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Comment Summary Report 

COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT APPENDIX: 

Comments Submitted on the Tier 1 Draft EIS 

The Comment Summary Report Appendix contains a compilation of all submissions received on the NEC 
FUTURE Tier 1 Draft EIS during the public comment period, which began on November 13, 2015 and 
closed on February 16, 2016. The comments are organized alphabetically by the commenter’s last name 
(or organization name). Due to file size, the appendix has been split into four separate files covering the 
letters A-D, E-K, L-P, and Q-Z. Personal information for individuals has been redacted to protect their 
privacy. Other than redacting personal information, the FRA did not edit these original submissions in any 
way. Typographical or other errors are as they were received from the author via online submission, email, 
U.S. mail, or public hearing transcript. The FRA makes no representation as to the factual content of 
submissions received. Responses to the comments will be provided in the Tier 1 Final EIS. 

Please refer to the main body of this Comment Summary Report for more information on the Tier 1 Draft 
EIS public comment period, a summary of the comments, and how the FRA is using the comments in the 
process to identify a Preferred Alternative for NEC FUTURE. 

 
 



























































































































.~RegionalWaterA,uthori!y 

South Central Connecticlit Regional Water Authority 
90 Sargent Drive, New Haven, Connecticut 06511-5966 203.562.4020 
http://www.rwater.com 

February 16,2016 

Ms. Sarah Feinberg NECFuture V 
Administrator US Department of Transportation 
Federal Railroad Administration Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue Southeast One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
Washington, DC 20590 New York, NY 10004 

RE: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Administrator Feinberg: 

On behalf ofthe South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
Federal Railroad Administration's NEC Future Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"). The DEIS is a milestone 
achievement that will enable the future development of the Northeast Corridor in a manner that improves passenger 
experiences and supports economic development. 

The South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority is a non-profit public corporation and political subdivision of the 
State of Connecticut. We provide an average of 45 million gallons of drinking water a day to a population of almost 430,000 
consumers in 15 south central Connecticut municipalities. 

The DEIS presents three alternatives for consideration. Because the DEIS looks broadly over the entire system, no single 
alternative truly captures the essence of our community's core objectives, namely significantly-improved commuter travel time 
to New York City, together with improved travel times and more frequent service to Washington and Boston. In fact, one of 
the alternatives presented prescribes new alignments that could entirely bypass New Haven and some of the coastal corridor of 
Connecticut. 

I call your attention to Alternative 3 that re-aligns much of the existing NEC. This alternative is, by far, the most costly ofthe 
alternatives at an estimated cost of $267-$308 billion dollars. I urge you to reject Alternative 3 which, in our opinion, will 
negatively impact the economics of New Haven and other urban centers. It also has the largest environmental impacts and 
highest costs of the three alternatives. 

I encourage you to support Connecticut's center cities by focusing your recommendations on the existing coastal corridor and 
the Hartford-Springfield line. New Haven, and the other cities on these existing routes, need higher-speed, higher-frequency 
service in order to support economic development efforts and access to jobs. 

In closing, let me again express strong support for the DEIS process and future improvements to the Northeast Corridor. I 
encourage you to issue a fmal EIS that recommends: (1) dramatically improved commuter travel time from New Haven to 
New York City on the coastal route; (2) improved travel time and more frequent service to and from Washington and Boston 
on the coastal and Hartford-Springfield routes; and (3) a final decision that keeps urban areas, like New Haven, on the primary 
alignment. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

REGIONAL WAT9 AUTHORITY 

£/~r-p~~ 
Edward O. Norris, III, P.E. 
Vice President - Asset Management 

EON:vc 

cc Larry Bingaman 





































REX

REGIONAL ECONOMIC 
XCELLERATION 

Ms. Sarah Feinberg
 
Administrator
 
Federal Railroad Administration
 
1200 New Jersey Avenue Southeast
 
Washington, DC 20590
 

NEC Future
 
US Department of Transportation
 
Federal Railroad Administration
 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429
 
New York, NY 10004
 

February 10, 2016 

RE: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Administrator Feinberg: 

I am writing on behalf of REX Development concerning the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As a promoter
 
of economic expansion and retention, I am deeply concerned about FRA's intent to analyze future route alignments which bypass
 
Union Station in New Haven.
 

Future rail service must contribute to the nation's economic competitiveness and New Haven plays an important role in the nation's
 
economic recovery. The City's population grew 5% in the last US Census and the jobs base grew 2% in just the past year. The
 
significance of the center city - where Union Station is located - is equally important as approximately 60% of the region's available
 •jobs are also located in the center city. New Haven features one of the hottest rental residential markets in the country and our ..J 
major institutions, Yale University and Yale-New Haven Hospital, are global innovators that are succeeding in part because of their <C
location in the very heart of the City and at the very center of Connecticut's passenger rail network. -I 
REX Development is a public/private partnership promoting economic development in South Central Connecticut. Funded by the Z 
towns of the South Central Regional Council of Governments and private sector partners, REX promotes programs and policies IIJ 
aimed at making the region more competitive in the global economy. REX also coordinates the development and implementation of I 
the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategies. o 

D-
In no uncertain terms, intercity and commuter rail are essential to the economic development of our region. The highways are C
heavily congested; there are no major airports in the region; and there is an urgent need to upgrade the existing rail infrastructure. IIJ
The system must be viewed in its entirety and I urge you to work with the State of Connecticut and the Metropolitan Transportation I-
Authority to upgrade the eXisting Northeast Corridor in Connecticut and introduce any and all new service on this shoreline route. In 
other words, do not analyze an inland route, which would bypass three of Connecticut's major economic centers - Stamford, -~Bridgeport and New Haven. Moving people in and out of New Haven on state-of-the-art rail systems is too important for us and for ..Jthe many other businesses that are grOWing in this region. Instead, I urge you to invest the nation's infrastructure resources in a 

Zmanner that supports the economic future of southern Connecticut. 
::J 

•
(/) 

truly Yours'I'~~! z..t 
~1V'-lV 

I 

3: 
~I yKozlpw o 

Executive Dir ctor I 
REX Devef ent III545 Long Wharf Drive, 4th Floor ..
New Haven, cr 06511 •
203-821-3682 Z 

o-C) 
IIJ 
IX545 Long Wharf Drive, 4th Floor, New Haven, CT 06511 

T 203821 3682 F 203 821 3683 W'N'N.rexdevelopment.org IIJ 
ZBETHANY BRANFORD EAST HAVEN GUILFORD HAMDEN MADISON MERIDEN MILFORD 

NEW HAVEN NORTH BRANFORD NORTH HAVEN ORANGE WALLINGFORD WEST HAVEN WOODBRIDGE o 













STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS 

HISTORICAL PRESERVATION & HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Old State House· 150 Benefit Street· Providence, R.I. 02903-1209 

TEL (401) 222-2678 FAX (401) 222-2968 

TIY / Relay 711 Website www.preservation.ri.gov 

23 December 2015 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
NEC Future Program Manager 
USDOT - Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, New York 10004 

Re:	 NEC Future 
Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Revised Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

The staff ofthe Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission (RIHPHC) have 
reviewed the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the Revised Draft 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) including the Rhode Island-Specific Appendix to the PA. We 
understand that the ongoing process for this project divides it into tiers, with Tier 1 as the "NEC 
Future Investment Program" consisting of the preparation of an environmental impact statement 
(EIS) and Tier 2 as future improvements (potentially including construction of new alignments) 
along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 

At this juncture, the locations and scopes of future construction projects along the NEC have not 
been determined. In addition to work along the existing NEC segment in Rhode Island, 
additional routes through the state are being evaluated in the EIS. These routes have been 
presented to the RIHPHC only in maps at a macro scale, so the RIHPHC is not aware of the true 
location ofpotential new construction. 

The RIHPHC has not identified any changes that need to be made to the main body ofthe DEIS. 

Our only comment on the main body of the revised draft programmatic agreement is that the 
WHEREAS clause on lines 77 to 84 states that "FRA has taken steps during the Tier 1 process 
to ... assess potential effects on historic properties." This appears to be an overstatement - the 
only potential effects to historic properties that are mentioned in the DEIS are very general 
statements about potential effects to National Historic Landmarks. DEIS page 7.9-4 justifies the 
lack ofassessment of effects as it states: 

The information available in this Tier 1 process allows for the identification of 
potential effects on known historic properties, but the assessment ofeffects at Tier 
1 is constrained by (1) the limitations of existing records, which do not 
comprehensively identify all historic properties that may be eligible for listing in 
the NRHP; and (2) the level of detail known about the Action Alternatives, which 
are developed only at a conceptual level during Tier 1. 

