NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2422 DETAIL —I

Status : Penaing

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Max
Last Name : Lu

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

‘| oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.”



]NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2962 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : ' Linda
Last Name : Lubrano

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

I oppose Alternative 1 of the NE Corridor Futures proposal because it would destroy Lyme Academy College of
Fine Art.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1150 DETAIL ]

Status :

Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Daryl
Last Name : Lucas

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I am opposed to any rail modernization plan that destroys historical landmarks, displaces people who do not
want to be displaced, or alters the character of affected towns in the process. The decision of where new lines
should go belongs to the people who live on those tracts of land, not to some bureaucrat a thousand miles
away. If we are going to build new rail lines in the NEC, it needs to have the blessing of those who woulid be
sacrificing their land and homes. If it doesn't, it should not happen.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #136 DETAIL

Status - < Pending -

Record Date : 1/11/2016
First Name : Rick
Last Name : Lucas

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

As an avid supporter of transportation investment, | applaud the NEC future planning efforts. Considering how
little investment and few improvements have been made over the better part of the last century, this plan
needs to be realistic as possible, especially considering support for funding in the US senate would likely have
only 34 (or less if Rhode Island is bypassed) of the 100 senators to offer support. In this day and age, itis
unlikely to plan ambitious political support for what would be considered a regional project. While | understand
this is a broader, future vision, let's build something achievable in the next 20 years and follow on with another
effort and expanded network later. With that | offer the following comments for consideration:

1)Long Island Service — The report accurately identifies Long Island as having untapped potential for intercity
service, which | agree. However, there are more effective ways to achieve this than spending $100 Billion for a
tunnel, so a Boston business traveler can save 60 minutes. Far greater demand for Long Island travel exists
from Upstate NY and the service plan and NEC should consider a “cross spine” from Albany to Islip (this does
not require a change of direction and could theoretically be done today). This service could be an expanded
“Empire Service” offering same train service from Buffalo to Islip. Additional direct trains for Islip to Washington
DC could also be considered in the service plan, perhaps even a few Islip to Harrisburg trains as well.

2)Southeastern CT - The proposed relocated stop for New London and Mystic represents a huge private
investment opportunity in co-locating a stop between Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun casinos. Having a direct
train ride of less than 2 hours to New York City would be a great benefit to these casinos and the private
investment opportunities should be explored.

3)Providence, RI - No other state (on a per capita basis) has shown its commitment to investment in rail
greater than the State of Rhode Island and it would be a tremendous insult to this investment to chose a
corridor that bypasses one of the busiest Amtrak stations in the system. Skipping Providence also eliminates a
future meaningful airport connection at TF Green Airport as Boston Logan approaches capacity again. In
addition, the existing Providence to Boston rail corridor is already one of the few high speed corridors that
exists on the NEC today, carving (literally) a new approach to Boston would be an extreme waste of financial
resources and political capital.

4)Southwestern CT - | find it difficult to believe that there are not more opportunities in Southwest CT to achieve
greater trip reduction times. Even more drastic measures such as buying right-of-way adjacent to the corridor,
buying the center tracks from ConnDOT, constructing additional station sidings (to compensate for MNRR loss
of the bypass/express tracks) are all still significantly cheaper than carving a new corridor through some of the
most expensive real-estate in the country. A mere 30 MPH improvement across the entire state of CT would
get the Providence to New York segment near or perhaps under 2 hours, with Boston at 2 hrs 30 minutes, a
comparable downtown to downtown of flying with security.

5)Hartford Spine - | understand the desire to include Hartford into the mix and believe an additional spine
(perhaps using the current Acela equipment once replaced) can adequately serve this need. Existing



Washington to New York only trains can be extended to Hartford and Springfield. If there is a desire to venture
outside of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, could be a true “test” for the implementation of broader alternatives in
Alternative 3.

In summary, | hate to be perceived as negative as | am a huge supporter of rail, but even Alternative 1 and the
modifications | have listed represent a ten-fold increase in rail investment than seen in the past 20 years and |
think an overly ambitious plan of an entire new corridor across as state that has made hardly any investment in
rail at all, is foolish. Let's focus on getting Alternative 1, and/or perhaps Alternative 2 in the next 20 years,
which is a tall order in and of itself. These investments are all consistent with those in Alterative 3, but represent
longer term objectives outside of this plan. | would much rather see money spend to expand high speed rail,
rather than re-align, so someone can save 30-60 minutes on their business trip.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #142 DETAIL

Status : 7 Pandingi =
Record Date : 1/12/2016
First Name : Rick

Last Name : Lucas

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please find comments attached



As an avid supporter of transportation investment, | applaud the NEC future planning efforts.
Considering how little investment and few improvements have been made over the better part of the
last century, this plan needs to be realistic as possible, especially considering support for funding in the
US senate would likely have only 34 (or less if Rhode Island is bypassed) of the 100 senators to offer
support. In this day and age, it is unlikely to plan ambitious political support for what would be
considered a regional project. While | understand this is a broader, future vision, let’s build something
achievable in the next 20 years and follow on with another effort and expanded network later. With
that I offer the following comments for consideration:

1) Long Island Service — The report accurately identifies Long Island as having untapped potential

2)

3)

4)

for intercity service, which | agree. However, there are more effective ways to achieve this than
spending $100 Billion for a tunnel, so a Boston business traveler can save 60 minutes. Far
greater demand for Long Island travel exists from Upstate NY and the service plan and NEC
should consider a “cross spine” from Albany to Islip (this does not require a change of direction
and could theoretically be done today). This service could be an expanded “Empire Service”
offering same train service from Buffalo to Islip. Additional direct trains for Islip to Washington
DC could also be considered in the service plan, perhaps even a few Islip to Harrisburg trains as
well.

Southeastern CT - The proposed relocated stop for New London and Mystic represents a huge
private investment opportunity in co-locating a stop between Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun
casinos. Having a direct train ride of less than 2 hours to New York City would be a great benefit
to these casinos and the private investment opportunities should be explored.

Providence, Rl - No other state (on a per capita basis) has shown its commitment to investment
in rail greater than the State of Rhode Island and it would be a tremendous insult to this
investment to chose a corridor that bypasses one of the busiest Amtrak stations in the system.
Skipping Providence also eliminates a future meaningful airport connection at TF Green Airport
as Boston Logan approaches capacity again. In addition, the existing Providence to Boston rail
corridor is already one of the few high speed corridors that exists on the NEC today, carving
(literally) a new approach to Boston would be an extreme waste of financial resources and
political capital.

Southwestern CT - | find it difficult to believe that there are not more opportunities in
Southwest CT to achieve greater trip reduction times. Even more drastic measures such as
buying right-of-way adjacent to the corridor, buying the center tracks from ConnDOT,
constructing additional station sidings (to compensate for MNRR loss of the bypass/express
tracks) are all still significantly cheaper than carving a new corridor through some of the most
expensive real-estate in the country. A mere 30 MPH improvement across the entire state of CT
would get the Providence to New York segment near or pefhaps under 2 hours, with Boston at 2
hrs 30 minutes, a comparable downtown to downtown of flying with security.



5) Hartford Spine - | understand the desire to include Hartford into the mix and believe an
additional spine (perhaps using the current Acela equipment once replaced) can adequately
serve this need. Existing Washington to New York only trains can be extended to Hartford and
Springfield. If there is a desire to venture outside of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, could be a true
“test” for the implementation of broader alternatives in Alternative 3.

In summary, | hate to be perceived as negative as | am a huge supporter of rail, but even Alternative 1
and the modifications | have listed represent a ten-fold increase in rail investment than seen in the past
20 years and | think an overly ambitious plan of an entire new corridor across as state that has made
hardly any investment in rail at all, is foolish. Let’s focus on getting Alternative 1, and/or perhaps
Alternative 2 in the next 20 years, which is a tall order in and of itself. These investments are all
consistent with those in Alterative 3, but represent longer term objectives outside of this plan. | would
much rather see money spend to expand high speed rail, rather than re-align, so someone can save 30-
60 minutes on their business trip.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Rick Lucas

Cambridge, MA 02140
GFITID/1-8aB2)
LucasR33 Y



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1670 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : John

Last Name : Lucashu

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Hi Joe,

How about using the existing interstate highways, with elevated tracks along the mediums? Also, to go to
Boston, more trains can go up the Hudson and then cross over from Albany. That route already exists (at least
it did years ago as the Boston & Albany, part of NYC system)



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2804 DETAIL _I

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : James
Last Name : Luce

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Having grown up in Old Lyme, it would be heart breaking to have such a beautiful historical town, the birth
place of American Impressionism, be carved up by a new rail system. The town would surely loose its unique
character if a new rail line were to be built through the center of town.

| am against the proposal 100% and hope and pray in never happens. The transportation gains, in my opinion,
are dubious, are far outweighed by the desires of the town people to preserve Old Lyme like it has always
been.



lNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1307 DETAIL

Status : &2 Unread’ -
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : J

Last Name : Luciani

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Alternative 1 does not seem like it will really help us move in the right direction. This almost appears
throwaway, if we ever want to move towards Alternative 3.

| oppose Alternative 1.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2624 DETAIL

Status : 2 Aclion Complated:

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Karen
Last Name : Ludington

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Authority:

| oppose Alternative | of the Northeast Corridor Future Proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #627 DETAIL ﬁ

Status :

Record Date : 2/9/2016
First Name : Townsend
Last Name : Ludington

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Concerning the proposal for a NEC egment that would run almost exactly through the center of Old Lyme, CT, |
can see no necessity for that exact location. One should note that the location would harm a small, historic
village which brings many visitors to the town and region. Please, please rethink the proposal



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1194 DETAIL ]

Status : < Rending. )

Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Erna
Last Name : Luering

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

| cannot believe that you would destroy a picturesque New England village that is historical in nature yet vibrant
still. This is where the fine art painters of "American Impressionism" started. Plowing through an abandoned
mill town is understandable, but this is ridiculous and an insult to the people who cherish this historic place for
many reasons, not the least of which that it supports an active art colony and Fine Arts College to this day.

