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.

Increasing public transportation infrastructure is a critical priority, but
in this part of Maryland, there have to be viable alternatives for a train
line other that do not negatively affect the Patuxent Research Refuge.

Sincerely,

Susan Nerlinger

Olney, MD 20832

snerlinger@“
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11/10/2015
frank
nes PE

The concept of incremental improvements appear the way to complete this
project. However that increment must first meet the state of good repair of
the present NEC. If there is a major failure of the North river bores, Portal
draw bridge, B & P tunnel, or any of the Maryland or other draw bridges many
ersons will be unable to meet their job needs.
n my opinion incremental work needs to be directed to the projects that will
provide the most passenger minutes saver per dollar spent. The more
passenger minutes saved per dollar the higher priority a project should be
scored. Total number of revenue passenger miles increase needs careful
analysis.
Of course a factor needs to be given to what additional passengers any
increment will add not only to that segment but also total thru traffic.
An example would be if $100M spent either PHL - Wilmington or PHL - New
York Penn and the Wilmington would add 500 passengers a day NYP -
WASH and the PHL - NYP section would only add 500 a day NYP - PHL then
the PHL - WIL should be scored higher. especially if more beyond
passengers board trains.

DEIS_public_a00003_O.pdf (4 kb)
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| agree with the Tier 1 Draft EIS as written. It is a well thought out, thorough analysis that clearly states the
purpose and need for investment in the NEC; provides alternatives that meet the future needs of the NEC;
uses an appropriate framework for evaluation of the alternatives; and accurately shows the anticipated benefits,
costs and impacts of each alternative as well as for "no action" (maintaining the status quo).

The proposed federal action being evaluated in this Tier 1 Draft EIS is the adoption of an investment program
to improve passenger

rail service within the Study Area. | strongly support the adoption of the proposed investment program. As far
as which alternative to adopt, | would advocate adopting the largest scale alternative for which funding can be
obtained. As the draft EIS states, the Northeast is home to 51 million people (1 in every 7 Americans) -- a
number expected to grow to 58 million by 2040 -- and is a cornerstone region for the US economy. The NEC
rail system is a key component of the region's transportation infrastructure and is critical to alleviation of
highway congestion, and to affordable mobility for people who live, work, do business and visit in the region.
The most forward-looking public policy will consider the growing rail transportation needs of this region well into
the future, beyond 2040 if possible. In this regard, it should be remembered that it took close to 100 years to
build the original corridor; and that electrification of the NEC was completed some 80 years ago (at least
between New York and Washington). Therefore, it is reasonable to project that the next major infrastructure
improvement to the NEC --at least the next truly transformative one -- will need to provide for a time frame
close to the next 100 years as well. So, although each alternative is successively more expensive and has
greater environmental impact associated with construction, it is an investment that can be anticipated to return
commensurately greater benefits to the region for a greater period of time (and thus can be amortized over that
greater period of time).

In considering which alternative to pursue, | would recommend that the following be considered as key factors
in determining the most cost-effective alternative: capacity/frequency of service; operational reliability; travel
time/speed; and environmental benefit (e.g. fuel savings compared to highway travel, reduced hydrocarbon
emissions, etc.)

The No Action Alternative is not a viable option because, as the draft EIS states, it does not return the NEC to a
state of good repair, and it provides insufficient capacity to meet future demand. Maintaining the status quo will
result in reduced reliability, unanticipated repair costs to maintain service, significantly increased highway
congestion, and associated environmental impact. Therefore, | consider Alternative 1 (Maintain) the minimum
acceptable level of investment for this program. However, as previously stated, Alternatives 2 (Grow) and 3
(Transform) provide successively greater economic and environmental benefits to the region for longer periods
of time, and would therefore be preferable options to the extent that funding can be obtained.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important initiative.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2738 DETAIL

Status :

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

Last Name : Piscitelli
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Hello,

Thank you for the opportunity to enter prepared testimony concerning the Tier 1 DEIS. The City truly
appreciates your efforts on this important matter. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.
Mike

Michael Piscitelli, AICP

Deputy Economic Development Administrator
City of New Haven

165 Church Street, 4R

New Haven, CT 06510

(203) 946-2867

Attachments : City of New Haven Record Testimony NEC Future 021516.pdf (742 kb)



CITY OF NEW HAVEN
TONI N. HARP, MAYOR

PREPARED TESTIMONY OF THE CITY OF NEW HAVEN

RE: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact

Statement, Federal Railroad Administration
February 15, 2016

I. Summary

The City of New Haven (“City”) respectfully offers this official testimony concerning the above-
referenced draft Tier 1 environmental impact statement (“DEIS”) for NEC Future. The City
appreciates the work of the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA™), its consulting partners and the
many stakeholders who have developed the alternative scenarios for short-term and long-term

investments along the Northeast Corridor.

The DEIS looks broadly over the entire Northeast Corridor system. While no single alternative truly
captures the essence of New Haven'’s core objectives, namely dramatically improved commuter
travel time to New York City together with improved travel time and more frequent service to
Washington and Boston, the DEIS does advance a technical and analytical framework to make

important decisions concerning the future of the Northeast Corridor.
Following careful review of the analytics for cost-to-passenger benefit, environmental impact and

other factors, the City makes the following recommendations: (1) travel time and service frequency

should be improved dramatically between New Haven to New York City along the existing Coastal
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Routel, upgraded beyond traditional state-of-good-repair investments to transform operating
performance; (2) travel time and service frequency to and from Washington and Boston should be
improved along on the Coastal Route, the Hartford-Springfield route and, if feasible, a Long Island
tunnel, even though these alignments may not achieve the very highest operating speeds; and (3)
the Central Connecticut alignment should no longer be considered and should not advance to the

Tier 2 stage.

These recommendations are consistent with the City’s forward thinking vision for sustainable
development and, more importantly, are consistent with the interests of the United States by
supporting economic growth, environmental protection and sustainable communities throughout

the Northeast.
II. Context

The City of New Haven, City of New London, City of Norwalk, City of Bridgeport and City of Stamford
(“the Cities”) filed a joint letter dated October 19, 2012 to the FRA concerning NEC Future. At the
time, the Cities offered that economic development should be a primary assessment factor; that the
existing shoreline route should be a fully assessed alternative; that state of good repair should be a
component of Phase 1 investments; and that operations and governance reform may be a
mechanism to increase capacity and utility of the shoreline route. The DEIS does in fact consider all
of these factors; however, the City offers the following points-of-emphasis in further support our

three recommendations:

(a) Economic Growth. The City is the socio-economic center of south central Connecticut and
among the fastest growing cities in New England in terms of both population and economic
significance. For the first time since 1991, there are over 80,000 jobs in the City, making up
approximately a quarter of the jobs in the New Haven MSA. Economic drivers in higher
education, the life sciences, advanced manufacturing, IT, and supporting service industries are
catalyzing new job growth. The knowledge-based economy, furthermore, is concentrating in the
City and elevating our profile nationally and globally. In New Haven, Yale-New Haven Health

System (YNHHS) and Yale University are also national leaders in their respective sectors.

YNHHS is the 4th largest hospital in the country, with 1,541 beds and 12,100 employees, making it
the second largest employer in the region. YNHHS is widely considered one of the best hospitals in
the United States, and is nationally ranked in 8 of 18 specialties by U.S. News & World Report. In

! The “Coastal Route” refers to the existing Northeast Corridor along the shoreline of Long [sland Sound between New York and New Haven, CT.
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2014, YNHHS had 78,529 inpatient discharges and 1.2 million outpatient encounters. In 2008,
YNHHS opened its renowned Smilow Cancer Hospital in 2008 and is one of only 45 comprehensive

cancer centers in the United States, as recognized by the National Cancer Institute.

Yale University, with 14,000 employees and over 12,000 enrolled students, is a global leader in
higher education. Yale recently opened its new School of Management building, adding 200 students.
In addition, Yale is building two new residential colleges, which will cost $600 million to construct
and add 800 additional students, faculty and staff. New Haven's universities also provide a platform
from which the City can compete in the global arena. For example, Yale has $360 million in federal
R&D obligations, which ranks 14th nationwide, and its Cooperative Research Technology Transfer
program has been instrumental in attracting new biotechnology companies to the region.
Additionally, Yale has produced some 40 new start-up companies in Greater New Haven. These

companies have attracted over $3.6 billion in private capital.2

The Yale School of Medicine ranks in the top 20 for NIH funding, placing New Haven in class with
Nashville, Raleigh-Durham and other mid-sized cities with advanced technology centers. With
the Yale School of Medicine driving growth, greater New Haven is now the 2nd largest biotech
cluster in all of New England. This year, Alexion Pharmaceuticals relocated and expanded to the
newly-constructed 500,000 s.f. med/lab office building at 100 College Street in the heart of the
medical district. This is the first development at Downtown Crossing, the City’s long-term
USDOT TIGER-supported transformation of the Route 34 corridor from an expressway that
separates neighborhoods to traditional urban street blocks that connect neighborhoods. The
second development, at the 4.5-acre Coliseum site, will result in 1,400 additional jobs ata new 1.1

million s.f. mixed use, transit-oriented community, also within close proximity to Union Station.

Alexion’s relocation to New Haven offers important lessons to the future economy as
concentrated job growth fuels demand for new housing and for transit services. There are over
2,000 residential units in the City’s development pipeline. The most recent project to open (with
160 units) is located just one block away from Alexion’s new home. Moreover, housing demand
is moving beyond the traditional Downtown district and into the surrounding neighborhoods of

Wooster Square and the Hill, both within walking distance of Union Station.
The increase in residential density and the aggressive push to create jobs is entirely consistent

with the goals and objectives of the HUD-DOT-EPA Interagency Partnership for Sustainable

Communities (“the Partnership”). The City is honored to collaborate with the Partnership as we
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share a common vision for affordable housing and transportation while preserving the
environment. Our Hill-to-Downtown Community Plan was formulated with federal and state
sustainability grants. The plan calls for the dramatic transformation of the area around Union
Station, which is now characterized by deteriorating housing and surface parking lots. The plan
is now being implemented and, at full build, will result in over 1,400 housing units, up to 1.0

million s.f. of commercial space and 2,500 new jobs.

The City requests that both Downtown Crossing and the Hill to Downtown Plan are added to
Table 7.20-5 of the DEIS and are fully-considered in the context of the City’s recommendations.

In no uncertain terms, New Haven is growing in a forward-thinking manner that focuses on all
aspects of the Partnership’s vision - housing, the environment and transportation. This growth
is concentrated in close proximity to employment centers and is not dispersing throughout the
region. The DEIS Central Connecticut alignment, if it were to move forward, would have a
deleterious effect on our responsible growth trajectory and damage our shared-vision with the

Partnership for a more sustainable future.

(b) Coastal Route. The City, as with many other stakeholders along the existing Northeast Corridor
in Connecticut, is concerned that the DEIS does not fully support the transformation of this
Coastal Route with higher-speed, higher-capacity passenger rail services. Based on analytics
presented in the DEIS and on further work by the Regional Plan Association, one-hour service to
and from New Haven and New York should be our goal and should be advanced to the Tier 2
level. New Haven is part of the Greater New York Combined Statistical Area (24 million
residents), indicating the super-regional nature of greater New York and its influence on local
economic conditions. In 2015, the MTA Metro-North New Haven Line set a new record with 40.3

million passengers over the course of the year.

From an inter-city perspective, New Haven also is the historic center of Amtrak service in
Connecticut. Following electrification of the line easterly to Boston and following recent years
of economic growth, Amtrak service has grown significantly. With over 700,000 annual

passengers, New Haven is now a Top 10 station for the entire Amtrak system.

There remains, however, a significant unmet market demand to and from Washington, DC.