In Appendix E: Tier I Consulting Parties List, the RIHPHC is listed as a consulting party. The 
RIHPHC agreed to be a signatory in a letter dated 8 January 2015 (copy attached). 



To: Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 2 23 December 2015 
Re: NEC Future 

Revised Draft EIS and Draft PA 

In Appendix N: Section 106 Consultation for Tier 2 Undertakings in Rhode Island, we have the 
following comments: 

•	 Line 6: "State" should be inserted between "Island" and "Historic"; 

•	 Line 36: delete "Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission 
(RIHPHC)", as this is the RISHPO referred to in line 32; and 

•	 Line 74: there are other tribes listed in the DEIS page 7.9-8 which should also appear in 
this list. 

These comments are provided in accordance with the Procedures for the Registration and 
Protection ofHistoric Properties ofthe Rhode Island Historical Preservation Commission and 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. If you have any questions, please 
contact Glenn R. Modica, Senior Project Review Coordinator of this office. 

Very truly yours, 

~/~, 
~ IC	 Edward F. Sanderson 

Executive Director 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

enclosure 

C:	 John Brown, Narragansett Indian Tribe 
Bettina Washington, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) 
Ramona Peters, Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe 
Brona Simon, State Historic Preservation Officer, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Benny Bergantino, R.I. Statewide Planning, by email 

151223.05jde 



NEC Future Letter
 
CC List
 

John Brown 
NITHPO 
Narragansett Indian Longhouse 
4425-A South County Trail 
Charlestown, RI 02813 

Bettina Washington 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
20 Black Brook Road 
Aquinnah, MA 02535 

Ramona Peters 
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Community & Government Center 
483 Great Neck Road South 
Mashpee, MA 02649 

Brona Simon 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Executive Director and State Archaeologist 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 
220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, Massachusetts 02125 

(()lorr 7 , 

CC-r'rJ 



























































STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS 

mSTORICAL PRESERVATION & HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Old State House· 150 Benefit Street· Providence, R.I. 02903-1209 

TEL (401) 222-2678 FAX (401) 222-2968 

TIT / Relay 711 Website www.preservation.ri.gov 

23 July 2015 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
NEC Future Program Manager 
USDOT - Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, New York 10004 

Re:	 NEC Future 
Revised Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

The staff of the Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission have reviewed 
the Revised Draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) and Rhode Island-Specific Appendix 
(Appendix) to the PA. We understand that the ongoing process for this project divides it into 
tiers, with Tier 1 as the "NEC Future Investment Program" consisting of the preparation of an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) and Tier 2 as future improvements (potentially including 
construction of new alignments) along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 

At this juncture, the locations and scopes of future construction projects along the NEC have not 
been determined. In addition to work along the existing NEC segment in Rhode Island, 
additional routes through the state are being evaluated in the EIS. These routes have been 
presented to the RIHPHC only in maps at a macro scale, so the RIHPHC is not aware of the true 
location of potential new construction. 

The RIHPHC has not identified any changes that need to be made to the main body of the 
revised draft programmatic agreement. In Appendix N: Section 106 Consultation for Tier 2 
Undertakings in Rhode Island, we have the following comments: 

•	 Line 50: "Gloucester" should be corrected to "Glocester" 

•	 Line 52 should read "Hopkinton Historic District Commission" 

•	 Line 54, "New Shoreham Historic District Commission": delete. New Shoreham is the 
town that makes up Block Island, approximately 13 miles off the coast of mainland 
Rhode Island. The NEC Future project will have no impacts in New Shoreham. 

•	 Line 56 should read "North Providence Historic District Commission" 

•	 Line 57 should read "North Smithfield Historic District Commission" 

•	 Line 58 should read "Pawtucket Office of Planning and Redevelopment" 

•	 Line 83 should read "forms and/or other" ... 



To: Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 2 23 July 2015 
Re: NEe Future 

Revised Draft Programmatic Agreement 

•	 Line 97: Final reports should be sent in both hard copy and electronic fonnat (pdf or 
similar depending on the generally accepted fonnat ofthe day). Draft reports should be 
sent in hard copy and editable electronic fonnat (Microsoft Word or similar). 

Section IV ofAppendix N should include the following language:
 
"Archaeological investigation of project areas within Rhode Island shall be conducted under the
 
Performance Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology in Rhode Island (RIHPHC, June 2015).
 
Sh<;mld burial sites or human remains be encountered within Rhode Island, these Standards and
 
Guidelines describe the procedures and protocols to be followed."
 

These comments are provided in accordance with the Procedures for the Registration and
 
Protection ofHistoric Properties ofthe Rhode Island Historical Preservation Commission and
 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. If you have any questions, please
 
contact Jeffrey Emidy, Project Review Coordinator of this office.
 

Very tru~~~oursa 

11fWkJ/.~
ItI//	 I ~~~ 

Fufl...	 Edward F. Sanderson 
Executive Director 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

150723.01jde 





























































The Connecticut River is the longest and largest river system in New England. This 400, 
mile long river and its expansive watershed, contribute 70% of the fresh water that drains 
into Long Island Sound. The proposed bridge infastructure will directly impact this 
meeting of the waters. The CRE is a highly sensitive and critically important estuarine 
ecosystem, where the salt water of Long Island Sound meets the fresh water emptying out 
of the Connecticut River watershed. 

In the decades preceeding 2016, it has been repeatedly documented and widely 
acknowledged that disturbing tidal wetlands is not acceptable and is simply not conceivable 
from an ecological, environmental, economic and sociological perpsective. Layers of 
regulation now prohibit the purposeful destruction of coral reefs in tropical waters. 
Activists mount global campaigns to protect rain forests. The New England equivalent to 
these internationally recognized ecosytems is the salt marsh, tidal wetland, or estuary 
ecosystem. Consequently, state and federal governments regulate against purposely 
disturbing estuaries and tidal wetlands throughout the nation and in New England. From 
the standpoint of biodiveristy, coastal resiliancy, carbon sequestration, ecological 
productivity, and economic viability, estuaries are off limits for habitat disturbance. 

Researchers from Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute to Boston College, to Wesleyan to 
UMASS/ Boston to UCONN have secured multimillion dollar grants for the long tenn 
study and investigation of the productive and highly valued waters and wetlands of the 
CRE. Ornithologists have documented the importance of the CRE as a critical stopover 
place for migratory speices as well as an important nesting habitiat for breeding bird, 
including robust populations of Osprey and Bald Eagles. The annual congregation of 100s 
of thousands of migratory Tree Swallows to the CRE, is an ecological phemomenon of 
global significance attracting media, scientists and people from across the nation. Scores of 
shoreline and estuary bird species rely on the CRE for cover, breeding and foraging 
habitat. Several species of special concern nest here including the Piping Plover, the Sharp
tailed sparrow and the Seaside sparrow, as well as many elusive rail species, and wading and 
shore bird species. 

The emerging importance of salt marsh ecosystems as highly functioning carbon sinks and 
buffers for sea level rise essential for coastal resiliancy, can not be understated. Tidal 
marshes are extremely productive habitats that remove significant amounts of carbon from 
the atmosphere, large amounts of which are stored in marsh plants and soils. Not only do 
tidal marshes help protect uplands from stonn events, but they continue to take carbon 
from the atmosphere as sea levels rise. The significant input of mineral sediments from the 
vast CT River watershed builds up marsh soil and helps to keep pace with sea,level rise. 
The biomass of phytoplankton, submerged aquatic vegetation, and above and below 
ground salt marsh plant life, combines to sequester significant amounts of atmospheric 
carbon that offset the harmful affects of climate change. Local, state and federal 
governments agencies, academic institutions and nonprofits are uniting to actively 
communicate the complexities of climate change, coastal resiliency and carbon 
sequestration. Protecting the CRE is of highest priority in this effort to safeguard 



watershed residents, maintain the sustainability of the ecosystem and reduce the 
contributing factors of climate change. 

National and international recognition of the Connecticut River Estuary (CRE): 

•	 The Connecticut River Estuary is the least disturbed, major river delta in the 
United States without a port at the river mouth. 