This is paramount to destroying assets for no apparent reason, except for "just because | can". Please rethink
your project. We MUST hold our history and the archeological importance sacred.
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So just make sure you give us your name and affiliation because
we don't have it written down just vyet.

MS. LUKASIK: I don't have anything formally prepared so
I'11 just submit something over e-mail.

But I did find out about it and I just want piggyback on
some of the comments that others have made.

My first name is Tanya Lukasik. I'm a resident of Nassau
County.

THE STENOGRAPHER: Can you spell your last name.

THE MODERATOR: Did you get that?

MS. LUKASIK: Tonya Lukasik, L-u-k-a-s-i-k.

I'm a resident of Nassau County. I also lead a large group
of about 2,000 residents throughout the county who are interested
in a lot of different governmental and policy endeavors,
including transparency, open data access, and have been
concerned about a series of projects within Nassau County,
specifically targeting freight where they've been the last to
know and residents have been impacted, and where we're trying
just all scrambling last minute in a scud missile kind of attack.

I found out about this via Rich a couple of days ago and
informed several of my group members who are here today. It's
troubling that I see that not one of my legislators are here,
that the County Executive is not here. That nothing was kind
posted in Newsday or any other kind of local media source. This
is a huge project. 1It's unprecedented. You're talking
billions of dollars worth of infrastructure and transportation
improvements.

You're also kind of putting this in the lens of five other
projects that are ongoing. And I think I called somebody
yesterday and tried to kind of get some information on this
because the EIS is extensive. I've read through a couple of
other EIS' that are being proposed right now. But when you look
at what's also going on in this area that has the ability to impact
and is impacting, you've got GMA (phonetic) with the Port
Authority. You have the Cross Harbor Freight Study with the Port
Authority. You have the Regional Freight Plan with the New York
Metropolitan Transit Council. You have this project, and you
also have the Hudson Tunnel Gateway Project.

So you've got a series of State and federal agencies all
kind of -- some are working together, some things are competing,
some things might be piggybacking. I think I spoke to somebody
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yesterday and they said things would be done incrementally. But
when you're involving NEPA and SEQRA, you know, I get concerned
about things that have happened in this ccunty where
segmentation's kind of been a key thing.

And when I look at all these different things, you know,
clearly you have some residents here but not -- not like this.
Not enough legislators know about this. And not a lot of State
officials know about this.

When you look at the agencies that are involved, the MTA,
the Port Authority, the New York Metropolitan Transit Council,
the DOT, now the FRA, you've got the EPA, the DEC, tome, it seems
like this should be something that we're talking about
collectively altogether, not separately, not incrementally. We
should be saying, you know, are a lot of these structures going
to be piggybacking? What happens, you know, these tracks, is
it going to be five tracks like some people have said? Is it
going to be two? This is information that you have to keep
organized and put into a summary forms that it's not a 1,000 page
EIS that you have to read through.

I've read through the Cross Harbor Freight study plan. I
mean, it's extensive and it takes hours to read through. I work
with HUD. I never —-- you know, when we do projects and there's
RFPs, there's a strict requirement, especially using federal
money that you've got to contact the community and do outreach
and have have documentation about that. And I know I spoke to
somebody just before and I asked, you know, how is communication
about this meeting and what happened? I mean, to me it seems
like it needs to be better.

So I'd like to kind of piggyback what Richard said that I
do believe extending this comment period from January 30th is
imperative. I think having the meeting in Suffolk makes sense.
I also think having another meeting in Nassau and making sure
that, you know, all the legislators are here.

The County Executive right now is under a lot of pressure
for other reasons but it's not, you know, getting some other
individuals at the County level. Some of the Village
member -- the Village is here because we've got such a complex,
elaborate government and a lot of different layers, they tend
to get more notification because they've got more structure but
we also have a lot of hamlets that don't have representation and
those are the ones that are going to be impacted. You know,
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Hicksville, for one instance, it's a huge location that I think
is not being informed and there's thousands of residents there.

So when we talk about an EIS, and one gentleman had mentioned
earlier, this is just a proposal, but the reality is 2017 some
of this can come to fruition. And if that's the case and there's
1.3 million people in Nassau County, they should have the
opportunity to kind of chime in.

Besides that, I think just more process and procedures and
just education about, you know, NEPA and SEQRA. I know about it
but I know a lot of people don't. People don't understand what
a Tier 1 is, how it differs between federal level and state level
and environmental review. And, I think, also, just the last
thing I'll say to you is freight.

You know, there have been some language and terminclogy
about freight but being real and honest about what this means.
You know, the boroughs are gentrifying. The City is the economic
driver. Nassau County is in financial dire straits. There's
a lot of freight-based planning that's already going on right
now. There's discussion of internodal facilities. How is this
going to tack onto what is already going on right here?

We're seeing the impact. We're seeing the differences and
changes from New York City DOT's register to have larger freight
trucks into our area for the first time ever. We're seeing
people getting killed by trucks that never have been here. These
were accidents that never happened before. We're seeing a lot
of environmental pollution. That's what the Cross Harbor
Freight study said. There's going to be one area that might
be impacted the most. It's for the greater good but that one
area might get hit.

The area that's going to be hit, there's not enough people
here that can understand that now. So I think that's it for now
but I will also submit something formal afterward.

Thank you.

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Tonya.

It looks like we have a repeat customer.

Sure. Come on up.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2856 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Jan

Last Name : Lukens

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please eliminate Option 1 from your consideration, as the slight improvement in travel time provided by a high
speed rail in the NE sector is no justification for the destruction of the beautiful coastal village of Old Lyme
which is such an important part of the history of the arts in our country.



|TNIEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2143 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Brenda
Last Name : Luna

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

“| oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.”



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #691 DETAIL

Status : q#tion Completsd
Record Date : 2/10/2016

First Name : Sarah

Last Name : Luttrell

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1849 C Street, NW-MS 2462-MIB

Washington D.C. 20240

RE: Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Section 4(f)
Assessment for NEC FUTURE, A Rail Investment Plan for the Northeast
Corridor, Washington, DC, MD, DE, PA, NJ, NY, CT, RI, and MA

Dear Ms. Braegelmann:

As a citizen of Maryland and a lover of our state’s few remaining wild
places | am writing this letter in opposition to Alternate 3 in your rail
plan.

This proposal would chop off 60 acres of the Patuxent Wildlife Refuge

including pristine stream, wetland, riparian and forest habitats, critical

to a number of at-risk bird species. It would destroy this valuable

wildlife habitat in a region of Maryland where development has taken an
immense toll on natural resources, and in so doing would damage the

ecological integrity of the largest remaining forest block in central
Maryland—also recognized by Audubon Maryland-DC as an Important Bird Area
(IBA) in 2006 because it provides habitat for several declining bird

species, including Eastern whip-poor-will, wood thrush, Kentucky warbler

and prairie warbler.

The Patuxent Research Refuge was established in 1973 specifically for the
purpose of upholding and promulgating the Migratory Bird Conservation Act.
The Act was passed to more effectively meet the U.S. migratory bird treaty
obligations through the acquisition of land and water for the perpetual
preservation for birds.

Allowing the proposed rail line to destroy a publicly-owned natural

resource at the Patuxent Research Refuge would set a dangerous precedent
for the country’s most beautiful and biologically diverse landscapes.

Feasible and less destructive alternatives to incising a wildlife refuge

exist. Please choose an alternate that does not disturb a national treasure.



Sincerely,
Sarah Luttrell

PhD Candidate, Biological Sciences
Baltimore, MD 21250

manor.sarah@—



|N7E0 DEIS Comments - RECORD #1331 DETAIL

Status : gunEady”
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Charlotte
Last Name : Lyman

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Alternative 1 looks like a disaster. It will cut through both the the historic and commercial districts of Old Lyme,
CT, damaging wetlands along the way. | cannot understand why this proposal has been sprung on the
community with so little warning.



lNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1331 DETAIL

Status : { Unread;”
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Charlotte
Last Name : Lyman

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Alternative 1 looks like a disaster. It will cut through both the the historic and commercial districts of Old Lyme,
CT, damaging wetlands along the way. | cannot understand why this proposal has been sprung on the
community with so little warning.



SAYBROOK
POINT
INN & SPA

RE: Opposition to Alternative 1: Northeast Corridor Expansion
Dear Federal Railroad Administration officials,

On behalf of the Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts Board of Trustees, I write in
opposition to the proposed NEC Futures Alternative 1 high-speeg railh expansion project.

Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts was founded in 1976 and as of 2014 is a college of
the University of New Haven. It is situated in Old Lyme, CT along the southern side of
Interstate 95. Foremost from the institution’s perspective, alternative 1 will destroy the
entire campus of the Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts. The mission of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts is to educate aspiring artists through a rigorous studio
curriculum rooted in figurative and representational art, an important and unique '
educational mission that is embraced at only a few select institutions in the county.

Additionally, the John Sill House, 1817, located on the Lyme Academy College of Fine
Arts property, and immediately in the path of the rail proposal, has been documented by
both the Colonial Dames’s book, “Old Houses of Connecticut,” 1915, the WPA "census
of old buildings in Connecticut,” 1938 and again in 1985, the Historic American
Buildings Survey by the National Park Service. The building would be destroyed under
alternative 1.

