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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. 

 
 











January 29, 2016

NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429
New York, NY 10004

RE: Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

To Whom it May Concern:

The East Coast Greenway Alliance (ECGA) is the 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization 
spearheading development of the East Coast Greenway (ECG), a 2,900-mile trail 
system connecting cities from Maine to Florida for bicyclists and walkers.

The trails of the ECG system host over 10 million visits each year, for local trips to 
school and work, for running errands, for recreation, and more. The route as a 
whole is a tourism facility, empowering people to safely explore communities of the 
Eastern Seaboard in an environmentally sustainable manner.

Our supporters prefer to travel by rail with their bicycles when possible. For that 
reason, we were thrilled when last year Amtrak announced enhanced roll-on/roll-off 
service for bicycles on some trains between New York City and Miami. And we are 
excited to make comment on the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Northeast Corridor, with an eye on continued strides toward improved multi-
modal transportation in the United States.

In this EIS, we ask that the FRA require Amtrak to:
1. Adopt an equivalent of "complete streets", which we call "complete corridors”. 

Specifically, we believe that Amtrak should always give thorough 
consideration to sharing their corridors with bike/walk trails, especially when 
building new river bridges. “Rails-with-trails” are of growing importance in the 
U.S., enhancing pedestrian safety in the vicinity of railroads.

2. Continue expansion & enhancement of bicycle roll-on/roll-off service 
throughout the Northeast Corridor, especially between New York and Boston.

3. Improve bicycle parking at stations owned and/or managed by Amtrak, and 
for other stations, work with the pertinent parties to improve bicycle parking.

Thank you very much for this opportunity. Transportation opportunities in the 21st 
century need to be multi-modal, to keep our country economically competitive and 
environmentally sustainable; inter-city rail service, walking, and bicycling must be 
key elements. We look forward to seeing the final version of this EIS late this year.

Sincerely,

Dennis Markatos-Soriano
Executive Director
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February 10, 2016 

NEC Future 
U.s.DOT Federal Railroad Administration 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429 
New York, NY 10004 

Re: Comments on NEC Future Tier 1 Environmental Impact Study 

To Whom it May Corkern: 

On behalf of Edison Properties, LLC, I am writing to commend the Federal Railroad Administration and 

its consultants on the content of the NEC Future Tier 1 Environmental Impact Study, specifically the 

identification of Secaucus Junction, in all three Action Alternatives, as a "hub station" where future 

intercity rail services would stop. Today, no Amtrak intercity passenger trains stop at Secaucus Junction. 

We fully agree with the DEIS finding that intercity rail service stops at Secaucus Junction would fill a 

major gap in the connectivity of the Northeast Corridor. With stops at Secaucus Junction, easy rail 

connections could then be made from populous, northern Hudson County (including Hoboken) and from 

all the numerous markets served by NJTRANSIT's Bergen County, Main and Pa:scack Valley <lines as well 

as Metro-North's Port Jervis Line. This intermodal connectivity would make Northeast Corridor interCitY 

rail service more accessible for hundreds· of thousands of people living in communities in northern 

Jersey and adjacent New York counties of the Hudson River looking for increased business and leisure 

mobility. 

Secaucus Junction is in the process of becoming even more connected to other local markets, expanding 

its role as a hub station. Construction of an expansion of its bus drop-off and pick-up area is nearly 

complete. It will be large enough to accommodate a future Bus Rapid Transit route. Moreover, as part 

of the Port Authority's decision-making leading to a commitment to replace the Port Authority Bus 

Terminal, consideration will be given in the sizing of the new facility to further expansion of bus transfer 

activity at Secaucus Junction, as a way to divert bus trans-Hudson trips away from the Lincoln Tunnel 

and the replacement bus terminal in Manhattan. 

In addition, my company operates a 1,100 space park-ride adjacent to the Secaucus Junction station. 

This park-ride, which has proved very .popular, is easily accessible via major highways from much of the 

same market areas served by the sub-region's commuter rail lines. My company has been 

contemplating botha:substantial expansion of that park-ride (through the bUilding~ ota· deck) and 

related economic development on underutilized properties it owns riearby:The stopping of intercity 

trains at the Secaucus Junction "hub station" would stimulate economic development investment. 

