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: Representative Joe Courtney

: Governor Dannel Malloy

: Sarah Feinberg, Administrator FRA

: Rebecca Reyes-Alicea, Program Manager NEC Future

: James D. Redeker, Chairman NE Corridor Commission, Commissioner Connecticut DOT
: CT State Senator Paul Formica

: CT State Representative Devin Carney

: Old Lyme First Selectwoman Bonnie Reemsnyder









NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2996 DETAIL ]

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Patrick
Last Name : Foye

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

February 16, 2016

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Federal Railroad Administration's NEC Future Tier |
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Attached is a joint comment by Amtrak, NJ Transit, and the Port
Authority of NY & NJ. We look forward to continued participation and dialogue in NEC Future process.

Respectfully,

Patrick J. Foye
Executive Director
Port Authority of NY & NJ

Stephen Gardner
Executive Vice President NEC Business Development
Amtrak

Dennis Martin
Iinterim Executive Director
NJ Transit

NOTICE: THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHMENTS CONTAIN INFORMATION FROM THE PORT
AUTHORITY OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY AND AFFILIATES. IF YOU BELIEVE YOU HAVE
RECEIVED THIS E-MAIL IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY THE SENDER IMMEDIATELY, PERMANENTLY

DELETE THIS E-MAIL (ALONG WITH ANY ATTACHMENTS), AND DESTROY ANY PRINTOUTS.
Attachments : NEC DEIS comments 02-16-16 PANYNJ Amtrak NJT.pdf (72 kb)



JOINT STATEMENT OF AMTRAK, NEW JERSEY TRANSIT, AND THE PORT
AUTHORITY OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY ON THE NEC FUTURE TIER ONE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

February 16, 2016

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Federal Railroad Administration’s
NEC Future Tier I Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). NEC Future is a milestone
initiative that recognizes the stewardship role of the federal government in the management and
improvement of a strategic transportation and economic asset. This effort has the potential to
mobilize the intergovernmental and public-private partnerships essential to preserving and
modernizing the passenger rail services that depend on the Northeast Corridor (NEC).

The NEC between Newark, NJ and New York City serves as the fulcrum for Amtrak NEC and
national network services operating east of Chicago and the anchor for metropolitan commuter
rail services. Penn Station New York (PSNY) serves approximately 650,000 rail passenger and
transit trips per day. Reliable access is vital to maintaining the economic vitality of the region
and the entire Northeast.

New Jersey and New York State’s elected leadership recognized their role in sustaining this
infrastructure when they announced on November 12, 2015 a partnership with the federal
government and Amtrak to preserve this critical transportation corridor, and other major pieces
of critical infrastructure. New York Governor Andrew M. Cuomo, New Jersey Governor Chris
Christie, New York Senator Charles Schumer, and New Jersey Senator Cory Booker joined
Amtrak Board Chairman Anthony Coscia to outline a framework under which the these entities
would establish a Gateway Development Corporation under the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey. The new entity would lead the NY/NJ regional effort to repair critical portions of
NEC infrastructure east of Newark Penn Station and leading to PSNY. This framework promises
a new level of coordinated planning and investment among the region’s transportation agencies,
Amtrak, and the federal government to expedite preserving and improving this critical
transportation infrastructure. Since the announcement, the partners have been working to put the
new entity and its governance structure in place.

A key priority for this partnership effort is to advance the Hudson Tunnel Project, which
addresses the imperative to sustain the existing level of commuter rail and intercity passenger
service across the Hudson River to and from PSNY. The existing Amtrak tunnels, which serve
approximately 200,000 passenger trips per day, are 106 years old and were severely damaged by
Superstorm Sandy. Any extended disruption of commuter rail and Amtrak service would have
enormous environmental and economic impact in the greater metropolitan area and beyond. This
past summer, disruption of rail service via the tunnel for four out of five days in a single week
provided a vivid demonstration of the essential role this fragile connection plays in the regional
transportation system and a confirmation that the degradation of the system due to Superstorm
Sandy’s impact continues. The proposed Hudson Tunnel Project scope includes two new tracks
in new tubes under the river connected to the existing NEC tracks in New Jersey and the existing



PSNY track and platform complex, with their completion allowing for the two existing rail tubes
to be taken off-line in succession for repair. Until this multi-year effort can be completed, current
levels of passenger rail service via the existing Hudson Tunnel will remain vulnerable to
disruption from continued deterioration and future events such as severe weather (e.g.
hurricanes, flooding).

