that would utilize a new
six lane bridge if it were introduced into the region. In other words, that study
investigates the volume of traffic that the construction of six additional lanes would
attract to the area from existing crossings. The Final EA for the ABEP evaluates impacts
resulting from the entire volume predicted by this Level 2 analysis even though the
ABEP would only add two lanes to the system and even though those lanes are restricted
to FAST traffic. The forecasted traffic volumes and further analysis have been reviewed
by EPA and SEMCOG for consideration in our consultation since issuance of the Draft
EA.

The proposed project is designed to move traffic from the existing 4-lane Ambassador
Bridge to a new 6-lane cable-stay bridge. The existing bridge will be used only for
purposes as may be allowed by inspection officials in both the U.S. and Canada, for



DIBC vehicles, and to serve as a backup for the new structure in the event of an
impediment to traffic on the new span and for emergencies. All alternatives considered
for this project included four lanes for general traffic and two lanes for commercial
vehicles meeting the requirements of both governments for the FAST program with
booths already present in the plazas. Thus, all alternatives have no more than six lanes
between the U.S. Plaza and Fort Street. Please note that substantial modifications to the
U.S. and Canadian plazas, separate government approvals, and a separate NEPA review
would be required to accommodate more than six lanes of traffic.

The Coast Guard received numerous comments stating that the traffic analysis should
assume 10-lanes of traffic (4 lanes of the existing bridge plus 6 lanes for the second
bridge). During the September 20, 2007 meeting at the SEMCOG office we discussed 6
lanes and it was demonstrated by the proponent that, as the U.S. plaza is currently
configured, only 6 lanes can be effectively used for traffic heading for either Canada or
the U.S. in the Gateway plaza, and that the plaza is not designed to accommodate more
than 6-lanes of traffic using both the old and new spans simultaneously. The plaza would
have to be modified to accommodate both spans, and thus more than 6 lanes of traffic
going on or coming off the bridge. Any such modification to the plaza would have to be
evaluated under a separate proposal and would require a separate environmental study.

The Coast Guard accepts the traffic analysis provided by the proponent, including
projected traffic to 2030, as derived from the traffic data used in the most recent border
traffic studies conducted by MDOT and approved by FHWA, MDOT, and SEMCOG.
The ABEP is not expected, as an independent project, to cause an increase in overall
traffic volumes, including commercial traffic volumes, at the Ambassador Bridge
crossing, and thereby will not create a significant impact on air quality, noise, or
surrounding neighborhoods.

All traffic volume reports, and additional discussion and clarification of the maximum

operating scenario of the bridge(s), are contained in Sections 1.6 and Appendix M of the
Final EA.

XVII. Air Quality

The Coast Guard is responsible for ensuring that the proposed project satisfies the Clean
Air Act (CAA), as it is the lead agency under NEPA for the project. The project is
located in Wayne County, MI. Wayne County is designated as a non-attainment area for
ozone (Os3) and for particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in
aerodynamic diameter (PM2s). A portion of Wayne County is designated a maintenance
area for carbon monoxide (CO). The proposed bridge is located within this designated
area. All of Wayne County is designated a maintenance area for particulate matter equal
to or less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PMio). Lead (Pb) and sulfur
dioxide (SO2) are in attainment. A conformity determination was required for the
project.



The Draft EA was provided to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) for review and comments
related to air quality and federal application of the Clean Air Act. Both EPA and
SEMCOG provided comments in response to the Draft EA, and are included in Appendix
A of the Final EA. Some of the issues addressed through these comments were the
application of General Conformity and Transportation Conformity requirements of the
CAA, project alternatives, the maximum number of traffic lanes that will be used at the
border crossing, current and projected traffic data and its sources, approved air quality
modeling tools, and other socioeconomic factors.

The Coast Guard, DIBC, EPA, and SEMCOG met in Detroit, MI, at the SEMCOG
offices on September 20, 2007. The proponent provided additional information during
the meeting regarding alternatives, traffic counts, breakdown of car and truck traffic,
idling times, and circulation of traffic from the bridge to the plaza and onto the
connecting highway system. It was also agreed that a determination of “regional
significance” would be made by EPA following the meeting. EPA notified the Coast
Guard, SEMCOG, and DIBC of their determination that the project was considered to be
regionally significant by e-mail correspondence on September 28, 2007. Since that time,
the Coast Guard and EPA have consulted on the application of the Clean Air Act
requirements for the Coast Guard’s federal NEPA process and for DIBC’s overall
approval processes for the project.

The Coast Guard has determined that the ABEP, as a project that is privately funded and
will not utilize federal funds from Federal Highway Administration or the Federal Transit
Administration, is subject to General Conformity Rule requirements, per 40 CFR Part 93,
and the analysis performed by the applicant has demonstrated that the project will not
exceed de minimus levels for the NAAQS. EPA provided confirmation by email
correspondence on March 26, 2008 that the project is subject to General Conformity Rule
requirements, that the Coast Guard can conclude the NEPA process, and the analysis
provided by the proponent demonstrates that the project will not exceed de minimus
levels.

The “regional significance” determination made by EPA under 40 CFR Part 93.101
requires the project to be evaluated under Transportation Conformity Rule requirements
and be included in the regional transportation plan implemented through SEMCOG, and
therefore requires air dispersion modeling, or hot-spot analysis.

The proponent performed air dispersion analysis based on traffic counts previously
discussed in Section XVI. The analysis includes the length of the bridge into Windsor,
Ontario, Canada. All criteria pollutants were analyzed in the air quality study, which was
conducted using the latest EPA approved Mobile6 model. The Draft EA cited the
original release date of September 24, 2003 of the most recent version of the Mobil 6
software, as opposed to the Federal Register release date of May 19, 2004. The term
“Mobile 6” is a generic reference term that incorporates the most recent software
versions. (See EPA User’s Guide to MOBILE6.1 and MOBILE®6.2, August 2003.) The
analysis in the EA is also based on the March 17, 2006 upgrade in the PM emission factor



file. There were numerous comments received in response to the Draft EA that discussed
the latest version of the Mobile6 model.

EPA has reviewed the General Conformity and air dispersion modeling performed by
DIBC and confirmed the applicability of General Conformity Rule requirements for the
project in the Coast Guard’s NEPA review. The air dispersion modeling was also
reviewed and determined to be adequate for submission to SEMCOG for their
consideration of the project in the regional transportation plan and Transportation
Conformity Rule requirements. The proponent will need to complete SEMCOG
processes to include the project in the regional transportation plan as one of their
requirements to obtain overall approval for the project. The ABEP was evaluated by
SEMCOG and added to the southeast Michigan 2030 Regional Transportation Plan on
June 26, 2008, conditioned upon identification of a preferred alternative on the Canadian
side by Canadian officials.

The applicant also submitted a study of potential air quality impacts during construction
to EPA and SEMCOG. The study is dated August 23, 2007, and provides the necessary
data to demonstrate the temporary impacts during construction. There will be minimal
short-term air quality impacts from construction that will be mitigated through dust
suppression and other measures. These are standard accepted practices for short-term
construction projects.

As noted above, the air dispersion analysis includes the length of the bridge into Canada.
Transboundary impacts for noise were based on information available at the time this
final EA was written. Additional information on Transboundary impacts can be found in
Section 4.15 and Appendix O and P of the Final EA. This issue is discussed in greater
detail in Section XXIV of this Preface.

All of the air quality analysis discussed above is included in the Final EA in Appendix M.

XVIII. Noise

The proposed project includes only the bridge adjacent to the Ambassador Bridge and
does not include the existing plaza. Impacts around the plaza were addressed by MDOT
and FHWA in the environmental assessment for the Gateway project. A separate noise
study was done for the Gateway plaza expansion in which noise walls were warranted for
the neighborhoods to the east of the plaza and have been constructed. The noise study for
the ABEP included these existing noise walls in the analysis.

The Coast Guard commissioned a separate study to verify the noise analysis submitted by
the proponent and their consultants. The analysis provided by the proponent extends
from the Gateway Plaza on the U.S. side to the international border approximately
halfway across the bridge. The result of the study indicates that the noise analysis
provided by the proponent applied current, acceptable standards and that the project will
not create significant noise impacts in the area analyzed. Additional information



regarding the noise analysis can be found in Appendix N and Section 3.11 of the Final
EA.

XIX. Hazardous Materials, Contaminated Sites & Utilities

The U.S. Department of Transportation, through the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, regulates the
transportation by motor vehicle of hazardous materials. The trucks that travel to and
from the Ambassador Bridge in the United States must comply with the requirements of
these agencies, and with the similar requirements in Canada by Transport Canada. The
Coast Guard has not been advised of any concerns regarding hazardous materials at the
border crossing. The ABEP is not expected to have any impact on the application of the
laws governing hazardous materials transport, or the enforcement of current laws by the
agencies that hold this responsibility.

Since the ABEP is entirely elevated and supported on a total of four substructure
elements between the river and the US Plaza, minimal utility impacts are anticipated.
Further coordination with the utilities will be required during the design phase and DIBC
has committed to pay for any necessary relocation of utilities. No additional right-of-way
is required for the ABEP and no relocations will be required for the ABEP. DIBC is
responsible for obtaining necessary authorizations from local authorities prior to
construction work near utilities.

The proponent conducted a search for contaminated sites to identify locations within the
project area that satisfy the search requirements of EPA Standards and Practices for All
Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR Part 312) and ASTM Standard Practice for Environmental
Site Assessments (E1527-05). No sites were found on the National Priority List (NPL),
Proposed NPL, Delisted NPL, Federal Superfund Liens, Corrective Action Report,
RCRA Treatment, Storage and Disposal or Large Quantity Generator lists, Hazardous
Materials Information Reporting System, Engineering Controls Sites List or Sites with
Institutional Controls List.

A site for a former Manufactured Gas Plant was located along W. Jefferson Ave. at the
project site. This site would be the only one that could potentially discharge contaminants
offsite. Any work taking place on that property would be subject to control under the
project Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, as well as state and federal permitting
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. Compliance with these
regulations during construction will prevent discharge of contaminants to the Detroit
River or the City of Detroit stormwater sewer system.

Should contamination be discovered during construction, the appropriate hazardous
materials coordinator will be contacted. Materials will be removed and disposed of in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.

The movement of hazardous cargoes over the Ambassador Bridge crossing has been, and
will continue to be, an important issue with the proponent and the federal, state, and local



authorities that maintain responsibilities for monitoring and enforcing hazardous cargo
rules and regulations on roadways.

XX. Stormwater

The project does not involve any discharges of dredged or fill material in the Detroit
River. The proponent has received clearance from the USACE for the project in their
letter dated February 28, 2007. During the operational phase, the stormwater will be
collected and directed into the existing stormwater/drainage facilities. The stormwater
from the new bridge will be collected and treated using the facilities constructed as part
of the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project. Just as the ramps in the interchange and
plaza were designed to accommodate a new span, the stormwater treatment facilities
were also sized to receive the additional stormwater from a new structure should one be
constructed. A permit dated January 17, 2007, has already been obtained from the MDEQ
for such purposes. EPA has been notified by the Coast Guard that MDEQ has provided a
permit for stormwater handling. This has been clarified in the Final EA.

MDEQ has issued two permits to DIBC in connection with the ABEP and operations of
the Ambassador Bridge. The previously mention permit dated January 17, 2007,
provided overall permitting for the proposal, including Water Quality Certification. The
second permit was dated March 1, 2007, and provided approval for storm water outfall
and discharge at the bridge. These permits conclude coordination with MDEQ.

Among the comments received in response to the Draft EA are questions regarding
Remedial Action Plans for discharge. We are not aware of any permit requirements
specifically related to the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) for the Detroit River Area of
Concern (AOC). However, any concerns identified in the RAP’s are addressed by the
appropriate regulatory agencies in the United States and Canada when issuing permits
and clearances such as effluent discharge permits. For instance, the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Storm Water Program has been delegated to MDEQ and
the DIBC will be required to comply with this permit program.

XXI1. Homeland Security

The Draft EA was provided to the Department of Homeland Security Customs and
Border Protection Agency (CBP) in April 2007. DIBC representatives also attended a
meeting with DHS officials in their Private Sector Office in Washington, D.C. on June
19, 2006. The Department of Homeland Security Environmental Planning and Historic
Preservation Program was notified of the project by Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation through the Section 106 process.

As an international corridor and customs port of entry, security-related federal agencies
are involved in the daily operations of the corridor. The General Services Administration
(GSA), another federal agency operating at the border crossing, was also provided with
the Draft EA for comment. Coordination occurs continually between the agencies listed
and the bridge owner at the existing crossing. All current security-related federal



requirements are being met by the current bridge owner, and are already enforced by the
federal agencies with those responsibilities at the border crossing. There have been no
new or additional federal requirements promulgated for the Coast Guard to apply
regarding applications for international bridges since the terrorist attacks of September
11, 2001. The project proposes no changes to the operation of the facility other than the
addition of the FAST lanes over the river. As a result, there are no anticipated impacts to
customs operations or current security practices directly caused by the ABEP. None of
the agencies listed above provided comments or concerns to the Coast Guard in response
to the Draft EA.