According to analyses prepared for Tweed-New Haven Airport, only 56% of passengers take

2 Statistics collected and reported as part of the City’s Official Statement, 2015
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Amtrak out of New Haven to reach the Washington/Baltimore market.? Instead, passengers are
forced to use airports inconveniently located in other cities as Tweed does not serve to
Washington, DC. The final EIS can set forth a pathway for achieving enhanced service to New
York City and Washington, which is to say that we must go beyond the “No Build” state-of-good-
repair projects and instead fully explore solutions to choke points along the NEC, particularly in
Connecticut where the basics alignment is already in place, and where the cost-effective
application of capital will have the greatest beneficial impact on current and (as a result of the

capital investment) induced users of the NEC.

The City further supports the State of Connecticut in its efforts to develop the Hartford-
Springfield Line, which will open up a high-speed connection to Hartford on an existing rail
corridor. The City likewise supports efforts to further extend this line to Boston through
Springfield. This historic inland alignment is a more appropriate alternative than the new

Central Connecticut route, which has far more significant environmental impacts in our state.

(c) Operations and Governance. Representatives from New Haven attended NEC Future events in
Rocky Hill, Boston, Mineola, Hartford, New Haven, and Washington DC as part of this process.
We likewise met with leadership teams from MTA Metro-North and Amtrak during this same
time frame. Following these consultations, the City fully appreciates the challenges associated
with operations and governance of the Coastal Route. Requests for enhanced service (let alone

improved travel speed) are complex and daunting undertakings with no clear starting point.

The City strongly believes that the FRA and NEC Commission must provide national-level
leadership and establish a collaborative problem-solving approach in order to achieve the
desired outcomes, specifically the coordination of capital investments and service plans leading
to 60+ minute service between New Haven and New York City, together with allocation of track

for more frequent high speed intercity service to Boston and Washington.

II1. Cost to Benefit

From a cost-benefit perspective, the DEIS indicates that the Alternative 3, Central Connecticut
alignment will cost approximately $300 billion for initial construction. This is a staggering
investment, particularly when considered against more cost-effective opportunities. There is an
existing platform of current and planned investments that should be shared with the future high-

speed service(s) contemplated in the DEIS.

3 Tweed New Haven Airport, 2015.
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The State of Connecticut is investing $1.4 billion on the New Haven Rail Yard Facilities
Improvement Program, which is transforming the Rail Yard into a fully functional facility
supporting rail transit service well into the twenty-first century. Already, the Rail Yard has been
expanded to 74 acres to meet the needs of Metro-North, Amtrak and future services. Amtrak has
made major investments in the Rail Yard and in commercial space in New Haven that would need
to be replicated somewhere else in the NEC system, if the City did not remain the central hub in the
system. For example, Amtrak handles routine maintenance and equipment repair in the Rail Yard.
The facility also provides an opportunity for “running repairs” to quickly address minor issues on
trains that are in-service without having to take the train out of service and disrupt the journeys of
hundreds of passengers. The City, therefore, encourages the FRA to look not only at capital and
operating costs, but also the potential for cost avoidance through more efficient use of existing

systems.

Likewise, it is important to recognize and support the dramatic changes coming with the Hartford-
Springfield Line. This is a high-speed service bolstered by a state/federal investment of $643
million to provide direct connections at Union Station in New Haven. Connecticut has identified
this and other key projects in Let's Go CT!, a 30-year investment plan that needs to be advanced to
Tier 2.

The annual operating and maintenance cost analysis does not support the Central Connecticut
route. With estimated annual operating costs of $2.2 billion, the analysis presents aggressive
revenue projections in order to estimate an operating profit of $445 million. On a cost per
passenger mile basis, this investment is equally troubling as the margins are simply too narrow to
be used as a basis for a $300 billion capital investment. Our focus in Tier 2 should again return to
the Coastal Route and Hartford-Springfield line. With time-tested service models, the financial
forecast can be measured against historical trends and economic growth. Moreover, an Obama
Administration report validates the prudence and economic benefits of investment in the existing

infrastructure:
“One important finding from the economic literature on the economic impact of

infrastructure investments is that, in countries like the U.S. where a relatively well-

developed transportation network already exists, the highest return investments will
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often arise from the maintenance of existing infrastructure, rather than from

investments in new infrastructure.”*
IV. Environmental Impact

We call your attention to the significant environmental impacts associated with the Alternative 3
route through Central Connecticut, which is anticipated to affect over 42,000 acres of developed
land and another 30,000 acres of undeveloped land.> Such a pronounced change in development in
largely rural portions of Connecticut is inconsistent with the State of Connecticut’s Conservation
and Development Policies, which calls for the State to “conserve and restore the natural

environment, cultural and historical resources and traditional rural lands.”

While the report strives to estimate changes in land use patterns, the City calls more specific
attention to the adverse impacts associated with urban sprawl. Not all growth leads to beneficial
social and economic outcomes. The highly-regarded Victoria Transport Policy has looked at this

issue specifically in relationship to transportation investments:

“This analysis indicates that sprawl imposes more than $400 billion in external costs
and $625 billion in internal costs annually in the U.S,, indicating that smart growth
policies which encourage more efficient development can provide large economic,

social and environmental benefits.”®

In this context, we trust the FRA will more fully understand New Haven’s concerns about the
Central Connecticut alignment. The City is working extremely hard to re-build the density lost
during urban renewal and the suburbanization of the last century. Connecticut now places a high
emphasis on its existing urban centers, with focused reinvestment in center cities, inner ring

suburbs and transit-rich environments.

One of the “new markets” presented is the University of Connecticut, our flagship university.
UConn is located in a rural portion of our State, characterized by low-density and low-impact
development. Public utilities (particularly natural gas and sanitary sewer) are limited. A sprawl-

inducing high-speed rail line is not in keeping with the rural landscape and character of northeast

+The White House, “Recent Examples of the Economic Benefits from Investing in Infrastructure,” November 2011, page 15.

5 DEIS Page 7.2-5.

6 Litman, Todd, “Analysis of Public Policies that Unintentionally Encourage and Subsidize Urban Sprawl,” Victoria Transport Policy Institute
and LSE Cities, March 2015,
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Connecticut. Rather than encouraging urban sprawl, Tier 2 should advance Connecticut’s policy

objectives and avoid the unintended consequences of urban sprawl.
V. C(Closing

Thank you for your consideration of the City’s comments on the DEIS. We again urge your support
for Connecticut’s center cities by focusing your recommendations on the existing Coastal Route and
the Hartford-Springfield line. New Haven, and the other cities on these existing routes, need
higher-speed, higher-frequency service in order to support economic development efforts and
access to jobs. In no uncertain terms, the bypass alignments will have adverse effects on our
community; do not support the knowledge-based and innovative economies of southern

Connecticut and do not merit further consideration by the FRA.

Respectfully submitted,

CITY OF NEW HAVEN
T AP
;AL AR —
Toni N. Harp
Mayor

City of New Haven

165 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06510

(203) 946-8200
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VISlT ! T 203 777 8550
NEW HAVEN
' F 203 782 7755

www.visitNewHaven.com
545 Long Wharf Drive, 4th Floor, New Haven, CT 06511

Ms. Sarah Feinberg

Administrator

Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue Southeast
Washington, DC 20590

NEC Future

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

February 10, 2016
RE: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Administrator Feinberg:

I am writing on behalf of Visit New Haven concerning the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Northeast Corridor. As a tourism marketer for Greater New Haven, I am expressing deep concern about FRA’s intent to analyze
future route alignments which bypass Union Station in New Haven.

Tourism is a critical component of the region’s economic well-being. With aver 4.8% of Connecticut’s workforce being
employed in tourism related jobs, the industry contributes over $1.7 billion in economic impact. Since 2012, the State of
Connecticut has made a significant investment to tourism marketing to attract visitors from all along the Eastern Seaboard.
Removing New Haven from a major rail route undermines that investment.

Union Station is an essential transportation hub for New Haven and the surrounding towns. Our local airport has only a single
carrier offering just three flights a day. Hoteliers, restaurateurs and retailers rely heavily on rail service to bring visitors from
Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, New York City and Boston.

As Connecticut’s tourism industry works to rebound from the effects of the recession, inclusion in the route is critical to its
success. Our community has an embarrassment of riches in terms of cultural and historical attractions that rely on travelers for
their financial viability. Quite frankly, we need rail passengers to regain the industry’s vitality.

I urge you to work with the State of Connecticut and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority to upgrade the existing
Northeast Cotridor in Connecticut and introduce any and all new service on this shoreline route. In other words, do not analyze
an inland route, which would bypass three of Connecticut’s major economic centers - Stamford, Bridgeport and New Haven.
Moving people in and out of New Haven on state-of-the-art rail systems is too important for us and for the many other
businesses that are growing in this region. Instead, I urge you to invest the nation’s infrastructure resources in a manner that
supports the economic future of southern Connecticut.

truly yours, f 7 .
ot AN abihA S —
arbara Malmberg
Director of Marketing

Visit New Haven

545 Long Wharf Drive, 4% Floor
New Haven, CT 06511
203-777-8550
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Please be advised that this firm represents the Incorporated Village of New
Hyde Park (Village). The attached comments are respectfully submitted on
behalf of the Village

Peter S. Trentacoste, Esq.

Spellman Rice Gibbons

Polizzi & Truncale, LLP

229 Seventh Street - Suite 100

P.O. Box 7775

Garden City, New York 11530

516-592-6835

This email and the documents accompanying it contain information which is
confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended only



for the use of the individual or entity addressed on this email. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reliance on the
contents of this information is strictly prohibited, and that the documents
should be returned to this firm immediately. In this regard, if you have
received this email in error, please notify us by phone at 516-592-6800
immediately so that we can arrange the return of the documents.



INCORPORATED VILLAGE OF NEW HYDE PARK

Written Comments Concerning
the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft EIS

February 16, 2016

Introduction

The following comments are submitted by and on behalf of the Incorporated Village of
New Hyde Park (New Hyde Park) with respect to the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (NEC Future).

NEC Future is a planning effort to define, evaluate, and prioritize future investments in
the Northeast Corridor (NEC) from Washington, D.C., to Boston.

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) has developed three distinct Action
Alternatives for evaluation in the NEC Future.

Alternative 1 maintains the role of rail as it is today in the region, with the level of rail
service keeping pace with the growth in population in the Study Area.

Alternative 2 grows the role of rail, expanding rail service at a rate greater than the
growth in regional population and employment.

Alternative 3 transforms the role of rail, supporting trips over longer distances and to
places not currently connected by passenger rail, thereby positioning rail as the dominant mode
for Interregional travel to urban centers along the NEC. Alternative 3 includes new route options
operating between Washington, D.C., and Boston separate from the existing NEC. Specially,
Alternative 3 proposes high speed rail service via Long Island by providing service through New
Hyde Park and northern New Haven and Hartford Counties, CT.

These comments are intended to assist the FRA, in the preparation of an appropriate and
useful EIS so that both the lead agency and the public may properly evaluate any proposal for the
NEC, especially Alternative 3 as it relates to New Hyde Park and neighboring municipalities on
Long Island. In the absence of a formal detailed plan and based upon basic information provided
in the Draft EIS, New Hyde Park provides the following comments.

1. Based upon the information provided, the NEC Future is insufficient in evaluating the
significant impacts which will occur in the communities through which the project
will extend.



2. NEC Future must consider all potential property acquisitions needed.

3. NEC Future must consider all neighborhood and community disruption. Every
development has a neighborhood impact. Those impacts must be considered.

4. NEC Future must consider traffic impact and conduct an appropriate traffic analysis
and study.

5. NEC Future must consider the noise impact and conduct an appropriate noise analysis
and study.

6. NEC Future must consider the impact in parking and conduct an appropriate analysis
and study.

7. New Hyde Park is fortunate to have several parks within the Village. NEC Future
must carefully study the impacts (both temporary and permanent) upon these parks.

8. NEC Future must consider if advancement will result in any loss of assessed
valuation by the Village, a method to compensate New Hyde Park on a permanent
basis for such loss must be devised.