100 Washington Street· Newark, NJ ·07102· 973-643-7700 



The Gateway project is the keystone to increasing significant rail capacity on the Northeast Corridor in 

the vicinity of the system's major chokepoint, the Hudson River tunnels. This is the keystone project for 

the DEIS' Alternative One's implementation. As your study has drawn to a close, I am sure it is as 

sobering to you, as it is to me, to think implementation of an obvious Northeast Corridor connectivity 

improvement must wait 15 years -- the current Gateway projection for introduction of new NEC 

capacity. 

Therefore, my firm urges NEC Future to examine, in conjunction with Amtrak, within the Final 

Environmental Impact Study and NEC's subsequent Service Development Plan, the near-term feasibility 

of introducing intercity rail service stops at Secaucus Junction. We would welcome the opportunity to 

meet with Federal Railroad Administration staff to share our investment plans for the Secaucus Junction 

vicinity and to discuss how the initiation of this desirable improvement can be accelerated. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Jerome Gottesman
 
Chairman
 

Cc: Hon. Anthony Coscia, Chairman, National Rail Passenger Corporation 
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DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES, INC. 
(617) 426-2432 ~ Fax (617) 482-7813 

23

Is there anyone else who signed up whose name we 
missed so they can go first?  Okay, the gentleman in the 
striped shirt, then we'll grab you.   

MR. ESSUE:  Hi.  Thanks for coming into Hartford 
and doing this presentation.  My name is Hewan Essue.  I'm a 
resident of Hartford.  H-e-w-a-n, the last name is E-s-s-u-e.   

Just a few points.  We talk about economic 
development a lot, but we don't talk about the economic impact 
that something like this could bring to individuals -- I mean, 
a few people mentioned it slightly -- where when someone has 
public transportation, probably like this, it's basically a 
pooled resource that's going to impact a lot of people.  So 
therefore, this is one way the least privileged in our society 
can get the benefits of a pooled resource.  So that's another 
way to think about it.  

The other thing I hear a lot about or read a lot 
about is the different coordinated transportation, but I heard 
nothing about -- there's an airport in this state, I heard 
nothing about connectivity with the airport, which I think 
would be a great benefit to the region also.   

The last thing I want to mention was we're now 
planning to rebuild I-84 in Hartford, I guess within the next 
10 years or so from what I know, and are we now going to build 
this new stretch of highway and then 15, 20 years later rip it 
apart again to put rail in or this new system?  So I just want 
to talk about how much.  And this might impact not just 
Hartford but in other areas that we're not doing things twice.  
Thank you.  

HEARING OFFICER SIEGEL:  Thank you very much.   
You're up.   



Empire State
 
Passengers Association
 

February 16, 2016 

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

RE: Draft NEC EIS 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

Several members of our organization have attended the recent public meetings regarding the NEC 
Future EIS, the forward-looking rail investment plan for the Northeast Corridor. While many positive 
ideas were presented, the three alternatives presented were viewed by many as not necessarily the best 
way to assemble a multi-decade investment plan. Instead, various projects from each of the 
alternatives should be considered within a either short-term or long-term timespan, or in some cases 
not considered at all regardless of the time span. 

. . . 

The "No Action Alternatiye" should not beconsidered, as significant investment is vital, and critical to 
the current and Juture operation of the Northeast Corridor. 

"Alternative 1" (also called "Maintain") contains items that are critical now to the operation of the 
corridor and, in some cases, initial funding of some of the projects has been, at least partially, 
secured. Two additional tracks under the Hudson River and replacement of the Baltimore tunnels are 
absolutely critical. Adding tracks to relieve known congestion points is also required for a proper flow of 
rail projects. One proposed aspect of the alternative, an alternate route around New London, should be 
viewed as a separate item, and not necessarily be part of Alternative 1. While this project has many 
advantages, it also has some disadvantages particularly to existing passengers in Connecticut, and this 
item should not delay all of the other items contained Alternative 1, which we view as required items for 
the NEe. 