Looking to a broader context of the proposal and the area, alternative 1 will have
deleterious effects on the local environment of the CT River Estuary and Lieutenant
River, both of which are in very close proximity to the Lyme Academy College of Fine
Arts’ campus. Alternative 1 also bisects the historic town of Old Lyme, a town that is on
the National Register of Historic Places and a town that has intentionally preserved its
artistic heritage, natural environmental beauty, and its historic legacy. Once disturbed by
alternative 1, the preservation of these qualities will be lost forever.

Finally, from an even broader perspective, it seems that for the state of Connecticut and
travelers coming to this entire region, Alternative 2 provides more flexibility and
expansion of high-speed rail services to inland locations like Hartford, CT, and between
Hartford and Providence, RI. The existing rail corridor along Connecticut’s coastline
must be preserved and upgraded but serves the local areas quite well and efficiently.

S T
W
Lovard

Two Bridge Street  Old Saybrook, CT 06475  (800) 243-0212  (860) 395-2000 Facsimile: (860) 388-1504 o)
www.saybrook.com  e-mail: info@saybrook.com



SAYBROOK
POINT
INN & SPA

For these reasons, the Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New
Haven joins the chorus of opposition against NEC Futures Alternative 1.

ephen Tagliatela

Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts -
Chairmain, Board of Trustees

S Tt
2.4 44
Spard

Two Bridge Street  Old Saybrook, CT 06475  (800) 243-0212  (860) 395-2000 Facsimile: (860) 388-1504

I
www.saybrook.com  e-mail: info@saybrook.com &



Please also add the following paragraph to Section IV: “Within Massachusetts portions of the project impact area on
non-federal lands, identified human remains shall be protected and treated consistently with the Massachusetts
Unmarked Burial Law (Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 38, § 6; Chapter 9, §§ 26A and 27C; and, Chapter 7, §
38A; all as amended). Any non-Native American human remains shall be treated in accordance with the
Massachusetts Historical Commission “Policy and Guidelines for Non-Native Human Remains Which Are Over 100
Years Old or Older.”

The MHC looks forward to consultation with the FRA on the continued development of the project.

These comments are offered to assist in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended (36 CFR 800) and M.G.L Chapter 9, Sections 26-27C (950 CMR 70-71). If you have any questions
or require additional information, please contact Jonathan K. Patton, Archaeologist/Preservation Planner, at this
office.

Sincerely,

Brona Simon

State Historic Preservation Officer
Executive Director

State Archaeologist

Massachusetts Historical Commission

xc: Susan Anderson, AECOM, Glen Allen, VA
Bettina Washington, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
Ramona Peters, Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe
John Eddins, ACHP
Catherine Labadia, CT Historic Preservation & Museum Division
Jeff Emidy, Rhode Island Historic Preservation & Heritage Commission
David Mohler, Executive Director, Office of Transportation Planning, MADOT









INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2012 DETAIL

Status : {Bition Complstey

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Janet
Last Name : Maffucci

Stakehoider Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

“l oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.”



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2177 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Guillermo
Last Name : Mager

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

‘| oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.”



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #3002 DETAIL —l

Status : o
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : John

Last Name : Mager

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| am vehemently opposed to this extraordinary expenditure of tax payer dollars that will destroy the character
and economy of many New England towns with very little return. People who commut can put up with the
current time it takes to travel from Boston to Washington. If they need to get there quicker (and very few people
actually have to) there are planes to serve that need quite economically. Improve the existing tracks and rights
of way. Abandon this costly folly.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #757 DETAIL

Status : @gien Complatsd
Record Date : 2/10/2016

First Name : Tom

Last Name : Wagner

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

Subject: Comments on the long-term vision and investment
program for the North East Corridor (NEC).

Reference: Objective of the FRA NEC FUTURE PROGRAM

Dear Colleagues:

Attached please find two documents that provide our detailed comments
pertaining to the NEC FUTURE Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Tier 1 Draft EIS). We look forward to your reviewing these carefully

prepared comments and an accompanying presentation slide deck as part of
your comprehensive assessment of public commentary. We respectfully believe
our enclosures add great value to your decision making regarding the

"Preferred Alternative for NEC FUTURE",

Should your research team have any questions concerning the attachments,
please do not hesitate to contact us directly:

Mr. Tom Wagner



President

Maglev 2000, Incorporated
1278 Glenneyre Street, #90
Laguna Beach, California 92651

Email: tomwagner@cox.net

Thank you for this important opportunity to comment on one of our nation's
most impactful rail initiatives.

The Maglev 2000 Inc. Team

Attachments : Comments on NEC EIS Part 1 (Final 10Feb2016).pdf (1 mb)
Future US Surface Transportation System Vision (Final 10Feb2016).pdf (3

mb)



MACLEV
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10 February, 2016 via E-Mail
NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429
New York, NY 10004
Subject: Comments on the long-term vision and investment program for the North East Corridor (NEC).
Reference: Objective of the FRA NEC FUTURE PROGRAM

Through the NEC FUTURE program, the FRA will determine a long-term vision and investment program for the NEC,
and provide a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)and Service Development Plan (SDP) in 2016 in support
of that vision.

A National Maglev Network for Passengers and Freight is the Next Logical Step in Trying to Create a

Better, Brighter, more Sustainable and Economically Sound Future for the people of the United States
The public interest of the United States would be better served if the FRA would include in its long-term vision and
investmentfrogram for the NEC (North East Corridor), a plan to evolve the national transportation system to include
the new 2™ generation superconducting Magnetic Levitation (Maglev) transport technology invented by Drs. James
Powell and Gordon Danby and developed by Maglev 2000, Inc. The unique capabilities and versatility of the Maglev
2000 transport system better meets the energy efficiency, sustainable energy, and economic requirements for a 21st
Century national high-speed transport network. Its low-cost guideway construction, operating and maintenance can
reduce congestion, health hamming and greenhouse gas emissions on US highways by offering passenger fares and
freight shipping costs cheaper than highway driving and trucking and would persuade drivers to leave their cars and
trucking companies to ship goods on the 300 mph service.

The Need for Full and Open Competition on a Level Playing Field

The Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) of 1984 generally governs competition in federal procurement contracting.
Any procurement contract not entered into through the use of procurement procedures expressly authorized by a
particular statute is subject to CICA. CICA requires that contracts be entered into after “full and open competition
through the use of competitive procedures” unless certain circumstances exist that would permit agencies to use
noncompetitive procedures. However, full and fair competition can be undermined if FRA does not set requirements
for procurement that are in the nationatl interest.

Full and open competition means that the FRA should not stack the deck against domestic providers competed
against foreign government subsidized trains. Full and open competition is based on a level playing field that is not
upset by foreign government destruction of domestic private sector suppliers based on foreign government
subsidization of proffered trains. Private sector competition against foreign government subsidized goods is not fair
trade. Rather it is government action that destroys a domestic private sector in favor of a foreign government
takeover of that goods and services sector.

As important, the FRA should develop a package of bidding requirements based on a next generation train system
that minimizes or eliminates the need for continuing public sector subsidy for operations once the new trains are in
service. The FRA does not have to pre-judge this, but it should make this one criterion a very high rating factor in
evaluation of bids for next gen trains. A self-sustaining combination passenger and freight system should be one of
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the foremost goals of the next gen train system. This goal can be accomplished if the FRA will make it a requirement
and high point for evaluation.

Another factor for planning should be to increase safety, speed and operability on existing or modified train tracks. A
next generation train system that could leverage the rights-of-way of existing track, sharing the bed with traditional
trains would maximize the economic return to existing infrastructure while providing for speedier and safer passenger
service. 300 MPH trains on segments of existing train beds as well as rights-of-ways of national highways are
possible but only if the FRA points to speed and capability to use existing rights-of-way as an important factor and
final cost recovery potential in bid evaluation.

The idea for using the existing rights-of-ways, whenever possible, was proposed by the Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee, Chaired by the late Senator Patrick Moynihan of NY. Senator Harry Reid said that he
proposed the idea to the committee as a new member of the committee. Using existing rights-of-way would save a
large amount of the costs of a national Maglev system. About 90% of the costs of a new high-speed network is the
cost of the guideway structure and a major portion of that cost is the land acquisition for the guideway. It is an elegant
solution to the increasingly and hamful traffic congestion on the roadways that access our high population density
areas.

A NATIONAL SC MAGLEV NETWORK AWAITS GOVERNMENT
I INVESTMENT IN A MAGLEV TEST FACILITY SIMILAR TO THAT

| OF JAPAN AND GERMANY.,

Specifically, Maglev 2000's advanced surface Maglev transport is a very energy efficient, no rolling friction, all-electric
powered, wheel less transport, which operates by levitating and propelling vehicles using common aluminum coils,
encapsulated in polymer concrete panels. These panels are attached to a concrete monarail guideway, as shown
here, or they can also be mounted on conventional railroad trackage. These panels inductively interact with
superconducting magnets on board the vehicle to create a powerful repelling levitating force that will not let the
vehicle touch the guideway or tracks. This system eliminates energy consuming rolling friction and potential
derailment hazards caused by rail spreading and rail embrittleling anvil effect of steel wheels on steel rails. By
transmitting AC electric current through a set of panels along the guideway, the levitated Maglev 2000 vehicle is
propelled, its speed controlled by the frequency of the AC current. To increase speed, a control center increases the
AC frequency, to decrease speed, the control center AC frequency is decreased. The distance between Maglev 2000
vehicles on the guideway automatically remains constant, even if the individual vehicles experience head or tail
winds, and climb or descend grades. The kinetic energy of the moving vehicles is fed back into the electrical grid
when they slow down and stop.