•	 The Ramsar Convention designated the CRE a UWetland of International 
Importance". The CRE is one of only 34 U.S. sites among 2,000 designated. This 
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance is an intergovernmental 
treaty that provides the framework for national action and international 
cooperation for the conservation and wise use of wetlands and their resources. 

•	 Nature Conservancy included the Connecticut River tidelands on its list of the 
Western Hemisphere's 40 "Last Great Places." 

•	 US Fish & Wildlife Service designated the Connecticut River as the first and only 
designated National Blueway River in the United States. 

•	 American Heritage Rivers Protection Program designated the Connecticut River 
as an American Heritage River authorized by President Clinton in 1997. The 
initiative was intended to deliver federal resources more efficiently and effectively 
in support of community efforts to protect rivers or river segments. 

The town, the nation and the world recognizes the unique ecological value and the fragility 
of Old Lyme's estuary location. Universally, this bioregion is heralded for its conservation 
and economic value, its scenic beauty and the resources that have been dedicated to its 
protection in perpetuity. 

Purposely destroying America's natural and cultural heritage safeguarded for centuries here 
in Old Lyme, would be a travesty for our town and our country. 

Sincerely, 
Eleanor Robinson 
Co-Chair 
Roger Tory Peterson Estuary Center of the Connecticut Audubon Society 
860-460-9668 

















































































































































































































































































SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
 
5 Connecticut Avenue, Norwich, Connecticut 06360
 

(860) 889-2324IFax: (860) 889-1222/Email: office@seccog.org
 

9 February 2016 
NEC Future 
USDOT, Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, New York 10004 

SUBJECT: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The Southeastern Connecticut Council of Governments (SCCOG), serving as the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization representing 22 cities, towns, and boroughs, wishes to submit 
the following comments concerning the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

First and foremost, the SCCOG understands and appreciates the purpose and need of the 
project as stated in the EIS. The improvement of and extension of rail service to and from our 
region is consistent with our Long Range Regional Transportation Plan. We fully agree with the 
finding that the Northeast Corridor is critical to the future economic growth of this part of the 
country. We note that due to the general nature of a Tier 1 EIS, it is difficult to make specific 
comments about specific components of the project, and we do recognize that further analysis will 
be provided in the future pending the outcome ofthe alternative selected in the Record ofDecision. 
However, we do have some concerns as to how the project might impact our region which we 
would like to express. 

In Alternative 1, a new segment would be constructed through our region (Old Saybrook, 
CT to Kenyon, RI) and we are concerned about how this new segment would relate to/disrupt 
existing land uses in this corridor; its impacts on environmental resources; and the potential for 
fewer trains having stops in New London, both intercity and regional, to be scheduled in the future 
along the existing shoreline route. 

In Alternative 2, a new route is proposed that would run northerly from New Haven 
through Hartford to Providence. The Tier 1 EIS identifies this route being provided to serve 
Intercity-Express, but again we are concerned that if constructed, it could result in less regional 
trains running along the shoreline route having stops in New London. 

In Alternative 3, four new route options are being considered for north ofNew York City, 
all of which would travel through Hartford before continuing to Boston via either Providence or 
Worcester. As all ofthese options would create a new rail line north ofthe existing shoreline route, 
we are concerned about the impact it could have in the future on the level of investment in the 

Member Municipalities:	 Bozrah * Colchester * East Lyme * Franklin * Griswold * Borough ofJewett City * City ofGroton *Town of 
Groton * Lebanon * Ledyard * Lisbon * Montville *New London *North Stonington * Norwich * Preston * 
Salem * Sprague * Stonington * Stonington Borough * Waterford * Windham 

Si necesita asistencia de language, parfavor comunique se a: 860-889-2324 



existing line through southeastern Connecticut and the number of trains that would stop in New 
London. 

Table 5.17 of the Draft EIS indicates that both Intercity and Regional rail service will 
expand in New London under all ofthe Action Alternatives when compared to the No Action 
Alternative, but this is counter-intuitive in a time of diminishing financial resources available for 
rail service and is contradictory to the finding on page 4-49 of the EIS, which in reference to the 
new segment from New Haven to Hartford to Providence in Alternative 2, states that this new route 
would "remove train traffic from 120 miles of the Shore Line route that has capacity-limited, 
movable bridges and over which Providence and Worcester, MA freight trains operate in addition 
to Shore Line East and MBTA regional rail services." We would hope that no matter what 
Alternative is selected as an outcome of this EIS process, that further study be conducted to 
quantify the impact that new segments will have on existing rail service and funding. 

Finally, we wish to express support for the position on this Tier 1 EIS taken by the State of 
Connecticut and the Connecticut Department ofTransportation, specifically that the FRA initiate a 
phased Tier 2 EIS, with the first phase addressing projects critical to maintaining a state of good 
repair along the entire Northeast Corridor. This first phase of a Tier 2 EIS program would enable 
advancement of already planned and ongoing projects in Connecticut such as the historic inland 
route from New Haven-Hartford-Springfield-Boston. The Tier 2 EIS process must then ensure that 
federal funding sources will be available to advance new projects in the selected Alternative only 
after funding for ongoing projects is committed and appropriated. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important and ambitious rail 
improvement plan. We stand ready to work with FRA, other federal agencies, and the State of 
Connecticut on the next steps required to see this important transportation plan implemented. 

Sincerely, 

AdUl:-P-H-
Marian Galbraith, Mayor 
City of Groton 
SCCOG Chairman 

Member Municipalities:	 Bozrah * Colchester * East Lyme * Franklin * Griswold * Borough of Jewett City * City of Groton * Town of 
Groton * Lebanon * Ledyard * Lisbon * Montville *New London * North Stonington *Norwich * Preston * 
Salem * Sprague * Stonington * Stonington Borough * Waterford * Windham 

Si necesita asistencia de language, porfavor comunique se a: 860-889-2324 





























































































SCRCOG
 
SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

Planning for Our Region's Future 

Bethany Branford East Haven Guilford Hamden Madison Meriden Milford
 
New Haven North Branford North Haven Orange Wallingford West Haven Woodbridge
 

Carl J. Amenta, Executive Director 

February 16, 2016 

Ms. Sarah Feinberg 
Administrator 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue Southeast 
Washington, DC 20590 

NEC Future 
US Department ofTransportation 
Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

RE: NEe Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Administrator Feinberg: 

On behalf of the South Central Regional Council of Governments, we thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the Federal Railroad Administration's NEC Future Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"). The DEIS is a milestone achievement that will 
enable the future development ofthe Northeast Corridor in a manner that improves passenger 
experiences and supports economic development. 

The South Central Regional Council of Governments represents the fifteen municipalities in the 
greater New Haven region. 

The DEIS presents a series of alternatives for consideration. Because the DEIS looks broadly 
over the entire system, no single alternative truly captures the essence of our region's core 
objectives, namely dramatically improved commuter travel time to New York City together with 
improved travel time and more frequent service to Washington and Boston. We feel strongly 
that the DEIS should address those areas that must be addressed to meet these objectives. In fact, 
some ofthe alternatives presented still present new alignments which bypass New Haven and/or 
the entire coastal corridor of Connecticut. These bypass routes do not support the knowledge
based and innovative economies of southern Connecticut, nor do they merit further consideration 
by the FRA based on the technical analysis presented in the DEIS. 

We call your attention to the significant environmental impacts associated with the Alternative 3 
route through central Connecticut, which is anticipated to affect over 42,000 acres of developed 

127 Washington Avenue, 4th Floor West, North Haven, CT 06473 

www.scrcog.org T (203) 234-7555 F (203) 234-9850 camento@scrcog.org 



land and another 30,000 acres ofundeveloped land (Page 7.2-5). Such a pronounced change in 
development in largely rural portions of Connecticut is inconsistent with the State of 
Connecticut's Conservation and Development Policies, which calls for the State to "conserve 
and restore the natural environment, cultural and historical resources and traditional rural lands." 
Our State, furthermore, places a high emphasis on its existing urban centers, with focused 
reinvestment in center cities, inner ring suburbs and transit-rich environments. 

Rather, we urge you to support Connecticut's center cities by focusing your recommendations on 
the existing coastal corridor and the Hartford-Springfield line. The South Central region, along 
with New Haven, and the other regions and cities on these existing routes, need higher-speed, 
higher-frequency service in order to support economic development efforts and access to jobs. 
Many ofNew Haven's neighborhoods are economically distressed. From an environmental 
justice perspective, it is equally important to support these communities and not circumvent them 
through bypass alignments. 

