
























































2 Broadway 
New York, NY 10004 
212878-7000 Tel 

8 Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
State of New York 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea .
 
USODT - Federal Railroad Administration
 
One Bowling Green, Suite 429
 
New York, NY 10004
 

February 16, 2016 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea, 

The MTA is pleased to offer the following comments on the Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA) Northeast Corridor Future Draft Tier 1 EIS (DEIS) document within this letter and 
attachment. 

We appreciate the efforts of FRA and its team to assess the needs of the Northeast Corridor 
(NEG) region and welcomed the opportunity to participate in the review and discussions of the 
methodology and draft findings. The FRA's transparent and thorough efforts provide a significant 
contribution to understanding of the region and its rail transportation system, and underscores 
the importance ofrestoring the NEC to a state of good repair and maintaining and expanding the 
role of rail to enhance the region's economy and environment. While the DEIS establishes 
alternative visions for the NEC, we agree with statements made by FRA that the regional 
railroads' capital planning and investments are not bound by these alternatives. 

Our comments presented in the attachment focus on specific items of the DEIS or to request 
clarification of points made in the document. More broadly, we offer the following observations to 
provide input to the FRA's decision-making and selection of a Preferred Alternative. 

•	 We agree that the NEC must be brought to a State of Good repair and maintained in that 
condition as a baseline. As pointed out, many sections of today's NEC are more than 
100 years old and show evidence offunctional or structural obsolescence. MTA is an 
owner of a portion of the NEC in Westchester County, NY, and has made considerable 
investments over the last 30 years to bring it to a State of Good Repair (SGR). We have 
also worked with our partners in Connecticut to bring the NEC from the state line to New 
Haven to a State of Good Repair. Construction projects needed to attain SGR can 
temporarily diminish railroad operating capacity, but the long-term benefits are well worth 
short-term inconvenience. 

•	 We also concur that maintaining SGR will require long-term dedicated funding to prevent 
future deferred maintenance and returning to inadequate service levels. A broad 
partnership of the railroads, states, and FRA will be required in the NEC Commission 
forum to provide sufficient resources to maintain the benefits of improving the NEC. 

•	 We are reviewing projects in the DEIS through the lens of New York and MTA priorities 
that have been established by our capital program process. These include: 

o	 Metro-North Railroad "Penn Station Access" that will add commuter service to 
Penn Station and four new stop in the eastern section of the Bronx along its !\lew 
Haven Line ofthe NEC, which is a goal of New York State. This project will also 
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advance broader NEC goals by improving and expanding the Hell Gate Line in the 
Bronx. 

o	 Additional trans-Hudson river rail capacity is important to NEC services and to 
expand New York City's access to labor markets in New Jersey as well as 
enhancing service provided by New Jersey Transit under contract to Metro-North 
for Rockland and Orange County, New York customers, and beyond. 

o	 L1RR Expansion Project, the addition of a third track alongLlRR's Main Line in 
Nassau County, provides new service opportunities, supports regional economic 
activity, reduces traffic congestion and improves air quality 

o	 Reuse of the Farley Post Office in Manhattan for regional rail including L1RR and 
Metro-North, and Amtrak use as well as redevelopment oUhe current Penn 
Station into modern and welcoming passenger facilities. 

Therefore, MTA agrees that the FRA concept of a "Universal First Phase" of 
investments is a good building block to provide important improvements to NEC 
service quality and quantity and support inclusion of the Penn Station Access and 
trans-Hudson projects in the Universal First Phase. We encourage FRA support of 
the L1RR and Penn/Farley projects as highly supportive of increased use of NEC 
services. 

•	 We request FRA continue to clarify the relationship of the DEIS, the future Preferred 
Alternative, and Service Development plan, with more explanation about the steps that 
would prioritize these NEC projects and programs for federal funding- support and 
streamlined FTA, FRA and other federal NEPA and permitting reviews. Likewise, we 
would appreciate FRA clarifying how "Tier 2" NEPA analysis might occur when a state or 
local sponsor decides to pursue a project that might be an element of the Universal First 
Phase or other Proposed Alternative, particularly if the project is pursued with another 
USDOT lead agency such asFTA. 