Several comments received by the Coast Guard raised the question of redundancy in the
event of an attack on the bridge(s) at the Ambassador Bridge crossing. The ABEP
proposes an additional span within the already approved international corridor to
maintain and improve the efficiency of the existing crossing. It was never the purpose of
the ABEP to explore other crossings of the Detroit River, or to create a redundant
structure in case the existing Ambassador Bridge is disabled due to attack. In fact, the
Coast Guard recognizes that concerns for the viability of the Ambassador Bridge crossing
are based on the acknowledgement of the importance of the crossing on the economic
health of Detroit and Windsor and the entire region. The purpose of the proposed project
is to modernize and improve efficiency of the border traffic that uses the existing
crossing, not to provide a redundant structure in case of terrorist attack.

Security will always remain a concern for the Ambassador Bridge crossing as well as all
major infrastructure in the U.S. The security-related federal requirements that have been
created since September 11, 2001 have already been implemented at the crossing. The
Customs and Border Protection personnel permanently stationed at the border crossing on
the U.S. side will continue to enforce security-related federal requirements.

XXI1. Section 4(f) of DOT Act of 1966

The Coast Guard received comments regarding the application of Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 [49 U.S.C. 303 (c)]. Section 4(f) applies only
to the actions of agencies within the U.S. Department of Transportation. The 4(f)
program remains a DOT program, and did not transfer with the Coast Guard to the
Department of Homeland Security. The USCG has no Section 4(f) responsibilities on
any permit application received after March 1, 2003, and therefore Section 4(f) is not
applicable in the evaluation of the ABEP.

XXI11. Navigation

There are no significant impacts expected to navigation passing the bridge(s) on the
Detroit River. All proposed bridge piers will be placed on the shore of the river. The
minimum navigation clearances for the proposed second span are greater than the
existing bridge and are not expected to impact navigation. The proposed bridge will
provide at least 162.57 feet of vertical clearance at MLW for passing vessels. All
construction work that requires equipment in the Detroit River, or potential impacts to



navigation, will be coordinated through the Coast Guard prior to the commencement of
construction activities in the waterway.

XXIV. Transboundary Impacts and Canadian Considerations

The Canadian environmental laws are administered in this project by the appropriate
Canadian authorities responsible for reviewing the ABEP and its potential impacts in
Canada. The Coast Guard has evaluated the ABEP for compliance with U.S. laws, in
accordance with 40 CFR 1500.2, which states, ‘Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent
possible:

(@) Interpret and administer the policies, regulations, and public laws of the United
States in accordance with the policies set forth in the Act [NEPA, the
Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970, as amended] and in these
regulations.’

DIBC still needs to obtain separate permits and authorizations from each respective
federal government to construct the second span. The existing Ambassador Bridge was
authorized through separate Acts of the U.S. and Canadian governments. The U.S.
Congress authorized the corridor and bridge providing the applicant obtained similar
authorization from the Canadian Parliament.

All comments received in response to the Draft EA pertaining to potential environmental
impacts in Canada have been provided to Canadian authorities. Additionally, the Ninth
Coast Guard District Bridge Program hosted representatives from the City of Windsor,
Ontario, Canada, on November 21, 2006 for a presentation on specific concerns and
potential impacts in Canada.

The Coast Guard has reviewed, analyzed, and considered the best available
documentation pertaining to impacts in Canada, and applied the Council on
Environmental Quality Guidance on NEPA Analysis for Transboundary Impacts, dated
July 1, 1997. The potential for air and noise impacts were considered the most likely
causes for possible transboundary effects, and have been the focus of our consideration.
In addition to the independent evaluation done by the Coast Guard, Canadian authorities
were consulted to ensure that they have received applications and environmental
documentation from the proponent to evaluate impacts in Canada, and to discuss
concerns on the Canadian side.

The air analysis conducted by the proponent evaluates the entire length of the bridge and
indicates that the project will not create significant adverse air quality impacts. The noise
analysis provided, and independently reviewed by another consultant commissioned by
the Coast Guard, extends approximately halfway across the bridge from the U.S.
Gateway Plaza to the international border. The proponent has provided the air and noise
analysis performed on the Canadian side of the project and is included in the Final EA in
Appendix P and Q. Based on the air and noise analysis performed on the U.S. side, and



the best available data provided for impacts in Canada, the project is not expected to
create significant transboundary impacts.

XXV. Controversy/EIS

The Coast Guard received numerous comments advising that the ABEP is controversial
and the preparation of an EIS is required.

The Coast Guard is charged in this undertaking with the responsibility of determining the
significance of impacts of the project on the human environment. The purpose of the
Environmental Assessment is to determine this significance. Two scoping documents
have been issued for public comment, the tentatively described categorical exclusion
document dated March 2006 and the Draft Environmental Assessment dated May 2007.
Both documents succeeded in their intended purpose to solicit comments from NEPA
agencies and the general public. Based on the comments received to the first document,
the Coast Guard required an Environmental Assessment be undertaken by the proponent.
The Draft EA has likewise resulted in the additional analysis performed and documented
in this Final EA. Once the EA is complete, the lead agency must determine if further
analyses are warranted based on the degree of impacts or if the impacts are not
substantial, and therefore, issue either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or
require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared. The trigger for an EIS
or FONSI, therefore, is based on the significance of environmental impacts.

40 CFR 1508.14 states “Human environment shall be interpreted comprehensively to
include the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment. (See the definition of ““effects” (Sec. 1508.8).) This means that economic
or social effects are not intended by themselves to require preparation of an
environmental impact statement.”

The Coast Guard also considers that all these other projects and ideas that have been
proposed over the years that have included potential effects to the Southwest Detroit
neighborhoods, including the various DRIC studies of possible river crossing sites in
Detroit in the recent past and the Gateway Project, have necessarily resulted in close,
direct consultation with neighborhood groups and representatives. Some neighborhood
representative groups were even created through these projects and their consultations
with federal, state, and local transportation agencies, as well as the DIBC, in the area
adjacent to the Ambassador Bridge corridor. The Gateway Project especially involved
direct impacts to neighborhoods and historic properties and districts, requiring extensive
negotiations and coordination with neighborhood groups to minimize potential impacts.
The same types of impacts are not expected to occur with this project, thus the same level
of close and extensive coordination with neighborhood groups has not been necessary.

The DRIC study is focused on addressing region-wide transportation needs with an
entirely new crossing that could potentially include a new plaza and connections to the
highway system in Detroit. The creation of an entirely new crossing has the potential for



significant environmental impacts in areas that have not already been developed to carry
border traffic, and thus necessitates a greater degree of documentation to assess those
potential impacts. In the case of the ABEP, border traffic has existed in the corridor for
almost 80 years, with the major transportation or modification projects that affect the
existing corridor having already been analyzed and documented, primarily through the
Gateway Project.

The Coast Guard, by objectively evaluating the accumulation of studies performed for the
various projects involving the border crossing and the neighborhoods around it, and
through the independent and additional analysis performed for this project (ABEP), the
Coast Guard believes that the potential impacts on the human environment are not
significant, and do not warrant preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.

XXVI. Summary

The Coast Guard Bridge Administration Program has been involved in the evaluation and
approval of transportation projects over navigable waterways since transference of the
program in 1966 from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers.

The Coast Guard is required to objectively evaluate the potential environmental impacts
and ensure that the proposed bridge will not impede navigation through the span. As a
regional transportation project, the border crossing is important to the economic vitality
of the region and for international trade. The proposed second span is expected to help
ensure the crossing can be utilized beyond the life of the existing bridge, while still
respecting the historic qualities of the existing bridge.

As a federal permitting agency that has not been directly involved in prior transportation
projects concerning the border crossing or other projects in the area, the Coast Guard’s
evaluation of the ABEP, and the Final EA, reflect the consideration of the proposal and
its potential environmental impacts on the U.S. side of the crossing, and its applicability
to U.S. federal statutes. The ABEP is undergoing a similar process in Canada under the
lead of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency for compliance with Canadian
laws. The proponent must obtain all permits and authorizations necessary from both U.S.
and Canadian authorities prior to implementation of the ABEP. Upon completion of the
NEPA process, the Coast Guard will determine the level of potential environmental
impacts on the U.S. side and then determine either recommendation or denial of the
federal Bridge Permit application submitted by DIBC. The Coast Guard will determine
the timing of these decisions.

The most significant impact discovered in this analysis is the adverse effect on the
existing Ambassador Bridge, and the adverse effect was mitigated through the Section
106 process for the project. The Coast Guard has considered the accumulation of all
analysis performed, including the independent analysis done by the proponent and Coast
Guard, to determine the potential environmental impacts anticipated from this project and
to fulfill its statutory obligation to process the application presented by DIBC. The
federal, state, and local transportation agencies involved in the evaluation of border



crossing projects in the project area have documented the importance of the crossing to
the region. The proposed second bridge was planned for in the earlier Gateway Project.
The only area required by the ABEP that was not already evaluated in the Gateway
Project is the corridor from the eastern limit of the Gateway Plaza eastward over Fort
Street to the Detroit River shoreline. The primary impacts to neighborhoods near the
border crossing, businesses, parks, or local roadways will be temporary during
construction activities. Impacts during operations are not expected to be greater than
current or projected impacts, and the project, on its own, is not expected to significantly
contribute to air quality issues in the region or affect a disproportionate number of
minority or low-income populations. The existing 80 year-old bridge can not reasonably
be expected to carry heavy commercial traffic indefinitely. The modernization and
upgrade of the structure, along with the two additional lanes for dedicated commercial
truck traffic requested by the U.S. and Canadian border agencies, along with the Gateway
Project on the U.S. side, are expected to improve the efficiency of moving traffic through
the system that comprises the Ambassador border crossing, thereby easing impacts to
surrounding neighborhoods and roadways. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
would be appropriate for this project.
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INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the United States Coast Guard (USCG) hereby
issues this Final Environmental Assessment (Final EA) of the proposed construction of a new
companion bridge to the existing Ambassador Bridge between Detroit, Michigan and Windsor,
Ontario by the Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC) and its Canadian counterpart, the
Canadian Transit Company (CTC).

This Final EA is issued in conjunction with the July 13, 2006 application filed by DIBC with the
U.S. Coast Guard under regulations 33 CFR Parts 114 and 115 to construct a companion bridge to
the Ambassador Bridge, which is owned by DIBC and CTC. The new bridge will provide six
lanes of travel, three in each direction, and will tie into the existing inspection plazas on both
sides of the Bridge. One lane in each direction will be dedicated to low-risk commercial traffic
participating in the FAST program operated by customs authorities of the United States and
Canada.

The other lanes will be open to general automobile and commercial traffic. The existing bridge,
which is approximately eighty years old, will be closed to general traffic and used only when the
new bridge is unavailable, as well as for official government vehicles, bridge company vehicles
and special occasions. The Proposed Project is known as the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement
Project or ABEP.

This Final EA follows the issuance of a Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) in May
2007 and the receipt of extensive comments on that document. This Final EA presents additional
information developed in response to those comments, as well as specific responses to each
comment received. Comments and Responses to each of the comments received can be found in
Appendix A.

In this Final EA, it has been concluded that the construction and operation of a companion bridge
to the Ambassador Bridge will not result in significant environmental impacts. Thus, the Coast
Guard has determined that no further environmental review is warranted and anticipates issuing a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) relative to this Proposed Project.

1.0 Project Description

1.1 Purpose, Need and Benefits

The Ambassador Bridge was completed and opened to traffic in 1929, following the enactment of
reciprocal statutes in the United States and Canada authorizing the construction of a bridge at its
current location. Since its construction, the bridge has served as a critically important link in the
flow of international trade between the United States and Canada, connecting the U.S. interstate
highway system with Canada’s road network. Over 9.4 million vehicles, of which 3.5 million
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were trucks, used the bridge in 2006, making it the most heavily used bridge between the United
States and Canada and the most heavily used international crossing for U.S. traffic. Each
weekday, over 9,000 trucks transport approximately $300 million in goods across the
Ambassador Bridge.

Canada is among the largest U.S. trading partners. According to a Congressional Research
Service study done in 2006, total merchandise trade with Canada consisted of $303.4 billion in
imports and $230.3 billion in exports (CRS Report, 2007). Trade has increased at nearly double-
digit rates annually since the implementation of NAFTA in 1994. Currently, almost 25% of U.S.-
Canada surface trade crosses the border in the Detroit area and most of this (over 80%) is
transported by truck. The Ambassador Bridge handles the majority of this traffic and about 25%
of all vehicular traffic between Canada and the US (Border Policies, 2006).

Aside from the bridge, the only other vehicular international crossing in the Detroit area is the
Detroit-Windsor Tunnel, which connects the downtowns of Detroit and Windsor. The tunnel is
not a realistic alternative to the Ambassador Bridge for commercial traffic, most of which is
prohibited from using the tunnel. The only trucks allowed to use the tunnel are those that obtain
special permits to do so; otherwise the tunnel is limited to use by passenger vehicles.

The Blue Water Bridge is the only other regional vehicular crossing available for trucks crossing
between Michigan’s Lower Peninsula and Ontario. However, the Blue Water Bridge does not
serve local Detroit-Windsor area traffic as it is about 60 miles north of the area. The Blue Water
Bridge is competitive with the Ambassador Bridge only for longer haul traffic, e.g. Toronto-
Chicago traffic.

The Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) Study has assessed the possibility of
constructing a new bridge approximately 1 to 1.5 miles west of the Ambassador Bridge. In
January 2009, the USDOT approved the environmental documentation for the DRIC, providing a
Record of Decision in favor of the project. Before it can be built, the DRIC Partnership will still
need to obtain a Presidential Permit from the U.S. Department of State. By virtue of its having
been approved by U.S. statute, the State Department has advised that the Ambassador Bridge
does not need a Presidential Permit to construct a new bridge at the same location as the existing
bridge.