The Maglev 2000 system eliminates the need for a pantograph/catenary electric power system and contributes
significantly to reducing maintenance and energy costs and weather related power outages. Maglev 2000’s very
powerful magnets are capable of propelling passenger vehicles and fully-loaded highway freight trucks in roli-on, roll-
off Maglev vehicles at 300 mph average speed, limited only by air drag. It is a quiet, neighborhood friendly train
without the familiar high-decibel “clickety-clack” sound. lts intercity fréight truck and automobile-carrying transport
vehicles can become the 21 Century national logistics and passenger system. Maglev 2000 equipment could evolve
Amtrak to a much lower fare, much faster, more convenient passenger service that would persuade drivers to leave
their cars and ride Amtrak in fast, quiet, smaoth comfort similar to being in the passenger’s favorite living roem chair.
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The following figure give a visual comparison of modern propulsion options for guided surface transport systems. The
drawing illustrates the types available. The top row of Superconducting Maglev vehicles shows the M-2000
equipment that is the 2nd generation superconducting system first invented in 1966 by Drs. James Powell and
Gordon Danby and developed by Japan Railway (JR), a passenger train, that uses their 1st generation repelling
force superconducting Maglev design and currently holds the World Speed Record for trains achieving 581 km/h

MODERN PROPULSION OPTIONS
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(361 mph) set by a JR Central MLX01 maglev train in December 2003 at JR's Yamanashi Test Facility. The bottom
row shows Germany's Maglev which uses less efficient standard electromagnets and the attractive magnetic force
unlike the repelling force system of Powell and Danby. The German system is the first in commercial service at
Shanghai, Japan. This YouTube link may help the reader of this comment on the NEC understand Maglev-2000's

evolution and unique capabilities. https://youtu.be/ifa5dOPquuU

Using the repeliing force rather than the attractive force offers a ‘gap advantage” of about 4 inches. This bigger gap
translates into an economic advantage in that the construction tolerance is cheaper to construct and more seismic
tolerant. Also, the repelling force Maglev 2000 levitation system is inherently stable ensuring automatic stability. The
attractive force electromagnet system is inherently unstable, requiring that servo control of the magnet current on the
vehicle to prevent crashes. The diesel hybrid is becoming the workhorse of railroad freight and the all-electric HSPR
is similar to the Amtrak’s Acela or France’s TGV.

Since the introduction of all-electric passenger trains in Europe, China and Japan, it has been learned that the
operating and maintenance costs of the high-speed steel-wheel-on-steel tracks systems are expensive and
competitive passenger fares cannot recover the cost of operations, maintenance, and amortization of construction
and therefore the service must be subsidized by taxpayers. According to studies by the GAO and others there are
only a few routes in the World that operate in the black. The popular Amtrak service between Boston and
Washington, the so-called NEC, serves America's most densely populated corridor, and it cannot recover its

Gap Advantage:
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operating, maintenance, and construction costs.

Because of the subsidy requirement, there will be only a very small role for electrically powered High Speed
Passenger Rail (HSPR). Electrically powered conventional rail will still play a role in the transport of bulk freight, etc.,
grain, cement, etc., but HSPR’s role will be virtually zero. This is because HSPR only carries passengers, is
inherently very expensive, and must be heavily subsidized by government.

Even in countries that possess excellent HSPR systems, like France and Japan, the per capita travel on HSPR is
small compared to other transport modes. For example, in France, per capita, the French travel on HSPR 400 miles,
annually, and drive 7,600 miles. In Japan, per capita, they travel 400 miles on HSPR and drive 4,000 miles.

In America, per capita, we travel more than 10,000 miles per year by automobile, 2,750 miles by air, and 18 miles per
year by Amtrak. Clearly, building HSPR in the U.S. would increase rail travel. However, because America is much
bigger than countries like France and Japan and has much lower population densities (80 per square mile in the U.S.
versus 871 in Japan, and 288 in France). HSPR trave! in America would be considerably smaller than the 400 miles
per year in France and Japan. Probably less than 100 miles per capita per year.

In contrast, Maglev 2000 can provide essentially intercity travel in the U.S. for passengers, autos, trucks, and
containerized high value freight, without oil and greenhouse gas emissions, at higher speeds and lower cost than
existing transport systems, while saving many thousands of lives and serious injuries annually.

America has failed to aggressively implement Maglev despite its many benefits because it has been opposed by
other transport interests and the Federal system. For example, in 2009, the Maglev 2000 system’s proposal was
precluded from participation because it was determined by FRA to be “ineligible” because the grant program required
a State, State Consortium, or Amtrak endorsement to fund a test and certification program. Maglev 2000 could not
persuade the State of NY to sponsor the proposal, and a request was also made to the newly appointed Amtrak
Chairman, who said he would take a look at it, but Maglev 2000 did not get a response. We were told that our
proposal was excellent but the law required State sponsorship. We sent a waiver request to the White House and
DOT but did not receive a response.

Maglev is not a futuristic fantasy. Japanese and German governments have both funded development of 1%
generation passenger Maglev systems that have carried many thousands of passengers and total run distances of
hundreds of thousands of miles. The Japanese Superconducting Maglev system, based on the 1966 inventions of
Powell and Danby is now operating in Yamanashi, Japan. Japan plans to extend their present system to become a
300-mile-long, 300 mph Maglev route between Tokyo and Osaka, which will carry 100,000 passengers daily. Japan
has offered to demonstrate their system in Japan between Baltimore and Washington, DC and the State of Maryland
has received a $26 million planning grant from DOT to support their planning with Japan.

The principal factors holding back implementation of the 1% generation Maglev systems like JR's 1% Generation
system in America is their high construction cost, on the order of 60 million dollars per two-way mile, their limitation to
passenger only transport, their incompatibility with existing rail and their switching limitations. To switch JR’s Maglev
to off-the-main-line stations requires the mechanical movement of a massive concrete switch. The Maglev train must
slow and the switching is cumbersome.

Realizing this, Powell and Danby have improved their original 1966 inventions to incorporate important capabilities
including:

e Much lower construction cost for the Maglev guideway.

 Capability to carry high revenue highway trucks, personal autos, and freight containers, in addition to
passengers.

» Capability for levitated travel along existing railroad tracks, which have been adapted for Maglev at very low cost.

o Capability to electronically switch at high-speed off the main line to off-ine stations for unloading/loading
operations.

» Capability to be privately financed without government subsidies for construction and operation

o Capability to use new high temperature superconductors and much cheaper nitrogen as the refrigerant for super
cooling the magnet wire.
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The new 2™ generation Maglev 2000 transport system does not require technology breakthroughs. The technology
required already exists and is commercially available. The only requirement is government funding to assemble
operating prototype vehicles and guideway components for test and certification at a government funded facility.

Its capabilities to lift fully-loaded highway freight trucks as well as passengers on the same low-cost modular
component guideway, that can be an elevated monorail or a ground-level surface guideway, or a maglev-adapted
railroad track including commuter rail, and electronically switch, would provide the versatility to realize the optimum
revenues to recover the construction and operating costs making it possible for the NEC to be expanded to a
nationwide high-speed network and achieve the natjonal priority for a cleaner and healthier environment and safer,
less congested highways for US logistics and personal vehicle operation.

The following map and table illustrates the advantages of constructing a National Maglev Network for both
passengers and logistics. Clearly, it would be a major boost to the economy to have this in place in 20 years at no
cost to the taxpayers, except for a small investment of about $600 million to fund a 5-year development and testing
program, so that this much more advanced surface transport system can compete with the other transport offerings.
Please note that in a 29,000 route mile network that connects 48 States plus Vancouver, Montreal and Toronto 315
million people would be connected and 232 million of them (74%) would live within 15 miles of a Maglev Station

US Interstate Maglev Network

States In Metwork Population of Papulation Living = Route Miles in
Statas tn Network Within 13 Miles of Network
| {millians) Stations {millions)
315 inchades 232 inchudes Toronto,
Montreal & Toronto, Montresl Montreal &
& Vanrouves vancouver

29,000

| 74% of population in States live within 15 Miles of a Station

Greater Freight Rail Efficiency and Speed

Additionally, a national Maglev network, independent of existing Amtrak passenger rail, would free the railways for
exclusive freight rail use and improve the speed and efficiency of the U.S. freight rail system. The high speed freight
truck and passenger Maglev service running along the rights-of-way of the National Highway and interstate Highway
System and railroad rights-of-way for entering built-up urban areas and for using bridges and tunnels constructed for
rail would be the least disruptive and lowest cost, most energy efficient and environmentally sustainable energy
system.

Clearly, Maglev 2000’s unique capabilities and versatility merits a US test and demonstration program to generate
definitive cost and performance data to compete with European style steel-wheel railway trains and other 1%
generation Maglev systems such as Japan Railway's 1® Generation Superconducting Maglev, which proved the
Powell and Danby 1966 repelting force Maglev invention works.
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The projected performance and costs of the new Maglev 2000 transport will be discussed in the following justification
for Maglev 2000's recommendation to compete its alternative, but from what we know from full-scale component
testing and the performance of the first generation Japanese Railway system, the Maglev 2000 system should be a
major part of a U.S. strategy to avoid the fossil fuel combustion threat to humanity and economically benefit the
American traveler, shipper, and consumer of goods by increasing the per capita savings for Americans by about
$1,000 per year over current transportation systems. A new Maglev manufacturing industry would be a significant
high-tech manufacturing, service, and construction job creator supported by exports.