•	 Lastly, we request FRA clarify the statement on page 10-12 regarding coordination 
among NEC stakeholders, "As noted, the FRA considers these issues of great 
importance and would consider conditioning future federal funding on the commitment to 
achieving necessary governance and institutional changes upon completion of projects." 
Please clarify what governance and institutional changes FRA seeks to bring about, or 
how funds will be withheld by USDOT until such changes are made. 
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The attachment provides specific comments to details within the DEIS and we submit them for 
your consideration. We would be happy to meet with you to clarify any of our comments, and 
look forward to working with the FRA to continue to improve the NEC to meet the environmental 
and economic development goals of our region. 

Sincerely, 

elopment and Planning. 

CC: D. Betty, J. Hyland, K. Walther - L1RR 
M. Shiffer, B. Sterman - MNRR 
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Attachment - MfA comments to specific pages of NEC Future DEIS.. 

Executive Summary 

1.	 Page 30 - Description of the Universal First Phase, who will undertake the Universal 
projects, and do they become requirements of the NEG users? Suggest a statement like 
that of the hearings, eg: the implementation of the projects are not the obligation of the 
commuter railroads. 

Chapter 3 

2.	 Page 3-9, paragraph starting "Regional travel trends..." seems contradictory in that it 
suggests much of the growth in commuter rail arrival volumes have occurred in the off
peak. How does this trend "put pressures on ageing and capacity-constrained 
infrastructure?" 

3.	 Page 3-10, paragraph starting "current conditions... " second sentence seems to offer 
opinions that while may seem correct are not backed up by analysis offered here. MTA's 
strategy to address constraints in the East River Tunnels and Penn platforms is the L1RR 
East.Side Access project. 

4.	 Page 3-11, bottom paragraph would be strengthened by a gap or opportunity analysis for 
commuter rail or Intercityto airport trends. 

5.	 Page 3-12, third paragraph last sentence, not clear what trip is described or how it's 
accomplished, or the gaps in such service. L1RR travelers to NJ can switch to NJ Transit 
trains within Penn Station. 

6.	 Page 3-14, first paragraph. The sentence "A primary cause of delays... " is not supported 
in the hyperlink referenced in the footnote; in addition, the cited website is not available. 
The FRA Section 207 performance report for Quarter ending 6/2015 does not support this 
assertion. Commuter Train Delays are rarely the primary causes of service delay; many 
are scheduled Amtrak work or mechanical trouble. Per the Amtrak monthly report for 
June 2015 time period, "other passenger rail" (not commuter) caused 6% of delay
minutes and freights were 3% to NEC trains. 

Chapter 4 

7.	 In regard to the PSA service levels and plans, the information provided to the NEC Future 
was the best information available at that time reflecting the on-going conceptual planning 
effort. It will be updated with the involvement of PSA stakeholders as that planning effort 
continues. 

8.	 Page 4-13, second paragraph section 4.2.2.1, consider adding to Operational 
Improvements an evaluation of trains for proper consist length so as to maximize seats 
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offered by each train before adding additional trains that consume more track occupancy 
time. 

9.	 Page 4-13, second bullet section 4.2.2.1 would be strengthened by offering analysis of 
benefits and challenges of "through-running" regional rail service at NY Penn. While it 
would no doubt be more convenient for travelers across the suburbs to not change trains 
in the terminal, there's no analysis of how I~rge these markets are, or the origin
destination pairs for such trips to evaluate this statement. 

10. Section 4.2.2.2 (Page 4-15) The DEIS states that "Each Action Alternative preserves 
freight access and operations on the NEG and does not preclude future expansion 
opportunities." In this regard, how does the NEG Future DEIS account for GSX and P&W 
future storage/staging along the Hell Gate Line on the tracks that they currently use? 

11. Section 4.2.2.4 (Page 4-21) - The discussion of physical improvements associated with 
stations outlines footprints for different "levels" of stations (Major Hub, Hub and Local) .. 
Due to limited space within the environs of most Metro-North stations, expanding the 
stations footprint to provide for additional platforms for new services may require 
significant land takings. 

12. Table 4-4, why two rows for Regional rail push-pull, single level or bi-Ievel? Also please 
explain what "Tier" refers to. 

13. Table 4-5 (page 4-24) NEG Future Stations - It is unclear if the stations listed in the table 
are Major Hubs, Hubs or Local. A column should be added to provide clarity. 

14. The Parkchester Station (Station 10 # 79) should be called ParkchesterNan Nest. 

15. Table 4-7 (Page 4-32) The table recommends that the New Haven Yard be expanded to 
maintain Hartford Line equipment. Is it assumed that this expansion wrll occur by not 
impacting land that could be used to expand the NHL New Haven Yard, should that need 
to occur? 