9. NEC Future must conduct a careful analysis of impacts upon businesses.

10. NEC Future must consider the impact on public safety and security and conduct an
appropriate analysis and study.

Conclusion

Commentary upon the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement prior to
any presentation of a potential design for the proposed project is a very difficult chore. Without
design detail (or even concept), one is left only to surmise what is proposed. Such surmise has
not been made here. As a result, further comment will be made once a design shall have been
proposed.

The residents of New Hyde Park strive to preserve and promote a quality of life which
focuses upon safety, security, fine homes, manicured lawns, uncluttered roads, culture,
recreation, education and a sense of community. Any project proposed for New Hyde Park must
also protect and promote that quality of life.

New Hyde Park is also special as a business community. The business owners and
professionals in the village are committed to complementing the residential community in
promoting New Hyde Park as a wonderful place to visit or in which to live or work.



It is urged that the environmental review of the proposed NEC Future take into
consideration and share in, at every phase and in every category of review, the promotion of the
dearly-held values of the New Hyde Park community.

Respectfully submitted,

The Incorporated Village of New Hyde Park
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To Whom It May Concern,

Attached please find a letter submitted by the Mayor of the City of New London, CT commenting on the Tier 1
Draft EIS. Please note that the original letter is being mailed today via the US Postal Service.

Thank you.

-Ned Hammond

Ned Hammond
Economic Development Coordinator

City of New London

Office of Development & Planning

New London City Hall

181 State Street 2nd Floor

New London, CT 06320

(860) 437-6309

(860) 437-4467 (Fax)
nhammond@ci.new-london.ct.us<mailto:nhammond@ci.new-iondon.ct.us>
www.ci.new-london.ct.us<http://www.ci.new-london.ct.us/>

Attachments : NEC Future comment Itr NL_Mayor.pdf (2 mb)



City of New London
Office of the Mayor

181 State Street ¢ New London, CT 06320 ¢ Phone (860) 447-5201 » Fax (860) 447-7971

February 12, 2016

NEC Future

USDOT, Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, New York 10004

SUBJECT: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

On behalf of the City of New London | submit the following comments regarding the NEC
Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The City of New London clearly understands and appreciates the purpose and need of the
NEC FUTURE program, and while the City fully supports improved rail service and
performance throughout the Northeast Corridor, and affirm that the Northeast Corridor is
critical to the future economic growth of this part of the country, we are concerned that the
alternatives presented in the EIS may have greater adverse impacts upon the City of New
London than the predicted economic growth impacts. We note that due to the general nature of
a Tier 1 EIS, it is difficult to make specific comments about specific components of the project,
and we do recognize that further analysis will be provided in the future pending the outcome of
the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. However, we do have some concerns as to
how the project might impact our municipality and the New London region as a whole which
are expressed below.

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

The City of New London is approximately 5.67 square miles in land area and of this over 50%
of the land area is non-taxable. New London’s commercially developed land area comprises
270 acres (7.3%). The City is one of the most densely populated cities in the State of
Connecticut and provides all the municipal services of much larger cities. As such, the City
struggles to maintain a good level of municipal services while keeping the tax burden to its
property owners from being corrosively high. Alternative 1 appears to create a new track ROW
through the municipality that will likely impact significant tax generating property. New London
simply cannot afford to lose any maore taxable land without maximum annual compensation in
lieu of taxes.
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Additionally, the track location depicted in Alternative 1 appears to bypass the current Union
Train Station in downtown New London. This train station stop is vital not only to our
existing transportation needs, the needs of the region, and present and future Transit Oriented
Development initiatives but is hugely important to the successful development and
sustainability of the future $100 million National Coast Guard Museum to be located directly
adjacent to and connected to Union Station. Any significant reduction in the number of
passengers and train stops at this station will assuredly impact the City’s growth.

In Alternative 2, a new route is proposed that would run northerly from New Haven through
Hartford to Providence with a potential stop at UCONN (Mansfield/Storrs). The Tier 1 EIS
identifies this route being provided to serve Intercity-Express, but again we are concerned that
if constructed, it could result in less regional trains running along the shoreline route having
stops in New London. On the other hand, if there are concurrent efforts to add passenger
service to the New England Central Railroad (NECR) line from New London to Brattleboro,
Vermont, known as the Central Corridor Rail Line, with a stop at or near Mansfield/Storrs then
it is possible that Alternative 2 may be an opportunity for future economic growth in New
London and the region.

In Alternative 3, four new route options are being considered for north of New York City, all of
which would travel through Hartford before continuing to Boston via either Providence or
Worcester. As all of these options would create a new rail line north of the existing shoreline
route, we are deeply concerned about the negative impacts it could have for the future level of
investment in the existing line through southeastern Connecticut and the number of trains that
would pass through and stop in New London. Alternative 3, unequivocally the most ambitious
and financially monumental action alternative of the three, will in all likelihood sacrifice
essential and sustaining funding for the current Connecticut rail line from New Haven to
Providence, R.l. While planning for future growth is prudent, sacrificing and diverting the
necessary investment from the existing local and regional rail lines is simply a bad idea. Such
as it is, we encourage the Federal Railroad Administration to remove Alternative 3 from further
planning objectives.

Respectfully submitted,

//,;/;,ﬂi— [ & (/* 1 # -.“ff

Michael E. Passero
Mayor



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2155 DETAIL ]

Status :

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

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| oppose Alternative 1 of the FRA's 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 #997 DETAIL

Status : Agtion Sampletads
Record Date : 2/11/2016

First Name :

Last Name : Patrick

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

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,
Patrick Newcombe



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1859 DETAIL

Status : EEenaing=

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name :

Last Name :

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

To: Ms Carol Braegleman Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

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 inciuding 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,
Hazel Newell
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Next speaker is Michael Piscitelli.

MR. PISCITELLI: Thank you. My name is Michael
Piscitelli. I'm the Deputy Economic Development Administrator
for the City of New Haven.

On behalf of Mayor Harp and everyone on our team,
we wanted to thank you for coming back to New Haven and for
your commitment, quite frankly, to high-quality, high-speed
rail service in the Northeast.

Provided you don't count it against my time, I will
tell you as well, as an urban planner, I should acknowledge
the fact that the quality of the work that you did on a
complex topic does not go unnoticed. We read the entire
document, and you've done quite a service, not only to the
Northeast but to the nation. So we appreciate your efforts in
crystallizing a set of alternatives.

I'1ll restate a little bit of what we've talked
about in the past and maybe provide some new insights. 2As
with many others, we're still working our way through the
entire document, and we'll get you formal comments.

There's been a very significant, important
relationship between the Northeast Corridor and New Haven's
economic growth in recent years. To give you a sense for
that, in 2014, we jumped over 80,000 jobs. So that's 80,000
of the 300,000 jobs in the region are in New Haven. We grew
right through the recession, both in terms of jobs and in
population growth.

And you'll see similar stories in the mid-size
cities along the Northeast Corridor. Some of that was
reported out in the NEC Commission report as well. We think
that's important in part because of the relationship to rail.

So dialing it all the way back, when I started with
the City back in 2000, we were doing about 250,000 rides per
year on Amtrak. We do over 700,000 rides per year on Amtrak
right now. We are a top-ten station on the Amtrak system, and
that is wholly and singularly related to the change in our
economy from a traditional manufacturing economy to one that's
knowledge based. Health care, education, IT, new media, all
of these new companies are moving into our market and, quite
frankly, with people that are living downtown and close to
work, are collaborative. We have a very important and
specific need to maintain and improve those relationships
between Boston, New York, Washington, and the center of our
city.

You had said earlier -- it was in the video --
something about what did we miss or what can we do a little
bit more and how can we better inform the document. I would

make a couple of points that perhaps we can work on between
now and final.

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES, INC.
(617) 426-2432 ~ Fax (617) 482-7813
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The first is more specific attention to what's
happening in these center cities, in the smaller cities like
New Haven and Bridgeport and Stamford. Although I've spoken a
little bit about our growth, there's a whole other level of
economic activity that we can achieve in order to be truly
transit rich, diverse and high density in a manner consistent
with state and federal policy. And there are a number of
different initiatives, like our Hill to Downtown, which was
funded by HUD, Downtown Crossing, which is the tear-down of
Route 34. We'll help quantify for you what those economic
impacts are, which we, again, think speaks to the real
significance of the coastal corridor.

Related to that, I would suggest to you that the
document could go a little bit further looking at the
potential impacts of induced urban sprawl associated with some

of the newer routes in newer areas. So you've quantified and
we think importantly quantified the impacts on farmlands and
environmental resources, that sort of thing. We might ask you

to look a little bit more deeply at the potential economic
benefits in these center cities along the coastal corridor,
and likewise at the potential avoided impacts, if you will, of
urban sprawl, which has been an incredible challenge for the
state of Connecticut as we seek to grow and remain nationally
competitive.

So with that, again, thank you for your time. We
truly appreciate all of your extra efforts, and we'll stay
with you along the way.

MS. SIEGEL: Thank you, very much.

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES, INC.
(617) 426-2432 ~ Fax (617) 482-7813



1NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2335 DETAIL

Status : EAslion Tompleted;

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Karen
Last Name : Newton

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 #2376 DETAIL

Status : [Atisn Compieted:

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Be
Last Name : Nguyen

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 #1465 DETAIL

Status : tAction Completed
Record Date : 2/14/2016

First Name : Heidi

Last Name : Niblack

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

No, no, no to Alternative | and the effect it will have on the Old Lyme community.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #240 DETAIL

Status : Wetion Campleted.

Record Date : 1/23/2016
First Name : Emily
Last Name : Nichols

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| travel frequently from NYP to Massachusetts by rail and would love to have rollon bicycle service to
Northampton, Greenfield, and Boston. | would use this at least 4 times per year. | am also a slow travel writer
and encourage others to use bike/rail connections to explore the northeast.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #177 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 1/14/2016
First Name : William
Last Name : Nichols

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

As part of the plan all management along the east coast corridor needs to develop a comprehensive trash
abatement plan! | ride from Baltimore to DC every weekday. The lines are trashed the entire trip. | see the
same abandoned cars/boats/large debris every day for years. Both Amtrak and CSX need to send cleaning
crews out on a regular basis to pick up trash and debris including 100s of tires.

This waste contaminates streams and clogs drainage that can cause backups/flooding of tracks. This work
cannot be done by volunteers since its too dangerous so that means YOU need to do more to keep the tracks
cleaner and looking better. Its a sad way to travel when all you see is trash for miles on both sides of the
tracks.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2817 DETAIL

Status : TASHoN CampiEtath
Record Date : 2/16/2016

First Name : Colleen

Last Name : Nickerson

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

It's going to destroy old lymes historical district and harm our marsh lands. There needs to be another option
than alternative 1.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #294 DETAIL ]

Status : Cietion Compietst

Record Date : 1/26/2016
First Name : Ralph
Last Name : Nicosia-Rusin

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

These comments address purpose and need with respect to scope and implementation-

The key decision is whether high speed rail is pursued with pragmatic or transformative vision. The pragmatic
vision is seductive by the allure of achieving some improvement. But it begs off of the major capital and
political costs that can potentially doom it to sub-par performance and low capacity. These in term prevent the
economies of scale for long range success and fulfillment of public needs.

A transformative vision takes a cue from history when trans-continental rail and urban transit were financed
largely by private interests seeking profit, not from transportation services, but from transforming the value of
land and other resources by improved transportation resources.

A high speed surface corridor has disastrous consequences all along its route on adjacent land but intense
benefits at its nodes. High speed rail can only have a few nodes in order to have desired short trip times
between major destinations.

This effort therefore should be married with a comprehensive corridor land use plan. There should be
redevelopment districts planned around each station with eminent domain for shared public ownership of land
around each station and improvements to corridors used to access these stations. The capital for acquisition
could be financed by lease payments for current uses. The capital for high speed rail will be financed by future
land leases for higher intensity development around each station and incremental value taxation on a wider
designated district surrounding the station core district. This designated district reflects property that has strong
benefits from the high speed rail services due to easy ground access service to a high speed rail station.