In closing, let us again express strong support for the DEIS process and future improvements to 
the Northeast Corridor. We encourage you to issue a final EIS that recommends (1) dramatically 
improved commuter travel time from New Haven to New York City on the coastal route, 
including the necessary infrastructure improvements; (2) improved travel time and more frequent 
service to and from Washington and Boston on the coastal route, Hartford-Springfield route; and 
(3) a final decision to not move forward with the Central Connecticut alignment. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

~ 
Carl Amento 
Executive Director 

cc: SCRCOG Chief Elected Officials 



















































































Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority 

Chairman 
Pasquale T. Deon, Sr. 

Vice Chairman 
Thomas E. Babcock 

Beverly Coleman 
Rina Cutler 

Dwight Evans 
Robert D. Fox 

Stewart J. Greenleaf 
Kevin L. Johnson 

John I. Kane 
Daniel J. Kubik 

Kenneth Lawrence 
William J. Leonard 
Charles H. Martin 

William M. McSwain 
Michael A. Vereb 

General Manager 
Jeffrey D. Knueppel, PE. 

1234 Market Street • 10th Floor • Philadelphia, PA 19107-3780 
Office (215) 580-7333 

February 12,2016 

Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
NECFUTURE 
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) offers the 
following comments in response to the Federal Railroad Administration's Tier 1 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Northeast Corridor (NEC FUTURE). 

About SEPTA 

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) was formed by an 
act of the Pennsylvania General Assembly in 1964 to provide public transportation 
services to the five counties of Southeastern Pennsylvania (Bucks, Chester, Delaware, 
Montgomery and Philadelphia). Between 1964 and 1983, SEPTA assumed ownership 
and operation of various transportation companies, including the Philadelphia Transit 
Company (PTC), the Philadelphia and Western Railroad (the P&W or Red Arrow), 
and a commuter railroad system from Conrail that was originally constructed by the 
Pennsylvania and Reading Railroads. Today, SEPTA is the sixth largest public 
transportation operator in the country. SEPTA's service territory serves four million 
people living across 2,220 square miles, with service extending to Trenton and West 
Trenton, New Jersey and Wilmington and Newark, Delaware. SEPTA provides more 
than one million daily unlinked passenger trips on a multi model transit system that 
includes 118 bus routes, two heavy rail lines, thirteen Regional Rail Lines, eight 
Trolley Lines, three Trackless Trolley Lines, and one inter-Urban High Speed Rail 
Line. Annual ridership across all modes has increased by 40 million since 2006. 
Regional Rail Ridership was 37.4 million trips in FY2015. 

General Comments 

The Northeast Corridor is a vital transportation asset for Southeastern Pennsylvania. It 
is utilized by six of SEPTA's 13 Regional Rail branch lines including the busiest line 
in the system - the Paoli-Thorndale line. The Northeast Corridor is an integral part of 
the region's transportation network and economy and the chosen investment program 
as selected through the EIS process must guarantee its future. SEPTA recognizes and 
appreciates the efforts of the FRA for having worked in an inclusive and partnered 
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approach with the Regional Rail carriers - which transport the majority of ridership on 
the Northeast Corridor - for the development of the DEIS alternatives. Of primary 
importance to SEPTA is that the Northeast Corridor attain a state of good repair so 
that existing service can continue to be provided with increased safety, performance, 
and reliability. The No Action Alternative within the DEIS fails to bring the NEC into 
a state of good repair which is not an acceptable outcome. Continuing to let the NEC 
deteriorate, which has been the inevitable practice through under-investment over 
many years, would degrade SEPTA service significantly impacting our customers and 
the economy of Southeastern Pennsylvania. 

SEPTA acknowledges the efforts of the FRA to evaluate and present issues that 
impact both Regional Rail and Intercity Rail. However, it should be noted that 
alternatives with features that create more capacity on the corridor clearly benefit all 
users, but alternatives with features designed for higher speeds primarily benefit 
Intercity Rail service, as provided by Amtrak. This DEIS and the associated service 
development plan and record of decision which will result from it should recognize 
that Regional Rail agencies are not endorsing investments that primarily benefit 
intercity service. 

Federal funding is necessary to make the implementation of any of the Action 
Alternatives successful. Under the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
(PRIIA) and the resultant Cost Allocation Policy, owners and operators are committed 
to investments that ensure the NEC remains in a state of good repair. That 
commitment assumes that the backlog of major capital projects, which has been 
identified at $52 billion, and includes such projects as the replacement of river bridges 
in Connecticut, the Baltimore and Potomac tunnels and the Hudson River tunnels, will 
be completed. The sustainability and resiliency of the infrastructure on the Northeast 
Corridor has to be a priority. Therefore any path forward for the future of the NEC 
must include a significant federal role in dealing with such backlog and improvements 
while recognizing that the stakeholders in the corridor are handling their normalized 
replacement obligations. 

Recognizing the above principles, SEPTA supports an alternative that can meet the 
future rail demand of the Northeast Region and Southeastern Pennsylvania in 
particular. Given the long time horizon and uncertainty about funding, no alternative 
should limit the ability for future investments to meet the changing conditions and 
need for rail service. With SEPTA's Regional Rail ridership having grown at an 
unprecedented rate over the last decade, it is important for infrastructure 
improvements to keep pace. 
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Specific Comments 

30th St. Station is an important intermodal hub for SEPTA service, where the 
Authority's regional rail lines operate in addition to the Market Frankford (heavy rail) 
line, five trolley routes and seven bus routes and a local circulator. In addition, there is 
the Keystone Corridor service as well as Amtrak intercity service at 30th Street Station. 
Any investment under Alternative 3 to improve intercity speed by introducing a new 
alignment with a station stop at Market East/Jefferson Station in Center City 
Philadelphia should not diminish the importance of service to 30th St. Station. 

Alternative 2 contemplates a new ten mile segment of the Northeast Corridor directly 
serving Philadelphia International Airport. This concept requires significant 
integration of long range planning with the Airport, the City of Philadelphia, Delaware 
County and SEPTA, so that intercity, regional passenger and freight rail service can 
co-exist. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS. If you have questions or require 
clarification, please contact me or Byron Comati, Director of Strategic Planning. 

fJ:Iee.relnIIJ~ iJ
f'--:-~I{ t1- .. IrcJ fI. '1t'2- , ~ 

Jeffrey D. Knueppel 
General Manager 

cc: R. Burnfield 
R. Lund 
P. McCormick 
T. McFadden 
C. Popp-McDonough 













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The Northeast Maglev, LLC 
1212 New York Ave NW Suite 700 

Washington, DC 20005TNEM (202) 499-7933
THE NORTHEAST MAGLEV 

http://northeastmaglev.com 

January 14, 2016 

Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
NEC Future 
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea; 

This letter is intended to provide comments on the NEC Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
issued by the FRA in November 2015. Our comments relate to "Technology Considerations" covered 
under section 4.1.3.1 and section 9.2.2 in your report. 

As an introduction, The Northeast Maglev is a U.S. based company committed to solving the northeast 
corridors transportation challenge by promoting the deployment of a superconductive magnetic 
levitation system (SCMAGLEV) between Washington D.C. and New York City. The SCMAGLEV technology, 
developed in Japan by the Central Japan Railway Company (JR-Central) over the past 44 years, holds the 
world speed record at 375 miles per hour. 

We do agree with your assessment as stated in your report that Maglev levitation technology could be 
used to develop a second spine in the Northeast Corridor and could result in providing future 
transformative investment in the regional transportation system. However, we disagree with the 
statement made that "advanced guideway systems, such as magnetic levitation technologies remain 
under development". The SCMAGLEV system has been fully developed and the Government of Japan 
has approved the technology for revenue service operation. In December 2011, the Japanese Ministry 
of Land Infrastructure Transport and Tourism enacted technological standards for the operation of the 
SCMAGLEV system and construction is currently underway on the extended revenue service line 
between Tokyo and Nagoya. A 42Km segment has already been built and the system has operated over 
900,000 miles and has carried over 180,000 revenue passengers. While, as you note, the SCMAGLEV 
would require a new guideway, it would however, provide integration efficiencies with existing 
transportation options. It is correctly stated that it is currently being studied separately as it would not 
be inter-operable on the existing NEC lines. 