16. Table 4-8, East River trains per hour counts don't seem to correlate to the investment 
Alternatives, eg: how does Alternative 1 tph rise to 68 when no additional trans-East 
River capacity is provided, etc. The footnote to the table indicates the table does not 
include L1RR East Side Access volumes via the 63rd Street Tunnel. 

17. Table 4-9, East River regional rail screenline is a very large number that may be 
theoretically possible but please note this is not an MTA goal, nor has any analysis been 
performed to understand the ability of the rest of the L1RR network to support such 
service levels to PSNY. 

18. Table 4-8 (Page 4-39) -	 FRA should clarify that the train volumes represented in this 
table are demand, not capacity. Also the total East River service level for the No Action 
Alternative appears to be in error. 
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19. Section 4.5.2 (Page 4-41) - How will Intercity Travel times between NYC and Boston 
decrease by 30 minutes? Which infrastructure improvements will help achieve that and 
what time savings are associated with each? 

20. Page 4-42, last paragraph.	 It's not clear how this would be accomplished how regional 
rail services could make use of spare HSR line capacity. Speeds of regional rail and 
HSR intercity are very different by FRA discussion in prior paragraphs, so HSR would 
have to slow down behind the regionals. Likewise, headways of one minute are 
uncommon even in rapid transit environments. More documentation is needed for these 

DEIS points. 

21. Page 4-45, new track for Alternative 1. Not clear why two new tracks for the Hell Gate 
Line in Queens are needed, or how they would be accommodated. Please clarify here, 
bullet list on top of page 4-46 and Alternative 2 page 4-49, Alternative 3 section 4.6.3.2, 
etc. 

22. Section 4.6.1.1 {Page 4-45) Metro-North does is not convinced that a Shell Flyover is 
needed to address a chokepoint at Shell Interlocking. Recent improvements were made 
to Shell Interlocking to address the issue. 

23. Section 4.6.1.2 (Page 4-45-4-46) -	 New track projects, include "Hell Gate Line, Queens 
NY and Bronx NY, expanded to 4 tracks". It should be noted that PSA will only require 
the expansion of tracks only on a portion of the Hell Gate Line in the Bronx. Further, the 
freight service and related freight operator rights between the Bronx River Bridge and 
Gate Interlocking may limit the ability to expand the number of passenger service tracks 
in that area. 

24. Page 4-49, Alternative 2 New Segments, 8th bullet.	 We do not object to two new East 
River Tunnels to Queens, but their placement within Penn and Long Island City would 
make a large difference in how they can be used by the PSNY railroads. Likewise, the 
new tubes would likely need to access larger train storage yards in Queens. This need 
and potential location in a densely developed urban area should be discussed. 

25. Figure 4-8, No Action Alternative. Please show and label L1RR East Side Access project. 

26. Section 4.7.1.6 (Page 4-58) The description of the Hell Gate Line includes a discussion of 
the line being at grade near 1-278 in the Hunts Point section of the Bronx. It is actually a 
combination of cuts and grades to account for the area's varying topography. 

27. Page 4-63, .please note the two new Hell Gate tracks in Queens. 

28. Section 4.7.2.3 (Page 4-63) -	 Alternative 1 does not address two new tracks on the HGL 
for PSA. 

29. Figures 4-12 and 4-16 - consider adding Penn South to this graphic. 
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30. Section 4.7.3.5 (Page 4-69) - Alternative 2 also does not address two new tracks on the 
HGL for PSA. 

31. Figure 4-19, consider clarifying figure to indicate that all three new lines east of PSNY are 
not proposed as one option. 

Chapter 5 

32. Table 5-15. Additional information may help the understanding of this table, including the 
relative contribution of high-speed, "metropolitan" and regional service to the changes; 
effect of changing fares, service levels, or trip times, etc.. 

Chapter 9 

33. Page 9-8, paragraph beginning "Alternative 1... " The discussion of service growth in 
Alternative 2 resulting from through-running operations under the East River needs 
further description and discussion. While the concept layout of the Alternative may 
provide for the proposed train movements, far more details are needed on where such 
trains would be stored, turned-back, or serviced, as well as analysis of the travel markets 
to assess feasibility and use of such services. 