High speed rail stations need to recognize their close relationship to airport terminals and provide the parking,
shuttle vans, and moving walkways suitable for a high volume of passengers with luggage.

For a transformative vision to become pragmatic it needs to communicate to a broad public
- the scale of its vision,
- the public interest benefits,
- the unavoidable negative impacts, and
- a commitment for
+ fair compensation and
+ transparency in imposition of governmental authority to achieve a public good..

There then needs to be a broad scale legislative commitment to this vision by creating the authorities and
intergovernmental agreements necessary for modernizing the Northeast Corridor.

This EIS may not be able to directly address this broader scope, but NEC FUTURE can use the EIS to



advocate for the requirement for a more comprehensive implementation program for accomplishing the
purpose and need of this study.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #310 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 1/127/2016
First Name : Heather
Last Name : Nielsen

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

As a resident of Garden City, NY, | am writing to express my opposition to the proposed high speed train
project. Additionally, | am extremely frustrated by the lack of transparency that has been involved in this project
and the lack of opportunities for the public to comment on the proposals. The residents of Garden City and
many other towns on Long Island do not want this train running through our towns.

Sent from my iPhone



\lEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2811 DETAIL

Status : wTAgtion Gompiete
Record Date : 2/16/2016

First Name : Carmen

Last Name : Niichel

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--my alma mater.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #489 DETAIL

Status : (ghiotion Compieted

Record Date : 2/2/2016
First Name : Leif
Last Name : Nilsson

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

The lower CT River valley was called one of the last great places and | believe building a bridge across it
between the bridges will ruin it forever. And the town of Old Lyme was almost ruined by 195 cutting straight
through it and a new High Speed railway will certainly destroy what is left of that corner of town. What is wrong
with where the tracks are now?



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1638 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Dennis J.
Last Name : Martin

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

From: RTRoberts@nijtransit.com [mailto:RTRoberts@njtransit.com]

Sent: Friday, February 12, 2016 3:48 PM

To: Reyes-Alicea, Rebecca (FRA); carol@pbworld.com; Baer@pbworld.com; Ruby.Siegel@aecom.com
Subject: NJT Formal Comment Letter on NEC Future and Technical Comments

The first attachment is NJT's formal comment on the DEIS signed by our Interim ED. The second attachment is
what | call our "technical comments". These are for you to read not part of our formal record. These technical
comments are laid out to do two things: provide more detail and background on our concerns and set the stage
for upcoming discussions on the final outcome of the FEIS and ROD. At the end of the technical comments,
there are thoughts on how | might wish to see this whole exercise end up for your consideration.

You will see some statements and references in these comments which are less about this process, what you
are doing, and more about concerns NJT has generated because of our experiences negotiating directly with
Amtrak for over a year.

Personally, | want to say you folks did a great job of trying to lay everything out, even if | still have questions
and issues with some analysis and statements. You faced a mammoth task. The complexity of the material
and the challenge you had in organizing it was evident.

Now, we can focus on what we want to result from this all this work. | look forward to continuing the dialogue,
at least for a little while more (for me this adventure began around this time of the year in 2010 when we started
thinking about preparing the application that went to FRA). Stay warm and have a nice weekend, Rich R

Attachments : Alicea-Reyes FRA-Comment on NEC Future Tier 1.pdf (785 kb)



Chris Christie, Governor MTRANSIT

Kim Guadagno, Lisutenant Governor

Richard T. Hammer, Acting Commissioner One Penn Plaza East

Dennis J. Martin, interim Executive Director Newark, NJ 07105-2246
973-491-7000

February 12, 2016

Rebecca Alicea-Reyes

Northeast Corridor Joint Program Manager
USDOT-Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

RE: Comments on NEC Future Tier 1
Dear Ms. Alicea-Reyes:

NJ TRANSIT is pleased to comment on the Tier | Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the NEC Future planning effort. The document, a result of efforts by NJ
TRANSIT and other states beginning in 2010 to outline the application to the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA), highlights a range of future improvement alternatives
with a concomitant range of outcomes, including ridership growth forecasts, the physical
envelope needed to accommodate capital improvements, operational changes, capital
and operating costs, and associated benefits.

This specific environmental process, conducted to address the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act, is not the end of the planning and decision-making
that will be needed. In many instances, the information presented generates additional
important questions, so additional work will be needed before specific courses of action
are taken.

Notably, the relative ridership increases accommodated under the DEIS’ various
comparative operating assumptions and capital improvements demonstrated that simply
offering trains traveling at super high speeds would not attract most of the identified
potential new ridership market. This result is consistent with the expectations outlined in
our scoping letter to you dated, October 12, 2012. In fact, the issues and concerns we
summarized in that letter remain central to our current perspective on this analysis and
its results. We are focused on the needs of our customers as well as the need to
carefully examine future market demand. The market analysis contained in the DEIS
assists in responding to many of our concerns, but it does not answer all of them.

NJ TRANSIT considers the most critical finding among the alternatives examined to be
the need for added trans-Hudson rail capacity into Midtown Manhattan. The analysis
makes clear that to achieve a future capacity of 42 trains per hour; any proposed new
Midtown Station facilities must accommodate a run-through set of tracks that extend



Ms. Rebecca Alicea-Reyes
Page 2
February 12, 2016

across Manhattan and connect with the rest of the rail system in Queens, either with the
Long Island Rail Road or the Hellgate Line into the Bronx, or both. From the analysis
completed to date by NJ TRANSIT, it appears 42 trains per hour is a valid target to
meet NJ TRANSIT's customer demand in 2040, based on our current rail system.

However, there would not be room for additional rail service further into the future.
Decisions on achieving the capacity to handle projected rail ridership must be
considered in coordination with an examination of total trans-Hudson transit capacity,
using an analytic approach which is sensitive to future customers' needs.

NJ TRANSIT is greatly concerned about many of the proposed improvements on the
Northeast Corridor within New Jersey because they necessarily would involve both
huge expense and serious impact on many built-up portions of New Jersey along the
Corridor. For instance, some of the statements in the DEIS point toward widening the
Northeast Corridor or creating extensive tunneling in areas that would require removing
existing dense development. This raises important questions of community impact and
environmental justice. There are also implied impacts on ali the NEC stations, especially
with Alternatives 2 and 3. Notably, NJ TRANSIT has over the last decade invested tens
of millions of dollars to improve some of these stations, for example Trenton Station and
Metropark. Thus, any proposed changes to these stations must be carefully scrutinized
and fully understood before feasibility is assumed.

NJ TRANSIT must also have it understood and explicitly acknowledged that we will be
able to continue to work to achieve and maintain a state of good repair on the 14 New
Jersey NEC stations we own, as well as to continue to make necessary safety and ADA
compliance improvements to these stations. Additionally, NJ TRANSIT must continue
to make other necessary specific improvements along the NEC in order to maintain our
ability to meet our future rail operating and customer needs. NJ TRANSIT is now
pursuing some of those improvements to make our rail operation more resilient
following the effects of Superstorm Sandy.

As a successor to prior passenger rail operators with the right to use the NEC, none of
the proposals in this DEIS can be allowed to prevent us from doing what is necessary to
best serve our customers. For example, NJ TRANSIT has demonstrated our willingness
to work with Amtrak on mutually agreed to longer-term projects, such as the
reconstruction of the Elizabeth Train Station and its platforms. NJ TRANSIT worked with
Amtrak, and at our cost, offered to relocate the eastern platform of this station to meet
Amtrak’s request to allow a fifth track to be added in the area. NJ TRANSIT would not
accept a situation in which follow-on actions to this DEIS inhibited our ability to provide
the rail services required to meet future customer needs.

As we have discussed, much of the DEIS analysis was performed in order to permit a
comparison between the alternatives presented. We also explicitly noted during these



Ms. Rebecca Alicea-Reyes
Page 3
February 12, 2016

discussions that some aspects of the assumptions, factors and operational analysis
employed did not reflect the actual functioning of NJ TRANSIT's rail operations. We
accept use of these techniques because of the scale of the overall DEIS effort and the
need to define a scope of work that was achievable within a reasonable timeframe.
However, our acceptance of analytical techniques for those purposes does not translate
into our accepting them in the “real world” within which we must function to serve our
customers.

The scoping letter that NJ TRANSIT sent as this effort was being initiated also indicated
that we were very concerned even then about potential impacts on the existing physical
surroundings along the NEC and various limitations that might be created, such as upon
station access and parking, among other local impacts. We suggested then and we
continued to suggest as work on the DEIS was progressing that it was crucial to think
more carefully about how many and which trains stopped in particular locations, as well
about the ramifications of seeking much higher train speeds.

Due to those and other factors, NJ TRANSIT cannot endorse Alternative 3 and its
project elements. Alternative 3 would cause the greatest impacts along the NEC in New
Jersey, while providing the least benefits to our state. Greatly expanding the width of the
NEC across New Jersey, going from the 150 foot wide existing right-of-way to one that
is 280 feet, and creating whole new rail lines on new rights-of-way within this densely
developed state cannot be supported given that the other alternatives examined
provided evidence of much greater benefits.

We are anxious to have further discussions about Alternatives 1 and 2 and those
portions of the NEC where specific projects can be mostly accommodated within the
existing NEC right-of-way. We also are interested in discussing projects which can
progress by utilizing vacant or underutilized property next to the existing right-of-way.

Meanwhile, the DEIS draft mentions the potential need for a new Amtrak rail yard in
New Jersey, (see page 4-32, Table 4-7) but no potential location is indicated nor is
there a broad description of the purpose and scope of such a new facility. Importantly,
NJ TRANSIT will also require additional rail yard space to permit it to increase trans-
Hudson rail services. We believe a new rail yard is a critical piece of infrastructure and it
requires a large piece of well-located property. Defining the purpose and need for a new
rail yard in New Jersey for Amtrak, along with NJ TRANSIT's own rail yard
requirements, should be listed as needed analysis in any proposed next steps.

NJ TRANSIT also believes that more analysis must be done concerning future station
impacts, access, parking and train service stopping patterns before we can be
comfortable with some of the implications found in this analysis. This particularly applies
to Trenton, Metropark and Newark Penn Station. Changing where trains stop and how
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other NEC stations function might offset the suggested need to dramatically physically
impact these facilities.

There is also a need to take further steps in future analyses to lessen the need to
construct additional parallel track in those areas where the existing physical envelope of
the current NEC right-of-way is constrained. For instance, an examination should be
undertaken to determine whether more advanced signal system technology could
permit more trains to operate on the existing NEC tracks; thus, reducing the need for
adding additional parallel tracks.

This further analysis will help ensure that NJ TRANSIT is able to operate its train
services to meet the needs of its customers, the New Jersey travelers; whether
residents, workers or visitors -- who rely on our rail services and support the economy of
our state and the region.

Going beyond the purpose of the DEIS to determine potential future impacts from
proposed improvements and their mitigation, we must acknowledge that sufficiently
investing in the NEC to achieve positive future outcomes is only possible with a
substantial increase in Federal investment to make up for the long history of
disinvestment in this vital transportation corridor. Also, a full partnership must be forged
with Amtrak and the Federal government around investments to improve the NEC,
under which NJ TRANSIT is able to effectively meet the travel needs of New Jersey
residents, visitors and workers -- our customers.

We thank you for this opportunity to comment on this significant piece of work. It was a
long time in coming and is critical to advancing our understanding of future needs and
potential actions. We look forward to continuing to work with you to complete this effort,
through the issuance of a Final Environmental Impact Statement and a Record of
Decision.