M-2000 SC MAGLEV QUADRUPOLE -
PLANAR EDS

* Quadrupole Magnets permit tsing ‘
existing railways and infrastructure
wAth little moditication |

® Less expensive than elevated monora
guideways

 Less distuptive when accessing built up
metropolitan aregs

* Maglev 2000, uniquely, can transition |
from high speed monorail guideways
o planat mode with ease '

¢ Compatible with Maglev 200¢
passenger or freight carrier vehicles

* Operating in on.grade planar mad
Ry d rather than elevated mode slows
Freaght Vehicie speedds for safety
ALUMINUM LOOPS IN POLYMER CONCRETE
PANELS FOR PROPULSION, VERTICAL, AND
| LATERAL STABILITY

2" Generation Maglev for the U S - Intercity Passenger and Trucking and Urban Rail Transit Systems
Today, US transport is a mess, and it will get much worse. In the years ahead, if we continue on our present path.
The realities are seen in the list of DOT statistics given below.

4 Dt YA =4 & AR WY
Passenger Vehatle

We spend an enomous amount on transporting people and goods — 1.5 Trillion dollars per year, 10% of US Gross
Domestic Product, $8,300 per household, as much as we spend on food plus clothing.

On average, Americans travel about 15,000 miles per year, more than halfway around the World. Sadly, it's not "See
the World" travel. 88 percent (12,600 miles) is on congested bumpy highways with lots of potholes, or jammed
together in noisy public transit buses, subways, and commuter rail cars. 12 percent (1,730 miles), on crowded
airplanes that are often late. And travel on slow, jostling, intercity trains? 20 miles per year per person.

And the highways are very dangerous — 33,000 persons died on America's highways in 2010, with 3 million injured.
The medical, insurance, health damage, and long-tem quality of life cost? $877 Billion per year, according to the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. [The Economic and Societal Impact of Motor Vehicle Crashes, 2010
NYTSA DOT HS 812013]

Americans own 230 million cars, with an average of 0.83 cars per person in our population of 312 million. On
average, each American travels 11,500 miles per year on our highways. Today, congestion delays are estimated to
cost the US $100 Billion dollars per year. The DOT projects that highway congestion will increase by 366 percent in
2040 AD. In 2035 on the 1,381 mile I-5 highway from San Diego to the Canadian border north of Seattle, 95% of the
550 miles of urban segments will be congested, with 85% of the rural segments congested. Traffic flow on the -5
Interstate Highway will be enomous, with a maximum of 600,000 vehicles and 70,000 trucks per day
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The Stressed Highway Freight Truck Problem
“By 2050 we'll have to move almost twice the amount of freight in our country. We also know we won't be able to do
it with our cumrent freight system.”

- U.S. Secretary of Transportation Anthony Foxx (August 6th, 2014)

Highway trucks are a vital part of America’s transport network. In 2011, highway trucks moved 11 Billion tons of
goods (35 tons per capita) worth 10.5 Trillion dollars (66% of US GDP), at a cost of 500 Billion dollars, annually, for
truck operations. And truck transport will almost double by 2040, with projected movement of 17 Billion tons worth 21
Trillion dollars. The following maps compare the present US truck traffic flow with truck traffic flow in 2035.

Average Daily Long-Haul Freight Traffic on the National Highway System 2002

hy A

-

There have been a steady stream of highway solutions proposed and tried to deal with the highway truck traffic
problem: special toll truck lanes, piggy back freight rail, larger rigs for highway freight hauling. It is a big problem and
it is a dangerous problem. All you need to do is watch the big rigs try to make a 90 degree turn on a downtown
street. Two lanes are required and it only contributes to the miserable experience of driving a passenger car.
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These following two graphics illustrates the Maglev 2000 roll-on, roll-off truck and delivery van carrier which could
reduce the big rig load on our highways and could contribute to reducing congestion and wear and tear on our
highways. Electric self-driving car industries are being invested in to meet the requirements of America's future. The
auto carrier designed to accompany passenger travel may be the answer.

Roll-on, Roll-off Maglev Truck and Auto Carriers

* Maglev-2000 Quadrupole
Magnets Are Powerful Enough to
Lift Fully Loaded Highway Freight
Trucks.

Gives Trucks the Capability to
Roll-on Trucks at Maglev
Terminal, Travel at 300 mph to
Maglev Terminal and Roll-Off to
Make Deliveries at Destination.

Provides Greater Energy
Efficiency Without Wear and Tear
on Trucks and the Highways &
Few Accldents.

* Increases Profits for Truckers and
Pays for Construction of
Guideways and Infrastructure.

| Roll-on, Roll-off Maglev Auto Carriers

* Maglev 2000Is Capable
of Providing the
Convenience of Carrying
a Passenger’s Vehicle for
Long-Trips.

Could Provide Recharging
of Batterles on Electric
Vehicles During Travel.

* Would Accommodate
Future

!
|
Self-Driving Vehicles. ’
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The Accident and Health Hazard, and Loss of Economic Productivity of Driving in Congested Metro Areas
The transportation congestion problem in America is experienced by commuters in and around our high population
density metro urban complexes. For most driving commutes, congestion is very severe and the daily drive to and
from work is a white knuckle experience that saps creative energy before arriving at work.

The Benefits of Intraurban Maglev Public Transit

Lower fares, more convenient and comfortable service will persuade drivers to leave their cars and take mass transit.
Lower fares are the result of Maglev's lower operating costs — much less maintenance required for tracks and
vehicles, greater energy efficiency, increased employee efficiency and productivity, more convenient and more
frequent service, shorter trip times, much lower government subsidy requirement, low passenger fares, and much
more comfortable and healthier commuter travel.

As an example, the following map of the Long Island Railroad (LIRR) System, the largest commuter rail system in
the United States. It carries 280,000 passengers per day on weekdays, with a total of 81 million passengers per year
— 3 times the total Amtrak ridership for all America. The average LIRR fare cost paid by passengers is 26 cents per
passenger mile; the actual average cost per passenger mile is 80 cents, with the difference of 54 cents per
passenger-mile paid by government subsides. With the Maglev LIRR, the government subsidy will be much less.

Dt sy
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Adaptation of the LIRR for Maglev service would result in major benefits to passengers, taxpayers, and people living
near the LIRR tracks, including:

e Much lower taxpayer subsidies.

*  Much shorter trip times, a factor of 2 to 3 shorter using higher speed, faster accelerating Maglev vehicles.

e Lower passenger fares.

e Very quiet operation, no rail or locomotive noise for passengers and people living near the LIRR tracks.

*  More frequent service — individual Maglev vehicles, no infrequent long trains of many cars pulled by an engine.
»  More comfortable rides: no vibration, bumping and swaying of RR cars, less crowded passenger seating.

e Nodiesel emissions of greenhouse gases and microparticulates.

e Safer operation — no 3™ rail, able to stop much faster in emergencies.

Cost and schedule for adapting the LIRR to Maglev? For 700 miles of one-way track, the capital cost at 4 million
dollars per one-way mile would be 2.8 Billion dollars, about 93 million dollars annually over a 30-year amortization
period. The track adaptation annual cost would be approximately 5% of the annual LIRR budget. Put another way,
the 2.8 Billion dollars to adapt 700 miles of LIRR track is about 1/4 of the 10 plus Billion dollars the LIRR is now
spending to dig a tunnel under the East River to connect the LIRR to Grand Central Station in New York City.

At 5 million dollars per Maglev vehicle, the cost of 300 vehicles to transport the LIRR’s 280,000 daily riders would be
approximately 1.5 Billion dollars, about 1/2 of the track adaptation cost. With mass production of Maglev vehicles, the
unit cost will probably be much less than 5 million dollars.

With a Maglev LIRR, trip times will be much shorter. The average speed of LIRR trains is about 30 mph — a result of
the slow acceleration and deceleration of conventional long trains of many cars, and the requirement that the train
stop at many stations along its route. Maglev LIRR vehicles will travel as individual units, able to accelerate and
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decelerate much faster, like ordinary automobiles, and able to travel past stations at full speed that they do not have
passengers for.

Riders on the Maglev LIRR will love it. Trip times a factor of 2 shorter. Babylon to Montauk, a distance of 79 miles,
today’s travel time is 2 hours 22 minutes an average of 33 mph. On Maglev LIRR, it would be 1 hour 11 minutes, an
average of 66 mph. There are presently 6 long trains per day on the Babylon — Montauk Branch. With Maglev LIRR, it
could be 20 or more vehicles per day for the trip, much more convenient service. And, no noisy, bumpy, and swaying
rides. Just quiet, comfortable, no vibration — like sitting in a chair in the living room.

Maglev can be adapted to other commuter rail systems in the US, like Metro North in New York State. We have
considered adapting Maglev to US light rail systems: however, light rail ridership generally appears too low to be cost
effective, and adaptation would be more difficult and expensive than for heavy rail and commuter rail.

What about Subways?

2™ Generation Maglev can also be adapted to existing subway systems, in particular, Maglev 2000 has done a study
of the New York City Subway System. The figure below shows a New York City Subway car. The NYC Subway
System is a marvel. it transports 6.5 million passengers daily. NYC's annual ridership is 2.4 Billion, 1/4" of the 10.4
Billion total annual US transit ridership for all modes — commuter rail, subways, and buses. However, as anyone who
has ridden the NYC subway knows, it is not the most pleasant ride. Noise levels are astronomic, reaching 100
decibels at some stations, with possible hearing damage. Riders are jammed together in very crowded, bumping and
swaying cars, breathing in steel dust and other particulates from erosion of rails and brakes.

Adaptation of the NYC Subway, and other transit systems in the US for Maglev will provide much better ride quality —
no noise, no bumping and swaying of the transit cars, less crowded, more frequent service, and much cleaner air —
no brake or rail dust to breathe in. As with the Maglev LIRR, operations will be cheaper and more efficient, and
maintenance will be much less, enabling substantial reductions in government subsidies for public transit.

New York City Subway Car

The following shows a map of the NYC Subway System. In terms of government subsidies, it performs very well
compared to other public transit systems. The average passenger fare per trip is $1.05, with an actual operating cost
per trip of $1.40. The average fare per passenger trip for all US transit modes. is $1.18, while the actual cost is $3.54
per trip, 3 times the fare cost. The $2.26 subsidy per trip is paid by taxpayers.