The NEC Future DEIS recognizes the Hudson Tunnel Project as a “Universal First Phase
Project”. The Hudson Tunnel Project is, in fact, currently the subject of a separate environmental
process led by the Federal Railroad Administration which is urgently going forward in advance
of the completion of the NEC Future work.

Another NEC Future Universal First Phase Project is the replacement of the Portal Bridge.
Through a recently announced grant from USDOT, early action construction activities are
planned to begin shortly.

The States, Amtrak, and federal officials have forged an extraordinary partnership to address the
trans-Hudson tunnel crisis and the NEC east of Penn Station Newark and leading to PSNY. We
are confident that the Federal Railroad Administration, even while it advances the visionary
work of the NEC Future planning process, recognizes these critical needs and will facilitate
expeditious approval and priority federal funding and financing participation in the Hudson
Tunnel Project and the full build out of a new Portal Bridge.

Our agencies will continue to participate individually in the NEC Future process, but together we
urge you to reject the No Action alternative, which will stifle the regional economy and cause
significant environmental impact.

Thank you for your consideration.

Patrick J. Foye
Executive Director
Port Authority of NY & NJ

Stephen Gardner
Executive Vice President NEC Business Development
Amtrak

Dennis Martin
Interim Executive Director
NJ Transit



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1935 DETAIL

Status : [
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : melinda

Last Name : Papowitz

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

‘I 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.”



The next speaker is Al Papp.

MR. PAPP: Thank you, Ruby, for allowing me to address
the NEC future committee this afternoon. Let me introduce myself for those of you
who don't know me. I'm Albert L. Papp Junior. I'm immediate past Vice Chair of
Legislative Policy and Strategy for the National Association of Railroad Passengers,
headquartered in Washington, D.C., and immediate past president of the New Jersey
Association of Rail Passengers, about three hundred people that are concerned with New
Jersey and New Jersey Transit rail ridership issues.

I'd like to address a few things this evening. We will be
submitting written testimony by January the 30th. I do want to commend the NEC
Future Study for including the famed fabled bypass around New London, Connecticut.
This was a 50 mile bypass originally instituted by the Volpe National Transportation
System Center in 1993 in their study to increase speeds between Boston and New York.
This 50 mile bypass had five alternative alignments around New London. The bottom
line of it all is it would have permitted on existing and new right-of-way a two and a half
hour trip time between New York and Boston. So that key line, which again, was
shown in one of the first slides we viewed this evening, it was a small line, but it's a
very, very key link in incrementally upgrading the existing former New York New
Haven and Hartford right-of-way.

About two or three weeks ago a CBS news exclusive was
the -- highlighted the -- one of the routes that went through Long Island. And it was
like they interviewed people on the street, and for the first time they were made aware of
a possible high speed rail right-of-way through Long Island. I'm sure that the Mineola
hearing is going to be very animated one. Again, they had no idea that this was one of
the alternatives being considered.

So let's look at infrastructure throughout the area. I've looked
at all of the alternatives, I've read it, I have the hard copy as well. And one thing that
did strike me that was not being considered is the use of joint utility rate-of-way.

Again, I've been active in the rail advocacy field since the
mid-1950s, during my Air Force career in California in the 1960s, and then continuing
here in New Jersey when I returned in 1971.

The one thing that struck me as an example, and this goes
back, and some of the rail historians here will note it, there was a Trenton fast line,
which was an inner urban line between the city of Newark, where we now reside, and
Trenton. Today it is used by public service enterprise high tension wires. That is a
straight line basically between Newark and Trenton. It could be used for high speed
rail, rather than trying to disrupt communities with placing existing tracks along the
existing NEC right-of-way. You're going to meet with great public indignation, and not
necessarily a positive reaction if you tell them there'll be trains running through
Metuchen or Edison or New Brunswick or Trenton at 200 miles an hour. Better to
select alternate right-of-ways that won't necessarily interfere with or impact on local
communities.