The purpose proposed to be served by the DRIC is to provide additional capacity for the DRIC-
predicted increase in international passenger and commercial traffic over the coming decades.
The DRIC Study assumes the continued existence and operation of the Ambassador Bridge. Thus,
DRIC’s proposed new crossing assumes the need for additional capacity over and above the
traffic that would continue to be handled by the Ambassador Bridge, the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel
and the Blue Water Bridge. Further, the DRIC studies assume that without a new crossing in the
area that DRIC proposes, the Ambassador Bridge will reach its capacity to handle more traffic in
the next several years and that traffic delays will become a significant problem.
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By contrast to the DRIC proposal, the proposed construction of a new bridge adjacent to the
Ambassador Bridge (identified in this document as the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project
or Proposed Project) is not being proposed to expand the current capacity of the Ambassador
Bridge. Rather, the new bridge will allow the Ambassador Bridge to retain - and more efficiently
and safely service - the traffic now being handled at the Ambassador Bridge. It will also provide a
redundant structure in the corridor, and could be used for DIBC and government vehicles, and for
special events (e.g. races) subject to the approval of government inspection agencies.

The new bridge will have one new additional lane in both directions compared to the old bridge,
but that new lane will not be open to general traffic. Rather, the new lane will be dedicated
exclusively to FAST traffic (e.g. pre-cleared traffic, described further in Section 1.2.2) that today
travels together with other traffic and is slowed by it. The level of traffic using the bridge is not a
function of the number of lanes on the bridge but rather of customs plaza operations and
economic factors that dictate the level of international traffic.

For example, the level of traffic using the Ambassador Bridge grew dramatically following the
adoption of NAFTA, rising from about 7 million vehicles per year in 1990 to over 12.5 million
per year in 1999, the peak year for traffic. Traffic across the bridge decreased for several years
following 9/11, as tourism and certain other discretionary travel decreased, and the level of
automobile industry traffic declined. In more recent years, traffic has leveled off at the same
levels experienced in the mid 1990’s.

The DRIC Study makes clear the link between traffic levels and economic factors. In a January
2004 “Planning/Need and Feasibility Study Report,” the DRIC contractor identified the following
factors affecting passenger travel demand across the border: economic output, population,
employment, casino, recreational and shopping opportunities, the U.S.-Canada currency exchange
rate and price variables. The same study also identified the currency exchange rate, economic
production and commodity trade as the key factors affecting the movement of goods across the
border (DRIC, 2004).

A full assessment of alternatives considered in connection with the proposed new bridge was set
forth in the Draft EA (which was released for public review in April 2007) and a further
assessment is set forth in this Final EA. The Ambassador Bridge is linked to inspection plazas
and a road infrastructure on both sides of the Detroit River. The existing inspection plazas in the
U.S. and in Canada are designed to accommodate the planned new bridge. In fact, the Michigan
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, in coordination with DIBC,
are currently undertaking the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project, a project designed to improve
the connections between the bridge and the interstate highway network. That project was planned
by MDOT in specific recognition of the possibility of the construction of a new bridge adjacent to
the Ambassador Bridge, as the environmental studies undertaken for the Gateway Project make
clear.
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With respect to timing, DIBC’s goal is to build a new bridge before the aging Ambassador Bridge
becomes critically deteriorated and thus unable to handle commercial traffic, or before it requires
an excessive degree of maintenance (including lane closures) to allow it to remain in serviceable
condition. A discussion of the specific reasons for constructing a new 6 lane bridge adjacent to
the Ambassador Bridge follows in Section 1.2.

1.2 Reasons for Construction of Proposed New Bridge

1.2.1 Ensure Continued Efficient Operation of the Ambassador Bridge for Commercial and
other Traffic

While the current bridge has been well maintained and is structurally sound, it is almost 80 years
old. In the coming years, it will require increasingly substantial maintenance to keep it in
operable condition for the heavy commercial traffic which currently uses the Ambassador Bridge.
The movement of trucks over the bridge puts significant structural stresses in the steel structure of
the bridge. Without substantial ongoing maintenance, it is expected that the stresses of truck
traffic will eventually deteriorate the current Ambassador Bridge to the point where it will no
longer be able to carry truck traffic absent extraordinary maintenance expenditures.

Further, as long as the current bridge continues to carry a significant traffic load, maintenance on
the current bridge will increasingly require lane closures, which will slow the flow of traffic.
Given the other deficiencies with the current bridge described below, DIBC has determined that it
is more prudent to spend a portion of the maintenance funds that would be needed to keep the
current bridge operational on constructing a new bridge, thus ensuring continued full operability
of the crossing.

DIBC proposes to address this issue before the condition of the existing bridge deteriorates to the
point that traffic over the bridge would be impeded. By addressing the issue now, potential
disruption of the critical international commerce that uses the bridge can be eliminated, and the
opportunity to retain the historic bridge over the long term will be significantly increased. In that
regard, DIBC plans to continue to maintain the existing bridge once the new bridge is completed.
The cost and burden of such maintenance will be significantly reduced once general traffic is
removed from the Ambassador Bridge. The existing bridge will continue to be maintained in
accordance with the bridge statutes.

1.2.2 Upgrade Efficiency for Low Risk Commercial Traffic

The U.S. and Canada have collaborated on a program, known as Free and Secure Trade (FAST).
FAST is designed to speed low risk commercial traffic across the border. A significant percentage
of the trucks that use the Ambassador Bridge - between 20% and 25% - are able to take advantage
of the FAST program. The participating trucks are entitled by virtue of pre-clearance measures to
cross the border quickly, without longer waits for inspections or secondary inspections required
for other trucks.
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However, without a dedicated FAST lane on the Ambassador Bridge, the trucks that participate in
this program must wait in line behind non-qualifying trucks and other traffic until they reach the
Customs inspection station, thereby undermining the efficiency of this program.

The new bridge will solve this serious traffic problem and improve the flow of commercial
traffic, thereby allowing the benefits of the expedited clearance programs to be achieved. More
significantly, the Customs agencies in both countries have requested that any new border crossing
include a dedicated FAST lane.

1.2.3 Upgrade Safety

The current Ambassador Bridge is significantly deficient when judged by modern highway
standards adopted by the Federal Highway Administration. Those standards require that highways
be built with 12 ft lanes and breakdown shoulders. The current bridge has only 10 and 11 foot
lanes and no breakdown shoulders. Shoulders provide space for disabled vehicles to leave the
flow of traffic. They also provide a safe waiting space for the vehicle and its occupants while
allowing traffic to flow unimpeded. With the lack of shoulders, traffic flow over the bridge is
significantly impeded whenever a vehicle breaks down on the bridge or when there is an accident
on the bridge. Further, the lack of shoulders and the narrow lanes create a less than optimal safety
situation.

The planned new bridge will have 4 ft and 10 ft safety shoulders on the inside and outside of the
travel lanes respectively, which will be 12 ft wide, thus meeting modern highway safety
standards.

1.2.4 Preservation of the Historic Current Bridge

DIBC intends to retain in place the current bridge, which is eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places, administered by the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park
Service. The construction of the new bridge permits the existing Ambassador Bridge to remain.
By removing traffic from the Ambassador Bridge through the use of the companion bridge, the
Ambassador Bridge will remain intact indefinitely. Further, as noted DIBC intends to maintain
the current bridge in operable status and will adhere to expected Coast Guard requirements in that
regard to ensure that the bridge does not become a hazard to navigation.

The U.S. Coast Guard has advised DIBC that it could not remove the old bridge without
procuring a permit from the Coast Guard to do so under the same regulatory process under which
DIBC is pursuing its permit to build a new bridge. Such a permit process would trigger an
appropriate environmental study under NEPA. DIBC, however, has no plans to pursue such a
permit. Rather, it perceives that the old bridge would provide redundancy in the event that some
extraordinary problem closed the new bridge. Further, the existing bridge could be used for
bridge company and government vehicles, for special events, subject to the approval of
government inspection agencies.
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In short, a new bridge is critical to the continued operability of the Ambassador Bridge corridor
as a major crossing point. It will ensure that the inspection and roadway infrastructure on both
sides of the Detroit River continues to function so that international trade critical to the
economies of both nations will remain robust. Further, the proposed new bridge is not designed to
supplant the DRIC project, should that project ever proceed. The proponents of that project
assume that the Ambassador Bridge will remain in place, and the new bridge will ensure that that
happens for the foreseeable future with no disruption to the traffic that chooses to use the
Ambassador Bridge.

1.3 Current Facilities

The existing Ambassador Bridge is a suspension bridge that spans 9,000 ft (2,743 m) in length,
with 1,850 ft (564 m) over the Detroit River. The height of the two towers is 363 ft (111 m) tall.
The vertical clearance of the bridge structure is 162.57 (49 m) over the Detroit River. The
structure consists of a 55 ft wide (17 m) deck, including four highway lanes of traffic, with two
lanes traversing northbound and two lanes traversing southbound. The maximum grade of the
bridge is 5%. The Ambassador Bridge also contains a sidewalk that is currently closed.

Figure 1 - Current Ambassador Bridge

The Ambassador Bridge terminates in the United States near the Corktown Historic District of
Detroit, Michigan connecting directly into a plaza that contains the tolls, primary and secondary
customs, and duty free facilities. The facilities are bounded by 1-75 on the west, St. Anne Street
on the east, Fort Street on the south, and Porter Street on the north. Once cars exit the
Ambassador Bridge, they enter the primary customs facility and then the tolls facility and then
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have direct access to 1-75 and 1-96 or exit onto local streets. Trucks exiting the Ambassador
Bridge bypass the customs and tolls plazas for cars and enter their primary and secondary
customs and tolls plazas located east of the car plaza. If the trucks pass the primary and secondary
customs, they travel west on Fort Street and gain access to the interstate system by heading north
on Clark Street. There is also local access to the duty free shops for outbound traffic from I-75,
East Service Drive, and Porter Street. See Appendix B for exact locations.

In Canada, the Ambassador Bridge terminates directly into the tolls and primary customs plazas
near the University of Windsor in Windsor, Ontario. The facilities are bounded by Huron Church
Road on the west, Northway Avenue on the east, Tecumseh Road on the north, and College
Avenue on the south. Once cars exit the Ambassador Bridge, they enter the primary customs and
tolls facilities and then exit onto Huron Church Road. The secondary customs facility and duty
free shops are found in a separate facility to the southeast. Trucks exiting the Ambassador Bridge
also enter primary customs and tolls, exit onto Huron Church Road, and proceed to the secondary
customs facility. From the secondary customs facility, the trucks have access to Highway 401 via
Huron Church Road. There is local access to the bridge from Wyandotte Street and Huron Church
Road.

1.4 Proposed Enhancements

DIBC/CTC has determined that the enhancement of the existing Ambassador Bridge crossing is
feasible and desirable. The enhancement would include a new six lane cable-stayed bridge
located in the same corridor and adjacent to the existing Ambassador Bridge, consistent with the
approved and ongoing Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project. This new bridge would tie directly
into the existing plazas in both Canada and the United States without the need for modification to
their currently approved and permitted configuration. The proposed bridge would run roughly
parallel to the existing Ambassador Bridge. The width of the proposed bridge is set to allow
transition directly into the connection points in both the United States and Canadian plazas and to
provide the necessary safety shoulders that are not present on the existing structure.

The proposed bridge consists of six lanes of traffic with three in each direction. The outside lanes
in each direction would be dedicated to low risk commercial traffic that participates in the FAST
program. The inside lanes would be for automobiles and other commercial traffic to the tolls and
primary customs with flexibility preserved for all types of vehicular operations. The use of the
center lanes would depend on the traffic needs of the moment and could be for both trucks and
cars or trucks only depending on the traffic mix at any given time.

Once the proposed companion bridge is operational, the existing Ambassador Bridge will be
taken out of service, then rehabilitated, maintained and used for redundancy, emergency traffic
and approved public events.

Appendix B contains detailed drawings and descriptions of the Proposed Project. These drawings
have been prepared as preliminary design to quantify potential impacts. All existing roads and
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streets in both the United States and Canada would remain open and will continue to function as
they currently operate. The Proposed Project does not entail any changes to these roads.

1.5 Complementary Enhancements

1.5.1 Gateway- MDOT and DIBC/CTC

As part of the previously approved Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project (Gateway Project), the
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) is now undertaking reconstruction of the
connections between the Ambassador Bridge inspection plaza and the Interstate highway network
to provide direct access between the bridge and I-75 and 1-96. The Gateway Project, which is
being funded with federal monies through the Federal Highway Administration, as well as state
and DIBC funds, was designed to accommodate a second bridge adjacent to the existing bridge.
For example, the January 1997 Environmental Assessment and Programmatic Section 4(f)
Evaluation prepared for the Gateway Project by the Michigan Department of Transportation
states that the project will “[alJccommodate future border crossing capacity needs and a potential
future second span of the Ambassador Bridge located west of and adjacent to the existing bridge
(page 1-1).” The Gateway Project is scheduled to be completed and opened to traffic in 20009.
This project will be completed before construction would begin on the second bridge.