"Alternative 2" (also called "Grow") contains many items that may be very expensive with minimal 
benefit and contains many items that would grow the NEC with relatively small expense. We are not 
sure that an alternative referred to as "Grow", needs to contain an entirely new right-of-way from 
Hartford to Providence, which does not even have any rail on it today, and also contain a new route 
through Philadelphia to serve the Philadelphia airport. We would see an alternative of "Grow", to 
contain chokepoint improvements and perhas an alternative route around New London, and new 
through service from New York Boston via Hartford and Springfield. For Alternative 2 "Grow", we would 
prefer a package of projects that is more than "Maintain", but which does not make use of lengthy new 
rights-of-ways. One option would be to divide this alternative into 2 options; (a) Growth, one with an 
alternative route through Philadelphia and through Connecticut and (b) without these two new route 
segments. 



..Alternative 3" (also called "Transform") contains several ideas that are certainly thinking "outside-of­
the-box" and would certainly transform the Northeast Corridor. Perhaps this alternative should also be 
divided into sub alternatives. We agree that it would be transformational to build a route that serves 
the Philadelphia Airport and also to build a new route from Hartford to Providence. 

These 'relatively easy' projects may need to be delineated from the extremely expensive and perhaps 
impossible to accomplish projects such as the construction of a new corridor north of New York City; the 
construction of a tunnel under Long Island Sound and the installation of multiple new tunnels under the 
East River and Hudson River. 

Regardless of the infrastructure improvements which may occur in the future, it is vitally important that 
the operators of the various levels of service to be provided on the NEC be funded so that adequate 
equipment is available to meet the new passenger demand. Limiting train consists to accommodate only 
300-400 passengers would be short sighted. Future trains should have the capacity to carry at least 
1,000 passengers each. The stated policy goal for any improvements should be the movement of large 
numbers of people, with attractive trip times and affordable fares. Such an increase in passenger traffic 
could be accomplished today, with minimal infrastructure improvement, if only more equipment were 
available. 

We strongly encourage near-term improvements be evaluated to allow for additional use of the 'Inland' 
route between New Haven and Boston via Springfield, which would open up numerous new city pairs to 
direct service and which would allow for additional trains to operate between New York and Boston 
within the next ten years. 

We also strongly encourage the addition of a direct rail link between Boston's South and North Stations 
in either Alternative 2 or 3. 

In summary, many very important and vital projects have been presented in the DEIS and we urge that a 
fresh look at how these projects are grouped is critical. We see two distinct time windows; one over the 
next ten years which would see most of Alternative 1 projects completed and those projects which are 
both cost effective and feasible from Alternative 2. In the longer term, additional transformational 
projects should be considered as new passenger demand grows. We however caution that such large 
projects must be carefully presented to the public, as the enormous costs and impacts involved may not 
be readily accepted and such negative public reaction could slow of the accomplishment of the vital 
near-term improvements necessary. 

~fi~ 
Bruce B. Becker 
President 

Empire State Passengers Association
 
8175 Old Post Road East East Amherst, NY 14051
 

716-880-7291 bbecker@clearblockconsulting.com
 



U.S. Department Office of the Associate Administrator 800 Independence Ave., SW. 
of Transportation for Airports Washington, DC 20591 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

DEC 30 2015 

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

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

Thank you for your November 10 letter and the opportunity to review the Tier 1 Draft
 
Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) for NEC Future. Enclosed are comments from the
 
Federal Aviation Administration's Office of Airports.
 

We look forward to working with you on this EIS. For any future documents or
 
communications related to this initiative, please include our New England and Eastern
 
regional offices on your standard distribution list. Contact information is provided below:
 

•	 New England Region: Ms. Mary Walsh, Manager, New England Regional Airports
 
Division, Mary.Walsh@faa.govor (781) 238-7603; and
 

•	 Eastern Region: Mr. Steve Urlass, Manager, Eastern Regional Airports Division,
 
Steve.Urlass@faa.gov or (718) 553-3125.
 

If you or your staff need further assistance, please contact Mr. Mike Hines, Manager, Airport 
Planning and Environmental Division, at Michael.Hines(a),faa.gDv or (202) 267-8772. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 



Comment/Response Matrix 

Tier 1 Draft EIS for NEC FUTURE, Federal Railroad Administration 

Reviewer/Organization: Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Airports Date: 12/29/15 

I co~~ent I Page No.lLine ~ Comments =1 Response I 
Table 4-5 contemplates a new "BWI Airport H.S." Station. The 
current BWI Airport Station is on airport property. 