34. Table 9-2.	 Entry for East River screenline are confusing: first, the sum of total trains does 
is not the sum of the train counts directly above, and second, the practical capacity 
estimates are not well defined, that is, how dues capacity grow from 38 trains/hour in the 
No Action option to 48/hour in Alternative 1? likeWise, how does Regional Rail volumes 
grow from 36/hour to 68/hour in Alternative 1 with the infrastructure proposed? 

35. Table 9-3.	 Please explain why entry for East River ridership is forecasted to decrease 
between Existing NEC scenario to No Action alternative. 

Chapter 10 

36. General	 - As any phasing plan will affect service on Metro-North owned territory,
 
therefore Metro-North will want to be involved in its development.
 

37. Table 10-1 (Page 10-5) Universal First Phase Projects -Aging Infrastructure and Major 
Chokepoints 

38. As previously noted, MNR is not convinced that a Shell Flyover is a necessary Phase 1 
project. 

39. Hell Gate Line 4-tracking -	 As previously noted, freight rights and agreements may 
prevent additional passenger tracks being constructed between the Bronx River Bridge 
and Gate interlocking. 
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40. Section 10.3.1 (page 10-11) first bullet implies that the success of the Alternatives relies 
on through-running of regional rail services at Penn Station NY. If this is the foundation 
of the DEIS analysis, then this point should be carefully documented, and sub
alternatives created that do not rely on such service models as the NEC Future process 
can not compel what would effectively be mergers of local railroads. 

41. Section 10.3.2 (Page 10-12) - For the Universal First Phase projects to be implemented, 
planning and sequencing must address the availability of sufficient railroad labor forces. 

42. Page 10-12, paragraph beginning, "Resolving these issues... " FRA should clarify the 
meaning of this statement regarding FRA's potential withholding of federal funding unless 
some new form of NEC governance is attained. 

Comments to Appendix Materials . 

43. Appendix 8.5 - The service intervals and the times that have been provided by the study 
assume very aggressive train timings and seem to have been created with little regard to 
the current schedules or service patterns that are in place. Our major concern is 
contained on page 21 where the concept of through-running is stated to enhance 

. throughput. This concept has been studied and has shown to actually reduce capacity in 
the PSNY environment. While ,one would think intuitively that trains could just continue in 
their arrival direction (New Jersey to Long Island is the stated example), it is reality that a 
number of things need to happen at the platform that in every case relates to increased 
station dwell. Increasing any dwell on a platform in PSNY has a negative effect on 
performance. We are concerned that an opinion like this could influence public opinion 
when it is not based in a realistic perspective. 

44. Simplified Operations (Appendix 8.5 Page 22): All timetables and schedules are 
coordinated for all 3 carriers at Penn Station. The concept of"Simplifying Operations" 
while adding service does not have historical precedent, rather the opposite has been 
observed. 

45. Various Models (Appendix 8.5 pages 25 -	 28): While I understand that certain 
assumptions have to be made I'm not sure that the conclusions drawn are accurate. For 
example, Appendix 8.5 Table 12 on page 46 indicates that a NYC - Nassau 
Ronkonkoma - New Haven route would result in 6.6M riders per year while the existing 
NYC - New Rochelle - Stamford would accommodate 4.4M riders per year. Furthermore 
when those numbers are broken down it is a comparison of 18,082 riders/day compared 
to 12,055 riders/day - are the projections of 6,000 riders/day worth the investment? 

46. Table 10 (Appendix 8.5 page 45): is the 10 minute travel time estimate from
 
Ronkonkoma to Stamford realistic?
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47. While estimates were provided for the Capital costs for each of the alternatives there are 
no comparative estimates for the cost to Operate and maintain this level of service and 
infrastructure. 

48. We fully agree that the infrastructure has to be brought to a State of Good Repair which is 
mentioned in the "No Action" Alternative. 

49. While obvious, the study goes out of the way to make the case for Gateway. 

50. We fully support two additional East River Tunnels (Alternative 3). 

51. It is assumed that a Diesel Locomotive only pulls four coaches. That isn't accurate. (page 
19 of the Technical Memorandum) 

52. Also, one of the premises assumed is that all equipment is "interoperable" - We suggest 
just getting to that point would require a major investment. Likewise, a consistent AC 
power specification for all future NEC work would be a major step to promoting 
interoperable equipment. 
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NAIOP
 
COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE 
OfVEtOPMfNi ASSOCIA,i'ON 

One Regency Dr. 