If you have any questions or need further information about the SCMAGLEV technology, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

sineerelfA~bb 

Nazih K. Hadd~ 
Executive Vice President 



























TOWN OF OLD LYME
 
OFFICE OF THE SELECTMEN 

52 Lyme Street 
Old Lyme, CT 06371 
www.oldlyme-ct.govMarch 23, 2016 

Tel. (860) 434-1605 
Fax (860) 434-1400

By Electronic and Regular Mail 

Mr. David Carol 
Joint Venture Program Manager 
Parsons Brinkerhoff/AECOM Joint Venture 
NEC Future 
4528 Binfords Ridge Rd. 
Charlotte, NC 28226 

Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
Northeast Corridor Joint Program Advisor 
USDOT - Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Re: J\TEC Future 

Dear David and Rebecca: 

Let me begin by thanking both of you, as well as Becky Blatnica, Deputy 
Program Manager, Amishi Castelli, Environmental lead, from the John A. Volpe 
National Transportation System Center, U.S. Department of Transportation, and Ruby 
Siegel, AECOM, for meeting with us in Old Lyme on March 11. Our discussion of the 
NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and the potential effects 
of the concepts addressed therein on the town of Old Lyme and the surrounding region 
was very helpful. \Ve truly appreciated your time and effort in coming to Old Lyme, the 
wealth of information you provided to us, and your sincere willingness to listen to our 
input and address our concerns. I would like to describe in this letter the most important 
understandings we took away from that meeting. 

The Process 

The Tier 1 EIS is intended to be a very high level, conceptual "vision" for 
addressing the northeast corridor's current and future rail needs. The FRA will now 
proceed to develop a prefened alternative, which is expected to be publicly announced 
this summer. Whether public comments will be solicited has not yet been decided. 
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Next fall, the FRA will publish a Tier 1 Final EIS and a Record of Decision 
(together, the "Tier 1 Record"), which will set forth in detail the analysis and rationale 
underlying the EIS and will serve to direct and inform the Tier 2 EIS. The Tier 1 Record 
will clearly note the importance of the Connecticut River Estuary and its environmental1 

concerns. 

In the first half of 20 17 the FRA will publish a "Service Development Plan," 
effectively a blueprint for implementation of the Tier 1 EIS. This plan will propose the 
phasing of the Tier 2 EIS projects, taking into account on all relevant factors, such as 
levels of service, funding, state government input and railroad input. Once the Service 
Development Plan has been finalized, the Tier 2 process will be introduced and will 
proceed on a project-by-project basis over an extended time period as dictated by future 
events, including service demand and funding availability. Each Tier 2 EIS will address 
in detail all project elements, such as the specific location, design and construction 
features, will include a detailed environmental impact statement, and will have a life span 
of three years. 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 in the Tier 1 Draft EIS contemplates a new bridge over the 
Connecticut River from Old Saybrook to Old Lyme and then an aerial structure over the 
western portion of the town, including the Historic District. If this section of Alternative 
1 (the Old Saybrook to Kenyon, Rhode Island bypass) remains part ofthe preferred 
alternative in the final Tier 1 EIS, then in all events this section of the route will be 
constructed utilizing an underground turmel instead of a bridge and aerial structure. The 
tunnel will be bored, not "cut and covered," and will likely extend from the Old Saybrook 
train depot (probably using the THcon Aggregate site as a staging area) to the 
Whippoorwill Road abutment on the north side of Interstate 95 in Old Lyme. The precise 
route of the tUIlllel, and the location of necessary ventilation shafts, will be determined in 
tr..e applicable Tier 2 EIS, taking into aCCoullt ha...'111 and disruption to the environment, 
historical properties and the town during and after construction. 

The Preferred Alternative 

In developing the preferred alternative the FRA will analyze further the three 
alternatives set forth in the Tier 1 Draft EIS and will take into account, among other 
things, the policy objectives of the FRA and the Department of Transportation, all of the 
public comments, and other input received. In evaluating the Old Saybrook to Kenyon 
bypass portion of Alternative 1 for inclusion in the preferred alternative, the FRA will 
carefully consider the following: 
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(a) Information from us and the federal Environmental Protection Agency 
regarding the potential environmental impact on the Connecticut River Estuary. In 
particular, it will evaluate the potential impact on the estuary according to 
established criteria--ecologically sensitive habitat, threatened and endangered 
species, and an essential fish habitat, and the estuary's designation as a Ramsar 
Estuary of Global Importance and, potentially, as a National Estuarine Research 
Reserve.2 Representatives from the Connecticut River Council of Governments, the 
Nature Conservancy, the Connecticut Audubon Society, the Roger Tory Peterson 
Estuary Center and the Old Lyme Land Trust will compile for your review detailed 
infonnation regarding the potential impact of the proposed tunnel on this estuary, 
fu"1d the FRA will advise us of its conclusions regarding the relevance of this 
infonnation; 

(b) The National Register of Historic Places-listed properties as well as the 
National Historic Landmark-listed properties, as contemplated in the Section 106 
procedures in the Federal Registry and the statements of the Advisory council on 
Historic Preservation. The FRA will also consider the significance of Old Lyme 
being listed as a Preserve America Community. \Ve would also appreciate advice 
from the FRA regarding this analysis. We understand that the impact of construction 
activity, including vibration and displacement, on historic structures will be 
evaluated as part of the Tier 2 process; and 

(c) The impact on residential areas, open space and archeological sites. 

The FRA anticipates that the preferred alternative will incorporate elements of 
each of the three alternatives presented in the Tier 1 Draft EIS. lfthe preferred 
alternative does not include the Old Saybrook to Kenyon bypass, then it will no longer be 
reflected on EIS plans and maps and the public will be able to rest assured that the FRA 
].,·"s.a...." ~ef';nl·t.j,/:o,lv 

J. IO.+~-.,g,
':>h~n,d"'n,,,d 

l,.J,.A.Lu V.~.L.L ..-.... .J V.LJ..""U 
+1,;,<, r~"+e 

i1••'-I... .. 

Curren.t Shoreline Route 

The current train service on the Connecticut shoreline (Shore Line East and 
Amtrak) will be continued and enhanced, regardless of the nature of the preferred 
alternative. Each of the three proposed alternatives contemplates, and the preferred 
alternative will include, substantial upgrades to the existing rail system sufficient to 
restore the system to a state of good repair arld harden the line for improved resiliency. 
The amount allocated to this work is $20 billion. 
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* * * 

Please contact me with any questions or comments you have regarding this letter, 
including particularly any ofour understandings that you believe may be incorrect. We 
would greatly appreciate the opportunity to be updated by your team as the preferred 
alternative is developed, especially as you address the Old Saybrook to Kenyon bypass. 
\Ve will, of course, respond promptly to any questions or issues that arise and, if it would 
be useful, we would meet with you in Washington or elsewhere. 

Thank you very much. 

Very truly yours, 

~Q.~ 
Bonnie A. Reemsnyder 
First Selectwoman 

cc:	 Sam Gold, Executive Director, RiverCOG 
John Forbis, Old Lyme 
Bennett Bemb1um, Old Lyme 
Board of Selectmen 



EXHIBIT A 

CT River Designations from RiverCOG HE Conservation Plan 

The member land trusts of the l TE have charged themselves with protecting the natural assets of the 

RiverCOG Region, an invaluable environmental and recreational area of global significance that 

surrounds the lower 36 miles of the Connecticut River from the river's mouth at Long Island Sound to 

the northern borders of the municipalities of Cromwell and Portland and over 20 miles of long Island 

Sound coast line from the western border of the town of Clinton, to the eastern border of the town of 

Old lyme. It is home to many of the State's parks and forests and portions of two Refuges, the 

Menunketesllck/Duck Island complex and the Salt Meadow Unit of the Stewart B. McKinney National 

Wildlife Refuge and the southernmost 354 sq. miles of the Connecticut River watershed based Silvio O. 

Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge. This area of the Conte Refuge is now home to the Roger Tory 

Peterson Division, the Salmon River Division, and the Whalebone Cove Division; the Wild and Scenic 

Eightmile River; five Connecticut State designated greenways -the Menunketesuck - Cockaponset 

Regional Greenway, the Connecticut River Gateway Zone Greenway, the Eight Mile River Greenway, the 

Old lyme Greenway, and parts of the Blue Blazed Trail System Greenway. The estuary of the lower river 

was designated as a Ramsar Estuary of Global Importance (1994), has been proclaimed by The Nature 

Conservancy to be one ofthe World's last Great Places, and is listed as a long Island Sound Stewardship 

Site (2005) by the long island Sound Stewardship Initiative. In 1998 the Connecticut was designated as 

an American Heritage River, one of 14 in the country. Running through the Region is part of the 

Metacomet, Monadnock, Mattabesett Trail System designated in 2009 as the New England National 

Scenic Trail that strives to extend over 200 miles from Massachusetts to long Island Sound; the Region 

also surrounds the Connecticut River Gateway Conservation Zone, a 30,000 acre area surrounding the 

lower 30 miles of the Connecticut River, from the nearest ridge top to nearest ridge top across the 

length ofthe lower river. Since 1974, the Connecticut River Gateway Commission has been charged with 

protecting the scenic and ecological properties of this unique landscape. Most recently the lower 

Connecticut River region was identified by The Nature Conservancy as a focal area in their report 

entitled Resilient Sites for Terrestrial Conservation in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic Region and the 

Connecticut River watershed was named the Nation's first National Blueway as part of the Dept. ofthe 

Interior's Americas Great Outdoors initiative. 



TOWN OF OLD SAYBROOK· 
Office of the Board of Selectmen 

302 Main Street. Old Saybrook, Connecticut 06475 
Telephone (860) 395-3123. FAX (860) 395-3125 

November 13,2015 

Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Re: NEe Future 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea, 

I have received and reviewed your brochure entitled "Our Future on Track". Thank you for 
sending this to me. Also, I attended a Federal Rail Administration (FRA) meeting in Hartford 
concerning this topic some time ago. 

Obviously, investing and upgrading the NEC passenger rail line is critical to regional mobility, 
as the FRA points out in the report. However, in reviewing the options presented I fail to see the 
Old Saybrook Train Station listed on any of the Alternatives. I do note that not all stations are 
shown on your maps. Old Saybrook's absence may simply be due to space saving on the map. 

You should be aware of the dramatic improvements that have been made and will be made next 
year at and near this train station. First, the State of Connecticut has built a new 199 space 
parking lot so that this busy train station will have much improved free parking options. Second, 
a new 186 unit apartment complex is being built (construction starts Monday, November 16, 
2015) within walking distance of the train station. Lastly, the Town of Old Saybrook will be 
widening and rebuilding North Main Street, the main artery serving the Amtrak train station. 
There will be sidewalks and ample lighting on both sides of the street. This will provide an 
excellent connection to Old Saybrook's vibrant downtown which is within easy walking 
distance. Governor Malloy recently hailed all this activity as a model transit oriented 
development, a trend in both Connecticut and our neighboring states. 

All in all, we expect to see train station ridership in Old Saybrook pick up significantly over the 
next few years as a result of these improvements. Amtrak service is vital to both the town and the 
ridership. Please contact me should you care to discuss this issue. Thank you for your attention to 
this matter. 

~elrL-- y
 
Carl P. Fortuna, Jr.
 
First Selectman, Town of Old Saybrook
 



:!70«H1/ f/joautof @~f!l]ay 
Rebecca M. Alesia	 TOWN HALL (516) 624-6302 

Councilwoman	 OYSTER BAY, NEW YORK 11771-1592 Fax (516) 624-6147 
ralesia @oysterbay-ny.gov 

February 4, 2016 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea, NEC Future Program Manager 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Re: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

Attached is correspondence from the Oyster Bay Town Board 
regarding the above referenced subject. 

Please be apprised that I have coordinated the Town's 
review of the NEC Future DEIS through discussions with my colleagues 
on the Town Board. As such, I would be happy to serve as the Town's 
point of contact for this matter. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any 
questions. 

Very truly yours, 

~.rlit/i£-
REBEC;CA MOALS IA 
COUNCILWOMAN 

Recycled paper Please recycle again 
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Rebecca M. Alesia TOWN HALL (516) 624-6302 
Councilwoman OYSTER BAY, NEW YORK 11771-1592 Fax (516) 624-6147 

ralesia@oysterbay-ny.gov 

February 2, 2016 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea, NEC Future Program Manager 
U.S. Department of Transportation
 
Federal Railroad Administration
 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429
 
New York, NY 10004
 

Re: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

Thank you for your letter to the Town of Oyster Bay dated 
November 10, 2015 regarding the Northeast Corridor (NEC) Future 
initiative. We appreciate the opportunity to review the DEIS. 
A representative from the Town also attended the public hearing in 
Mineola on January 12 th 

• 

Please accept these comments from the Oyster Bay Town 
Board, submitted on behalf of the approximately 300,000 residents we 
represent. We ask that you give this correspondence, and all public 
input you receive on the DEIS, due consideration as you decide how 
to proceed. 

Clearly, any of the action alternatives for the NEC Future 
project would be an ambitious undertaking. Even Alternatives 1 and 
2, which respectively are titled "Maintain" and "Grow", would entail 
large capital expenditures and major construction for existing NEC 
facilities spanning from Washington, D.C., to Boston. However, 
Alternative 3, "Transform", which potentially would include the 
installation of a new "spine" for the NEC on Long Island, a segment 
of which would lie in the Town of Oyster Bay, is of the greatest 
interest to us and is the focus of these comments. 

The Oyster Bay Town Board supports the NEC Future's 
overall goal of improving rail connections and capacity to advance 
the regional economy. However, the information provided in the DEIS 
regarding Alternative 3 is so nebulous that it is difficult to see 
how it can provide a suitable basis for decision-making. 

Recycled paper Please recycle again 
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The DEIS vaguely indicates that the potential new route on 
Long Island would be installed in a "trench" through the Town of 
Oyster Bay, between Garden City and the Main Line of the Long Island 
Rail Road in Farmingdale. The DEIS does not even include a generic 
discussion of how this physically would be accomplished in an area 
that is already essentially fully built-out; nor is there even the 
most basic description of methods that could be used to accomplish 
this type of construction, where it has been successfully 
implemented in a similar setting, or how potential impacts during 
construction and operation would be mitigated. Although the DEIS 
prominently highlights the expected socio-economic benefits of the 
proposed action, information regarding anticipated adverse effects 
is almost completely omitted, making it problematic to arrive at 
fully informed and properly balanced findings. 

We recognize that a "Tier 1" DEIS is intended to provide a 
broad basis for programmatic decisions. However, in the absence of 
meaningful impact assessment the subject DEIS does not seem to 
establish the necessary foundation for effective deliberations. 
Accordingly, we urge you to complete appropriate analyses of 
potential environmental impacts and present same for public review 
and comment before any decision is made to pursue Al ternative 3. 
Although detailed, site-specific investigations may not be required 
or feasible at this time, technically valid, generic impact 
evaluations are practicable and should be completed to ensure that 
all relevant factors are taken into consideration in choosing the 
most appropriate course of action. 

We await the outcome of your review of the comments 
submitted on the DEIS and we look forward to continuing 
participation in the public process for this important project. 
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ANTHONY D. MACAGN<)NE 
COUNCILMAN 

C~~CM~~CHRIS J. CSCHIGNAN .. ~~ 
COUNCILMAN COUNCILMAN 

~~ ~~Ik~
REBEC M: ALESIA MIlIELE M. Jo'Hii~j? 
COUNCILWOMAN COUNCILWOMAN 









































































































































































































































(see Below )

   - 1/19/2016 — Newark, NJ

   NJ Transit, 1 Raymond Plaza East, 9th floor

I am just a a private citizen who has been to several Public Meetings

related to Transportation and well educated

Who likes to ride trains, then Hike, Canoe, and Bicycle for exercise (

Working on a design that combines two of three )

Most of the Transit Advocates and organized people I knew have past away (

See include e-mails as example )

But I know a good idea when I see one; And the program should be expanded,

( Sorry I did not read the Web Page prior to this date )

So this past weekend, I saw the bicycle Storage Lockers at the Point

Pleasant Train Station

I would use such a thing for my work since you see by my address that the

trains pass behind my work place but not at it

And since most trains are only to and from Montclair State University

Station and not so at the Route 23 Park and Ride or Little Falls

That such a item for bicycling would be useful ( even to go to Park or the

Gym after work )

When you reply, You may want to indicate if such lockers come in longer

lengths

So Canoes or Kayaks which are growing in popularity can be stored; which

could be based at Parks too

Unlike the open outdoor racks with a fence around such as the Hackensack

Riverkeeper facilities have

Or the expensive & expansive needs of a walk in self storage unit, Which

these private facilities are hardly never located next to a Park or Train

Station

Individual use and transportation ease will get you more ridership because

no one likes to wait for their car ( Just ask a Valet )



































































































































































A new bridge over The Connecticut River Estuary, named as one of" One of the World's Last 
Great Places in the Western Hemisphere" by the Nature Conservancy, raises a multitude of 
environmental concerns as it would cause disruption of the river, its wetlands, and the habitats 
a number of rare and threatened species and other wildlife. Home to the osprey which were 
nearly extinct just a few decades ago, the bald eagle (likewise nearly extinct but resurgent) and 
a stopover for migrating species, it is impossible to believe that the environmental impact would 
not be substantial. Your own ecological assessments recognize the impact on Connecticut's 
ecologically sensitive habitats. 