The Gateway Project is designed so that trucks will be prohibited from exiting onto the local
streets around the plaza area, as is now the case. Instead, trucks will be required to enter the
interstate system as they exit from the inspection/toll plaza. Specifically, truck traffic will exit the
Ambassador Bridge using a right exit ramp and enter the primary and secondary customs and toll
plaza currently in use. If they pass the customs inspection, the truck traffic will exit the plaza onto
a new road currently under construction that parallels Fort Street and circles around the proposed
new bridge plaza and connects to the interstate system. Automobile traffic will exit the
Ambassador Bridge using a three-lane, left exit ramp and enter the primary customs and toll plaza
currently in use. If they pass, the automobile traffic will proceed to either local roads or an
entrance ramp to the interstate system. Traffic entering the proposed bridge would enter through
the proposed toll plaza and access an on-ramp that circles around the toll and bridge plaza and
connects to the proposed bridge. No modifications to Fort Street are proposed.

The Gateway Project will also improve the United States customs facilities associated with the
Ambassador Bridge. As part of the ongoing Gateway Project, DIBC/CTC will reconfigure the
plaza operations as shown in Appendix B. Some plaza activities prior to entering the Ambassador
Bridge will be relocated to the west of the bridge. The location of the tolls and customs plaza will
remain near the same location for traffic heading into the United States. The revised plaza
configuration is bounded by the interstate system to the north, Fort Street to the south, 25" Street
to the west, and the Ambassador Bridge to the east. See Appendix B for exact locations and
details.
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1.5.2 Windsor Bridge Plaza Expansion

The Ambassador Bridge Company has and continues to work together with the Canada Border
Services Agency (CBSA) to reduce congestion, increase safety and facilitate processing of all
vehicles in an efficient manner. Several programs are underway and have been successfully
implemented to reduce the processing time required by CBSA. New initiatives are currently being
discussed between the Ambassador Bridge Company and the CBSA. The Windsor Plaza was
expanded in 2006 to include three additional customs booths and in 2007, work was completed on
six additional customs booths, bringing the total to nine (9) new customs booths at the Windsor
Plaza. Separate and apart from the Proposed Project, a green buffer zone is also being proposed as
part of the ongoing Windsor Plaza expansion project for safety and security reasons and to
mitigate the impacts of noise and lighting on surrounding residential land uses.

The cause of truck backups on Huron Church Road and around the Canadian Plaza can be
attributed in part to the backups and delays associated with the U.S. customs and tolls plaza.
Therefore, the construction of the Gateway Project in the United States as described in Section
1.5.1, which will provide direct connections to the U.S. Interstate System as well as improve the
plaza function and operation, should help to reduce truck backups in the Canadian Plaza for
vehicles bound for the United States.

The improvements recently made to the Windsor Plaza have the flexibility to meet future needs.
The existing Windsor Plaza, which has already undergone modifications unrelated to the
companion bridge, will be able to accommodate the companion bridge. No aspect of the Proposed
Project contemplates or requires further expansion to the Windsor Plaza.

1.6 Traffic

One purpose of the ABEP is to upgrade the existing crossing to meet current criteria for lane and
shoulder widths and to include FAST lanes on the new structure at the request of the U.S. and
Canadian governments. Cross border traffic studies in the region have been conducted by several
agencies including the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), the Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO), and Transport Canada
(TC). During the preparation of the Environmental Assessment for the Ambassador Bridge
Gateway Project, MDOT and FHWA projected that approximately 18 million vehicles, including
14,175,000 autos and 3,850,000 trucks and buses, would use the Ambassador Bridge in 2015.

More recent traffic studies have been completed under the auspices of the Detroit River
International Crossing Study (DRIC), which is a bi-national study of the possibility of
constructing a new crossing of the Detroit River. The DRIC Study participants are the Federal
Highway Administration, the Michigan Department of Transportation, Transport Canada, and the
Ontario Ministry of Transportation. Three relevant reports have been posted on the DRIC website
at http://www.partnershipborderstudy.com/. The first report, “Detroit River International Crossing
Study Travel Demand Forecasts” was completed in September 2005 and established the total

Page 9



Final Environmental Assessment
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project

cross border unconstrained travel demand. The projected traffic volumes in the study are based on
the estimated demand for travel across the river and are not constrained.

The total 2030 cross border traffic demand in the region was found to be 35,055,000 by this study
and is shown in Figure 2 along with the projected distribution and profile of that total volume
distributed among the existing crossings in the region.

Figure 2 - Projected Regional Traffic in 2030
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The second relevant report prepared by the DRIC is a January 2007 Level 2 Traffic Operations
Study, which is also posted on the DRIC website. This level 2 Analysis determined how the same
total cross border demand volume of 35,055,000 vehicles would be redistributed to the crossing
points if a new six lane facility (presumably to be constructed as a consequence of the DRIC
Study) were introduced between Detroit and Windsor.

2,100,000 Cars
7,105,000 Trucks
16,105,000 TOTAL

This 2030 projected redistribution is shown in Figure 3 and indicates that traffic would be
reduced at the Blue Water Bridge between Port Huron and Sarnia by 266,000 vehicles, mostly
trucks.
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Figure 3 - Projected Regional Traffic in 2030 with Six Additional Lanes
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This difference in vehicle crossings results from the fact that vehicles crossing the border with an
origin point and a destination point outside the region may choose from several crossings without
significantly affecting their travel distance. For example, the travel distance between London,
Ontario and Chicago, Illinois is 391 miles (629 km) when using the Ambassador Bridge and 393
miles (632 km) when using the Blue Water Bridge. This Level 2 Analysis indicates that
approximately 266,000 vehicles would choose to cross at a new six lane facility were it
introduced into the region between Detroit and Windsor rather than at the Blue Water Bridge.

The third and final report prepared by the DRIC is a December 2008 Level 3 Traffic Analysis
Technical Report. This Level 3 Report included minor revisions to the roadway network in the
vicinity of the proposed DRIC and Ambassador Bridge crossing and was intended to determine
the AM, Midday and PM peak hourly volumes that are anticipated to cross the Detroit River in
Year 2035 via the Blue Water Bridge, the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel, the Ambassador Bridge and
the New DRIC Crossing. These projections were based on the original demand based volumes as
determined in the Level 1 and 2 reports and take into account both the No-Build and Build
scenarios.

In calculating the Peak Hour VVolumes for the Ambassador Bridge, the volumes from the DRIC
Level 3 Report were used along with the conservative assumption that by adding two FAST lanes
on the Ambassador Bridge, it would draw the same number of vehicles from other crossings as
the New 6-lane DRIC Crossing. The methodology used in this analysis took the Year 2035
volumes provided in the Level 3 Report and reduced them to Year 2030 volumes using the
growth rates of 0.6% for cars and 2% for trucks as was given in previous DRIC reports. To
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estimate the anticipated traffic volumes on the Ambassador Bridge in Year 2030, the DRIC no-
build Ambassador Bridge volumes were combined with the anticipated diversion traffic to the
New DRIC Crossing from the Blue Water Bridge and the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel. This diversion
traffic was calculated by simply taking the difference in traffic at these two facilities when
comparing the build versus no-build scenarios. The resulting volumes for the Ambassador Bridge
are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 — Year 2030 Peak Hour VVolumes at Ambassador Bridge based on DRIC Level 3 Report

Year 2030 Peak Hour Volumes Ambassador Bridge Only - Including Diversion from BWB and DWT
US to Canada Canada to US Total
AM Peak 350 2130 2480
Cars Midday Peak 725 646 1371
PM Peak 2065 765 2830
AM Peak 508 602 1110
Trucks Midday Peak 1071 612 1683
PM Peak 935 497 1432
AM Peak 858 2732 3590
Total Midday Peak 1796 1258 3054
PM Peak 3000 1262 4262
AM Peak 1620 3635 5255
Total PCE's |[Midday Peak 3403 2176 5579
PM Peak 4403 2008 6410

*1 Truck = 2.5 PCE (Passenger Car Equivalents)

Based on an analysis of this Level 3 Report, the PM peak hour shows the worst case in terms of
total traffic with approximately 1,432 trucks and approximately 2,830 cars resulting in 6410
PCE’s crossing the Ambassador Bridge during the year 2030 PM peak hour.

For purposes of evaluating the environmental impacts of the ABEP, a worst-case scenario was
used. Specifically, the entire projected demand-based volumes from the DRIC studies were used
without reduction. These unconstrained demand-based volumes were then inflated by the entire
additional volume predicted to be captured from the Blue Water Bridge and the Detroit-Windsor
Tunnel by the DRIC Level 2 and 3 Analysis, even though the ABEP would only add two lanes to
the system, rather than the six lanes assumed in the DRIC analysis and even though those two
additional lanes at the Ambassador Bridge are restricted to FAST traffic. Based on these
conservative assumptions, an upper bound 2030 volume using the ABEP is established at
7,358,000 trucks and 9,113,000 cars for a total of 16,471,000 vehicles.

Since the unconstrained demand volumes were used, as well as the entire volume redistributed
from the Blue Water Bridge and the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel, this volume is reasonably
considered the upper bound for cross border traffic at the Ambassador Bridge. In fact, that the
actual 2007 volumes experienced at the Ambassador Bridge were approximately 15% lower than
that projected in the 2004 DRIC study, underscoring that the numbers used for the analysis here
were likely higher than would actually be experienced. The use of high-end traffic volume
assumptions is not unreasonable for a project such as the ABEP to determine whether there would
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be any exceedence of the standards and requirements related to air quality and noise resulting
from the assumed level of traffic using the facility.

For a comparison of the volumes used in the DRIC Level 3 Study and those used for the Air
Quiality and Noise Analysis in this study, see Sections 3.10 and 3.11 respectively.

1.6.1 Traffic Accident Report

During the commenting process on the Draft Environmental Assessment, the Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG) on July 10, 2007 requested accident data. Ambassador
Bridge traffic crash data for the time period from May 2003 to December 2007 was obtained from
the Detroit International Bridge Company. Some of the information included the lighting
condition, road surface condition, crash type and injuries.

Based on the data examined, the following observations were made about the crash
characteristics:

There were 66 recorded traffic accidents on or immediately approaching the existing Ambassador
Bridge in Detroit and Windsor.

The most common type of crash was sideswipe collisions (56 percent).
Approximately 79 percent of the crashes occurred when the road surface was dry.
The majority (56 percent) of crashes occurred during daylight hours.

Only 6 percent of the reported crashes resulted in an injury.

A summary of the major crash characteristics is included in Table 2.
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Table 2 - Major Crash Characteristics

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Darkness 14 5 7 3 3
Daylight 10 5 3 2 2

Dawn 0 3 0 0 0

Dusk 1 2 0 1 2

Lighting Condition N/A 0 1 1 0 1
Dry Pavement 21 12 10 4 5
Wet Pavement 4 2 1 2 1

Snow 0 1 0 0 1

Pavement Condition N/A 0 1 0 0 1

Sideswipe 19 6 6 1 5
Rear End 3 3 3 2 0
Backing Up 3 2 0 2 2
Other Crash Type 0 5 2 1 1
Injuries 1 1 1 0 1
Total 25 16 11 6 8

1.6.2 Compatibility with Transportation and Comprehensive Plans

The existing facility has been in service for nearly 80 years and has grown to become the busiest
commercial land border crossing between the United States and Canada. The primary purpose of
the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is to ensure that current operations can
continue for the 21% century as the existing bridge has provided service for most of the 20"
century. In addition, the Proposed Project will provide dedicated lanes for low risk truck travelers
that are important to both countries. The Enhancement Project is fully compatible with the
Gateway Project on the U.S. side of the bridge and with the Windsor Bridge Plaza Expansion
project on the Canadian side of the bridge and does not require any additional modifications to
these operations. The SEMCOG has evaluated the project for consistency with the Regional
Transportation Plan. On June 26, 2008, the SEMCOG General Assembly amended the 2030
Regional Transportation Plan for Southeast Michigan to include the Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project conditional upon the identification of the preferred alternative on the
Canadian side by the appropriate Canadian officials.

1.6.3 Maximum Operating Scenario

Under all western operating scenarios and alternatives, the portion of the existing bridge located
north of Fort Street will continue to be used in the operation of the facility since the existing
bridge contains a horizontal "S" curve located west of the existing bridge and north of Fort Street.
This portion is referred to as the “Constrained Segment.” The three US bound traffic lanes are
filtered onto the existing bridge in this constrained segment that has a travel way of 47' that will
consist of two 12' travel lanes, one 11' travel lane, an 8' outside shoulder and a 4' inside shoulder.
Upon completion of the Gateway Project, Canada bound vehicles will exit the interstate system
and pass through fifteen toll booths before merging down to three 16° wide lanes with an 8’
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outside shoulder and a 4’ inside shoulder resulting 60’ between the traffic barriers. The 16’ wide
lanes will taper down to 12’ wide as they approach the beginning of the Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project and the outside shoulder will increase from 8’ to 20°. The 10' of additional
space on the outside shoulder will be used for snow removal and as a staging and storage area for
maintenance and inspection equipment and personnel to conduct necessary operations on the new
cable stayed bridge. At the point where the new bridge connects to the existing bridge and the
ramp constructed under the Gateway Project, the bridge is approximately 75’ above the existing
ground as shown in the elevation view in Figure 4.