P.O. Box 30 

Bloomfield, CT 06002 

January 28, 2016 

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea 
U.S.DOT Federal Railroad Administration 

One Bowling Green, Suite 429 

New York, NY 10004 

RE: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft EIS Alternatives 1-3 

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea: 

The Board of Directors ofNAIOP's Connecticut & Suburban New York Chapter (NAIOP CT & 

Sub NY), has reviewed the Draft NEC Tier 1 EIS. It is an impressive, informative body of work. 

Our local NAIOP (Commercial Developers Real Estate Association) respectfully submits our 

comments for your consideration. We encourage the FRA to proceed immediately identifying a 
preferred alternative and following through as soon as possible with a Service Development Plan. 
If Connecticut is going to participate in the 7 million population increase through 2040, the 

Universal First Phase needs to be implemented as soon as possible to bring the New Haven Line 

(NHL) portion of the NEC up to a "state of good repair." 

The NHL is in such a poor state of repair and so congested that rider times are increasing (see 
Minutes Matter published by the Business Council of Fairfield County, January 2016). The 
absence of sufficient state and federal funding to participate in its repair\increased capacity 

(adding rails) and the current long repair period to bring it up to a "state-of-good-~epair" will 

undoubtedly "continue" to increase both rider times and unplanned, often catastrophic service 

disruptions. The NHL is at capacity and congested ("Getting Back of Track" Regional Plan 

Association, January 2014 at www.rpa.org). Without swift action to implement the Universal 
First Phase along the NEC, including the NHL, communities and real estate markets along the 
NHLface: 

•	 Losses in business development, 

•	 Reduced desirability of housing stock and office buildings in towns and cities along the 
NHL, and 

•	 Foregone population growth and real estate values. 



NAIOP -Connecticut & Suburban New York Chapter 
Tier 1 Draft EIS Comments\ US DOT-FRA 
January 28, 2016 

Page 2 of 5 

NAIOP CT & Sub NY members want the benefit of bringing the NHL up to a state-of-good 

repair. Implementation of high-speed intercity and faster regional rail service will benefit greatly 
from the population and economic development created by quick implementation of the Universal 
First Phase. That said, we are extremely concerned that the FRA's EIS process and its next step, 
preparing the Service Development Plan (Tier 1 Draft EIS P 10-1) not delay funding and work 
necessary to bring the NHL up to a good-state-of-repair. Please proceed speedily to implement a 
"Preferred Alternative." 

While the EIS purpose is to provide information for selecting a "Preferred Alternative" for both 
regional and high-speed inter-city rail service along the entire NEC, our comments address 
primarily the New York to Hartford routes. In our opinion the preferred alternative, by all 
measures, is Alternative-3 using the New Rochelle-Stamford-New Haven route to Hartford. This 
combination of "alternative and route" provides the necessary comprehensive rail services and 

access to ridership in place along the New York to Hartford portion of the NEC. 

Comments· Speed Train Routes: 
There is an important typographical error that misstates the Alternative-3 fastest travel time from 
Washington, D.C., to Boston on page 4-42; Section 4.5.4. The Intercity-Express travel time from 
Washington, D.C. to Boston is incorrectly stated as 5 hours 10 minutes. Obviously if the average 
decrease from the No Action Alternative is 2 hours 55 minutes and the No Action Alternative 

travel time is 6 hours 15 minutes, then the correct Alternative-3 travel time is 3 hours 20 minutes. 

Alternative -3: NAIOP SubNY&CT's Preferred Intercity Route 
Intercity routes that by-pass Stamford and Norwalk undermine economic developments underway 
in those cities, appear to be inconsistent with the State Plan of Conservation and Development 
and are contrary to the long-term investment priorities stated in the Regional Plan Association's 
(RPA) New Haven Line Plan (see "Getting Back on Track," Unlocking the Full Potential of the 
New Haven Line, January 2014 at www.rpa.org) 

Not White Plains-Danbury Route 
The excess time necessary to construct over 55 miles of tunnels for the White Plains- Danbury 
route under Alternative 3 appear to make that route unrealistic. A likely material impediment to 
this route will be the time lost to eminent domain cases moving through the courts, postponing the 
"taking" of right-of-way (ROW) and ruinously delaying construction of that scope. The 

unrelenting 7-million increase in population through 2040 requires a more logical and defendable 
route. 
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NAIOP -Connecticut & Suburban New York Chapter 

Tier 1 Draft EIS Comments\ US DOT-FRA 
January 28, 2016 

Page 3 of 5 

Not Ronkonkoma-New Haven Route 
For same reason the Ronkonkoma-New Haven-Meriden route (still Alternative -3) is an equally 
inappropriate solution to meet the FRA's stated objectives to serve the anticipated 7 million 

population increase by 2040. Also the potential for environmental disruption and the huge cost of 

constructing and maintaining a tunnel under Long Island Sound make the Ronkonkoma-New 
Haven-Meriden route as untenable as the White Palins-Danbury route. 