Any development of a new High Speed Station servicing the airport, 
or any improvement to the infrastructure in and around the existing 
station, would require a revision to the BWI Airport Layout Plan 

1 Table 4-5, Page 4-22 (ALP). ALP revisions are reviewed and approved by FAA. 
Completed environmental documentation is a prerequisite to that 
approval. 

Also note that we are currently a Cooperating Agency to the FRA 
on an EA considering the addition of a fourth rail line servicing the 
BWI Airport Station. 
Table 4-5 contemplates a new "Philadelphia Airport" Station. The 
airport is already serviced by a dedicated rail link to 30th Street 
Station. The FAA has been working dosely with the City of 
Philadelphia on a major reconfiguration of both airside and landside 
facilities at the airport. Accordingly, it is crucial to understand any 
physical impacts that this proposed project might have on the 
airport's long-term plans. We strongly urge the project proponents 
communicate as soon as possible with the City of Philadelphia so 

2 Table 4-5, Page 4-23 that the City can consider the feasibility of protecting for this 
possibility. 

Additionally, Alternative 2 considers the removal of the Newark 
Airport (EWR) Station. The Port Authority of NY and NJ has an 
AirTrain servicing EWR that links to this station which is currently 
reaching the end of its useful life. The Port Authority has plans to 
consider replacing the AirTrain in kind; however, these plans wouid 
be heavily dependent upon the continued presence of this station. 
Table 4-5 considers a new "Jamaica H.S." Station which may affect 
the operation of the JFK AirTrain, a project that received substantial 
Airport Passenger Facility Charge investment. 

3 Table 4-5, Page 4-24 Additionally, a new "White Plains East" and "Suffolk Hub" are 
presented under each alternative. Figures depicting the proposed 
station locations would be helpful to determine where these are 
located in regards to Westchester Airport and Long Island 
MacArthur Airport. 

1 of 2 



Comment/Response Matrix
 

Tier 1 Draft EIS for NEC FUTURE, Federal Railroad Administration
 

ReviewerfOrganization: Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Airports Date: 12/29/15
 

Comment 
No. Page No.lLine Comments Response 

We highly encourage station siting and design to support 
intermodal access to these airports. This applies throughout the 
corridor, as well to both commercial service and general aviation 
airports along the NEC Route. 

4 Table 4-5, Page 4-24,25 

Table 4-5 shows new stations at Danbury and Waterbury CT under 
Alternative 3.1 and 3.4. Two GA airports are located in Danbury 
and Waterbury. They could benefit from this new air-rail 
connectivity. 

5 Figure 4-18, Page 4-72 and text 
pages 4-71 to 4-72 

How will the Alternative 3 avoid impacts to PHL operations and the 
airport's Capacity Enhancement Program? 

Alternative 3 considers tunneling the route beneath significant 
portions of Philadelphia International Airport as well as a below-
grade station at the airport. This prospect would involve several 
engineering and construction challenges, including potential 
impacts to both airside and landside operations during construction, 
as well as potential physical conflicts with existing and planned 
airport facilities and infrastructure. 

6 Page 5-11,12 

Section 5.2.4. "Air," only discusses commercial service airports. 
While this is understandable considering the geographic SCOpH of 
the NEC Future DEIS, recommend considering the potential 
benefits to larger General Aviation (GA) airports and the people 
they serve. Teterboro should be removed from the list of 
commercial service facilities on Page 5-12 or identified in a 
separate list if GA facilities are more specifically covered. 

7 Page 5-25 

Intercity service is provided to T.F.Green under the "build" 
alternatives. This service is created by changing T.F.Green from 
"Local Hub" to "Hub" service (page 4-43). This increased service 
will take advantage of the "Interlink" intermodal facility, which was 
completed in 2010. The $250m Interlink includes a 3,500 spaGe 
parking garage and 1,250-ft. skywalk connecting to the T.F.Green 
Airport terminal. 

When the Interlink was constructed, the track was not electrified 
and it serves only local traffic. The proposed change in service will 
be a considerable benefit to passengers utilizing T.F .Green Airport. 

2of2 

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































•
GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE 
Regional business leaders creatinga better tomorrow... today. 