The new western three lane alternatives will be constructed directly adjacent to the existing
bridge north of Fort Street and the new western six lane alternatives will have the NB lanes tie
directly into the side of the existing bridge. This means that under all alternatives considered,
there will be a maximum of six lanes operational north of Fort Street. Just as they do today, the
number of customs booths in operation and their processing times will continue to control the
volume of traffic that the entire facility can process (See Figure 4). Further, since a portion of the
facility contains of only 6 lanes, the maximum volume of traffic that can travel through the
facility would be limited to the maximum volume that can be carried by this six lane Section even
if no customs booths were present. This was discussed during a meeting held September 20, 2007
between the Coast Guard, SEMCOG and EPA. Letters regarding this issue are also included in
Appendix | letter to EPA, SEMCOG and FHA dated, October 29, 2007.

Figure 4 shows the elevated constrained segment and operating scenario for the ABEP. This
scenario can only support six lanes of traffic. Under normal operations, shown as Scenario 1 in
Figure 4, all traffic will be using the new six lane bridge and access to the existing bridge will be
closed. In cases where there is an impediment to traffic on the NB lanes of the new structure,
those lanes will be closed and NB traffic will be rerouted to the existing bridge (2). In cases
where there is an impediment to traffic on the SB lanes of the new bridge, those lanes will be
closed and the SB traffic will be rerouted to the lanes on the new bridge that normally carry NB
traffic while that NB traffic is rerouted to the existing bridge (3). In either case, once the
impediment to traffic is removed, the traffic will be returned to normal operation with all traffic
using the new bridge. By constructing and operating the facility in such a manner, maximum
flexibility to maintain the free flow of traffic will be afforded at all times except in those cases in
which the impediment to traffic were to occur directly in the short section where only maximum
of six lanes will continue to exist.
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Figure 4 - Diagram Highlighting Maximum 6 Lane Operating Scenario
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1.7 Land Ownership

DIBC owns most of the property required for the construction of the Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project and currently are in the process of acquiring the necessary remaining
property rights for the project. Currently, negotiations are in progress for property rights to
parcels owned by the City of Detroit, i.e. bridge support piers location. The completion of these
negotiations is subject to determination of whether the property will be owned by DIBC or
whether an easement will be granted. All property or rights will be acquired before construction
is begun. No residences will be relocated in the United States.

1.8 Finance Plan

DIBC will finance the costs of constructing the second bridge through the issuance of debt
securities. The companies have retained Citigroup Global Markets Inc., (“Citigroup”) to act as
their financial advisors with respect to developing the plan for financing the construction of the
second bridge. Citigroup is assisting both companies in identifying the best source of funds for
the Proposed Project and structuring the terms and conditions of the financing so as to maximize
the creditworthiness and marketability of the debt securities to be issued by the special-purpose
entities.

The companies are currently in the process of seeking a state sponsor and will be working with
the United States Department of Transportation to gain authorization to issue United States
income tax exempt “Private Activity Bonds” to finance construction of the second bridge. The
Private Activity Bonds would be issued pursuant to Section 11143 of Title XI of the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act, commonly referred to as “SAFETEA-
LU”. Alternative financing measures are also being considered. The federal, provincial and state
governments of both countries will not be expected to contribute funds towards the design or
construction of the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project.
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1.9 Contacts
Proponents Name

The proponents of the Proposed Project are the Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC)
and the Canadian Transit Company (CTC).

Project Contacts

Dan Stamper, President Thomas “Skip” McMahon, Special Projects
Detroit International Bridge Company Canadian Transit Company

12225 Stephens 780 Huron Church Road, Suite 202
Warren, MI 48089 Windsor, Ontario N9C 2K2

Tel 586-939-7000 Tel 519-977-0700

Fax 586-755-8924 Fax 519-977-1262

Email laura@ambassadorbridge.com Email: skip@canadiantransit.com
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2.0 Alternatives Analysis

The purpose of the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is to replace an aging bridge within
the existing Ambassador Bridge corridor, allowing traffic now using that international corridor to
continue to tie into the existing inspection plazas and road networks, while achieving the
efficiency, safety and other benefits offered by a more modern, six-lane bridge. The application
received by the USCG identified the scope of the project as modifying a bridge facility within an
existing corridor.

For this reason, the USCG has determined that studying alternative locations where a bridge
might be built across the Detroit River does not meet the purpose and need of the project. In
addition, the Coast Guard’s role in connection with this privately-funded project is limited to
approving or denying DIBC’s application to build a new bridge adjacent to the existing
Ambassador Bridge.

All of the alternatives analyzed for the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Ambassador
Bridge Enhancement Project were alternatives within the existing Ambassador Bridge Corridor.
A total of thirteen potential alternatives for the Proposed Project were identified. They are:

No-Build

Construct a Suspension Bridge

Three new lanes west “twin” (SB) provide 3 lanes (NB) on existing structure
Three new lanes east (NB) provide 3 lanes (SB) on existing structure

Three new lanes west (SB) provide 3 lanes (NB) on existing structure

Six new lanes west of existing facility

Six new lanes east of existing facility

Construct a Cable Stay Bridge

Three new lanes east (NB) provide 3 lanes (SB) on existing structure
Three new lanes west (SB) provide 3 lanes (NB) on existing structure
Six new lanes east of existing facility

Six new lanes west of existing facility
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Construct a Tunnel

Three new lanes east (NB) provide 3 lanes (SB) on existing structure
Three new lanes west (SB) provide 3 lanes (NB) on existing structure
Three new lanes east (NB) and 3 new lanes west (SB)

2.1 Build Alternative

2.1.1 Project Location

The Proposed Project extends approximately 6,200 ft (1,890 m) in length between Detroit,
Michigan, United States and Windsor, Ontario, Canada. The entire Project is located within UTM
Zone 17 and falls between the following NAD 1983 coordinates:

Table 3 - UTM Coordinates

Location | Northing | Easting

Southwest Corner 4685333.573 329341.561
Southeast Corner 4685560.670 329798.526
Northwest Corner 4687046.737 328555.151
Northeast Corner 4687257.383 328919.180

2.1.2 Project Components and Structure

The major component of the preferred alternative resulting from the alternatives analysis
(discussed in Sections 2.2 through 2.4) for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project, is the
construction of a six-lane cable stayed bridge west of the existing Ambassador Bridge connecting
Detroit, Michigan, United States with Windsor, Ontario, Canada. The bridge will connect directly
into the existing plazas in Detroit and Windsor. No modifications will be required in the plazas
which have been designed to accept this bridge.

The Proposed Projects’ preferred alternative is a bridge approximately 6,200 ft (1,890 m) in
length with about 2,200 ft (670 m) traversing the Detroit River from tower to tower. The bridge
will provide a minimum vertical clearance of 162.57 ft (49 m) above the Detroit River within the
clearance envelope as required by the United States Coast Guard (USCG), and will exceed the
minimum vertical clearance requirements for deep draft navigation.. The location of the United
States tower will be approximately 100 ft (30 m) north of the Detroit River. The location of the
Canadian tower will be approximately 100 ft (30 m) south of the Detroit River. The height of
each tower will be approximately 544 ft (165.7 m) above existing ground.

The total width of the bridge will be approximately 105 ft (32 m). Each of the six lanes will be 12
ft (3.6 m) wide. The bridge will have sufficient width to accommodate two shoulders in each
direction. The outside shoulders will be 10 ft (3.0 m) wide and the inside shoulders 4 ft (1.2 m)
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wide. There will be no sidewalk on the bridge. Figure 5 below highlights a typical cross-section
of the proposed bridge.

Figure 5 - Typical Section

.l =

THAICAL SECTION

The bridge will be a cable-stayed bridge supported on cast-in-place concrete substructure
elements with deep foundations founded on rock. The bridge deck will be constructed using
precast or cast-in-place concrete with expansion joints at the ends of the cable stayed spans and
supported on either steel or concrete beams and stringers. A preliminary design profile of the
bridge approaches requires a maximum grade of 5.0% on the north approach and 4.55% on the
south approach.

2.1.3 Construction Plan

No permanent construction support facilities will be required. During construction of the
Proposed Project, temporary concrete production or other processes supporting construction of
the bridge will likely be necessary. Such facilities will be located as close as practicable to the
new bridge location to avoid undo impacts that may occur as a result of the transport of such
materials through the communities surrounding the facility. Raw materials for the production of
concrete or other construction materials will be obtained from local sources and will be handled
and used in a manner that is consistent with established regulatory requirements. No fill will be
required since the entire Proposed Project consists of a bridge structure, and the only excavation
necessary will be that associated with the construction of the foundations supporting the
substructure elements as shown in the conceptual design plans in Appendix B.

All construction activities associated with the Proposed Project will comply with the applicable
regulations, standards and policies established by the responsible government agencies in the
United States and Canada. Compliance includes establishment of proper spill prevention and
containment measures and an approved erosion and stormwater control plan.

The sequence for construction will begin with site preparation, which includes the mobilization of
construction equipment to build the foundations and substructure; utility location verification;
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construction of required stormwater pollution protection facilities; clearing and grubbing of the
worksites; and any other site preparatory work necessary to begin the construction of the
foundations and substructure. Upon completion of the necessary site preparation work,
installation of drilled shafts and piles will begin. Activities, such as pile driving, that create noise
and vibration will be restricted to appropriate hours to minimize impacts to residents.

Once the pile and drilled shaft foundations have been installed, construction of the cast-in-place
concrete footers will begin to provide a stable base foundation for construction of the piers and
the towers. Once the concrete footings have gained adequate strength to support the construction
of the substructure, erection of the concrete columns for the piers will begin. Construction of the
base of the towers will also begin at this time and continue in phases up to the level of the bridge
deck. Finally, the portion of the towers above the bridge deck will be constructed to allow for the
installation of the cable stays necessary to support the superstructure.

Once the tower piers have been constructed, the cable stays will be installed incrementally with
balanced erection of the superstructure on either side of the towers. Each cable will be installed in
a symmetrical fashion in both the horizontal and longitudinal directions. That is, cables will be
added simultaneously on each side of the superstructure and on each side of the tower bent such
that the superstructure is incrementally extended from both towers in both directions. Erection of
the cables will continue until the balanced cantilevers from each tower meet at mid-span over the
river and closure is achieved. Since the back span is being constructed simultaneously with the
main span in order to balance the erection of the superstructure on each side of the tower, closure
at the expansion piers adjacent to the land-based approach spans will also be achieved at this
time.

All construction of the substructure and the land-based superstructure approach spans will take
place from land. Construction of the cable supported spans over the river will take place from
above with necessary materials delivered by barges in the Detroit River or from land based
operations as appropriate. No temporary works or other structures will be constructed in the river.
This issue is addressed in greater detail in Section 3.3, Water Use and Navigation. Coordination
with the United States and Canadian local, state, provincial and federal authorities will continue
throughout the course of the project to ensure adequate protection of the aquatic environment of
the Detroit River. Conventional construction techniques are anticipated for all aspects of the
construction, and no blasting will be required during any phase of construction.

2.1.4 Resource / Production Materials

The entire Proposed Project is an elevated structure and will require little or no fill. Some minor
excavations will take place for the construction of the towers and piers with material disposed of
appropriately and in accordance with applicable regulations. Construction materials will include
aggregate, wood, steel, concrete, asphalt, and other commonly available materials that will be
readily available. These materials will not be required in such a quantity as to result in a burden
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on regional or national supplies. No additional permanent use of water will result from the
project.

Waste Disposal

Construction activities will generate typical construction waste products requiring disposal.
Management of solid waste is not expected to be an issue but if necessary will be in accordance
with industry best management practices and will comply with applicable Canadian and United
States statutory requirements.

2.1.5 Cost and Scheduling

Cost

The cost to design and build the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is estimated
to be $500 million. Funding for the Proposed Project was addressed in Section 1.0.

Scheduling

The preliminary design of the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project was completed
to assess potential impacts and final design and is expected to be completed within 24 months.
Construction is scheduled to begin following design and is anticipated to be completed within 36
months for a total of five years for both design and construction.

2.1.6 Current Status

The current status of the Proposed Project is outlined in this document. A feasibility study has
been conducted and DIBC has determined that the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is
necessary to ensure that the free flow of people and goods at this critical border crossing is
maintained for the long term. An Environmental Assessment has been prepared in the US and an
Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared in Canada. Figure 6 below outlines the
processes being followed in both countries. In the US, the EA process will be completed and it is
anticipated a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be issued. In Canada, the EA
process will conclude with a decision issued by the Responsible Authorities (RA’s). After
receiving both of these approvals and completion of final design, permits will be sought and
construction will begin.
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Figure 6 - NEPA and CEAA Processes
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2.2 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative consists of simply maintaining the existing Ambassador Bridge while
providing only routine maintenance. Enhancements to the existing service plazas and customs
facilities will still need to be made and are proceeding under the ongoing Gateway project. While
these types of enhancements could improve operations and efficiency in processing vehicles at
the existing facilities in the short-term, they will not eliminate the need for repairs to the existing
80 year-old structure. In addition, the No-Build Alternative does not provide for the redundancy
needed to facilitate evacuation in the case of an emergency such as terrorist attack, environmental
disasters, or traffic accidents.

The absence of the dedicated FAST lanes and adequate safety shoulders on the existing bridge
results in major traffic backups when any impediment to traffic flow is encountered. This
problem will continue to grow over time and will adversely impact trade and contribute to air and
noise pollution resulting from traffic congestion and idling trucks and buses.