Sincerely,

DMet—

Dennis J. Martin
Interim Executive Director

¢: Robert Lavell
Steven Santoro
Paul Wyckoff



Technical Comments on NEC Future Tier | DEIS

Opening

Peering into the future, even with the best of intentions and using the best available
information and techniques is an exploration full of unknowns, and for as much as we
may learn, more questions arise for which we must seek answers. The FRA Tier | DEIS
is meant to fulfill requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by
defining future physical and operational alternatives such that a future potential physical
envelope can be defined and examined as to its environmental consequences.

This environmental planning process for the Northeast Corridor spans across eight
states and the District of Columbia and involves cities and communities which are
especially important to the nation’s current economic well-being and its future growth.
This is not an exercise to define a specific capital investment program or an operating
plan every operator must subscribe to. The resulting document is not prescriptive in
determining what will be funded, nor where the funding will come from. It also does not
present in the DEIS a defined specific rail operating plan which can be implemented.
The goal of the Tier | DEIS is to state what future physical envelope will be used
to contain the proposed future physical improvements to the NEC, to delineate
and mitigate general environmental impacts associated with the alternatives
presented, and establish a foundation for future project level NEPA
determinations as project elements are advanced.

The DEIS is presented to us at a time when there are substantial unmet funding
needs for the NEC just to insure it continues to reliably provide its current
capacity and functionality. The burden of looking forward and imagining
spending much larger amounts of money is tempered by a firm knowledge about
what funding is presently available matched against an set of base line needs
totaling more than $20 billion, which list already includes unfunded projects. And
after spending more than $20 billion the NEC will not have fully achieved a state
of good repair.

Nonetheless, this is a useful exercise to stimulate discussion among stakeholders
concerning what future we wish to pursue and how we might do that. In this vein, the
exercise has served a useful purpose as the first of its type stretching the length of the
NEC.



General Comments:

The future outlined is only possible if the Federal government plays a
robust funding role both to achieve a state of good repair and address
other needs, including increased reliability, capacity and train speed.

The investments should be scaled and timed to address defined market needs
using the best available information and forecasting methods to determine such
future needs. Foremost in our minds must be the attractiveness of the proposed
new and improved rail services and their use by people who wish to travel, the
customers. Can we afford to invest the capital and support the ongoing
operating costs? These are also questions to be more intensely examined.

The “No Action” alternative is required within the framework of any NEPA
analysis to define the base line. This is not by itself a bona fide investment
agenda. It should not be considered as anything more than this base line for
purposes of analysis and comparisons among the alternatives. It fails to achieve
even the most obvious goal of preserving the existing rail system capacity and
functionality.

There are three immediate challenges faced on the NEC which face us:
achieving a state of good repair with associated improvements to reliability of
train services (this also includes investments for improved safety, security and
resiliency); providing additional core system/service capacity to address the
projected increase in market demand at key chokepoints; and, where prudent,
investing in capacity for future growth in services beyond those presently
provided.

NJT is a successor the Pennsylvania Railroad and Penn Central Railroad
previous owners and operators of the NEC, including especially the commuter
passenger services. We own 14 of the 15 stations along the NEC and invest in
them to both achieve a state of good repair and improve them. We operate the
commuter rail service we inherited as those private railroads disappeared. We
invest otherwise in rail improvements to allow us to continue to provide the
commuter services we now operate and to increase them as market demand
warrants. We have worked with Amtrak over the year to reach agreements on
how we can co-exist together including seeking a common understanding about
future needs. This DEIS reflects in various locations most of these planned and
underway improvements to the railroad. In the next few months we will wish to
refine those listings to correct a couple of inconsistencies.



It is important to include recognition that NJT owns 14 of the 15 NEC stations
and that NJT will not be encumbered in any manner from maintaining and
improving these stations, many of which are not used by Amtrak, just because a
plan emerges from this NEPA process.

NJT is now progressing important plans to rebuild the Elizabeth Station, add an
eastbound platform to the Jersey Ave. (New Brunswick) Station, rebuild the
westbound platform at this station, add a new North Brunswick Station, rebuild
and lengthen other station platforms plus undertake maintenance of these
facilities. NJT has Federal funding to pursue projects to respond to the impacts
of Superstorm Sandy and address current train operations issues. NJT is
pursuing plans with other funding to anticipate how NJT and Amtrak services can
co-exist more efficiently and reliably, e.g. proposed improvements at County
Yard, Delco Lead, Mid-Line Loop and Hunter Flyover. These projects and other
are included in this document both in the main body of the DEIS and in its
appendices.

Railroads and their services operate best when treated as systems becoming
overly focused on segregating all needed improvements into those for intercity
and those for local/regional rail services defeats our ability to optimize the future
investments we face. This systems view applies whether from the perspective of
efficient investing of capital or minimizing the impact on existing rail services
when making improvements to existing infrastructure. From a public policy
perspective, and within the context of managing and investing in a multimodal
transportation system, our railroads are especially important given the scale and
intensity of development along the Northeast Corridor. The ability of our
highways and airports to sustain the projected growth in travel is much more
limited than in the past and our railroad system offers us an ability to
unnecessary impede growth in travel because of growing vehicular congestion
and lack of airport capacity.

Projecting outward 25 years is always a challenge given the changing world we
exist in. For now, the focus should be on preserving the necessary envelope for
those immediate term projects, from 2016 out through 2030, which mostly rely on
using the current NEC right of way and assets. The Universal First Phase
projects listing in Section 10, Table 10-1, is a useful place to begin a further
conversation on a project listing that we can agree to advance but assuming a
fuller funding role for the Federal government.



Although the idea of having greater capacity on the NEC at major choke points,
such as at the Hudson and East Rivers, as set forth in Alternative 3 opens the
door for a discussion about a potentially needed longer range future capacity,
much more information is necessary to confirm the dimensions, rationale and
timing of this capacity need. There is insufficient market, operating and physical
evidence presented in this DEIS justifying embracing these proposals at this
time.

Those proposed improvements which require expanding the property limits of the
existing NEC right-of-way causing a taking of property not now part of the NEC
are instructive but need further intense analysis to determine their real need,
specific impacts and benefits. Generally, great caution should be shown to any
proposal which suggests intruding on the existing built-up cities and communities
in NJ along the NEC. Indeed, because we cannot have a perfectly knowable
view of the future twenty-five years hence since future needs that far into the
future seldom follow a fully knowable fixed trajectory, more analysis is needed to
affirm such needs before going in a major way outside the limits of the NEC is
accepted.

There is a practical lens through which States and agencies having
responsibilities for operating current NEC train services must employ in viewing
the longer term future. This lens challenges what we can do given the
information provided and our current empowerment and funding levels. Practical
pragmatic concerns must be brought to bear on this exercise of future planning.

There is a continuing interest in how the FTA will regard the selection of an
alternative from this DEIS and the Record of Decision. This is especially since it
is likely that some of the improvements identified will require funding from the
FTA. The central issue is having the FTA accept this Tier | process and the
ROD, support and accept the subsequent project level NEPA work in the future.



Specific Comments:

Trans-Hudson: Future Capacity Needs

The most critical finding in this DEIS from NJT’s viewpoint resuits from the analysis of
the future need for added trans-Hudson rail capacity into Midtown Manhattan. This
analysis makes clear that to achieve a future capacity limit of 42 trains per hour for NJT
trains in 2040, it is necessary for the proposed new Midtown Station facilities to
accommodate a run-through set of tracks and train services that extend across the
island of Manhattan and connect with the rail network in Queens, NY.

NJT is comfortable, based on its own analysis that providing about 42 trains per hour for
NJT’s existing trans-Hudson rail services into Midtown Manhattan should be adequate.
It should be noted that at this capacity limit, room to accommodate added peak hour
trains related to any planned extensions of service off the existing system would not
exist. A caution from a trans-Hudson transportation system perspective is that the final
decision on the future needed rail capacity into Midtown Manhattan needs to be
considered in coordination with an examination of total trans-Hudson transit capacity
and using an analytic approach which is sensitive to current and future customers’
needs.

The Market Assessment

The work done as part of this DEIS to further document the potential future ridership
markets for intercity and high speed rail within the NEC does a great deal to shed light
on the where there is more opportunity and less in attracting new ridership to the trains
using the NEC's intercity rail services. Especially useful was linking the future of
highway travel on the 1-95 and parallel interstate highways with the use of intercity rail in
the examined future corridors.

The ingoing concern for greatly reducing trip times and elevating train speeds gave way
to a greater focus on frequency of service, availability and cost to the prospective future
customer. The idea that the business travel market was so pre-eminent that it should
totally dominate decisions about capital investment and operations, gives way to more
attention being paid to discretionary and other trips where travelers want to get there
sooner but balanced with concerns about convenience and fares.

While this work does a lot to enlighten the discussions about future market potential,
more work should be done as part of an ongoing effort and involving the other rail
operators along the NEC other than Amtrak. Additionally, FHWA and FTA should be
involved to encourage other forms of data collection on inter-regional travel between
metropolitan areas which today is mostly dominated by auto trips.



Service Coordination

This document contains a number of proposals for service coordination which questions
what is possible but leaves unanswered as many or more questions as are answered.
There have and will continue to be discussions among various rail operators along the
NEC about other ways to coordinate their services. The new technologies for
communication and transferal of information have made possible more information
being made available to customers about connecting transit services. Use of smart
phones and like technology for collecting fares, informing travelers on a real time basis
and helping them plan trips is also gaining momentum. NJT uses smart phones and
apps to accomplish all these things.

There are doors which can be opened but there is much more to be known about how
these ideas can be practically applied beyond what is presented in this document.

Seamless Transfers

This is an idea that has been around for decades and the fact that we still have seams
in the transferring actions of customers speaks to the complexity of making this all work.
NJT operates a multimodal system at a number of its major terminals and stations
where we bring together geographically dispersed services and different modes.
Deciding what modes and services need to be more coordinated is not simple and often
involves trade-offs. Should there be an ongoing effort to make transfers more
seamless, yes. That should continue to be a concern at the planning, design and
implementation levels.

Train Consists

NJT has determined that in the peak morning and evening time periods on weekdays
when ridership demand is at its highest, every effort should be made to increase the
passenger capacity of every train so the use of train slots on the railroad and platform
slots for trains to load and unload can be maximized. NJT has made investments in
new passenger rail equipment to advance in this direction. It is believed the other rail
operators and Amtrak should be encouraged to do the same, especially with regard to
the NEC centered on train services to, from and through Manhattan in the peak morning
and evening travel hours on weekdays. There may also be other peak time periods
when such a focus is also needed.

By moving more people on a given train maximizes the passenger capacity of that train
and respects the capacity of how many trains can be operated on a section of railroad
or serviced at a particular platform. It will be necessary to invest in station platform
improvements also to complement this strategy so platforms widths and access to and
from them is sufficient to permit a smoother flow of passengers. This DEIS did not get
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into those issues but it is assumed they will be considered at the Tier Il level of NEPA
analysis.

Signaling and Train Control Technology

This DEIS did not assume further improvements to railroad signaling systems beyond
what is available and being implemented today. However, other improvements seem
likely to be available in the future similar to what is occurring with other modes where
being able to precisely locate a moving object is possible as well as preserving a safe
distance between those moving objects. The current railroad signaling technology will
someday need to embrace this ability and allow trains to follow on another based on
some form of GPS or similar locating system tied to their braking and motive power
controls.

Train Service Stopping Patterns

In this analysis, many new train stops were added to existing train stops to create
localized congestion as a much greater number of trains worked to access platforms,
stop, handle passengers, accelerate and clear the station’s track network. This has the
effect of causing a need in some places for yet more new parallel track as well as
adding more platforms. The future stopping patterns of trains needs to be examined to
see if the market needs can be addressed differently by stopping some new or existing
trains at other nearby stations. There are some complex trade-offs which should be
examined in greater detail.