In that regard, if you have ridden -- I have -- high speed rails
in Europe, most countries in Europe, the line is an example between Cologne and
Frankfurt was built along the A3 autobahn. They used a joint right-of-way with an
already existing high speed road. In Italy, between Florence and Rome, I've ridden in



the cab at -- to 150 miles an hour, this line too parallels an existing Autostrade. And I
would -- I would strongly urge that the NEC future consultants take a look at what
alternative electric utility and/or road rights-of-way, interstate rights-of-way, turnpike
rights-of-way could be used, rather than trying to Siamese a high speed line in with an
already existing one.

Again, equipment is going to be of great concern as well.
Another speaker had mentioned tilt body equipment. I could go back to the 1950s and
look at what the New York New Haven and Hartford proposed, low slung, tilt body,
articulated trains. It's always been different north of New York.

I want to commend Governor Florio for mentioning the
public-private partnerships, because I think that's really the key to accelerating the
implementation of a high speed network.

I do also want to mention that on January 6th Governor
Cuomo, a Democrat, governor of New York, suggested a $3 billion overhaul and
renovation of New York Penn Station.

But the key to this all is it wouldn't be done with Amtrak
money. It would be a public-private partnership where the state wouldn't have to put
very much up. The only public moneys, government moneys that was mentioned was a
$325 million contribution from Washington. But they feel that this could be paid for by
commercial enterprises within a rebuilt existing Penn Station, as well as the Moynihan
Station. It's a three phase project, Moynihan, existing Penn, and the third would be a
connection between the two stations under Eighth Avenue. And along that corridor
would be placed many commercial type businesses, and that they would supply enough
money to make this happen. On January 7th they announced that there be an RFP, and
they expect a return in 90 days. Once construction is started, within two or three years
this renovation would be complete.

One final comment. The Texas Central Railroad between --
proposed between Dallas and Houston is being looked at as a turnkey with the Central
Railroad of Japan, the J&R Central, doing the complete design, engineering and build.
It's a design-build system. It isn't being done by Texas, it's not being done by
Washington. It's going to be a turnkey. And they too hope that revenues collected
from this high speed train would be sufficient not only for operations -- pay for
operations, but also make a giant if not a complete contribution to the physical
infrastructure. So certainly let's look at alternative rights-of-way. Let's also look at
alternative financing options.

And [ thank you very much.

THE MODERATOR: Thank you. Thanks, Al



}NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2760 DETAIL

Status : (pAsiion Gemploted

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Frank
Last Name : Pappalardo

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Alternative 1 is a disastrous option and would destroy the town of Old Lyme. | believe it is poorly conceived and
was prepared without any input form the communities it would affect. | am vehemently oppose to Alternate 1



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #333 DETAIL ]

Status :

Record Date : 1/27/2016
First Name : Brian
Last Name : Paradine

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

We recognize the need for improved rail transportation on Lon Island, especially when the link to the East side
of Manhattan comes to fruition. We also understand the third track along the main line from Floral Park is
necessary to handle the expected rail traffic. But a rail line through Garden City, Eisenhower Park , Westbury
and Levittown is unimaginable. It would tear the fabric of suburban L.1. life and change the way of life for not
only those towns where a projected line might pass but the entire Island. Please take this option off the table.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1649 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Angela
Last Name : Paradis

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Old Lyme and the many historic buildings are a treasure to Connecticut's shoreline. Please respectfully
reconsider running a train line through this quaint community, which has many tourist destinations. Thank you.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1114 DETAIL

Status : [ 4

Record Date : 2/12/2016
First Name : Edward
Last Name : Parberry

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please seek and follow the advice of our Congressman, Joe Courtney, in pursuing your program, NEC
FUTURE. He knows better than most how to make progress with the least adverse side effects.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2245 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Tony
Last Name : Parilio