Furthermore, capital costs associated with the No-Build Alternative are also increasing every year
as more and more repair and maintenance is required on the existing bridge and these repairs
must be completed while the bridge continues to carry traffic. Billions of dollars will eventually
be lost each year by both the U.S. and Canadian economies in trade and economic growth due to
the constraints of the existing bridge and lack of dedicated FAST lanes.

2.3 Build Operating Scenarios

Two different operating scenarios were evaluated. These operating scenarios include either a new
six lane facility with the existing bridge serving special purposes and as a redundant resource, or
a new three lane facility serving southbound or northbound traffic, depending on whether this
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location is constructed either east or west of the new bridge, while renovating and reconfiguring
the existing bridge to carry traffic in the opposite direction.

2.3.1 New Six-Lane Structure

Under this operating scenario, once the new structure is constructed, traffic will be removed from
the existing bridge and relocated to the new structure. This would then allow the existing
structure to be renovated without impacting the flow of traffic through the facility. Once the
existing structure is renovated, it will be used for special purposes as well as serving as a
redundant resource in event traffic is impeded on the new structure.

This scenario would provide lanes in reserve that could be made available in the case of a terrorist
act or other events that would cause the new structure to be unavailable to carry traffic. Having
these lanes in reserve would limit the negative impacts to the economies of both countries should
the flow of trade across this vital border crossing be impeded. It would also allow for the
construction of a state-of-the-art structure for the day-to-day use for all traffic through the facility.

DIBC is proposing to use the existing bridge as a back-up resource only and do not propose to use
both bridges concurrently. Both bridges could not be used simultaneously without substantial
modifications to both the U.S. and Canadian plazas (See Figure 4), which would require separate
government approvals and a separate NEPA review (See Appendix I, letter from USCG to
SEMCOG, USEPA, dated October 29, 2007).

2.3.2 New Three-Lane Structure

In this alternative, a new three lane structure with full safety shoulders would be built. All traffic
would then be moved to the new structure that would temporarily use the shoulders to allow four
lanes of traffic to utilize the facility consistent with the lanes in use today. Once traffic is removed
from the existing bridge, it will be renovated and reconfigured so that upon completion it can be
placed back into service to carry three lanes of traffic in one direction with the fourth lane used as
shoulders. The new bridge and the newly renovated bridge would then operate together with three
lanes of traffic on each structure carrying traffic in one direction. Both bridges would contain a
FAST lane for low risk truck travelers.

The width of the travel way on the existing bridge is 47 ft (14.3 m) with an additional 8 ft (2.4 m)
wide raised pedestrian walkway. In order to provide the necessary configuration, the lanes would
be reconfigured to provide two 12 ft lanes for the trucks, an 11 ft lane for the cars, an 8 ft outside
shoulder and a 4 ft inside shoulder. In order to continue to indefinitely support current and future
day-to-day truck traffic, the full rehabilitation of the bridge is expected to require the full
replacement of many of the primary load carrying structural elements of the superstructure. Full
superstructure replacement may be the most cost effective solution to significantly extend the life
span of the existing bridge. Under this scenario, the new project would be completed in two
separate phases: the construction of the new structure, followed by the renovation of the existing
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structure. The construction schedule is expected to be significantly longer than the construction of
a single new six-lane structure.

Environmental impacts of a new three-lane structure would be minimal. Visual impacts would be
reduced compared to other build alternatives. The new-three lane structure would have a similar
width to the existing bridge and would therefore appear closer in scale to the existing structure.
The significance of this narrower width for the three-lane structure is somewhat diminished
because the height of the towers and the cables will be much greater on the new structure in order
to avoid environmental, hydraulic and navigational impacts in the Detroit River.

2.4 Structural Alternatives

Alternatives considered feasible for the river crossing structure include a suspension bridge
similar to the existing Ambassador Bridge, a cable-stayed bridge and a tunnel. The six main
criteria used to evaluate structural alternatives were Environmental Impacts, Economic Impacts,
Functionality, Construction Impacts, Security Lifecycle Costs, Navigational Impacts and
Relocations (Table 4).

Environmental Impacts included an assessment of potential impacts of each alternative to the
following areas of concern: Socioeconomics; Land Use; Water Use; Visual Quality and
Aesthetics; Cultural and Archeological Resources; Topography, Geology and Soils; Surface
Water Resources; Aquatic Ecology; Terrestrial Ecosystems; Air Quality; Noise; and Hazardous
Waste and Brownfield Sites. All of the issues identified above were assessed in the Draft
Environmental Assessment that was released for public review in April 2007. Since the traffic
volumes for the build and the no build alternatives are identical and all build alternatives are in
very close proximity to each other, a single comprehensive air quality assessment and noise
analysis was conducted and used for all alternatives. Since the tunnel alternatives did not rank
high in the selection of a preferred alternative, a refinement of the air quality assessment with
concentration of emissions at tunnel venting points was not warranted.

Economic Impacts included an assessment of which construction sequence, operating scenario
and structure will provide the most efficient, uninterrupted movement of goods that will allow for
continued economic viability and trade between Canada and the United States.

Functionality addressed how each proposed scenario and alternative alignment works best with
the existing infrastructure within the region, including previously approved projects such as the
Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project and the Windsor Plaza expansion projects (see Section 1.5),
provides for optimal design and modern standards and modern security needs, includes standard
border crossing features such as FAST lanes.

Construction Impacts evaluated which alternative would be the least disruptive to the existing
and future environment during the construction phase.
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Security evaluated the overall safety of each structure and alternative, both during construction
and ongoing operation and maintenance.

Lifecycle Costs assessed the overall cost of each alternative (including construction) both now
and in the future to determine whether or not the alternative provided an economically viable
solution to the future needs of the region we well as maintaining the economic viability of the
Project Proponents.

2.4.1 Suspension Bridge

With the south tower of the existing Ambassador Bridge located in the waters of the Detroit
River, the construction of a true “twin” bridge with a main span length of 1,850 ft would also
require the placement of the new Canadian tower in the river. This might have resulted in adverse
environmental impacts and is also considered undesirable from a navigational, safety and security
perspective.

The superstructure for suspension bridges is supported by vertical cables connected to a main
catenary cable on each side which is draped over the main towers and then anchored in a large
mass anchor pier. Each of these catenary cables must be present in order to maintain the integrity
of the bridge and the removal of any one of them will almost certainly result in the catastrophic
failure of the superstructure. Consequently, suspension bridges have the unfavorable
characteristic of containing less redundancy than cable stayed bridges. Figure 7 provides a simple
representation of how suspension bridges function.

Figure 7 - Simple Profile of a Suspension Bridge
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In order to span the entire width of the river and avoid encroachment on the floodplain,
destruction of habitat in the river and navigational impacts to shipping, a span length of
approximately 2,200 ft is required. This would require taller towers than are present on the
existing bridge. The construction costs of suspension bridges with a main unsupported span
length less than 3,000 ft are generally greater than the costs for cable stayed bridges and less than
the cost for a tunnel. With towers of greater height than the existing structure, even though the
cable system will be similar to the geometric shape to the existing system, it will not necessarily
compliment the existing architecture since the shape will look significantly different. Several
different types of towers could be constructed with the suspension bridge alternative. Figures 8 to
17 provide conceptual renderings and plan views of five possible suspension bridge alternatives.
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Three Lane West “Twin” Suspension Bridge

Figure 8 - Three Lane West ""Twin'* Suspension Bridge (Rendering)

Figure 9 - Three Lane West ""Twin"" Suspension Bridge (Plan View)

Page 29



Final Environmental Assessment
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project

Three Lane West Suspension Bridge

Figure 10 - Three Lane West Suspension Bridge (Rendering)
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Three Lane East Suspension Bridge

Figure 12 - Three Lane East Suspension Bridge (Rendering)
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Six Lane East Suspension Bridge

Figure 14 - Six Lane East Suspension Bridge (Rendering)
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Six Lane West Suspension Bridge

Figure 16 - Six Lane West Suspension Bridge (Rendering)
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2.4.2 Cable-Stayed Bridge

With current technologies, cable-stayed bridges are economically competitive for span lengths
from less than 600 ft to up to and even greater than 3,000 ft. In order to span the entire width of
the river and avoid encroachment on the floodplain, destruction of habitat in the river and
navigational impacts to shipping, a span length of approximately 2,200 ft is required. Cable-
stayed bridges are extremely resilient and resistant to failure since they contain considerable
internal structural redundancy. This means that such structures are very robust and can withstand
failures of one or more cables without a catastrophic failure of the bridge. This represents a
significant improvement in the security of the crossing when compared to a suspension bridge or
tunnel. Figure 18 below provides a simple representation of how cable-stay bridges function.

Figure 18 — Simple Profile of Cable-Stayed Bridge

Elevation View L Tower

Stay Cable | Superstructure

The durability of cable stayed bridges is also superior since a very large portion of the structure is
in a state of compression. Even under live loading, most of the structure does not exhibit the
unfavorable aspects associated with tension in a concrete structure. This means that the
reinforcing steel within the concrete is much less susceptible to the detrimental effects of
moisture and other corrosive agents, thereby dramatically improving the durability and life span
of the bridge.

Since the superstructure for a cable stayed bridge is built from the deck level and does not require
any temporary works or structures within the river or the floodplain, no negative environmental
impacts associated with these activities are anticipated during construction.

Construction costs for a cable stayed structure are expected to be the lowest of the structural
alternatives considered feasible.

Due to the increase in span length required to bridge the entire river and in order to effectively
carry the load of the superstructure, the height of the towers for the cable stayed bridge will need
to be greater than the towers on the existing bridge. In addition, the cables will be erected in a
modified fan shape rather than with the catenary cables supporting vertical hangers that are
present on the existing bridge, and therefore have a significantly different appearance.
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The existing Ambassador Bridge contained the longest cable suspension bridge span in the world
when it was built. A new cable-stayed Ambassador Bridge will have the longest cable-stayed
bridge span length in North America when it is built. The two structures will provide a striking
side-by-side visualization of what was the state-of-the-art for the 20th century and what is the
state-of-the-art for the 21st century. Numerous tower shapes and configurations can be
constructed with cable stayed bridges. Figures 19 to 26 provide conceptual renderings and plan
views of four possible cable-stay bridge alternatives.
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Three Lane East Cable Stay

Figure 19 - Three Lane East Cable Stay Bridge (Rendering)

Page 36



Final Environmental Assessment
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project

Three Lane West Cable Stay

Figure 21 - Three Lane West Cable Stay Bridge (Rendering)
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Six Lane East Cable Stay

Figure 23 - Six Lane East Cable Stay Bridge (Rendering)
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Six Lane West Cable Stay

Figure 25 - Six Lane West Cable Stay Bridge (Rendering)
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2.4.3 Tunnel

From an aesthetic perspective, the tunnel alternative will have the least impact on the existing
structure. However, the primary disadvantages of tunnels are their significantly higher
construction costs, decreased functionality, significantly higher environmental impacts and
greater security concerns.

Major engineering challenges are also present at this location for the tunnel alternative at the
point of connection to the existing infrastructure. It is not possible to maintain a maximum
allowable grade of 5% and still connect to the existing plaza in the United States without
significant impacts to the operations and functionality of the United States plaza during and after
construction. Access to the existing bridge would be completely cut off if a tunnel were
constructed on both the east and the west side. This means it would not be available for
redundancy or special purposes.

The distance between the Detroit River and plaza interchange will not allow the construction of a
tunnel below the entire width of the Detroit River and still elevate to cross Fort Street and connect
to the plaza as configured by the Gateway Project. Major reconstruction of the plaza would be
necessary in order to facilitate the construction of a tunnel. Such reconstruction would require
significant impacts to the existing operations of the plaza and the traffic that is served by the
entire facility.

Major impacts to existing traffic flow and plaza operations would be encountered during the
construction of the tunnel connections to the existing plaza. Numerous construction phases and
traffic shifts would be required to avoid closing or reducing the capacity of the corridor during
construction. Reconstruction of the plazas as configured by the Ambassador Bridge Gateway
Project would also further increase the overall cost of the project.

Major water lines, sewer lines and other utilities are present in the entire area surrounding the
existing plaza. Numerous utilities would need to be relocated to accommodate the tunnel option
including the 156 ft sewer line that parallels Fort Street.

In addition, environmental impacts of a tunnel are greater than those associated with the bridge
alternatives. Tunnels tend to concentrate air pollution at the specific points where the tunnel is
vented. The disbursement of the air pollution then takes greater distances and time to reduce the
concentrations of air particulates to acceptable levels. Another major environmental concern is
the amount of material that would have to be excavated and finding an appropriate dump site for
any excavated materials.

Visual impacts on the existing structure would not be significant nor would river navigation be
impacted with a tunnel. The cost of new plazas and the tunnel would be substantially greater than
the cost of other structural alternatives studied. Figures 27 to 32 provide conceptual renderings
and plan views of three possible tunnel alternatives.
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Three Lane Tunnel West

Figure 27 — Three Lane West Tunnel (Conceptual Rendering)
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Figure 28 — Three Lane West Tunnel (Plan View)
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Three Lane Tunnel East

Figure 29 - Three Lane East Tunnel (Conceptual Rendering)
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Figure 30 — Three Lane East Tunnel (Plan View)
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Three Lane Tunnel East and West

Figure 31 - Three Lane East and West Tunnel (Conceptual Rendering)
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Figure 32 — Three Lane East and West Tunnel (Plan View)
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2.5 Preferred Alternative

After carefully considering the attributes of each of the alternatives, the six lane cable-stayed
bridge on the western alignment was selected as the preferred alternative on the basis that it
provides the most benefits for the least impacts. The USCG, from the standpoint of environmental
and economic impacts and cost, has determined that this alignment is the most prudent and
feasible, and as such, ranks highest among all the alternatives considered.