In NJ along the NEC, the DEIS indicates a need to make potential major changes to
Trenton, Metropark and Newark Penn Station to accommodate greater numbers of
trains. There is a need to undertake further analysis of the congestion on the railroad
system related to these stopping patterns; local concerns related to expanding stations
to handle much larger volumes of passengers in already built-up neighborhoods; and,
the traffic consequences of attracting greater numbers of intercity and other rail riders to
these locations. Consideration should be given to having these proposed added new
rail services stop at other NJ stations on the NEC to address the same market access
needs but potentially causing less impact on the built-up environment. The overall
intent would be to maximize the use of the existing rail system, existing and proposed
stations, avoid undue impacts to stations which will spill out into the neighborhoods in
which they are located, and open up access for other important markets to the intercity
and regional rail services that can be accommodated on the NEC.

Adding Parallel Track and Curve Straightening

There are locations along the NEC in NJ where it is possible to add new parallel track.
There are also in some locations with sufficient right-of-way to allow existing railroad
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Economic Opportunities

As noted in the DEIS, among the economic benefits that cities and communities with
stations on the NEC or its feeder lines can enjoy is greater rail access because of a
boost in rail services and connectivity between rail and other transportation modes. The
high level information set forth in the DEIS needs to be brought down to a meaningful
local level for many cities and communities for whom the benefits are not as evident nor
are they as aware of what they must do to take advantage of the improved access.

NJT has almost two decades of experience being pro-active working with cities and
communities in NJ through our Transit Friendly Development program which links with a
program managed by NJ Department of Transportation to designate Transit Villages.
These planning efforts plus other actions by the State of NJ under Governor Christie
has caused economic development decisions to be made which do take advantage of
the available public transit, including especially rail. Following along the path of prior
comments, looking more thoroughly at a local level at these opportunities could be
another aspect of a comprehensive examination of the future market needs, station
capacities and future capabilities along with NEC rail infrastructure and service
improvements.

Concluding Comment

Important is that this DEIS provides us with a basis for dialogue and decisions about
further work which needs to be done. Without this documentation, the discussions
would have nothing to stimulate them or help focus everyone’s attention on a set of
proposed outcomes and possible consequences. The guestion is not a simple as
whether we want to embrace a long term vision or not. The guestion before us now is
what steps can we take while we continue a dialogue about the vision, its benefits and
the pathway forward.

Immediate Next Steps

As this work was undertaken to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and
not to develop a detailed capital investment and operating cost versus revenue plan, it
always important to make the point that more work is needed to respond to these
concerns. There should be more certain answers on where the funding can realistically
come from. What are the real benefits from investing? Does the value of these
investments return enough benefits to make them worthwhile? This question needs
more intense scrutiny at a finer grain level. More must be known about the role of the
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Federal government in meeting the capital investment agenda potentially resulting from
this and other work. This investigation of funding needs to also document how the
operating costs will be covered too.

Having outlined the need to know more about what funding is needed and where it will
come from, here are some other comments on next steps:

It is evident based on a close reading of this DEIS that a great deal more work is
needed to outline the real impacts of specific physical and operating
improvements that are stated in this document. But before initiating the
preparation of a Service Development Plan and starting Tier Il environmental
reviews, it is evident that some high level analysis is needed to respond to
several of the comments contained herein regarding how the NEC functions
within a broader transportation system. For example, it is not appropriate to start
advancing plans for rebuilding Metropark in NJ into a larger rail station until you
examine how this and other stations serve the market and how a more reasoned
plan can be developed across a longer portion of the NEC.

It is stated that one of the next steps following the issuance of a Record of
Decision based on some further indication of which NEC improvement projects
should be advanced next, is completion of a Service Development Plan. NJT is
concerned that this work will be driven more by how those operating the railroad
think things should be and not adequately take into full consideration the current
and future needs of those using the NEC rail services, the customers. This
concern is voiced based on reading through some of the portions of the DEIS.

Those not familiar with railroads and planning for a multimodal transportation
system are seeking quick complete but simplistic answers. Working too quickly
and oversimplifying the work which is needed, will result in poor future
implementation and rail services. Time, staff resources and funding must be
provided adequate to undertake the proper level of work. This does not mean
taking an unnecessarily long time period to do the analysis and make decisions.
It does mean establishing, staffing and funding an ongoing planning effort which
is inclusive (including Amtrak and all the NEC rail passenger and freight
operators along with the States), disciplined and managed to target solutions and
decisions so we can advance forward and make improvements.

A few things should come out of this effort:

- A more defined set of physical limits/boundaries within which future specific
NEC improvements can be advanced. The ROD should be prescriptive of
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those limits where there is evidence a comfort level exists around them and
allow for added future work where issues and future unknowns require more
exploration.

- A sense of the magnitude in terms of physical and operating needs and how
they interact allowing a more complete dialogue around funding needs and
sources. This includes timing of project implementation, project sequencing,
benefits, outages on existing infrastructure, existing service impacts, etc.

- An immediate timeframe, maybe covering 15-20 years, with a list of capital
improvements around which a working consensus can form, such as
proposed in Table 10-1, titled: Universal First Phase Projects - Aging
Infrastructure and Chokepoints. The current listing in Table 10-1 can form a
beginning point for further discussion. This listing can perhaps be further
prioritized into a couple or a few categories based on some agreed to criteria
and work can be initiated on the project level Tier Il NEPA work for the listed
projects and funding to do this work can be found.

Ancillary Comments on the DEIS Organization

Reviewing this DEIS has proven challenging. It is suggested that information be
presented in the FEIS which speaks to the resulting capacity of the NEC as a system.
The various discussions of discrete portions of the system produced confusion for some
readers about what capacity would be provided by an alternative versus how it might be
used from a systems perspective. This applies especially to the portion of the NEC
from about Elizabeth, NJ into the Bronx.

Another suggestion on organization is that rather than having so many appendices
which in turn have their own appendices; consideration might be given to simply
providing everything as supplementary reports. Depending on the knowledge and
experience of the reviewer, the desire to see how the detailed analysis was structured in
terms of input data and assumptions, methods, outputs and conclusions required going
below the first set of appendices.
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New Jersey
Bike & Walk

Coalition

February 16, 2016

Administrator

NEC FUTURE

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

New York, NY 10004

Via email: comment@necfuture.com
To whom it may concern:

The New Jersey Bike & Walk Coalition is New Jersey’s only statewide advocacy organization
representing the interests of individuals throughout New Jersey who bike or walk. Our mission
is to work for better infrastructure for bicyclists and pedestrians in order to improve the safety,
economy, health, environment, and general livability of our communities. Thank you for the
opportunity to submit our input regarding planned improvements to the Northeast Corridor.

When considering the environmental impact of future Northeast Corridor improvements, it is
absolutely essential that bicycling and walking be included as a key component of any
development plan. Unfortunately, such an approach is somewhat lacking from the initial plan
that has been outlined. We urge the Federal Railroad Administration to consider the benefits of a
bike-inclusive approach to NEC planning that would allow for both increased connectivity and
higher use with lower demand for parking. Even within the framework of the “No Action”
alternative, these should be considered necessary improvements that would allow the network to
maintain its existing service levels.

Bicycle service on NEC passenger rail lines has a positive impact on the overall transportation
network. “Last mile” connectivity on both ends of commuting trips allows bicyclists to reach a
passenger rail station from home or work, eliminating use of other modes (typically
automobiles). This reduces automobile traffic and parking requirements. Bicycles can also be
used from home or work to reach carpool lots, subway, light rail, and bus services which then
connect to passenger rail stations with concomitant reductions in traffic and parking.

In addition to daily commuters, day-long and multi-day bicycle travelers arriving from other
regions by any travel mode could use passenger rail with bicycle accommodations to reach
destinations within the NEC. Bicycle travelers who start their trip by any travel mode within the
NEC could use passenger rail with bicycle accommodation to reach destinations outside the

551 Valley Road, Suite 140

Upper Montclair, New Jersey 07043
cyndi.steiner@njbwc.org
973-886-4142



New Jersey
Bike & Walk

Coalition

NEC. These tourism activities reduce environmental impact both within and outside the NEC by
shifting to lower pollution and energy-intense transportation modes.

It is also important to consider that accommodation at stations will not be sufficient if there is
poor access for bicycles. Bike paths, bike lanes, or other facilities are needed to insure that
cyclists can reach stations for “last mile” and “first mile” use. For that reason, it is essential to
develop citywide and regional plans for bike infrastructure and facilities that will improve
accessibility for bike riders seeking to utilize the NEC for long-distance travel. Many cities and
towns with transit access in New Jersey are already developing these plans. Collaboration would
work very well in these situations.

With those principles in mind we would like to request that both roll-on/roll-off bike access and
secure bike parking at Amtrak stations be provided to NEC customers. In addition, the FRA
should take advantage of opportunities for NEC expansion to provide a true multi-use corridor
allowing for many modes of travel along the NEC right-of way. Using a rail-with-trail approach,
right-of-way development should incorporate multimodal opportunities such as bicycling and
walking. Trails, protected by walls or fencing and built according to current guidelines, should
be constructed in vicinity of the railways along a shared right-of-way, thus enhancing
opportunities for multimodal use.

In particular, we ask that specific attention be given to the inclusion of multi-use trails on rail
bridges. Bridges are often barriers to full development of bicycle route networks when the
bridges do not accommodate bicycles. When rail bridges in the NEC require replacement or
refurbishment they should accommodate bicycle and pedestrian access. In New Jersey, the soon-
to-be-replaced Portal Bridge comes to mind as an excellent opportunity to provide access to bike
riders and pedestrians on what would be the only available facility allowing for the crossing of
the Hackensack River.

By incorporating active transportation options into planned NEC infrastructure projects, the
overall environmental impact of the project can be further mitigated in a manner that increases
access with no subsequent environmental burden as it relates to energy use or pollution. A
multimodal approach to NEC planning will not only improve access and connectivity across the
network and throughout the cities and regions served, it will accomplish these goals with
minimal need for additional capital investment by maximizing the effectiveness of already-
planned infrastructure and already-acquired rights-of-way.

Sincerely,

Cyndi Steiner
Executive Director
551 Valley Road, Suite 140
Upper Montclair, New Jersey 07043
cyndi.steiner@njbwc.org
973-886-4142



State of Nefr Jersey

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
OFFICE OF PERMIT COORDINATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
P.O. Box 420 Mail Code 401-07J Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0420
Phone Number (609) 292-3600
Fax NumeeR (609) 292-1921

CHRIS CHRISTIE BOB MARTIN
Governor Commissioner
KiM GUADAGNO

Lt. Governor

January 20, 2016

Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicia, Program Manager
U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

RE: Federal Railroad Administration - Northeast Corridor (NEC)
Future Rail Line Improvement Project Including
Trenton, Mercer County to Newark, Essex County
Comments on the FRANEPA Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicia:

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s (Department) Office of Permit Coordination
and Environmental Review (PCER) distributed, for review and comment, the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) required Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
proposed improvements to the rail lines of the Northeast Corridor through New Jersey between Philadelphia and
New York City. The Department offers the following comments for your consideration:

Natural Resources -

In order for the NJ Division of Fish & Wildlife (DFW) to fully assess any potential impacts to plants, fish, and
wildlife, please forward the GIS shape files for the any potential impact areas in New Jersey. The Department is
concerned that any Green Acres encumbered land may not be fully represented in the Draft EIS and that some State
owned lands may be impacted. A pre-application meeting at the NJDEP to discuss these issues would be helpful in
resolving these questions. If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to call Robin Madden,
Assistant Commissioner's Office, Natural & Historic Resources at Robin.Madden@dep .nj.gov or (609) 292-5990.

Historic and Cultural Resources:

The State Historic Preservation Office (HPO) is required to review any project affects to historic and archaeological
resources as this project is subject to a NEPA regulatory review which considers effects to cultural resources. The
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) shall continue its’ consult with the Historic Preservation Office and any
other consulting parties pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and it’s implementing
regulations, to identify if the proposed NEC Future project area contains any historic properties, and if so, provide
an assessment of effects. The HPO looks forward to, additional consultation with the FRA pursuant to Section 106
to better understand the project, alternatives, and NEC Future location(s) to provide informed comment to both the
FRA and the Department as well as to develop a Programmatic Agreement.