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

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



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1770 DETAIL

Status : L
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : EUNA
Last Name : PARK

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 #1516 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Ann
Last Name : Parkinson

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| can,t begin to understand how consideration would be given to the tier 1 environmental impact statement. first
it would destroy a outstanding historic district that includes the Florence Griswold Museum, the Lyme Art
Academy,and man y historic houses. As | see it no thought was given to this plan It kid as though some
bureaucrat was tod to create a plan without doing their homework. | am also stunned by the lack of information
given out earlier. It as though was to get it by those effected before they could do anything about it.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2364 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Melissa
Last Name : Parks

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 #1403 DETAIL

Status : {chtion Carpleted

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Kathryn
Last Name : Parmelee

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Seems really absurd to go through an Historic District. .can't imagine what would make that feasible option..



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #934 DETAIL

Status : #Action Completed,

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Susan
Last Name : Parodi

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This will devastate our landscape and conservation efforts of a historically and environmentally rich town. The
impact will be far reaching and vehemently opposed. This is an outrage to even propose to construct this
through our community, through the our nature preserves. People have worked hard for many years to
preserve the integrity of our community, please do not devastate us.
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The next speaker is Carl Perrara.

Carl.

MR. PERRARA: Hi. My name is Carl Perrara. I'm a member
of the Queens Public Transit Committee.

We recently learned about the NEC project just only a few
days ago. And right now we're reviewing it and we'll try to
submit comments by the end of the month.

But what we're sort of in favor of —-- of something similar
to Alternative 3 but we want to make some better recommendations
to improve upon it and to have less community opposition. There
are other routes that could be taken to connect the communities
to get them -- we're looking at it. We'll try to have comments
by the end of the month.

Thank you.

THE MODERATOR: Well, thank you very much, Carl.

And this is a good time just to remind everybody that you
have until January 30th to submit your comments so it's a good
thing to keep in mind.

All right.

Carl, was very speedy.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2099 DETAIL

Status )

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Rebecca
Last Name : Parry

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 #2505 DETAIL

Status : SEEnGNg 3
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Amanda
Last Name : Pasay

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, as well as endanger the federally protected
areas of the Connecticut River Estuary.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2975 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Mario
Last Name : Pasquini

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

It's difficult to comment intelligently without a detail map and sufficient time to analyze the cost benefit of such a
plan. As a resident of Milford with a sailboat docked in the harbor any change that would severely alter the
Milford way of life of peace and quiet of a rural pastoral town and thereby lose the value in our homes is
unacceptable



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2935 DETAIL ]

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Robert
Last Name : Passoni

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

NO, NO, NO, NOT WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE RESIDENTS OF THE CITIES AND TOWNS AFFECTED
BY THIS EXPENSIVE AND SENSELESS PLAN. A PLAN THAT WILL ONLY SHORTEN THE TRIP TIME
FROM D.C. TO BOSTON BY 1/2 HOUR?? WHAT AN INCREDIBLE WASTE OF TAX PAYER $$$$33$$$$$.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1526 DETAIL

Status : —

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Kathleen
Last Name : Pastel

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

As properties owners in old Lyme we are outraged that the FRA has proceeded on this proposal in a rather
secretive matter. The idea of building a rail road thru this historic,envirionmentaly sensitive.region is nothing
short of outrageous..ALtenative one should be taken off the table.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #524 DETAIL

Status : Agtion; Compieted
Record Date : 2/3/2016

First Name : Anthony

Last Name : Patelunas

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

The railway from Hartford to Providence via Storrs, CT is essential to the growth of eastern CT. The University
of Connecticut is a premiere public research institution with campuses in Storrs, Hartford, and Farmington. By
providing easy public transportation between Providence and Hartford via Storrs, a stronger link can be made
between major research centers which will drive innovation and business growth in eastern ct.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1851 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016

First Name : Raghavender reddy
Last Name : Patlolla

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 #1052 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/12/2016
First Name : Jo Anna
Last Name : Lutmerding

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

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

Washington D.C. 20240

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

Dear Ms. Braegelmann;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and prairie warbler.