NYC Subway System
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Adapting the NYC Subway System to Maglev will result in many benefits:

* Reduced subsidies from taxpayers

Faster, much more comfortable trips — no bumping and swaying

Quiet trips — no 100 decibels noise, which causes hearing loss

No breathing in steel dust and other health haming microparticles generated by braking on steel rails
Greater energy efficiency

Similar benefits will result from adaptation of Maglev to the other US heavy rail systems.

Details of the adaptation process for the NYC Subway System for Maglev operation is described in ‘Maglev America”
a book authored by a collaborative of Maglev experts. Summarizing, the capital cost of the installation of the
aluminum loop panels on the cross ties of the subway track plus the capital cost of the Maglev vehicles and their
superconducting Magnets is projected to be 10 Billion dollars. Amortized over 30 years that would be 330 million
dollars per year, 10 percent of the NYC subways present operating budget of 3.3 Billion dollars per year. The savings
in operating costs made possible with Maglev would more than offset the adaptation cost. The adaptation process
could be carried outin as little as 2 years, given adequate funding and high priority for the program.

New York City Subway Track Adapted for Maglev Service

In summary, the National Maglev Network and Maglev Public Transit will be of great benefit to America in its
capability for:

e Much lower cost of transport

e Faster and more comfortable travel with shorter trip times

o  Safer, less congested highways, with substantial reductions in deaths and injuries
*  Greater energy efficiency and reduced pollution

* Increased economic productivity.
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New York City Subway Adapted to Maglev

[ Cross Section Drawing of New York City Subway Track with
attached Magiev Guideway Panel and vehicle quadrupole magnet
above it

Low-Risk Test and Certification of the 2" Generation Superconducting Maglev Transport for Passengers,

Freight Trucks and Commuter Rail.

To be commercially implemented, new public transport systems must be tested and certified as safe and effective.
While the Japanese Superconducting Maglev system has been extensively tested and operated safely and effectively
for over a decade, the 2™ generation Maglev 2000 system is a sufficiently different public carrier that will require
testing to be certified by the US Government. Full-size prototype components for the Maglev 2000 system have been
successfully fabricated and tested. The next step is to assemble the components on operating prototype vehicles and
a prototype guideway and subject the system to rigorous testing. It is estimated that a rigorous testing program will
require about 5 years and 600 million dollars for the intercity carriers for passengers, trucks, and autos. A commuter
rail car conversion along the same track would cost about $30 million dollars.

We believe that it would be prudent and minimize the risk to the taxpayers to test the Maglev 2000 system features
that makes it distinctive from JR's superconducting Maglev. We recommend that its unique capability to levitate a
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fully-loaded highway freight truck on a planar guideway, which would be constructed on an existing railroad track, as
we have described, would be done first, as Phase 1. Phase 1 would also generate definitive cost data for the planar
Maglev adapted RR track. Phase 1 of the Roll-on, Roll-off Truck Carrier, would not include the axle clamps, for the
slow speed testing, but would use chain grapples that would cost less. The fully-loaded truck rig would cost about $60
million, and equipping a LIRR car for commuters about $30 million.

It is proposed that the Maglev Test and Certification Facility for the initial test be located on Long Island at Calverton,
the former site for testing Navy aircraft. (The following Figure shows a Google Earthview of the Calverton Site). The
site has ample space for Phase 1 of the patented Maglev 2000 adapted railroad track system and is adjacent to the
existing LIRR track from Ronkonkoma to Riverhead, on which extended continuous running tests of Maglev 2000
commuter vehicles over substantial distances can be carried out. The Maglev Test and Certification Program is
outlined below. At the end of Phase 2 (Phase 1 plus Phase 2 is projected to take 30 months), M-2000 will have been
extensively tested on a 2-mile track at Calverton. In Phase 3, a section of LIRR track, probably the 25-mile section
between Ronkonkoma and Riverhead, will be modified for continuous long-term running tests of Maglev 2000
vehicles. After 18 months of continuous testing, it is anticipated that the Maglev 2000 system will be certified for
commercial implementation.

- / Google
“' £

Concept Layout of Maglev 2000 Test and Certification Facility at Calverton, NY

Obtain govemment funding for Maglev 2000 Test & Certification Facility at Calverton, Long Island.

Proposed facility will test & certify full-scale Maglev vehicles on operating guideways, for both elevated monorail and
RR track types

3 Phase test program for Maglev on railroad applications

e Phase 1: Test passenger vehicles at speeds up to 60 mph on 1/2-mile RR test tracks (18 months)
e Phase 2: Test passenger vehicles at higher speeds (150 mph) on 4-mile RR test track. (12 months)

» Phase 3: Long term running tests on existing section of LIRR track adapted for Maglev travel, e.g., Riverhead to
Ronkonkoma (18 months)

Following certification, begin implementation and service on selected LIRR railroad lines

In a separately funded parallel program, the Calverton facility will also test and certify locally assembled Maglev 2000
vehicles for high speed Intercity travel on elevated monorail guideways

The projected cost for the first 2 phases of the Maglev on Railroad Test and Certification program is $90 Million
dollars. Phase 3 will require additional funding.

Tom Wagner, President, Maglev 2000, Inc. 1278 Glenneyre Street, #90, Laguna Beach, California 92651 email: tomwagner@cox.net
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Summary

The safety and environmental benefits of Maglev? Enormous! The National Maglev Network will save many 10's of
thousands of lives and hundreds of thousands of injuries now happening in accidents on America's highways every
year. It will save hundreds of Billions of dollars, annually, now lost to highway accidents. It will greatly reduce the 5
Billion barrels of fossil fuel we now use for transport and the 1.8 Billion tons of CO2 greenhouse gas emitted from our
tailpipes and jet engines. It will also greatly reduce the damage to our hearts and lungs from the pollutants and
microparticles emitted by our 230 million automobiles and 10 million trucks.

The benefits to the economy and our quality of life will be tremendous. By taking a good portion of the trucks and
autos off the road by offering a cheaper, more convenient, safer alternative, not only will the National Maglev Network
substantially reduce highway deaths and injuries, it also will greatly reduce highway traffic congestion and delays,
which today cost the US economy 100 Billion dollars, annually. This, plus reducing the 900 Billion dollars now spent
on medical expenses, insurance, health damage and lost income from highway accidents, plus Maglev's considerably
lower cost per passenger mile and truck ton mile, will greatly benefit the US economy, saving each of us more than
$1,000 per year.

» Passenger-only-rail is an anchor and headwind on economic growth. Using the very expensive guideway (90%
of cost) for both hauling freight trucks as well as passenger would benefit everyone in the country: business,
consumers, shippers, and travelers.

e The NEC as a higher speed steel-wheel or JR Maglev would be a serious mistake.
» It would ease congestion but won't solve our real problem which is congestion around our metro areas.
e US commuter rail systems are operating at a deficit even as fares increase.

* Our studies show that NYC’s Metro-North, LIRR and Subway commuter could improve its service and reduce
fares by adapting to Maglev. It won't be a whole lot faster as a intraurban commuter service but it will be quieter
and a better neighbor and eliminate the wheel-on-rail hazards that are costly to prevent and maintain properly
and it will operate more efficiently.

» Maglev 2000 would be cheaper, eliminate public subsidy and create an industry that could also equip our
intraurban systems to meet the requirements of the trend of urbanization in the US and the World.

* The new Maglev industry would also develop applications such as very cheap Energy Storage and cheap, more
reliable Maglev Launch of Space payload. These applications are described in the book "Maglev America’.
Superconducting Maglev was invented in America and should be made in America. See:
www.magneticglide.com

The Inevitability of Superconducting Maglev Transport

Historical evidence of transport systems suggests that the driver for the transport systems evolution is strongly
related to efficiency, speed, and convenience. The superconducting Magnets of the Maglev 2000 system are very
efficient. Pound for pound the magnets require only about 1/13" the electric energy of electric motor driven wheels
for equal speed trains. As has been repeated several times there is no rolling friction, the only friction is the
aerodynamic drag of atmosphere on the vehicle. In a vacuum tube, the speed is unlimited. For example, Maglev can
propel cargo into space orbit in a vacuum launch tube by reaching a high enough escape velocity to place cargoin a
geosynchronous space orbit, making it possible to position solar energy generating satellites in fixed space orbit to
collect the enomous power of the Sun and beam the energy to Earth. This technology may be the ultimate non-fossil
source of energy for the future as we begin the necessary transformation of energy to non-fossil fuels. This is why it
is extremely important that the United States develop the capacity for manufacturing leadership in superconducting
magnet technology. This year is the 50™ anniversary of Drs. James Powell and Gordon Danby's Invention of the
superconducting Maglev system in 1966. The system has been proven by the engineering work of Japan. Japan’'s
Maglev is a very efficient passenger only system but the evolution of the magnets that operates in both the planar
and monorail mode and development of the method to shield the passenger compartments from the extremely
powerful magnetic forces of superconducting Maglev magnets provides the Maglev 2000 system with the versatility
and levitation power to more readily address the transportation challenges of the United States.

Tom Wagner, President, Maglev 2000, Inc. 1278 Glenneyre Street, #30, Laguna Beach, California 92651 email: tomwagner@cox.net
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The graphic that follows depicts the growth rates of the various modes of transport in the US.