NJ HPO’s cultural resources GIS data is available via NJ Geoweb or direct download at NJ DEP’s Statewide Digital

Data Downloads. Please also provide GIS shape files to Patty Chrisman (609-984-0850), NJ Transit Historic
Preservation Specialist, Historic Preservation Office at the NJ Department of Environmental Protection, Mail Code
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501-04B, P.O. Box 420, Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 or via email at Patty. Chrisman@dep.nj.gov . If you have any
additional comments, please also contact Vincent Maresca at (609) 633-2395 or vincent.maresca@dep.nj.gov

Thank you again for providing the HPO with the opportunity for review and comment on the potential for this
proposed NEC Future undertaking to affect historic and archaeological properties. Please reference the HPO project
number assigned to this project (HPO-A2016-200; Log#16-0581-1 & 2), in any future calls, emails, submissions, or
written correspondence to help expedite your review and response.

Land Use:

We have reviewed the “Tier 1 Draft EIS”, dated November 2015, prepared for the NEC Rail Improvement
Program. The EIS addresses the entire NEC Rail Improvement project from Boston to Washington D.C.

It is reasonable to expect that in NJ, the project will require an Individual Freshwater Wetlands Permit (N.J.S.A.
13:9B), a Flood Hazard Area Permit (N.J.S.A. 58:16A) and a Waterfront Development Permit (N.J.S.A 12:5-3).

Three alternative alignments were considered for the overall project. The EIS did not discuss the alternative
alignments in NJ in the regulatory context of avoiding wetland or State open water impacts. The regulatory standard
for Freshwater Wetland Individual Permits requires a rebuttal of the presumption that an activity has an altemative
that does not involve disturbances to freshwater wetlands or State open waters. Any discharge of fill material into
more than 5 acres of wetlands would be considered a “major discharge”, which is an activity that the Department
must transmit to the USEPA for review in accordance with the Department's 1993 MOA with the USEPA regarding
assumption of the Federal 404 program.

Mitigation is required pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:7A-15 in order to compensate for disturbances to wetlands or State
open waters authorized by an Individual Freshwater Wetlands Permit.

The project will be required to demonstrate compliance with the regulatory standards for a Flood Hazard Area
Permit (N.J.A.C. 7:13) and a Waterfront Development Permit (N.J.A.C. 7:7). Riparian zone mitigation may be
required pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:13 for riparian zone impacts.

If you have any additional questions, please contact Christopher Jones, in the Bureau of Urban Regulation, Division
of Land Use Regulation at 609-633-6757.

Site Remediation

The NEPA Tier I Draft EIS for the proposed Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) Northeast Corridor (NEC) is
broad and programmatic in nature, the information required by decision-makers includes “big picture” constraints
and opportunities. The Site Remediation Program does not have any specific comments on this draft Document at
this time. For future assessments, the FRA should be aware of New Jersey’s LSRP

program http://www.nj.gov/dep/srp/ and specifically the Site Remediation Program Guidance for Linear
Construction Projects http://www.nj.gov/dep/srp/guidance/srra/lc_guidance.pdf. If you have any additional
questions, please contact Stephen E. Maybury, Chief, Bureau of Case Management at 609-633-1455.

Stormwater Management

We have reviewed the hydrologic/Water Resources section of the attached Draft EIS for the Northeast Corridor
Improvement Project. Based on the information provided the only permits that would be required for this project
would be for construction related dewater and I have attached a guidance document detailing information on the
types of permits issued by the Bureau. Based on the length of the proposed project and the fact that it will cross
various counties and municipalities the applicant would be required to submit an application of some sort for each
municipality unless group of municipalities if the dewatering will occur within an area up to three miles on a side.
If you have any additional questions, please contact Ken Komar at (609) 633-7021.



Air Mobile Sources

The Bureau of Mobile Sources has reviewed this project and finds no long term diesel impacts due to the extensive
if not exclusive use of electrified systems on the NEC within New Jersey. During the construction phase, however,
there are likely to be short term diesel impacts due to the use of diesel powered equipment, especially if one of the
more ambitions alternatives is chosen. While there is some mention of standard mitigation procedures during
construction in the plan, please refer to the following recommendations:

Diesel exhaust contributes the highest cancer risk of all air toxics in New Jersey and is a major source of NOx within the
state. Therefore, NJ DEP recommends that construction projects involving non-road diesel construction equipment operating
in a small geographic area over an extended period of time implement the following measures to minimize the impact of
diesel exhaust:

All on-road vehicles and non-road construction equipment operating at, or visiting, the construction site shall comply with
the three minute idling limit, pursuant to N.J,A.C. 7:27-14 and N.J.A.C. 7:27-15. Consider purchasing “No Idling” signs to
post at the site to remind contractors to comply with the idling limits. Signs are available for purchase from the Bureau of

Mobile Sources at 609/292-7953 or hitp://www.stopthesoot.org/sts-no-idle-sign.htm.

All non-road diesel construction equipment greater than 100 horsepower used on the project for more than ten days should
have engines that meet the USEPA Tier 4 non-road emission standards, or the best available emission control technology
that is technologically feasible for that application and is verified by the USEPA or the CARB as a diesel emission control
strategy for reducing particulate matter and/or NOx emissions.

All on-road diesel vehicles used to haul materials or traveling to and from the construction site should use designated truck
routes that are designed to minimize impacts on residential areas and sensitive receptors such as hospitals, schools, daycare
facilities, senior citizen housing, and convalescent facilities

If you have any questions, please contact Jeff Cantor at (609) 292-2232.

Thank you for giving the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection the opportunity to comment on the
Natural Resources Review for the proposed project. Please contact me at the above number if you require additional
information.

Sincerely,

T

Ruth W. Foster, PhD., P.G., Acting Director
Permit Coordination and Environmental Review

Enclosure

¢. John Gray, NJDEP-Deputy Chief of Staff
Ken Komar, NJDEP-Stormwater
Patty Chrisman, NJDEP- NHRG SHPO
Robin Madden, NJDEP-NHRG
Judeth Yeany, NJDEP-Green Acres
Christopher Jones, NJDEP-Land Use
Kelly Davis, NJDEP NHRG F+W
Jeff Cantor, NJDEP-Air Mobile Sources
Angela Skowronek, NJDEP-Air Planning and Conformity
Steve Maybury, NJDEP-SRP
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Bureau of Water Allocation & Well Permitting
Construction Related Dewatering Guidance

Various permits and approvals may be required for construction related dewatering activities from the
Well Permitting and Water Allocation Permitting sections in the Bureau of Water Allocation and Well
Permitting. Permits required are site and project specific.

Well Permitting

An approved Well Permit is required for dewatering wells or dewatering well points which are 25
feet or more in total depth or are 6 inches or more in borehoie diameter. All drilling activity shall
be performed and completed by a New Jersey licensed well driller of the proper class. N.J.A.C.
7:9D - 1.11(g) 5.

Water Allocation

If construction related water use (including trench dewatering) is required at rates exceeding 70 gallons
per minute or greater pumping capacity from a single source or combination of sources in the same
municipality then that activity would be regulated. Potential regulatory mechanisms include:

Diversion of more than 100,000 gallons of water per day (> 70 gpm) for less than 31 days in a
consecutive 365 day period- Short Term Water Use Permit-by-Rule (BWA-003) /Short Term
Water Use Report (BWA-004), N.JAC. 7.19 - 2.17(a).

Diversion of more than 100,000 gallons of water per day (> 70 gpm) from a confined
area/space (coffer dam) — Dewatering Permit-by-Rule (BWA-005), N.J.A.C. 7:18 - 2.17(b).

Diversion of more than 100,000 gallons of water per day (> 70 gpm) for more than 30 days in a
consecutive 365 day period — Temporary Dewatering Permit (BWA-002), N.J.A.C. 7:19 -2.3.

Diversion of less than or equal to 100,000 galions of water per day at pumping rates of more than
70 gpm or larger — Water Use Registration (DWR-188), N.J.A.C. 7:19 — 2.18.

In addition —

Horizontal directional drilling — as this is part of the pipeline construction it would be included within the
scope of the applicable regulatory mechanism for the project.

Pipeline pressure testing — water used for pressure testing pipeline segments has historically been done
under a Short Term Water Use Permit-by-Rule (BWA-003)/Short Term Water Use Report (BWA-004),
N.J.AC. 7:19 -2.17(a).

Applicability — If the project is located in close proximity to a salt water body (ocean, bay, coastal river,
salt water marsh) the native ground water and water in the adjacent water body should be checked for;
chiorides and salinity. Water Allocation Permitting does not apply to diversions of salt water except where
the Department determines that the diversion and the resultant usage may affect utilization of fresh water
in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:19 —1.4(a)2. Salt water is defined as water containing a chloride
concentration in excess of 10,000 mg/L. N.J.A.C. 7:19-1.3

For additional information see — www.nj.gov/dep/watersupply

or contact — Bureau of Water Aliocation and Well Permitting
Mail Code 401-04Q
P.O. Box 420
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0420
(609)984-6831
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Lt. Governor

February 23, 2016

Amishi Castelli, Ph.D.
U.S. Department of Transportation
Volpe National Transportation Systems Center
Environmental Science and Engineering Division
Volpe Center, RVT-34
55 Broadway
Cambridge, MA 02142-1093
RE: NEC Future Draft Programmatic Agreement
Dear Dr. Castelli:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Programmatic

Agreement (PA) for the NEC Future Project. The New Jersey Historic Preservation Office
(NJHPO) is pleased to offer the following comments and suggestions on the submitted materials:

e Line 119; please add Newark Landmarks & Historic Preservation Commission, and
historic preservation commissions for New Brunswick, Princeton, Elizabeth (there may
be more).

e Lines 183, 189, 192 & 230; Inconsistent use of the term “other federal agency.”

e Line 199; “this paragraph”; should this phrase be replaced with “IB.1, 2., and 3.”?

e Line 210; “Federal” should be “federal” (or change throughout the rest of the PA for
congsistency).

e Line 215; “Responsible,” would “lead” be a better word?
e Lines 217 —219; do we need to address cooperating agencies?
e Line 249; add *)” after “receipt.”

o Lines 257-263; Add full title for qualifications standards. e.g., archaeologist for
archaeological survey, architectural historian for historic architectural survey, etc.
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Line 288; Definitions for PA are in Appendix A, not E.

Line 341; Recommend using this area to lay out the survey methodology used by the
federal agency to identify historic properties (phased archacological survey, architectural
survey, etc.) and reporting to inform Line 342.

Lines 342-346; spell out what constitutes an historic property (eligible and listed etc.).
For consistency use 106 language throughout.

Line 448; “XIV” appears to be incorrectly cited, should be “XVI”; also mis-referenced in
lines 567, 631 and 679.

Lines 586-589; while this paragraph mentions historic buildings, it is unclear if
archaeological concerns are also addressed (“the term monitoring” in Line 588). If not,
we recommend expanding the paragraph referencing Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation to address affects to
archaeological resources.

Please find below our editorial comments for the Appendices:

Appendix C: Standard Treatment Measures

Line 43; add “the applicable™ after “shall consult with.”

Line 87; There needs to be language on reporting the results of these surveys/actions to
the signatories for comments, as well as, language that the federal agency shall prepare an
archaeological data recovery plan and submit that plan to consulting parties for their
review and comment prior to work.

Appendix E: Tier 1 Consulting Parties List

For list of SHPOs, NJ should be listed as signatory to the PA.

Appendix K: Section 106 Consultation for Tier 2 Undertakings in New Jersey

~

Line 10; delete repeated “by submitting.”

Add as data source, NJDEP’s GeoWeb public GIS viewer program containing all known
above-ground historic properties (archaeological properties are restricted):
http://www.nj.gov/dep/gis/geowebsplash.htm

Line 22; after “Commissions” recommend adding “Historic Preservation Commissions,
Certified Local Governments.”