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

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

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

Feasible and less destructive alternatives to incising a wildlife refuge

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



Sincerely,

Jo Anna Lutmerding

Supervisory Biologist / Encounter Data Manager
Bird Banding Laboratory

Patuxent Wildlife Research Center

12100 Beech Forest Rd

Laurel, MD 20708

301-497-5940

jlutmerding@usgs.gov



lNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2358 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Marie
Last Name : Paulis

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. | believe alternative routes would make more
sense and be less intrusive on existing infrastructure.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #566 DETAIL

Status : “Acion Compielsd

Record Date : 2/5/2016
First Name : Barney
Last Name : Heath

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

NEC FUTURE

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

One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

Please see attached comments from the cities of Pawtucket and Central Falls, Rhode Island.

Barney S. Heath, Director

Department of Planning & Redevelopment
City of Pawtucket

137 Rooseveit Avenue

Pawtucket, Rl 02860

(401) 728-0500, ext. 440

[cid:image001.png@01DOAFEC.73A2DBEQ]

Attachments : NECFutureComment.pdf (233 kb)



= Pawtucket

-3 SO TR BT OO

Clty of Pawtucket Mayor's Offlce City of Central Falls Mayor’s Offlce
February 4, 2016

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

Northeast Corridor Future

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

SUBJECT: Tier 1 Draft EIS - Alternatives Report
Dear Ms, Reyes-Alicea:

We are writing with respect to the recent Tier 1 Draft EIS Alternatives Report for the
Northeast Corridor Future.

As the Mayors of the City of Pawtucket (population 71,246) and Central Falls, RI (population
19,328) and representing a community that has invested a substantial amount of time,
energy and resources in efforts to establish a commuter rail station on the NEC, we would
ask that the following comments be taken into consideration:

e Table 7 NEC Population Forecasts does not accurately reflect the Providence MSA
catchment area, which has a population of 1,609,000 (2014 U.S. Census).

¢ Table 8 NEC Employment Forecasts does not square with the November 2015 Bureau
of Labor Statistics for the Providence MSA, which has the Providence MSA at 649,000
jobs.

e Providence, and by extension Pawtucket and Central Falls, should be, for the
population and employment levels to be served, the preferred high-speed route for
the Northeast Corridor Future Rail Investment.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. /

r ) T
Doimald R.zvrebien Jam iossa
\Mw of Pawtucket Mayor, City of Central Falls

CC: Steve Devine, Rhode Island Department of Transportation



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #671 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/10/2016
First Name : Priscilla
Last Name : Pazzano

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| travel from BWI to NYP frequently and am fairly satisfied with the service. However, the trains are often late.
There also has to be a better way of boarding trains at NYP other than the mad rush. This is stressful and
shouldn't be necessary. | support funding all improvements to the NEC and am willing to have my tax dollars
support these improvements.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #431 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 1/31/2016
First Name : Bruce
Last Name : Pearce

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

| would like to see a map of Old Lyme showing where
the pusposed rail line ran through town.

B. W. Pearce



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1915 DETAIL

Status : —

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : David
Last Name : Pease

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

As a former member of the Board of Trustees of the Lyme Academy College of Art, an artist and a long time
teacher of art (in Pennsylvania and Connecticut), | am writing to express my concern and opposition to any plan
which would necessitate running railway tracks near or through the Academy grounds. | believe something of
this nature is part of what is referred to as "Alternative 1" of the FRA'";s NE Corridor Futures proposal. | am
opposed to this plan.