Finally, a word about aesthetics and economics. There has long been a nexus between the 
River and the well being of the surrounding communities. Essex, Old Saybrook, Old Lyme and 
other communities along the river are steeped in history dating to pre-Revolutionary days and, 
whether it was the shipping trade in the 18th century which gave rise to today's boatyards and 
marinas, or the Old Lyme Art Colony this nexus exists today. Boating enthusiasts and fishermen 
flock to the River each season to enjoy its beauty and access to Long Island Sound. Art 
enthusiasts likewise visit the towns along the River to view their historic homes and the 
museums and galleries creating a thriving tourist indUstry. Thus, the appreciation of the 
aesthetics of our river valley communities continues in the 21 st Century as it did in the 19th and 
20th Centuries. The new bridge would not only create a visual obstruction but also poses real 
dangers to the economies of our river communities. 

It is my sincere hope that you will re-examine this proposal in light of the harm it would cause to 
the River and its communities. 

/;;JreIY, ~" 
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To: 

The Honorable Thomas Carper Mr. Robert 
U.S Senator, Delaware Office of State Planning Coordination 

301 N. Walnut St.,
 
Wilm., De. 19801 122 Martin Luther King,jr. Blvd.
 

Dover, De. 19901 
The Honorable Chris Coons 
U.S Senator, Delaware
 
1105 N. Market St.,
 Ms. Bernice Whalley 
Wilmington, De. 1980 I De. Office ofEc. Dev. 

99 Kings Highway, 
The Honorable John Carney Dover, De., 19904 
U.S. House of Representatives 
#200 Mr. Robert Valihura 
233 N. King St. Pres., CCBOH 
Wilm., De. 19801 C/O Mrs. Frances West 

911 Darley Road, 
The Honorable Jack Markell Wilm., De. 19810 
Governor, State of Delaware 
150 Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.-South Ms. Mary Ridgeway, P.E. 

Division Administrator 
The Honorabie Harris B. McDowell, Jr. Federal Highway Administration 
11 th Fl. 120 I College Park Drive, Suite 102 
820 N. French St. Dover, DE 19904 
Wilm., De. 19801 

AMTRAK 
The Honorable Thomas Gordon ___~~ High Speed Rail 
New Castle County Executive { U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration 
87 Reads Way, One Bowling Green, Suite 429, New York, N.Y. 10004 
New Castle, De. 19720 

Ms. Heather Dunigan 
The Honorable Robert Weiner WlLMAPCO 
N.C.C. Councilman/Dist. 2 850 Library Avenue 
City/County Bldg.l8'h Fl. 'Suite 100 
801 French St., Wilm. De. 19801 Newark, De. 19711
 

Mr. Chuck Stirk,Pres.. ,
 
Civic LeagiJdorNewC~siIeCounty
 
Brookland Terrace,
 
Wilm., De. 19808
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Subject: Land Use to now reqUIre a Prl-Iic[tllslte economic generator ~;;; ~ -I ~ 
WILMAPCO sponsored Planners' Presentation-Archmere Academy-N. Claymont Master Plan

03 Feb. 2016 
Request ofyour timely review and action 

The North Claymont Site should Demand
 
The Regional Inter Modal Transportation Center.
 

Ladies and Gentlemen:
 
The improvement of our interstate transportation system is a major vehicle to our domestic
 
and International future economic viability.
 

Though a much appreciated, WILMAPCO sponsored, Master Plan presentation by 
Professional Planners for the N. Claymont, De,when}discussed at the various break out 
tables, brought forth were major concerns: . 0 .0 

• The Presenters, asking for alternate concepts with reactions to that 
presented, respondents observed that the Master Plan was but a repeat of the earlier 
year presentation by those new land owners, their plan, in turn, substantially an off 
shoot from that developed by others from 1992 forward through 2005--- the 
current presentation by WILMAPCO being absent a vital ingredient, (one 



included in the original Master Plans of 1996 thru 2014): a long term economic 
generator. The earlier Plan of 1996, such informally well received by the U.S. 
Dept. of Transportation, indicated a major, Regional Inter Modal Transportation 
Center. In post review of the WILMAPCO presentation, there is now further 
concern, that being one of replacing required parking, ancillary offices/ housing, 
including a commuter station, and access for any combined Center, is substituted 
by extensive ware housing, and limited waterfront usage. This substitute usage 
accommodates an earlier developer's announced intentions for ware housing on 
that site, but slights that of looking forward to an attractive waterfront and an 
integral commuter station. With borrowed, multi photos of other sites, 
WILMAPCO has presented only window dressing to that earlier proposed Master 
Plan. A forward vision of the site, is now further challenged by the Owner's 
current Planner inference that any development will require the roads, etc. be 
substantially financed by public monies, others noting that WILMAPCO is usually 
the stepping stone toward Federal outlay--substantial infrastructure of overpasses, 
etc. To the contrary, an earlier major developer of regional shopping centers 
offered to purchase the 36 acre designated North West portion, absent of any 
public financial support. Delaware, with" no sales tax", provides the major retail 
Developer necessary inducement to provide his own infra structure, challenging 
the necessity of more shopping centers. Noting the across street, failing, Tri-State 
Mall, the local population of limited purchasing power, nearby crime, and the un 
acceptable 1-95 interchange, there must be a more demanding economic generator 
than one more Shopping Center/ office complex to justify the massive 
infrastructure costs. A Regional Inter Modal Transportation Center provides 
that justification. With the Federal Railroad Administration now considering 
high speed rail, to include an East bi pass of the Wilmington Station, (the State 
embarrassed at two major, multi million dollar, renovations/additions to that 
Station, while continued inadequate vehicular access from 1-95), what could be 
more logical than a major and new station complex at the N. Claymont site? 

Requested immediate attention and leadership from you: 
• Engage and require a most thorough enviromnental clean -up of the 420 
acre, N. Claymont site. 
• Require a long tenn, economic uplift for the region-such being the major, 
inter modal Transportation Center. 
• Require, if housing for the elderly substantiated, higher quality rather 
quantity. 
• Deny any Public financial commitment until the above is achieved. 
• Noting the present income make up of the surround, and their limited 
purchasing power, yet, a current affluent commuter from the broader surround, 
who could be attracted if that traveler could easily board the high speed train 
up/down the Coast, access International Air travel, board a Cruise Ship (which the 
Port of Wilmington discourages ), even trans ship from waterborne cargo to rail ? 
As proven to our South, such Center, and to include the Port, will not only re 
invigorate Claymont but, as proven, re invigorate a Region. A carefully re tooled, 



prioritized. and long term costing for that a New Master Plan is urgently 
required-A Vision beyond one that of immediate profit for this Developer. 

Your response would be most appreciated. 