Efficiency is the Driver in the Evolution of
Transportation

1800 1850 1900 1960 2000 2060

Smoothed historical rates of growth of the major components of the U.S. transport
infrastructure, showing the peak year and the time for the system to grow from 10% to
90% of its extent (conjecture shown by dashed curves).
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Tom Wagner, President, Maglev 2000, Inc. 1278 Glenneyre Street, #90, Laguna Beach, California 92651 email: tomwagner@ cox.net
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INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #249 DETAIL

Status { Ackion Capleted

Record Date : 1/23/2016
First Name : Jan
Last Name : Magnussen

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

The proposed track through Old Lyme would be an absolute disaster for the towns historical district, shopping
center and the Art Academy. | cannot urge you enough to find another solution.



‘NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #600 DETAIL

Status ; AEtian Gompletes)

Record Date : 2/8/2016
First Name : Kristin
Last Name : Magnussen

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

The price of progress in updating the rail lines is not worth the loss of the home of American Impressionism-
Old Lyme CT. Everything about this plan was underhanded as the town government and citizens of Old Lyme
knew nothing about this until just recently. Shame on all of you!



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2816 DETAIL

Status : SRENERCAmRIEEd,

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Brian
Last Name : Mahar

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

“l oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.”



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2883 DETAIL ]

Status : WG Conpleted)

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Stephanie
Last Name : Maher

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

As a resident of Palmer for over twenty years, | am hoping that this plan goes through and there is a rail stop in
the town of Paimer. Some mill towns have bounced back, but many have not and Palmer is struggling and
slowly dying. Young people are leaving and not coming back because there are no opportunities to keep them
here. Our access to the Mass Pike, our location between Worcester & Springfield, out downtown area that is
begging for a revitalization are reasons why a rail stop would change the lives of our residents, and bring hope
for the future of our town.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2030 DETAIL j
Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Virgj
Last Name : Mahida

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

I support Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will allow more passengers to
travel major cities between Boston and Washinton DC. It will definitely help to reduce lots of traffic on 1-95 and
that needs to be done cause 1-95 is being too much conjugated. Also it will help to prevent environmental
pollution since more people will travel by Northeast Corridor. It will help university students commuting between
main campus and the campus of Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2033 DETAIL

Status : CAgiion Completest

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Bhamini
Last Name : Mahida-solanki

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

I support Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will allow more passengers to
travel major cities between Boston and Washinton DC. It will definitely help to reduce lots of traffic on 1-95 and
that needs to be done cause 1-95 is being too much conjugated. Also it will help to prevent environmental
pollution since more people will travel by Northeast Corridor. It will help university students commuting between
main campus and the campus of Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.



The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
William Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Commonwealth
Amishi Castelli Massachusetts Historical Commission
NEC FUTURE Environmental Lead
Volpe National Transportation System Center
U.S. Department of Transportation

55 Broadway
Cambridge, MA 02142

December 8, 2015

Attn: Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

RE: Federal Railroad Administration Northeast Corridor Future Rail Project, Massachusetts. MHC #RC.52707.

Dear Ms. Castelli:

Staff of the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), office of the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO), have reviewed the revised draft Programmatic Agreement (PA), and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), received November 2 and 12, 2015 for the project referenced above.

The preliminary area of potential effect mapping provided to the MHC in DEIS Appendix A and draft PA Appendix
B for portions of the project corridors in Massachusetts continue to include insufficient information for the MHC to
offer comments on the proposed preliminary project area of potential effect, or recommendations for other potential
interested and consulting parties in Massachusetts. The MHC looks forward to reviewing updated project mapping at
a smaller scale and the FRA’s determination of the project area(s) of potential effect for Massachusetts as project
planning proceeds during Tier 2 projects. The MHC recommends that updated project mapping for the proposed
project impact area base maps in Massachusetts utilize current MassGIS town boundaries and current aerial
photographs to show existing conditions within the proposed railway corridor.

The MHC will participate in future consultation for the implementation of 36 CFR 800.4 to 6 for Tier 2 projects, As
proposed in the DEIS project specific information for future Tier 2 projects will be submitted to the MHC by the
involved federal agencies, and appropriate determinations and findings, including definition of areas of potential
effect; and scopes for identification and evaluation efforts will be developed in consultation, to avoid, minimize or
mitigate adverse effects to significant historic and archaeological resources in Massachusetts. '

The MHC looks forward to reviewing the final PA that includes a revised Appendix I incorporating the following
language to assist in future consultation with the MHC for conducting environmental review projects in
Massachusetts:

Please delete lines 81 through 86 of Section IV and replace with the following language: Archaeological
investigations, including archaeological reconnaissance surveys that may be required for portions of the project in
Massachusetts shall be conducted under a State Archaeologist’s permit (950 CMR 70). A State Archaeologist's
permit application shall be submitted to the MHC by a qualified professional archaeologist with relevant previous
experience in the region and glaciated Northeast retained by the project proponent. The State Archaeologist shall be
consulted concerning an appropriate curatorial facility for all collections from field investigations conducted under
permit.’

220 Morrissey Boulevard, Boston, Massachusetts 02125
(617) 727-8470 + Fax: (617) 727-5128



Please also add the following paragraph to Section IV: “Within Massachusetts portions of the project impact area on
non-federal lands, identified human remains shall be protected and treated consistently with the Massachusetts
Unmarked Burial Law (Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 38, § 6; Chapter 9, §§ 26A and 27C; and, Chapter 7, §
38A; all as amended). Any non-Native American human remains shall be treated in accordance with the
Massachusetts Historical Commission “Policy and Guidelines for Non-Native Human Remains Which Are Over 100
Years Old or Older.”

The MHC looks forward to consultation with the FRA on the continued development of the project.

These comments are offered to assist in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended (36 CFR 800) and M.G.L Chapter 9, Sections 26-27C (950 CMR 70-71). If you have any questions
or require additional information, please contact Jonathan K. Patton, Archacologist/Preservation Planner, at this
office.

Sincerely,

Brona Simon

State Historic Preservation Officer
Executive Director

State Archaeologist

Massachusetts Historical Commission

xc: Susan Anderson, AECOM, Glen Allen, VA
Bettina Washington, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
Ramona Peters, Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe
John Eddins, ACHP
Catherine Labadia, CT Historic Preservation & Museum Division
Jeff Emidy, Rhode Island Historic Preservation & Heritage Commission
David Mohler, Executive Director, Office of Transportation Planning, MADOT
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December 8, 2015 The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
William Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Commonwealth

Amishi Castelli Massachusetts Historical Commission

NEC FUTURE Environmental Lead

'Volpe National Transportation System Center

U.S. Department of Transportation

55 Broadway

Cambridge, MA 02142

Attn: Rebecca Reyes-Alicea
RE: Federal Railroad Administration Northeast Corridor Future Rail Project, Massachusetts. MHC #RC.52707.
Dear Ms. Castelli:

Staff of the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), office of the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO), have reviewed the revised draft Programmatic Agreement (PA), and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), received November 2 and 12, 2015 for the project referenced above.

The preliminary area of potential effect mapping provided to the MHC in DEIS Appendix A and draft PA Appendix
B for portions of the project corridors in Massachusetts continue to include insufficient information for the MHC to
offer comments on the proposed preliminary project area of potential effect, or recommendations for other potential
interested and consulting parties in Massachusetts, The MHC looks forward to reviewing updated project mapping at
a smaller scale and the FRA’s determination of the project area(s) of potential effect for Massachusetts as project
planning proceeds during Tier 2 projects. The MHC recommends that updated project mapping for the proposed
project impact area base maps in Massachusetts utilize current MassGIS town boundaries and current aerial
photographs to show existing conditions within the proposed railway corridor.

The MHC will participate in future consultation for the implementation of 36 CFR 800.4 to 6 for Tier 2 projects. As
proposed in the DEIS project specific information for future Tier 2 projects will be submitted to the MHC by the
involved federal agencies, and appropriate determinations and findings, including definition of areas of potential
effect; and scopes for identification and evaluation efforts will be developed in consultation, to avoid, minimize or
mitigate adverse effects to significant historic and archaeological resources in Massachusetts.

frig 1
The MHC looks forward to reviewing the final PA that includes a revised Appendix I incorporating the following
language to assist in future consultation with the MHC for conducting environmental review projects in
Massachusetts:

Please delete lines 81 through 86 of Section IV and replace with the following language: Archaeological
investigations, including archaeological reconnaissance surveys that may be required for portions of the project in
Massachusetts shall be conducted under a State Archaeologist’s permit (950 CMR 70). A State Archaeologist's
permit application shall be submitted to the MHC by a qualified professional archaeologist with relevant previous
experience in the region and glaciated Northeast retained by the project proponent. The State Archaeologist shall be
consulted concemning an appropriate curatorial facility for all collections from field investigations conducted under
permit.’

220 Morrissey Boulevard, Boston, Massachusetts 02125
(617) 727-8470 « Fax: (617) 727-5128
www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc



Please also add the following paragraph to Section I'V: “Within Massachusetts portions of the project impact area on
non-federal lands, identified human remains shall be protected and treated consistently with the Massachusetts
Unmarked Burial Law (Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 38, § 6; Chapter 9, §§ 26A and 27C; and, Chapter 7, §
38A; all as amended). Any non-Native American human remains shall be treated in accordance with the
Massachusetts Historical Commission “Policy and Guidelines for Non-Native Human Remains Which Are Over 100
Years Old or Older.”

The MHC looks forward to consultation with the FRA on the continued development of the project.

These comments are offered to assist in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended (36 CFR 800) and M.G.L Chapter 9, Sections 26-27C (950 CMR 70-71). If you have any questions
or require additional information, please contact Jonathan K. Patton, Archaeologist/Preservation Planner, at this
office.