Lines 40-68; add parties from New Brunswick, Princeton Historic Preservation
Commission, South Brunswick Historic Preservation Commission, Newark Landmarks &
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Historic Preservation Commission, Pennsylvania Railroad Technical & Historical
Society.

e Line 72; while New Jersey has no federally-recognized tribes in the State, there are
federally recognized tribes with an interest in New Jersey. The NJHPO can provide you
with a list.

e Line 84; Section IV—it is unclear if phased archaeological survey and architectural
survey is planned as part of the identification process. Please clarify.

e Line 107; NJSHPO also requires one (1) digital copy (PDF) of all submission as part of
our review.

e Line 127; Curation: State Register/National Register eligible and listed collections will
need to meet 36 C.F.R. Part 79.

Finally, the Historic Preservation Office recommends to FRA that the PA shall make clear that
the Tier 2 definition of “historic property” is the same as 36 C.F.R. Part 800.16(1). In addition,
the PA shall make explicitly clear that phased identification and/or evaluation level surveys shall
be conducted to identify and evaluate effects on all historic properties within the Tier 2
undertaking’s area of potential effects.

Additional Comments

Thank you again for the opportunity to review the submitted materials. The HPO looks
forward to additional consultation with FRA and other consulting parties as part of the NEC
Future undertaking. If you have questions regarding historic architecture in New Jersey, please
contact Patty Chrisman of my staff at (609) 984-0850 or at Patty.Chrisman@dep.nj.gov. For
questions regarding archaeology in New Jersey, please contact Vincent Maresca at (609) 633-
2395 or at Vincent.Maresca@dep.nj.gov. The NJ HPO looks forward to continuing consultation
on this project.

Sincerely,

DA

Daniel D. Saunders
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

¢. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea, Federal Rail Administration

DDS/KIM/PC/VM
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February 12, 2016

Rebecca Alicea-Reyes

Northeast Corridor Joint Program Manager
USDOT-Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

RE: Comments on NEC Future Tier 1
Dear Ms. Alicea-Reyes:

NJ TRANSIT is pleased to comment on the Tier | Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the NEC Future planning effort. The document, a result of efforts by NJ
TRANSIT and other states beginning in 2010 to outline the application to the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA), highlights a range of future improvement alternatives
with a concomitant range of outcomes, including ridership growth forecasts, the physical
envelope needed to accommodate capital improvements, operational changes, capital
and operating costs, and associated benefits.

This specific environmental process, conducted to address the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act, is not the end of the planning and decision-making
that will be needed. In many instances, the information presented generates additional
important questions, so additional work will be needed before specific courses of action
are taken.

Notably, the relative ridership increases accommodated under the DEIS’ various
comparative operating assumptions and capital improvements demonstrated that simply
offering trains traveling at super high speeds would not attract most of the identified
potential new ridership market. This result is consistent with the expectations outlined in
our scoping letter to you dated, October 12, 2012. In fact, the issues and concerns we
summarized in that letter remain central to our current perspective on this analysis and
its results. We are focused on the needs of our customers as well as the need to
carefully examine future market demand. The market analysis contained in the DEIS
assists in responding to many of our concerns, but it does not answer all of them.

NJ TRANSIT considers the most critical finding among the alternatives examined to be
the need for added trans-Hudson rail capacity into Midtown Manhattan. The analysis
makes clear that to achieve a future capacity of 42 trains per hour; any proposed new
Midtown Station facilities must accommodate a run-through set of tracks that extend
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across Manhattan and connect with the rest of the rail system in Queens, either with the
Long Island Rail Road or the Hellgate Line into the Bronx, or both. From the analysis
completed to date by NJ TRANSIT, it appears 42 trains per hour is a valid target to
meet NJ TRANSIT's customer demand in 2040, based on our current rail system.

However, there would not be room for additional rail service further into the future.
Decisions on achieving the capacity to handle projected rail ridership must be
considered in coordination with an examination of total trans-Hudson transit capacity,
using an analytic approach which is sensitive to future customers’ needs.

NJ TRANSIT is greatly concerned about many of the proposed improvements on the
Northeast Corridor within New Jersey because they necessarily would involve both
huge expense and serious impact on many built-up portions of New Jersey along the
Corridor. Forinstance, some of the statements in the DEIS point toward widening the
Northeast Corridor or creating extensive tunneling in areas that would require removing
existing dense development. This raises important questions of community impact and
environmental justice. There are also implied impacts on all the NEC stations, especially
with Alternatives 2 and 3. Notably, NJ TRANSIT has over the last decade invested tens
of millions of dollars to improve some of these stations, for example Trenton Station and
Metropark. Thus, any proposed changes to these stations must be carefully scrutinized
and fully understood before feasibility is assumed.

NJ TRANSIT must also have it understood and explicitly acknowledged that we will be
able to continue to work to achieve and maintain a state of good repair on the 14 New
Jersey NEC stations we own, as well as to continue to make necessary safety and ADA
compliance improvements to these stations. Additionally, NJ TRANSIT must continue
to make other necessary specific improvements along the NEC in order to maintain our
ability to meet our future rail operating and customer needs. NJ TRANSIT is now
pursuing some of those improvements to make our rail operation more resilient
following the effects of Superstorm Sandy.

As a successor to prior passenger rail operators with the right to use the NEC, none of
the proposals in this DEIS can be allowed to prevent us from doing what is necessary to
best serve our customers. For example, NJ TRANSIT has demonstrated our willingness
to work with Amtrak on mutually agreed to longer-term projects, such as the
reconstruction of the Elizabeth Train Station and its platforms. NJ TRANSIT worked with
Amtrak, and at our cost, offered to relocate the eastern platform of this station to meet
Amtrak’s request to allow a fifth track to be added in the area. NJ TRANSIT would not
accept a situation in which follow-on actions to this DEIS inhibited our ability to provide
the rail services required to meet future customer needs.

As we have discussed, much of the DEIS analysis was performed in order to permit a
comparison between the alternatives presented. We also explicitly noted during these
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City of New Rochelle
New York

December 23, 2015

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea, Northeast Corridor Program Manager
U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration

One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

Re: Northeast Corridot Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Comments
Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea:

On behalf of the City of New Rochelle, New York, I submit the following comments in support of
Alternative Two — Grow regarding the Northeast Corridor (NEC) Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

The City of New Rochelle is committed to Transit Oriented Development and Amtrak is an important
partner for us. Amtrak’s regional Boston to New York service stops in New Rochelle and we are in strong
support of btinging existing infrastructure into good repair and growing services in our region.

New Rochelle has just completed a rezoning for its downtown, encouraging increased density which will
result in population growth. This is in line with NEC Future’s predictions of growth in the North East which
makes it clear that NEC’s no action alternative is not a viable option.

New Rochelle is building a future around multimodal transportation in Southern Westchester and the broader
region, and bringing the North East Corridor existing infrastructure into good repair is the minimum that
must be done to keep pace with growth and provide good service. This is also critical to improve
Westchester’s rail connectivity with the west side of Manhattan, in conjunction with the proposed
improvements to the Metro North Railway now in New York State’s capital budget.

Alternative Two - Grow is our preferred alternative as it goes beyond just keeping pace with expected growth.
It adds capacity to accommodate demand at the Hudson River and encourages substantial transport mode
change, an estimated 93 million annual trips, to passenger rail, a much more sustainable option than ptivate
vehicles in an area with already congested highways and bridges.

We look forward to following the progress of this extremely important initiative.

Sincetely Yours,

ey ol

Charles B. Strome, 111
City Manager



All right. The next speaker, Michael
Noda.

MR. NODA: Good evening. My name is
Michael Noda, and I'm a local writer on transportation
topics. And my transportation blog is at
SICTransitPhiladelphia.org, and I am also an advisor
to the 5th Square Political Action Committee. I am
here on my own recognizance.

There are many, many flaws in this
study. And while I am not quite as cynical as —
well, actually, I'm not quite as optimistic as the
blogger, Alon Levy, who believes that you could
provide most of the performance benefits of the
Alternative 3, you know, Transform Alternative at 95
percent cost savings.

I think he's off by a factor of three,
which leaves it at 85 percent cost savings. I — you
know, call me — call me a cynic at heart.

But, you know, the fact that the cost
estimates are so inflated and the scope of each of
these is, you know, inflated for, you know, for
reasons that are — you know, sort of, you know, defy
understanding, it sort of, you know, discredits what
should be a bit — what should be, you know, a, you
know, positive transformative process for all of us.

You know, the local examples would be
the, you know, the much mocked tunnel under 12th
Street to serve Market East Station which, you know,
as earlier speakers have pointed out there's the —
you know, the growing center of our, you know, central
business district is around 30th Street. There's no
real reason to bypass it, you know.

You know, the detours for Philadelphia
International Airport is great if you can get American
Airlines to pay for it, because they're the only ones
who will ever benefit from it.

It's not a local transportation issue
that, you know — or that, you know, interests anybody
outside of them, as far as I can tell. Because there,
you know, there just aren't that many people who are
taking Amtrak to catch a flight out of Philadelphia.

And at the same time there are things —

there are critical things that could be done to, you
know, vastly improve service on the Northeast Corridor
through this region.

Most of that is incredibly unsexy, but,
you know, relatively cheap things that can be done to,
you know, speed up and improve service through
interlocking such as PHIL, which is where the Airport
Line currently branches off; Zoo, which is the giant
tangle north of 30th Street Station; you know, Shore,
which is up in Kensington where the Amtrak 188
derailment took place, which is also where the New
Jersey Transit Atlantic City Line branches off.

And, you know, just, you know, each of
those is, you know, a set — is an interlocking set
that slows down traffic on its own because, you know,
the switches are old or at least of old design and are
not capable of handling high—speed traffic.

17
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And there are -— you know, and there are
sharp curves at each one of those. Plus the PHIL,
definitely the Zoo and the Shore, that could — you
know, that are, you know, just slow things down
immensely.

And, you know, there seems to be, as far
as I can tell going through all this documentation,
you know, the — you know, the only — the only
solution that has been, you know, brought for each of
these problem sets is to bypass them widely by many,
many miles.

And, you know, that's — you know,
that's great in the land of infinite money, and if you
let me know how to — how to get there, I will
emigrate there at the first opportunity.

But in the meantime, we live here and
our resources aren't finite.

And we cannot be committing ourselves to
spend twice as much as the Japanese are spending on maglev between Tokyo
and Nagoya on, you know, a — you
know, on a, you know, vision of high—speed rail that
only reaches between Boston and Washington.

Thank you.

THE MODERATOR: Okay. Thank you,
Michael.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2355 DETAIL

Status : “Agtion Complstey’ ;

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Jean
Last Name : Nocito-Gobel

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 #3094 DETAIL —|

Status :

Record Date : 2/29/2016
First Name : Pamela
Last Name : Lebeaux

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Forwarding comment.

From: Galin Brooks [mailto:gbrooks@nomabid.org]
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2016 2:14 PM

To: Lebeaux, Pamela <Lebeaux@pbworld.com>
Subject: RE: Your NEC FUTURE inquiry

Thanks so much, Pam. Please find attached.

All the best,

Galin

From: Lebeaux, Pamela [mailto:Lebeaux@pbworld.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2016 12:07 PM

To: Galin Brooks <gbrooks@nomabid.org<mailto:gbrooks@nomabid.org>>
Subject: Your NEC FUTURE inquiry

Hello Galin-

We received your question about submitting a comment. We ask that you please submit it as soon as possible,
and we will make every attempt to review and respond as time permits.

Regards,

Pam Lebeaux

NEC FUTURE Public Outreach Coordinator
WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff

Tel. 609-512-3568

NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain confidential information for
the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, copying, alteration,
dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, or you are not an authorized recipient, piease notify the sender immediately by replying to