/hanYTh~ 

~jq 
CHARLES M. WE 

Weymouth Architects and Planners 
1827 LOVERING AVENUE, WILMINGTON, DE.19806 
TE: (302) 658-8760 
FX: (302) 658-8761 
E-Mail: CWEYMOUTH@AOL.COM 
Website: WEYMOUTH ARCHITECTS @aol.com 
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                       P R O C E E D I N G S 
             ON THE RECORD AT 6:08 P.M. 
       Whereupon, 
                       Michael Williams 
             INTERVIEWED as follows:  
             COURT REPORTER: 
             Please introduce yourself and you may begin. 
             PRIVATE HEARING SPEAKER, MICHAEL WILLIAMS:  
             Sure. My name is Michael Williams and I'm a resident 
             in Baltimore, Maryland. And after having gone over 
             the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement, I believe 
             that the NEC Future should choose Alternative 3.2, 
             which is the Long Island to Providence routing, for 
             the NEC Future.  
             Understanding that, and it's very important to connect 
             airports beyond just Newark International and 
             Baltimore/Washington International Airports, the 
             Alternative 3.2 would include the Philadelphia 
             International Airport, John F. Kennedy Airport, 
             McArther-Islip Airport, as well as the T. F. Green Airport 
             as part of the reach of the Northeast Corridor.  
             Understanding that sometimes budget constraints lower the 
             aim of where, of what can be done, if Alternative 3.2 is 
             not able funded or any of the other Alternative 3 
             routings, then I would put my support behind Alternative 
             2. 
             That's it. 
             COURT REPORTER: 
             Are you finished with your statement. 
             PRIVATE HEARING SPEAKER MICHAEL WILLIAMS: 
             I am finished with my statement 
             COURT REPORTER: 
             I want to thank you very much, and that concludes the 
             statement for Michael Williams. This is Judy Grill, Court 
             Reporter, signing off. 
             OFF THE RECORD AT 6:11 p.m. 
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Wilmington Area Planning Council 

WILMAPCO Council: 

John Sisson. Chair 
Delaware Transit Corporation 
Chief Executive Officer 

Bill Miners, Vice-Chair 
Chesapeake City 
Councilman 

Jennifer Cohan 
Delaware Dept. of Transportation 
Secretary 

Thomas P. Gordon 
New Castle County Executive 

Connie C. Holland 
Delaware Office of State Planning 
Coordination, Director 

Tari Moore 
Cecil County Executive 

Heather Murphy 
Maryland Dept. of Transportation 
Director, Office of Planning and 
Capital Programming 

Michael Spencer 
Mayor of Newport 

Dennis P. Williams 
Mayor of Wilmington 

W1LMAPCO Executive Director 
Tigisl Zegeye 

850 Library Avenue. Suite 100 
Newark, Delaware 19711 

302-737-6205; Fax 302-737-9584 
From Cecil County: 888-808-7088 

e-mail: wilmapco@wilmapco.org 
web site: www.wilmapco.org 

February 2, 2016 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
USDOT 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Office of Railroad Policy & Development 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

WILMAPCO welcomes the opportunity to comment on the NEC FUTURE Tier I 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The !\IEC serves as a major 
transportation corridor for residents of the WILMAPCO Region; the Joseph R. 
Biden Jr. Amtrak Station in Wilmington, DE is the 11th busiest train station in 
the United States generating over 717,000 (circa 2012) trips each year. The 
f\lEC also serves as an economic development engine as it is also the primary 
rail freight corridor for the entire Delmarva Peninsula. It will be critical to 
maintain this 100 year-old rail corridor at a state of good repair while also 
creating the capacity to accommodate more trains and passengers for the 
future. Expanded rail ridership is one of the best means available for our 
region to lower transportation emissions and improve air quality, as well as 
encouraging the continuing economic development of the City of Wilmington. 

WILMAPCO staff have studied the proposed alternatives and the service 
recommendations within the EIS and we support the need to transform the 
NEC to accommodate faster train trips and expanded service to new markets, 
as is detailed in Alternative 3. We are also very supportive of the proposed 
connection to the Philadelphia International Airport. Staff would like to 
request that riders must be able to connect directly to the airport from the 
Biden Amtrak Station, as we feel that this rail connection will be well utilized 
by Delaware residents who are looking for a better multi-modal connection for 
this trip. We hear frequent comments from residents of our region requesting 
a rail connection from Wilmington to the airport, but that trip currently 
requires a train ride into Philadelphia and a second train back to the airport, 
and we have not heard of any plans by SEPTA to change that situation. This is 
the type of change that encourages new rail users who are looking for ways to 
reduce their carbon footprint with more multi-modal transportation choices. 

WILMAPCO staff have concerns regarding the proposed track paths for 
Alternatives 2 and 3 that deviate from the NEC spine in Cecil County, IVID and 
New Castle County, DE. We hope to work further with your project team to 
understand the impact that new rail corridors will have on the built and 
natural environment within our region. Specifically, we have major concerns 
with the paths of Alternatives 2 and 3 through the City of Wilmington, DE. We 
understand that these alternatives are still in a draft form, but there is 
concern that the paths of Alternatives 2 and 3 would travel directly through 
an 
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revitalization efforts of this community if an elevated track structure were to 
be constructed through its core, as well as the negative effect on the proposed 
South Wilmington Wetland Park, which is currently being designed and falls 
under the proposed rail line. The path of Alternative 2 appears to follow an 
existing freight rail right-of-way, and we anticipate that there will be negative 
impacts to the properties along this ROW. We suggest the consideration of an 
alternate path that would follow the existing 1-495 ROWand which would 
have a lesser impact on the surrounding residents. 

Of an even larger concern for WILMAPCO and the State of Delaware is the lack 
of a connection to the Biden Amtrak Station for the proposed highest speed 
train service (220 mph) that would travel on the NEC as part of Alternative 3. 
The Biden Amtrak Station is currently a very strong market for the Acela 
service. In 2014 and 2015, the average number of Amtrak riders who boarded 
or alighted a train in Wilmington was approximately 351,000 per year. Of 
those Amtrak riders, approximately 107,700 boarded Acela and 113,700 
alighted Acela. Basically, over 30% of all Amtrak riders into and out of 
Wilmington rode an Acela train. The Acela service is very competitive for the 
Wilmington travel market, as there are many trips made to New York City and 
Washington D.C. on a daily basis. The nearest airport is the Philadelphia 
International Airport, which is 22 miles and 25 minutes away via the often
congested 1-95 corridor. In the future, with even shorter rail travel times to 
New York and Washington, the market for high-speed train service in 
Wilmington should grow even stronger as the trip time becomes more 
competitive with commercial air travel. This high-speed connection for 
Wilmington will allow the region to attract new residents who can take 
advantage of the efficient train service for commuting and will foster 
continued economic growth for Wilmington's business community due to the 
ease of business travel. The Biden Amtrak Station must continue to have 
connections the fastest train services that can be planned for the NEC as part 
of the proposed service expansion. 

WILMAPCO staff are encouraged to see that the Tier 1 EIS includes references 
to many rail projects that are ongoing within our region, such as the future 
stations proposed for Newport (DE) and Elkton (MD), as well the expansion of 
the Newark Train Statioll. The completion of this facility will remove a 
chokepoint on the NEC (noted in section 4.6.1-3) while also allowing 
additional interregional and commuter train service to access this station, 
which could also include MARC train service from the south. The potential 
extension of MARC commuter service north from Perryville, MD to Newark, DE 
will have an impact on train operations in a corridor that currently serves only 
Amtrak and NS freight trains. In Cecil County, MD, the NEC is constrained by a 
6 mile segment that consists of two tracks, instead of three or four. 
WILMAPCO coordinated with MOOT, OelOOT, NS and Amtrak to complete the 
Chesapeake Connector Freight and Rail Passenger Benefits Study, which 
examines the potential benefits of adding a third track to this segment. This 
section of track would appear to be a future chokepoint for passenger rail, but 
it is a current chokepoint for Norfolk Southern (NS) freight trains that are 
accessing the NEC between the NS Port Road in Perryville, MD and the NS 
Newark freight Yard in Newark, DE. WILMAPCO believes that the Chesapeake 
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Connector should be addressed within the draft EIS and while sections 
4.6.1.2, 4.6.2.2 and 4.6.3.2 note that additional track should be constructed 
between Bayview, MD and Newark, DE we would like to see a specific 
reference to this important project. 

Thank you for the invitation to collaborate with you in the NEC Future 
planning process. Please contact myself or Dave Gula (dgula@wilmapco.org or 
302-737-6205) for more information about WILMAPCO's rail plans or any 
further detail regarding our comments of the draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

~;::l-677t:-
Tigist Zegeye, Executive Director 

CC:
 
Jennifer Cohan, DelDOT
 
Johns Sisson, DTC
 
Heather Murphy, MDOT
 
Kevin Quinn, MTA
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