Sincerely,

Brona Simon

State Historic Preservation Officer
Executive Director

State Archaeologist

Massachusetts Historical Commission

xc: Susan Anderson, AECOM, Glen Allen, VA
Bettina Washington, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
Ramona Peters, Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe
John Eddins, ACHP
Catherine Labadia, CT Historic Preservation & Museum Division
Jeff Emidy, Rhode Island Historic Preservation & Heritage Commission
David Mohler, Executive Director, Office of Transportation Planning, MADOT



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #161 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 1/12/2016
First Name : Matthew
Last Name : Manhler

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

I'strongly oppose any cross sound project, | feel the increased rail traffic will add to further urbanization of Long
Island. The island and it's wetlands, pine Barrens and farm lands suffer enough, our water quality is poor and
our bays are only now just beginning to heal. Cutting an hour or two off of some travelers time is not worth
destroying the green spaces let in the shadow of NYC with urban sprawl that alway accompanies these
projects, nevermind that the lirr already has enough difficulty maintaining the current levels of traffic.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1585 DETAIL

Status : Panding’

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Dean
Last Name : Mahlstedt

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1849 C Street, NW-MS 2462-MIB

Washington D.C. 20240

RE: Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Section 4(f) Assessment for NEC FUTURE, A Rail
Investment Plan for the Northeast Corridor, Washington, DC, MD, DE, PA, NJ, NY, CT, RI, and MA

Dear Ms. Braegelmann:

As a citizen of Maryland and a lover of our state's few remaining wild places | am writing this letter in opposition
to Alternate 3 in your rail plan.

This proposal would chop off 60 acres of the Patuxent Wildlife Refuge including pristine stream, wetland,
riparian and forest habitats, critical to a number of at-risk bird species. It would destroy this valuable wildlife
habitat in a region of Maryland where development has taken an immense toll on natural resources, and in so
doing would damage the ecological integrity of the largest remaining forest block in central Maryland-also
recognized by Audubon Maryland-DC as an Important Bird Area (IBA) in 2006 because it provides habitat for
several declining bird species, including Eastern whip-poor-will, wood thrush, Kentucky warbler and prairie
warbler.

The Patuxent Research Refuge was established in 1973 specifically for the purpose of upholding and
promulgating the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. The Act was passed to more effectively meet the U.S.
migratory bird treaty obligations through the acquisition of land and water for the perpetual preservation for
birds.

Allowing the proposed rail line to destroy a publicly-owned natural resource at the Patuxent Research Refuge
would set a dangerous precedent for the country's most beautiful and biologically diverse landscapes. Feasible

and less destructive alternatives to incising a wildlife refuge exist. Please choose an alternate that does not
disturb a national treasure.

Sincerely, Dean C. Mahlstedt

Save the Date! "l Bird, | Vote"



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2884 DETAIL ]

Status : Ao Competed)

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Edith Roberts
Last Name : Main

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

I grew up in Old Lyme, CT, and my father (age 93) still resides at the address listed below. We are shocked
and dismayed to find out that the center of our historic town would even be considered for a rail route. Perhaps
the designers of the proposal have never walked where the tracks would go?



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #58 DETAIL

Status : JPending?,
Record Date : 12/8/2015
First Name : - Kat

Last Name : Maines

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| am writing to support Alternative 3. The future of regional mobility needs to primarily rely on transit in order to
stay competitive economically without betraying the tenants of environmental stewardship. | grew up in Boston
and | hope to move back there after | finish school, but | also do not want to own a car wherever | move.
Alternative 3 helps to make that more reasonable while still allowing for regional and intercity travel. | urge the
FRA to support these rail enhancements.
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Okay. The next speaker is Scott Maits.

SCOTT MAITS: Hi. Scott Maits from
Philadelphia. M-A-I-T-S. Thank you for letting
me address again the hearing here.

This is incredibly important for
Wilmington, Delaware as it does not have an
airport to have a high-speed line, even if not
all the trains stop here, as could be the case.
You would have more trains than you have today.
They are downtown currently in the current
station. It's a gorgeous station. It can be
expanded. And if there's some not stopping,
they wouldn't need to go through that way.

I'm an environmentalist. I ride my
bike to Wilmington often from Philadelphia.
Often. Usually. Tonight, I did not because of
work.

Another ten-mile tunnel to get to

Rodney Square is not what the Northeast corridor

can afford. As you know, I'm against the

Philadelphia tunnel. It's 32 miles of single

track to make the original ten-mile estimate.

It's more than ten miles long, but you need

multiple tracks at different places, of course.
It's also an environmental justice

issue. If we go from 30th Street -- only if we
go from 30th Street to the airport can Chester,
Marcus -- Highland Avenue, Marcus Hook, Claymont

have direct service to Philadelphia Airport,
which would be a tremendous opportunity,
economic opportunity, for them to do that. That
might be -- so that would likely be separate
service, but only can it go if this line is
built this way would that be able to happen.
We'd save 40 to 80 billion dollars on the
Philadelphia line estimate by mine being the low
and some other people going up to 80 with that.
One great idea that you have, of
course, is wonderful, and I haven't had time to

look at any of the other stuff is the electric
grid. Any line going downstate in Delaware,
Atlantic City, North coastline, Long Island --
the Northeast corridor, it goes to Long Island.
-- should tap in to offshore power. Solar,
title, offshore wind, whether it's in the
mountains or down here provide the right-of-way
for the -- for the power companies. 1In
exchange, they electrify. That should be part
of recommendations here.
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Let's see if I have anything -~ I have
a lot of comments that I'll probably get up here
again to talk about some of them.

But we do need to build this line.

It's absolutely economically a prerequisite to
do things.

Oh, yeah. T know. There was some talk
in New Jersey about another right-of-way. New
Jersey Turnpike and the old trolley line that
used to go between Newark and Trenton. &nd,
unfortunately, they are no -- I looked at them

last night, and it was very clear. There was a
hundred crossings on the trolley line. The
turnpike would skip Philadelphia basically. I
couldn't figure out how to get back over to
Philly. It would require more bridges and all.
Other than that, the work of a lot of
the activists up there are excellent. I see no
reason the Northeast corridor can't go through
New Jersey and basically where it's being
aligned in most places with the exception of
Philadelphia for that other tunnel and all.

So I'm advocating an alternative to
combine with an alternative 3, the most
transformative alternatives that you can come up
with, and most affordable because we have to
build the tunnels in Baltimore. We have to
build them in New York. We're going to need
small tunnels in other places, including in New
Jersey.

Okay. Thank you very much.
RUBY SEIGEL: Thank you, Scott.

SCOTT MAITS: Mm—hmm.
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SCOTT MAITS: It was a wave.

RUBY SEIGEL: Okay. Hold on just one
second, Scott. Let me just see if there's
someone who wants to speak for the first time.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Actually, I was
wondering if there's a question-and-answer
session.

RUBY SEIGEL: We'll be happy to answer
your questions when I close the public testimony
portion. We'll be out at the open house boards.
We'll be happy to answer your questions there.

Is there anyone who would like to make
a public statement either in this open mike
forum or -- yes? No?

Okay. So, Scott, would you like to
come up again?

SCOTT MAITS: Please. Thank you.

RUBY SEIGEL: Okay. Scott.

SCOTT MAITS: Thanks again. And this
has been a wonderful opportunity to speak to
this at length, and I hope to get as many of

these comments in writing with any other
explanations and other details that I have.

I'm a long-time transportation
advocate. I was on the East Coast Greenway for
our bike friends here, and I advocate that our
bike advocates really push for this line. This
is absolutely critical to make happen.

One last thing about the New Jersey
trolley thing, which is not really in
consideration, but it actually goes in city
streets and makes all sorts of different turns.

As I commented before, I am concerned
with the New London bypasses. That would be the
biggest losing city if that low-hanging --
seemingly low-hanging fruit happened or was done
to speed up the line to Boston. If we did go
out Long Island and to New Haven from
Ronkonkoma, that would allow a very fast service
even on the slow section between New Haven and
Kingston where it then speeds up to 150 miles an
hour, even if the through-line went to Hartford

and then to Providence that way. So I think
that's acceptable.

I just want to emphasize. I know I've
said it again. Because it is such low-hanging
fruit that it will be pushed for, and it is a
feasibility issue. And perhaps with New York's
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new-found enthusiasm in certain corridors, and
Albany and other places, and possibly in the
city itself that could happen sooner than later
and stuff.

One other thing about that line is the
freight. You want to pay for these tunnels.
Baltimore, New York City, Long Island. These
things can -- freight can help pay for the
tunnels. Auto trains for the people that will
continue to drive can help pay for this. I know
I've mentioned this before, but it's absolutely
critical.

People are scratching their heads.
Where is the money going to come from? It's got
to come from all sources, including sharing

tunnels, but reducing where they're needed. And
if anyone does not know, high-speed rail makes
money. It can pay construction costs as long as
the lines are not exorbitant in costs to bill.
They will be exorbitant no matter what, but they
can be a lot less if you're not choosing all the
tunneling options that are somewhat unnecessary
in many cases like in Philadelphia, for
instance.

One other thing I'd like to comment

that T have here right now is that -- and this
is related. It doesn't sound like it is, but
the FRA is -- has the power to regulate speed of

trains and other different things. Obviously,
speed is very important to get people out of
their cars. It must go faster than the cars.
And, of course, we have existing lines that
we're trying to do that on.

The TALGO, which was first built here
in Wilmington, Delaware, the Ttalian company
developed it. They built a tiny, little

prototype. They built the first full-blown
train here and in Berwyn -- Berwick, PA. I
don't know the connections exactly to
Wilmington, but it was the same company. And
that was 1947.

By 1958, the Pullman-Standard, Baldwin,
their last locomotive at any time that they ever
built was a small TALGO diesel. And then
another consortium built a set, too, and they
ran on several railroads. Unfortunately, they
were never allowed to go what the theoretical
speed was, which is 30 percent faster than
standard trains. That is something that the
TALGO people with all their experience stick to