Favored New Rochelle-Stamford-New Haven Route 

The New Rochelle-Stamford-New Haven route in Alternative 3 is the most realistic, achievable 
route and will certainly be the fastest way to implement an Inter-city speed train and regional rail 
services "necessary" to serve the NEC population anticipated to increase by 7 million people by 

2040. This route also has access to the largest concentration of potential riders and, thus, the 
largest source of tickets purchase to best financially support both regional and Inter-city services 
along the entire NEC. Why? Because transfers are readily available from local commuter New 
Haven Line stations. 

Unlike the other Alternative-3 routes, the New Rochelle Stamford-New Haven Route is consistent 

with economic developments underway in Stamford and Norwalk and consistent with the RPA's 
well thought-out, specific proposals in its 2014 report "Getting Back on Track." 

Questions: 
•	 Universal First Phase - There are many old stationary and moveable rail overpasses to be 

replaced on the NHL that are currently not funded in the foreseeable future. These types of 
repairs are included as "required" improvements in each of the Three Action Alternatives. 

Yet the Universal First Phase names these types of improvements in Sec. 10.2 as 
"required" to implement any of the three Action Alternatives. 

o	 To what extent are non-FRA design\construction plans and budgets prepared that 
can be incorporated in the Preferred Alternative and, the next step, the Service 
Development Plan? 

o	 In January 2014 the RPA released a New Haven Line Plan, including an 
"Emergency Action Plan" citing seven recommended investments estimated to 

cost $3.6 Billion in addition to budgeted funding through 2020. Should such plans 
for segments along the NEC be adopted and referenced to further document terms 
like "Universal First Phase" and "State of Good Repair?" 

o	 According to the RPA, the Hell Gate bridge and access to Penn Station should be 
used to add capacity (more trains) to service NHL commuters. Using longer trains 
into Grand Central Station will not meet ridership demands. Is use of Penn Station 
to add capacity to the NHL included in the Universal First Phase? 
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NAIOP -Connecticut & Suburban New York Chapter 

Tier 1 Draft EIS Comments\ US DOT-FRA 

January 28, 2016 
Page 4 of 5 

•	 How much additional ROW will be necessary along the New Haven Line? How does the 
number and complexity of "taking" of ROW along the ROW compare to "taking" of 
ROW on proposed routes through Danbury (55-mile tunnel) and Ronkonkoma (tunnel 

under Long Island Sound)? Ruinous litigation is a high risk to project success. 

•	 How legitimate will eminent domain cases ("acquisitions") be in the courts? ROW 
"expansions" will likely have a better chance of success than taking copious amounts of 
"new" ROW on entirely new routes. Where ROW expansion is necessary, takings along 
the New Rochelle-Stamford-New Haven route in Alternative-3 have the most promising 

chance of timely success. Taking for new ROW tied to an improbable 55-mile tunnel 
construction (Alternate-3, White Plains-Danbury Route) willlike1y have a low chance of 

success in the courts. 

•	 Assuming the New Rochelle- Stamford-New Haven route is the in Preferred Alternative, 
what improvements are within, and which are outside of, existing rail and 1-95 ROW? 

o	 What impact will such rail use of highway ROW have on proposed improvements 

to 1-95? 

•	 Can you describe the terms aerial structure, embankment, trench and tunnel as proposed 
on the NHL in locations shown on maps in Appendix A, Mapping Atlas. Many are 
proposed on the NHL. 

o	 Please provide examples of such structures, where they are currently being used 
and what firms designed and built them. 

o	 How would "aerial structures" impact underlying stations and highways? 

Ride Time, Occupancy, Value, Jobs 
Timing is critical to bring the New Haven Line portion of the NEC up to a State of Good Repair 
for these additional reasons not stated in the EIS: 

•	 Ridership times on the NHL have a large impact on office buildings ability to achieve high 
occupancy. Most suburban "office" buildings with a 15 minute "shuttle-bus" ride from 

NHL commuter rail stations were constructed 25 -35 years ago, designed for densities of 4 
to 5 persons per 1,OOO-sq. ft. and zoned for parking at the old ratio of 2.5 to 3 spaces per 
1,000 SF. 