Thank you for your consideration



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2148 DETAIL

Status : .
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Pauline
Last Name : Pecka

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.”



lNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1110 DETAIL

Status : L
Record Date : 2/12/2016
First Name : Ocean
Last Name : Pellett

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

No plan that cuts through a historic district is acceptable in my book. | am especially concerned about a plan
that would cut through Old Lyme CT; a small historic town on CT's eastern shore. Tracks already go south of
town, if you want to add another track next to the existing track that is a more reasonable plan in my mind;
destroying a historic district is not good for the town, the state or the railroad.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #83 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 12/22/2015
First Name : Joe

Last Name : Pelliccia

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| would like to support alternative 3 for future rail travel. Funding this (by an increased gas tax) meets not only
climate control goals but will also stimulate economic development in this region. Do it now!!!
Joseph and Patricia PellicciaAuburn Maine

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1289 DETAIL

Status : _

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Christian
Last Name : Peltenburg-Brechneff

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This proposal even though much needed is cruel to the Lyme community and would be very destructive to life
in this historical town. There has to be a better plan. Please



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1168 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Thomas
Last Name : Penfield

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Alt.# 1 would destroy a very large portion of the historical value of our town. Highly opposed to this alternative.
Highly in favor of upgrades to NE corridor rail without historic demolition.



lN_EC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2389 DETAIL

Status : ‘aelion Compietes

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Marilyn Jordan
Last Name : Taylor

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

From: Karyn Tufarolo [mailto:tufarolo@design.upenn.edu]

Sent: Monday, February 15, 2016 6:17 PM

To: Reyes-Alicea, Rebecca (FRA)

Cc: Marilyn Jordan Taylor; yaro@rpa.org; Kait Ellis

Subject: School of Design, Univ of Pennsylvania, Comment Ltr to FRA

Dear Rebecca Reyes-Alicea:

On behalf of the Dean's Office at the School of Design at the University of Pennsylvania, | am providing the
attached letter to you.

Dean Taylor, along with Professor of Practice Bob Yaro and his seminar students, have prepared comments for
you in response to the Draft EIS for Rail in the Northeast Corridor. | hope that their insights are productive in
your process. All of us at PennDesign thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Tier 1 DEIS
and offer our support as plans for the Northeast Corridor progress.

Thank you,
Karyn

Karyn Tufarolo

Associate Director for Faculty Affairs

PennDesign

University of Pennsylvania
tufarolo@design.upenn.edu<mailto:tufarolo@design.upenn.edu>
215.573.4123

[cid:image001.png@01CDCOEB.5FB0O75E0]

Attachments : PennDesign Comments on the Draft NEC Future Report_021516.pdf (236 kb)



PennDesign

Marilyn Jordan Taylor
Dean and Paley Professor

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

Northeast Corridor Program Manager
USDOT, Federal Railroad Administration
Office of Railroad Policy

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Washington, D.C. 20590

February 15, 2016

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft NEC Future Report.

First of all, we would like to thank you, your colleagues at FRA and your consultants for the fine
work you have done in developing this Draft Master Plan and Tier 1 EIS. Improving and
transforming the Northeast Rail Corridor (NEC) has been of enormous interest to us for many
years. As you may recall, PennDesign initiated discussions of NEC high-speed rail with our 2010
report on this subject, Making High Speed Rail Work in the Northeast Corridor, which was
presented to Vice President Biden, the FRA Administrator and other senior administration
officials and congressional leaders at the White House in the summer of 2010.

We strongly urge that the investments proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2 to
bring the whole corridor to a state of good repair and eliminate bottlenecks should
be recommended in the Final NEC Future Master document. In addition, we
believe that the Alternative 3 investments in both the NY-DC and NY-Boston
sections, which would create world-class HSR the length of the corridor, should be
recommended in the Final Master Plan and Tier 1 EIS. This will provide the
broadest Tier 1 "envelope" within which future planning and development can
proceed for transformational investments in the entire NEC.

In 2004, PennDesign identified the emergence of 11 megaregions across the United States and
proposed that high-speed rail (HSR) links be built as the mode of choice in several of these
places to promote economic synergies between their component metropolitan areas. We have
been pleased to see USDOT incorporate this megaregion framework into its own strategic
planning for the future of America's transportation system.

