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CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND
 
Department of Planning and Zoning
 

200 Chesapeake Boulevard, Suite 2300, Elkton, MD 21921
 

24 November 2015 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicia 
NEC FUTURE Program Manager 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite429 
New York, NY 10004 

Re: NEe FUTURE Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicia: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the referenced document and to comment, as follows: 

1. The language in the introduction needs to focus less on the region's economy and more 
on the region's importance to the whole nation's economy. All spending bills come out of the 
House, and the states proposed to be affected are represented therein as follows: 

CT 5 Seats 
. DE 1 Seat 
MA 14 Seats 
MD 8 Seats 
NJ ·12 Seats 
NY 27 Seats 
PA 18 Seats 
RI 2 Seats 
VA 11 Seats 

Total: 98 Seats out of 435 (and in the Senate, only 18 out of 100). That's only 22.5% 
and 18%, respectively. 

Moreover, this cannot be seen as pork for just the NE Corridor states, with any expectation that 
it will clear either house. 
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2. Freight movement needs to be emphasized more. First, the specific freight railroad 
stakeholders need to be identified. Second, the fact that more rail ridership frees up highway 
capacity, enhancing mobility for truck freight movement (so important along the NE Corridor) 
needs to be articulated. Third, considering the point above, the lane-miles of highways that 
would not have to be built as a result of each ofthe enumerated alternatives needs to be 
quantified (under the "Sustainability" section). 

3. In terms of improving passenger rail service, one way to do so is increasing reliability. 
What with well-documented documented delays for regional commuters owning to issues with 
electrical lines, serious consideration should be given to converting from electrical to diesel 
power. Not only would that increase reliability while decreasing right-of-way maintenance 
costs, it would also reduce new segment and northern route implementation costs. 

4. Alternative 2 is touted as providing "five times as much intercity service and more than 
doubles peak-hour Regional rail service." Yet, the "Evaluating the Alternatives" section reveals 
that those respective 400% and 100% service increases yield only 21.18% increase in aggregate 
rail ridership. In turn, that 21.18% ridership increase comes at the cost of an extra $115 billion 
(a 475% increase). 

5. Alternative 2 is shown with a New Segment through western New Castle County, 
Delaware and virtually the entirety of Cecil County, Maryland. The areas at which the New 
Segment would divert from the present NEC are culturally- and historically-significant, 
incorporated employment and population centers. In fact, if Wilmington, Delaware did not 
exist, then the Elkton, Maryland - Newark, Delaware urbanized area would qualify to have a 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) of its own. A more careful consideration of 
Environmental Justice needs to take place (if not part ofthe 1\1 EPA process, then when?). 

6. Alternative 3 is the most expensive. Alternative 3's technical, financial, and ridership 
projection details associated with the proposed rail crossing of Long Island Sound component 
need to be articulated - albeit at a macro level. 

7. Alternative 3 is touted as providing "six times as much intercity service and up to three 
times the amount of peak-hour Regional rail service." Yet, the "Evaluating the Alternatives" 
section reveals that those respective 500% and up to 200% service increases yield only 33.26% 
increase in aggregate rail ridership. In turn, that 33.26% ridership increase comes at the cost of 
an extra $270 billion (a 1450% increase). 

8. The methodology of future ridership calculations by alternative is curious. Alternatives 
1 and 2 respectively shift 69 and 93 "million annual trips from other modes to passenger rail," 
which are corroborated in the "Evaluating the Alternatives" section. However, Alternative 3 is 
touted to shift "141 million annual trips from other modes to passenger rail," while the figure in 
the "Evaluating the Alternatives" section says 146. Why the discrepancy? 
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9. Alternative 1 nets 69 million more annual trips at an addition cost of $45 billion, or 
$652.17 per trip. Alternative 2 nets 93 million more annual trips at an addition cost of $115 
billion, or $1,236.56 per trip. Alternative 3 nets 141 (or is it 146?) million more annual trips at 
an addition cost of $270 billion, or $1,914.89 per trip. Interesting! 

Cost per @ Additional Annual Trip
 
Alternative 1 $652.17
 
Alternative 2 $1,236.56
 
Alternative 3 $1,914.89
 

10. Fiscally and operationally, how does the proposed, high-speed mag-lev service between 
Baltimore and Washington, D.C. fit into this plan? 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. 

Sincerely, 

cc:	 Hon. Tari Moore, County Executive 
Alfred C. Wein, Jr., Director of Administration 
Eric S. Sennstrom, AICP, Director of Planning 
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