Using the existing bridge in the daily operating scenario would continue to subject an aging
structure to the negative detrimental effects associated with the traffic loading at this extremely
busy crossing. The effort required for maintenance and repairs while still supporting traffic will
result in an ever increasing frequency of lane closures and other disruptions to the users which
will add to backups in the neighborhoods around the facility, potentially causing a decrease in air
quality and an increase in noise levels. These unnecessary delays would also result from any
alternative that would propose to widen the Ambassador Bridge rather than constructing a
companion bridge in the west alignment. Widening the Ambassador Bridge is not feasible due to
the geometry of the existing towers and cables. Such a widening would basically require a
replacement of the major structural components of the bridge including the towers, cables, and
suspenders. This would be extremely difficult and costly to undertake while the bridge is in
service and the resulting bridge would not retain the characteristics of the existing bridge which
make it eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. In order to replace the
bridge in the same location as the existing bridge with a wider structure, the existing bridge
would need to be removed first resulting in the closing of the Ambassador Bridge along with the
associated negative economic and social implications.

Alternatively, rehabilitation and maintenance of the existing structure can be effectively and
economically conducted indefinitely once the daily stress experienced as a result of the constant
stream of commercial trucks and automobiles is removed. While the existing bridge is still in use,
the costs associated with maintenance and repairs are rapidly increasing and are becoming less
and less economically feasible to undertake and complete in a manner that provides for the best
use of scarce resources. The six lane cable-stay bridge on the western alignment provides the
most robust and secure structure, with the fewest environmental impacts at the lowest cost. It is
on this basis that it is carried forward as the Preferred Alternative for the Proposed Project.
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Table 4 - Comparison of Alternatives

Cable- Cable- Cable- Cable-

Bridge Type Susp. Susp. | Stayed | Susp. | Stayed | Susp. | Stayed | Susp. | Stayed | Tunnel | Tunnel | Tunnel

3 New

lanes

East 3

3-lane 3-lane | 3-lane new
West 3-lane | 3-lane | 3-lane | 3-lane 6-lane | 6-lane | 6-lane | 6-lane | Tunnel | Tunnel lanes No

Configuration Twin East East West West East East West West East West West Build
Environmental
Impacts 2 4 4 5 5 3 3 4 4 2 2 1 4
Economic
Impacts 2 2 2 3 3 4 4 5 5 2 2 1 1
Functionality 3 2 2 3 3 4 4 5 5 2 2 1
Impacts during
Construction 3 3 4 4 5 2 3 3 4 1 1 5
Security 2 3 4 3 4 4 5 4 5 1 1 1 2
Life Cycle
Costs 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 5 1 1 1 2
Navigational
Impacts 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 5
Relocations 5 3 3 5 5 2 2 5 5 3 5 3
Totals 21 23 25 29 31 26 29 33 36 16 18 15 21

All Criteria are ranked on a scale of 1to 5
listhe

lowest score

5is the

highest score

Environmental Impacts

Environmental Impacts (2) - “Twin” Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

A suspension bridge that had the same span length and tower height as the existing bridge would
have piers in the Detroit River. This would have negative impacts on river hydraulics and aquatic
habitat but would present an appearance that is similar to the existing bridge.

Environmental Impacts (4) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

A suspension bridge without a pier in water would require a 350 longer span than the existing
span and therefore a taller tower, creating a visually dissimilar structure which would defeat the
intent of using suspension bridge technology to effectively twin the existing structure. The
location of the new bridge to the east as well as the reconfiguration and extension of the plaza to
the east would increase impacts and bring the environmental impacts of the bridge closer to the
historic, residential and University of Windsor structures located to the East. However, impacts to
parklands in the U.S. would be less for an eastern alignment.

Environmental Impacts (4) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment
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A cable stay bridge will have a nominally greater visual impact on the existing bridge due to the
differences in cable design and tower heights. The location of the new bridge to the east as well
as the reconfiguration and extension of the plaza to the east would increase the impacts and bring
the environmental impacts of the bridge closer to the historic, residential and University of
Windsor structures located to the East. The direct impact on the river and the ground would be
minimal with the entire structure elevated and the only footprint occurring at the piers and the
towers. However, impacts to parklands in the U.S. would be less for an eastern alignment.

Environmental Impacts (5) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

A suspension bridge without a pier in water would require a 350" longer span than the existing
span and therefore a taller tower, creating a visually dissimilar structure which would defeat the
intent of using suspension bridge technology to effectively twin the existing structure. The direct
impact on the river and the ground would be minimal with the entire structure elevated and the
only footprint occurring at the piers, anchors and towers. All piers, anchors, and towers would be
located on land outside of the river.

Environmental Impacts (5) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

A cable stay bridge will have a greater visual impact on the existing bridge due to the differences
in cable design and tower heights. Keeping piers out of the water would avoid many potential
environmental impacts and the cable stay bridge reduces the amount of in water work necessary
to construct the bridge. The direct impact on the river and the ground would be minimal with the
entire structure elevated and the only footprint occurring at the piers and the towers.

Environmental Impacts (3) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

A suspension bridge without a pier in water would require a 350° longer span than the existing
span and therefore a taller tower, creating a visually dissimilar structure which would defeat the
intent of using suspension bridge technology to effectively twin the existing structure. The
location of the new bridge to the east as well as the reconfiguration and extension of the plaza to
the east would increase the impacts and bring the environmental impacts of the bridge closer to
the historic, residential and University of Windsor structures located to the East. However,
impacts to parklands in the U.S. would be less for an eastern alignment. The six lane bridge
would have a greater footprint and structures than the three lane.

Environmental Impacts (3) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

A cable stay bridge will have a greater visual impact on the existing bridge due to the differences
in cable design and tower heights. Keeping piers out of the water would avoid many potential
environmental impacts and the cable stay bridge reduces the amount of in water work necessary
to construct the bridge. The location of the new bridge to the east as well as the reconfiguration
and extension of the plaza to the east would increase impacts and bring the environmental
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impacts of the bridge closer to the historic, residential and University of Windsor structures
located to the East. However, impacts to parklands in the U.S. would be less for an eastern
alignment. The six lane bridge would have a greater footprint and structures than the three lane
bridge.

Environmental Impacts (4) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

A suspension bridge without a pier in the water would require a 350° longer span than the
existing span and therefore a taller tower, creating a visually dissimilar structure which would
defeat the intent of using suspension bridge technology to effectively twin the existing structure.
The direct impact on the river and the ground would be minimal with the entire structure elevated
and the only footprint occurring at the piers, anchors and towers. All piers, anchors, and towers
would be located on land outside of the river. The six lane bridge would have a greater footprint
and structures than the three lane.

Environmental Impacts (4) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

A cable stay bridge will have a greater visual impact on the existing bridge due to the differences
in cable design and tower heights. Keeping piers out of the water would avoid many potential
environmental impacts and the cable stay bridge reduces the amount of in water work necessary
to construct the bridge. The direct impact on the river and the ground would be minimal with the
entire structure elevated and the only footprint occurring at the piers and the towers. The six lane
bridge would have a greater footprint and structures than the three lane bridge.

Environmental Impacts (2) - Three Lane Tunnel East Alignment

Although there would be a low visual impact to the existing bridge, there are other significant
environmental impacts from the construction of the tunnel. Environmental impacts include the
need to dispose of the construction spoils and the concentrated air contamination where the tunnel
is vented. The extension of the plaza to the east would increase impacts and bring the
environmental impacts of the facility closer to the historic, residential and University of Windsor
properties located to the east in Canada. However, impacts to parklands in the U.S. would be less
for an eastern alignment.

Environmental Impacts (2) - Three Lane Tunnel West Alignment

Although there would be a low visual impact to the existing bridge, there are other significant
environmental impacts from the construction of the tunnel. Environmental impacts include the
need to dispose of the construction spoils and the concentrated air contamination where the tunnel
is vented. The existing plaza as constructed under the Gateway Project could not serve this
alignment as the entry/exit points of the tunnel would not align with the existing plazas, in
particular the plaza on the US side, and therefore, would have an additional environmental impact
to reconstruct.
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Environmental Impacts (1) - Three Lane Tunnel East Three Lane Tunnel West

The existing bridge, eligible for listing on the National Register, would need to be removed after
construction of both new tunnels was complete as there would be no remaining way to access the
structure once the plaza was reconstructed to accommodate the tunnels. Environmental impacts
include the need to dispose of the construction spoils from building the tunnels and the
concentrated air contamination where the tunnel is vented. The existing plaza as constructed
under the Gateway Project could not serve this alignment as the entry/exit points of the tunnel
would not align with the existing plazas, in particular the plaza on the US side, and therefore,
would have an additional environmental impact to reconstruct.

Environmental Impacts (4) - No-Build

There would be no additional environmental impacts from the no-build alternative beyond
unnecessary noise and air emissions experienced as a result of unnecessary congestion on the
Ambassador Bridge.

Economic Impacts

Economic Impacts (2) - “Twin” Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the
new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated. This construction sequencing would
further delay the efficient flow of goods across the border. The proposed pier in the river for the
twin span would cause greater interruptions and impacts to commercial marine traffic than the
alternatives that span the river.

Economic Impacts (2) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the
new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated. This alternative would also require
significant work at the plazas to accommodate the landing since the plazas are currently
configured for a western connection. This construction sequencing would negatively impact the
flow of goods over this international crossing.

Economic Impacts (2) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the
new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated. This alternative would also require
significant work at the plazas to accommodate the landing since the plazas are currently
configured for a western connection. This construction sequencing would negatively impact the
flow of goods over this international crossing.
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Economic Impacts (3) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the
new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated. This construction sequencing would
delay the efficient flow of goods across the border.

Economic Impacts (3) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the
new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated. This construction sequencing would
further delay the efficient flow of goods across the border.

Economic Impacts (4) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

The economic impacts are positive with the construction of an entirely new bridge constructed to
current standards for lane and shoulder widths as well as dedicated FAST lanes in each direction.
Retaining the existing structure in reserve will allow flexibility in operations to maintain traffic
during maintenance operations or when other impediments to traffic occur. Some negative
impacts may occur due to the required reconfiguration of the plaza to accommodate the bridge
connection on the east rather than the west.

Economic Impacts (4) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

The economic impacts are positive with the construction of an entirely new bridge to current
standards for lane and shoulder widths as well as dedicated FAST lanes in each direction.
Retaining the existing structure in reserve will allow flexibility in operations to maintain traffic
during maintenance operations or when other impediments to traffic occur. Some negative
impacts may occur due to the required reconfiguration of the plaza to accommodate the bridge
connection on the east rather than the west.

Economic Impacts (5) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The economic impacts are positive with the construction of an entirely new bridge to current
standards for lane and shoulder widths as well as dedicated FAST lanes in each direction.
Retaining the existing structure in reserve will allow flexibility in operations to maintain traffic
during maintenance operations or when other impediments to traffic occur.

Economic Impacts (5) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

The economic impacts are positive with the construction of an entirely new bridge to current
standards for lane and shoulder widths as well as dedicated FAST lanes in each direction.
Retaining the existing structure in reserve will allow flexibility in operations to maintain traffic
during maintenance operations or when other impediments to traffic occur.
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Economic Impacts (2) - Three Lane Tunnel East Alignment

The construction of a three lane tunnel requires that a new structure be built, two lanes of traffic
moved to the new tunnel and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated while the remaining two
lanes of traffic are shifted as required for the rehabilitation. It is likely that restrictions will be
placed on the types of vehicles entering the United States that will be allowed to use the tunnel.
Major disruptions to the existing utilities located along Fort Street will occur during construction
resulting in temporary adverse economic impacts. Major traffic restrictions will be necessary
during the construction of the tunnel portal in the United States Plaza resulting in temporary
impacts to the free flow of trade in and out of the United States.

Economic Impacts (2) - Three Lane Tunnel West Alignment

The construction of a three lane tunnel requires that a new structure be built, two lanes of traffic
moved to the new tunnel and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated while the remaining two
lanes of traffic are shifted as required for the rehabilitation. It is likely that restrictions will be
placed on the types of vehicles leaving the United States that will be allowed to use the tunnel.
Major disruptions to the existing utilities located along Fort Street will occur during construction
resulting in temporary adverse economic impacts. Major traffic restrictions will be necessary
during the construction of the tunnel portal in the United States Plaza resulting in temporary
impacts to the free flow of trade in and out of the United States. The size of the US plaza will
need to be reduced as the construction of the Tunnel will need to take place inside the ramp built
for the Gateway Project.

Economic Impacts (1) - Three Lane Tunnel East Three Lane Tunnel West

It is likely that restrictions will be placed on the types of vehicles entering and leaving the United
States that will be allowed to use the tunnel._Without the use of the existing bridge, these
restrictions would result in a decrease in the efficiency of the flow of goods across the border.
Major disruptions to the existing utilities located along Fort Street will occur during construction
resulting in temporary adverse economic impacts. Construction length for the two tunnels would
also be greater than the east or west tunnel alternatives, further delaying the efficient flow of
goods across the border. Major traffic restrictions will be necessary during the construction of the
tunnel portals in the United States Plaza resulting in temporary impacts to the free flow of trade in
and out of the United States. The size of the US plaza will need to be reduced as the construction
of the Southbound Tunnel will need to take place inside the ramp built for the Gateway Project.