Since then PennDesign has also completed several additional reports on the economic benefits
that improvements in the NEC would provide to the Northeast Megaregion based on intensive
research into the experience that European and Asian megaregions have had in making
comparable investments in high-speed rail, and other higher-speed and high speed commuter
and inter-city rail services. Continuing this tradition, this spring second year planning students
at PennDesign have analyzed the NEC Future DEIS and have contributed to the comments in
this letter.
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The upshot from all of this work is that we strongly urge that investments in the NEC be
planned and evaluated as much for their transformational economic development benefits as for
their transportation benefits. Our research on Northeast rail improvements and comparable
projects in other megaregions around the world over the past dozen years leads us to believe
that a bold investment in world-class high-speed rail and improved conventional inter-city and
commuter rail service in the NEC would have a transformational impact on the economic
competitiveness, quality of life and mobility for more than 50 million residents of the Northeast
Megaregion. We also believe that development of high-speed rail and improved inter-city and
commuter rail in the NEC would provide a foundation for the Northeast's continued growth and
prosperity through the 21st century. For this reason we have a special interest in seeing that
NEC Future advances the opportunity to accelerate investments in the NEC that lead to high-
speed intercity and commuter rail service, as well as improved conventional intercity and
commuter rail service for the entire Boston - Washington corridor.

We believe that the experience of the UK's HS2 high-speed rail line between London and
Manchester is especially relevant to planning for the NEC. Both projects are approximately 475
miles in length and serve comparable populations and economies. In 2010 we brought our NEC
studio (and a team of advisors including then USDOT Assistant Secretary Polly Trottenberg and
FRA Deputy Administrator Karen Rae) to London to meet with high level decision makers,
including UK Transport Secretary Lord Anthony Adonis, during the week the decision was made
to proceed with this $65 billion project. The planning rationale for this project was based both
on its direct transportation benefits and for its ability to transform the economy of the Midlands
and North of England regions, by strengthening their economic links to London and the
Southeast.

We believe similar benefits would be experienced in the Northeast Megaregion, where HSR and
improved inter-city and commuter rail services would create significant agglomeration effects,
and integrate labor and housing markets across the Northeast. If this investment were made,
weak market cities like Baltimore, New Haven and Providence would be brought into the
economic orbit of strong market cities, including Boston, New York and DC, to the benefit of all.
We understand that these benefits are not easily modeled, but nonetheless they should be
estimated and incorporated into the NEC Future analysis and its assessment of benefit streams
that would result from investments in the NEC.

We have additional comments on the draft document, which are summarized below:

Economic development

The DEIS states that economic growth is dependent upon connectivity and access to large and
diversified labor markets (agglomeration economies). These two things — connectivity and
agglomeration economies — provide greater accessibility for workers, employers, and non-
business travelers to larger and diversified markets and commercial and leisure centers, as well
as potential for development around stations. As noted above, cities all over the world, such as
London and Tokyo, have experienced explosive productivity and synergistic development from
significant rail investment that has launched them onto the global stage. With the right
investments in NEC rail the Northeast Megaregion now has an historic opportunity to achieve
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similar benefits. For this reason, consideration of the broader regional and local economic
benefits that rail investments could produce should be at the heart of the NEC Future analysis.

There are ways that the DEIS could integrate the economic development benefits into the range
of alternatives as they move forward. In particular, there must be mention of the struggling
small- to medium-sized markets that stand to gain the most from the from previously
unprecedented connectivity and agglomeration economies that robust investments in the
corridor would achieve. These benefit extend not only to underperforming cities on the corridor
such as Baltimore, Bridgeport and New Haven, but within an hour's travel time of the project,
such as Harrisburg. (And other struggling mid-sized cities and regions, such as Hartford and
eastern Long Island, could be brought into the NEC corridor and its benefit streams if
alignments were chosen that would serve these markets.) Regional equity is an important
benefit of spreading infrastructure investment to slow growth or declining cities. In particular,
Alternative 3 suffers the most from omitting economic development when so much could be
gained, and has been gained in other high-speed rail projects across the world.

We urge that you review the extensive international research documenting the benefits of HSR
and higher speed commuter rail on similar places, including Sir Peter Hall's monographs on the
benefits that higher-speed commuter service had for more than a score of second tier UK cities
brought within an hour travel time of London. (Sir Peter participated in several UPenn NEC
research projects, until his death in 2014.)