•	 Landlords are forced to rely on commuters to maximize occupancy. Today and 
increasingly in the future, tenants sign leases at densities of 5 to 6 persons per 1,000-sf. 
The inadequate old-ratio parking supply is quickly absorbed. Parking supply consumed 
by today's high density tenants can effectively limit the occupancy of a building and 
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NAIOP -Connecticut & Suburban New York Chapter 
Tier 1 Draft EIS Comments\ US DOT-FRA 
January 28, 2016 

Page 5 of 5 

reduce its value. There is no room in the parking lot for the last tenant, unless the tenant 

mix contains numerous employees who ride the train. 

•	 Buildings accessible to a millenniallabor pool can, therefore, achieve higher occupancies 

AND accommodate high density work spaces. Millennial employees need fewer parking 
spaces, but demand reliable access to trains and typically won't tolerate one-way 
commutes exceeding 45 minutes. 

•	 Given the increasing travel time on the New Haven Line (see Minutes Matter published by 
the Business Council of Fairfield County, January 2016), many office buildings along the 

NHL risk being pushed outside the 45-minute commuter envelope. As rail travel times 

increase, access to labor pools declines and buildings suffer slowly increasing vacancy and 
value decline. 

•	 As rider times on Metro North\New Haven Line increase, millennial workers and the 
firms they work for (tenants) refuse to occupy buildings too far from train stations. At 45 
minutes total one-way commute, the landlord's shuttle bus is ineffective. Jobs are lost. 

Hence it is crucial to accelerate the work to bring the New Haven Line to a State of Good Repair 
as soon as possible. Declining ridership and longer ride times threaten every office and apartment 
building along the New Haven Line with declining occupancy and slowly declining property 
value. Towns and cities suffer reduced ability to attract jobs. These conditions behoove the FRA 
to quickly identify the Preferred Alternative and move the next step, Service Develop Plan, 
toward implementing the Universal First Step and bringing the New Haven Line to a state-of
good-repair. 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the NAJOP Connecticut and Suburban New York Chapter, 

IL/~ 
John Stoddard, Project Chairman & 

Member Board of Directors 
Vice President, Jones Lang LaSalle 
100 First Stamford Place, Suite 201 
Stamford, CT 06902 
John.Stoddard@am.JLL.com 
Direct 203 705 2225 Mobile 203 918 5245 
www.us.joneslanglasalle.com 
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Jon Cohen, President & 

Member Board of Directors 
President, J.Forrest Development 
1200 High Ridge Road, 2nd floor 
Stamford, CT 06905 
Jon@jforrestdevelopment.com 
(203) 842-8981 
www.JForrestDevelopment.com
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VISIT T 203 777 8550 
800332 SfAY (7829) 

F 203 782 7755NEW HAVEN 
www.visitNewHaven.com
 

545 Long Wharf Drive, 4th Floor, New Haven, Cf 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 FAA'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 over 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 Corridor in Connecticut and introduce any and all new service on this shoreline route. In other words, do not analyze 
an inland route, which would bypass three of Connecticut's major economic centers - Stamford, Bridgeport and New Haven. 
Moving people in and out of New Haven on state-of-the-art rail systems is too important for us and for 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, ( fh. 7 ( , 

aJv~~Jlca1wvV~-
arbara Malmberg ~ Director of Marketing ~
 

Visit New Haven
 
545 Long Wharf Drive, 4th Floor
 
New Haven, Cf 06511
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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 

SUB"IECT: NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

On behalf of the City of New London I 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 more taxable land without maximum annual compensation in 
lieu of taxes. 

Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer 



NEC Future 
USDOT, Federal Railroad Administration 
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Page 2 

Additionally, t~le 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 agqin we are concerned that 
if constructed, it could result in less regional trains running along t~le 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 t~le 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.1. 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, 

/J!l.I',of)) £p~ 
J'6~~ssero 
Mayor 



515 North Avenue Phone: (914) 654-2140 
New Rochelle, NY 10801 FAX: (914) 654-2174 

Charles B. Sfrome, III 
City Manager 

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 Corridor 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 bringing 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 private 
vehicles in an area with already congested highways and bridges. 

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

Sincerely Yours, 

ad.~· 
Charles B. Strome, III 
City Manager 
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