Economic Impacts (1) - No-Build

The deferral of the replacement of this structure would likely lead to significant delays at this
international crossing which would have a significant adverse economic impact on both the U.S.
and Canadian sides of the border.
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Functionality

Functionality (3) - “Twin” Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The three new lanes would be constructed to modern standards (wider lanes and larger shoulders
to serve as break down lanes), however, the original bridge would still be limited in lane widths
and undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the
free flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (2) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

The plaza would need to be reconfigured from that built as part of the Gateway project. The
Gateway Project was designed to accept a second bridge directly to the west of the existing bridge
and to then feed directly into the plaza. Thus, moving the plaza to the East would require the
reconstruction of the Gateway interchange and expansion of the plazas at both landings. The
three new lanes would be constructed to modern standards (wider lanes and larger shoulders to
serve as break down lanes), however, the original bridge would still be limited in lane widths and
undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the free
flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (2) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

The plaza would need to be reconfigured from that built as part of the Gateway project. The
Gateway Project was designed to accept a second bridge directly to the west of the existing bridge
and to then feed directly into the plaza. Moving the plaza to the East would require the
reconstruction of the Gateway interchange and expansion of the plazas at both landings. The
three new lanes would be constructed to modern standards (wider lanes and larger shoulders to
serve as break down lanes), however, the original bridge would still be limited in lane widths and
undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the free
flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (3) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The three new lanes would be constructed to modern standards (wider lanes and larger shoulders
to serve as break down lanes), however, the original bridge would still be limited in lane widths
and undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the
free flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (3) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

The three new lanes would be constructed to modern standards (wider lanes and larger shoulders
to serve as break down lanes), however, the original bridge would still be limited in lane widths
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and undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the
free flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (4) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

This option would functionally achieve the goal of providing sufficient infrastructure to maintain
the efficient flow of goods across the border since it would provide for standard width lanes,
sufficient shoulder widths and would allow for the inclusion of FAST lanes. However, the plaza
would need to be reconfigured from that built as part of the Gateway project. The Gateway
Project was designed to accept a second bridge directly to the west of the existing bridge and to
then feed directly into the plaza. Thus, moving the plaza to the East would require the
reconstruction of the Gateway interchange and expansion of the plazas at both landings. When
lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the free flow of traffic will not be
negatively impacted since lanes on the existing structure can be placed into service until the
impediment is removed.

Functionality (5) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

This option would functionally achieve the goal of providing sufficient infrastructure to maintain
the efficient flow of goods across the border since it would provide for standard width lanes,
sufficient shoulder widths and would allow for the inclusion of FAST lanes. When lane closures
are required due to accidents or maintenance, the free flow of traffic will not be negatively
impacted since lanes on the existing structure can be placed into service until the impediment is
removed.

Functionality (4) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

This option would functionally achieve the goal of providing sufficient infrastructure to maintain
the efficient flow of goods across the border since it would provide for standard width lanes,
sufficient shoulder widths and would allow for the inclusion of FAST lanes. However, the plaza
would need to be reconfigured from that built as part of the Gateway project. The Gateway
Project was designed to accept a second bridge directly to the west of the existing bridge and to
then feed directly into the plaza. Thus, moving the plaza to the East would require the
reconstruction of the Gateway interchange and expansion of the plazas at both landings. When
lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the free flow of traffic will not be
negatively impacted since lanes on the existing structure can be placed into service until the
impediment is removed.

Functionality (5) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

This option would functionally achieve the goal of providing sufficient infrastructure to maintain
the efficient flow of goods across the border since it would provide for standard width lanes,
sufficient shoulder widths and would allow for the inclusion of FAST lanes. When lane closures
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are required due to accidents or maintenance, the free flow of traffic will not be negatively
impacted since lanes on the existing structure can be placed into service until the impediment is
removed.

Functionality (2) - Three Lane Tunnel East Alignment

The three new lanes would be constructed to current standards along with narrow safety
shoulders. It is likely that restrictions will be placed on the types of vehicles entering the United
States that will be allowed to use the tunnel._The original bridge would also still be limited in lane
widths and undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or
maintenance, the free flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (2) - Three Lane Tunnel West Alignment

The three new lanes would be constructed to current standards along with narrow safety
shoulders. It is likely that restrictions will be placed on the types of vehicles leaving the United
States that will be allowed to use the tunnel._The original bridge would also still be limited in lane
widths and undersized shoulders. When lane closures are required due to accidents or
maintenance, the free flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (2) - Three Lane Tunnel East Three Lane Tunnel West

The three new lanes in each tunnel would be constructed to current standards along with narrow
safety shoulders. It is likely that restrictions will be placed on the types of vehicles entering and
leaving the United States that will be allowed to use the tunnel._The original bridge would be
removed as access would not be possible from the plaza after it is reconstructed to operate for the
tunnel connections. As such, when lane closures are required due to accidents or maintenance, the
free flow of traffic will be negatively impacted.

Functionality (1) - No-Build

The current bridge configuration is the least functional alternative for maintenance of the current
capacity and international trade needs. With narrow lanes and little shoulder width, any
maintenance or accident on the structure results in serious impediments to the free flow of traffic.

Impacts during Construction

Impacts during Construction (3) - “Twin” Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

Since suspension bridges require a significant amount of water support work compared to cable
stayed structures, an increase in disruptions within shipping lanes in the Detroit River could be
expected. The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic
moved to the new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated. The twin span also
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requires a pier to be constructed within the Detroit River which would cause greater impacts to
the River and its resources.

Impacts during Construction (3) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

In addition to the impacts from the construction of the new bridge and the rehabilitation of the
existing bridge, impacts would also result from the reconfiguration and reconstruction work
required in the plazas. Since suspension bridges require a significant amount of water support
work compared to cable stayed structures, an increase in disruptions within shipping lanes in the
Detroit River could be expected. The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new
structure be built, traffic moved to the new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated.

Impacts during Construction (4) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

Construction duration for a cable stayed bridge is less than a suspension bridge since the
construction of a cable stayed superstructure can take place concurrently from each tower.
Additionally, the construction of a cable stayed bridge requires considerably less water support
than a suspension bridge resulting in less disruption to shipping interests. The construction of a
three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the new bridge and then
the existing bridge be rehabilitated. Extensive work will be needed to reconfigure and reconstruct
the plaza on the eastern alignment.

Impacts during Construction (4) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

Since suspension bridges require a significant amount of water support work compared to cable
stayed structures, an increase in disruptions within shipping lanes in the Detroit River could be
expected. The construction of a three lane bridge requires that a new structure be built, traffic
moved to the new bridge and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated.

Impacts during Construction (5) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

A western connection to the plaza would not require any plaza reconstruction. Construction
duration for a cable stayed bridge is less than a suspension bridge since the construction of a
cable stayed superstructure can take place concurrently from each tower. Additionally, the
construction of a cable stayed bridge requires considerably less water support than a suspension
bridge resulting in less disruption to shipping interests. The construction of a three lane bridge
requires that a new structure be built, traffic moved to the new bridge and then the existing bridge
be rehabilitated.

Impacts during Construction (2) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

In addition to the impacts from the construction of the new bridge and the rehabilitation of the
existing bridge, impacts would also result from the reconfiguration and reconstruction work
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required in the plazas. Since suspension bridges require a significant amount of water support
work compared to cable stayed structures, an increase in disruptions within shipping lanes in the
Detroit River could be expected. Construction of a six lane structure would also take longer than
the construction of a similar three lane bridge.

Impacts during Construction (3) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

In addition to the impacts from the construction of the new bridge and the rehabilitation of the
existing bridge, impacts would also result from the reconfiguration and reconstruction work
required in the plazas. Construction duration for a cable stayed bridge is less than a suspension
bridge since the construction of a cable stayed superstructure can take place concurrently from
each tower. Additionally, the construction of a cable stayed bridge requires considerably less
water support than a suspension bridge resulting in less disruption to shipping interests.
Construction of a six lane structure would also take longer than the construction of a similar three
lane bridge.

Impacts during Construction (3) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

A western connection to the plaza would not require any plaza reconstruction. Construction
duration for a suspension bridge is higher than a cable stayed bridge since the construction of a
cable stayed superstructure can take place concurrently from each tower. Additionally, the
construction of a suspension bridge requires considerable more water support than a cable stayed
structure potentially resulting in greater disruption to shipping interests. Construction of a six lane
structure would also take longer than the construction of a similar three lane bridge.

Impacts during Construction (4) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

A western connection to the plaza would not require any plaza reconstruction. Construction
duration for a cable stayed bridge is less than a suspension bridge since the construction of a
cable stayed superstructure can take place concurrently from each tower. Additionally, the
construction of a cable stayed bridge requires considerably less water support than a suspension
bridge resulting in less disruption to shipping interests. Construction of a six lane structure would
also take longer than the construction of a similar three lane bridge.

Impacts during Construction (1) - Three Lane Tunnel East Alignment

The construction of a three lane tunnel requires that a new structure be built, two lanes of traffic
moved to the new tunnel and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated while continuing to serve
the two remaining lanes of traffic. This construction phasing would impact the flow of goods over
this international crossing by continuing to constrain traffic. During construction of the portal,
significant temporary works will need to be constructed to support ongoing operations. With the
tunnel extending to the north of Fort Street, the utilities in that corridor will have to be relocated.
The limits of that work for some of the larger utilities could extend for a considerable distance in
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order to lower the pipes sufficiently to allow the construction of the tunnel. The extensive amount
of material excavated from below the river will result in a dramatic increase in construction
traffic and equipment on the river and the local roadway network. Significant work will also be
require in the plaza to reconfigure and reconstruct parts of the plaza to receive traffic to the east.

Impacts during Construction (1) - Three Lane Tunnel West Alignment

The construction of a three lane tunnel requires that a new structure be built, two lanes of traffic
moved to the new tunnel and then the existing bridge be rehabilitated while continuing to serve
the two remaining lanes of traffic. This construction phasing would impact the flow of goods over
this international crossing by continuing to constrain traffic. During construction of the portal,
significant temporary works will need to be constructed to support ongoing operations. With the
tunnel extending to the north of Fort Street, the utilities in that corridor will have to be relocated.
The limits of that work for some of the larger utilities could extend for a considerable distance in
order to lower the pipes sufficiently to allow the construction of the tunnel. The extensive amount
of material excavated from below the river will result in a dramatic increase in construction
traffic and equipment on the river and the local roadway network. The entire ramp built to
connect to the bridge during the Gateway Project will need to be removed after construction is
complete.

Impacts during Construction (1) - Three Lane Tunnel East Three Lane Tunnel West

During construction of the portals, significant temporary works will need to be constructed to
support ongoing plaza operations. With the tunnel extending to the north of Fort Street, the
utilities in that corridor will have to be relocated. The limits of that work for some of the larger
utilities could extend for a considerable distance in order to lower the pipes sufficiently to allow
the construction of the tunnels. The extensive amount of material excavated from below the river
will result in a dramatic increase in construction traffic and equipment on the river and the local
roadway network. The entire ramp built to connect to the bridge during the Gateway Project will
need to be removed after construction is complete.

Impacts during Construction (5) - No-Build

No new construction would be required. The rehabilitation of the bridge to allow for continued
use would continue to impede the flow of traffic and goods over the border.

Security
Security (2) - “Twin” Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The nature of a suspension bridge is such that it is less robust than a cable stayed bridge. This
alternative would also continue to keep in service the existing suspension bridge which has the
same structural vulnerabilities. The nearly 80 year old structure also does not provide the
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resilience and hardness found in modern state of the art bridges. The twin span also requires a
pier to be constructed within the Detroit River making it more susceptible to catastrophic impacts
with water vessel collisions.

Security (3) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

The nature of a suspension bridge is such that it is less robust than a cable stayed bridge. This
alternative would also continue to keep in service the existing suspension bridge which has the
same structural vulnerabilities. The nearly 80 year old structure also does not provide the
resilience and hardness found in modern state of the art bridges.

Security (4) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Alignment

Cable stayed bridges are robust, redundant and extremely durable when properly designed. This
alternative would also continue to keep in service the existing suspension bridge which is less
robust than a cable stayed bridge. The nearly 80 year old structure also does not provide the
robust, resilient and hardness found in modern state of the art bridges.

Security (3) - Three Lane Suspension Bridge West Alignment

The nature of a suspension bridge is such that it is less robust than a cable stayed bridge. This
alternative would also continue to keep in service the existing suspension bridge which has the
same structural vulnerabilities. The nearly 80 year old structure also does not provide the
resilience and hardness found in modern state of the art bridges.

Security (4) - Three Lane Cable Stay Bridge West Alignment

Cable stayed bridges are robust, redundant and extremely durable when properly designed. This
alternative would also continue to keep in service the existing suspension bridge which is less
robust than a cable stayed bridge. The nearly 80 year old structure also does not provide the
robust, resilient and hardness found in modern state of the art bridges.

Security (4) - Six Lane Suspension Bridge East Alignment

The nature of a suspension bridge is such that it is less robust than a cable stayed bridge. This
alternative would take all active lanes off of the existing suspension bridge.

Security (5) - Six Lane Cable Stay Bridge East Align