Stephanie C. Hill, Chair Donald C. Fry 
lix:IJmdMmtin President & CEOJanuary 19,2016 

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

Re: GBC Comments on FRA NEC Future Public Hearing 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

The Greater Baltimore Committee (GBC) is the preeminent regional business organization 
representing a broad spectrum of businesses in Baltimore City and its five surrounding counties. 
For over sixty years, our organization has promoted sound public policy in the areas that affect 
business with a particular emphasis on transportation since it is so vital to the economic health of 
a region. 

The GBC advocates for public policies that strengthen the business climate of the Greater 
Baltimore area. The GBC has a rich legacy of working in collaboration with government to find 
solutions to problems that negatively affect our competitiveness and vitality as a region. It is an 
organization that prides itself on advocating for changes in public policies that strengthen the 
business community and improve the quality of life in the region, and it is well known for its 
involvement in promoting transportation projects needed in the region. The GBC also believes 
that the business community must focus public attention on needs for the future. 

As we have from the outset of the NEC FUTURE process, the GBC applauds the Federal 
Railroad Administration for undertaking the EIS process for an improved Northeast Corridor 
since more efficient high speed ground transportation is critical to the economic advancement of 
businesses located along the Northeast Corridor. 

We understand the planning needs ofFRA to conduct an analysis such as this. Yet, the projected 
levels of investment of the three alternatives are staggering: $65 billion for Alternative 1, 
maintaining the role of rail with sufficient additional service to keep pace with population and 
employment growth; $135 billion for Alternative 2, growing the role of rail with service to new 
markets and accommodating a greater portion of the population; and $290 billion for Alternative 
3, transforming the role of rail by becoming a: dominant mode choice of travel in the Northeast. 
These required levels of investment suggest the need for an alternative means of financing, such 
as some form of a public private partnership for there is no way the federal government would 
absorb these costs, even over a 40 year time frame. Additionally, access to private capital would 
make the schedule for completion of the corridor more timely irrespective of the preferred 
alternative. For many years, there has been a push to increase public private partnerships in 

111 South Calvert Street· Suite 1700' Baltimore, Maryland 21202-6180' 410-727-2820' 410-539-5705 (fax) • www.gbc.org 



GBC Comments on FRA NEC Future Public Hearing
 
January 19, 2016
 
Page Two 

transportation. The Northeast Corridor, with the density ofpopulation producing so much of the 
GDP for the entire country, is the textbook example of a location for such a partnership. 

Furthermore, GBC maintains that the B&P Tunnel is an infrastructure item along the NEC that 
needs immediate attention for the present safety and security of the traveling public. The $4 
billion plan to install a network of four single-track tunnels arcing north around the current B&P 
path is a critically urgent need. We are encouraged that a separate EIS process is underway for 
the B&P replacement althoughconstmction flliJ.ding -will be needed after the tunnel planning 
process is completed in 2017. 

We also urge FRA to consider maglev technology fully in its NEC EIS. Having seen study 
results for maglev technology, we know that maglev has lower annual operating costs primarily 
because the technology uses less energy; creates much less wear and tear on the system's 
infrastructure since the vehicle levitates above the guideway; and is capable ofhigher speeds 
with faster acceleration and deceleration. This also enhances the prospect for attracting private 
investment. 

But for the private sector to invest there must be a fair return on that investment. The maglev 
technology, which costs less to operate and maintain year after year, is the one most likely to 
induce investors to participate. That is why the Greater Baltimore Committee believes that a 
very accurate assessment of the true lifecycle costs and benefits of maglev versus conventional 
rail is a critical issue that must be addressed in the EIS in order to attract private investment. 
Access to private capital could also make the schedule for completion of the corridor more 
timely. 

Overall, GBC is encouraged that the EIS phase of future NEC improvement is moving ahead. 
We still maintain that funding will be a decisive element in the process, and therefore encourage 
that serious thought be given to a public private partnership endeavor. Along these lines, GBC 
further suggests that private sector involvement such as in the application of maglev technology 
on the NEC, be thoughtfully considered. 

Sincerely, 

/44!f~~ 
1::ld t. Fry ~ 

President & CEO 
























































	Comment Summary Report Appendix
	E
	F