Fares

For the Tier 1 DEIS, fares are used mostly as a placeholder since the level of analysis is zoomed
out. However, some important decisions are made about fare calculation that affect the viability
of the alternatives, and therefore the evaluation process. There are steps that the DEIS can take
to tweak these assumptions into a more reasonable place.

The Tier 1 DEIS assumes that fares for any rail system other than the No Build scenario will
have fares that are 30% lower than current Amtrak fares (which they note are too high to be
competitive). As it is understood that fares can play a decisive role in mode choice behavior for
the average user, the results of this assumption play a serious role. Therefore, we make two
recommendations for fares: first, to explicitly commit to a fare structure that would maximize
ridership within each alternative; and second, to assess the benefits that integrated fare media
would create, in which inter-city, commuter rail and local transit fare media would be
completely integrated across the Northeast, in much the same way that EZ-Pass has integrated
toll collection from Maine to Maryland. Intuitive user systems, such as the Oyster Card in
London or the Clipper Card in the San Francisco Bay area, integrate fares across different
systems. Shared fare systems not only speak to user experience, but also the project’s larger goal
of integration across the entire corridor.

With regard to pricing, other international high-speed rail systems, such as the AVE line (high-
speed rail) in Spain, provide a wide range of ticket and “class” options for their customers.
Amongst the business class options, fares are less than $50, making comfortable travel well
within the means of many. Japan's Shinkansen HSR trains and other international HSR systems
have three or more classes of service on every train, in much the same way that airlines price

102 Meyerson Hali 210 South 34th Street Philadelphia, PA 19104-6311
215.898.3425 mjtaylor@design.upenn.edu
www.design.upenn.edu
UNIVERSITY of PENNSYLVANIA



ﬁPennDesign

Marilyn Jordan Taylor
Dean and Paley Professor

seats. While first and business class passengers pay more for additional services and amenities,
most of the passengers on these services have coach seats providing minimal comfort but the
same reliable service and reduced travel times. In addition, many of these users have daily
weekly or monthly fare cards that allow for unreserved seating, increasing the convenience to
frequent users of these systems. We believe that creating similar fare systems in the NEC,
designed to maximize ridership, convenience and economic returns on the investment should be
incorporated into the DEIS ridership forecasts.

Ridership Model

The ridership forecasts for 2040 for the no-build scenario and the action alternatives are
integral to any evaluation. However, the forecasts for Alternative 3 are surprisingly low, showing
only a marginal improvement from a scenario without high-speed rail. High-speed service
would provide fundamental service differences related to speed, capacity, and additional
connections to key hubs. There are three main assumptions that pose significant challenges to
the forecasts, especially for Alternative 3.

Conservatism leads to inaccuracy
One of the faulty assumptions in the ridership model was the forecasts’ attempts to remain
“conservative,” which has enormous impacts on these forecasts:

e The authors should consider potential boosts in ridership as a result of improved
connectivity between Regional and Intercity services

e The authors should consider interrelatedness between the rail improvements,
changes in travel patterns, and economic development.

e Induced demand. Other HSR and high-speed commuter services have experienced
dramatic increases in induced demand, often way above ridership forecasts prepared
before these services were introduced. We believe that there would be similar
significant increases in demand for improved NEC services if they were created here.
These should be incorporated into ridership forecasts for Alternative 3 services.

These are crucial points, especially for Alternative 3, which maximizes these conditions and
therefore, ridership.

Misleading survey proxies
The ridership model utilized a survey to gauge users’ responses to the action alternatives.
However, several proxies were misleading, and therefore question, if not nullify, their results:

» Defining high-speed rail: participants were told that the high-speed rail proposed in
Alternative 3 is comparable to the existing Acela line. This is problematic because the
Acela train operates at speeds much lower than that of the high-speed service
proposed in Alternative 3. The difference is one of seventy miles per hour in
maximum speed. This makes it less likely for participants to say that they would
switch to Alternative 3, therefore underestimating the line’s potential ridership base.

¢ Survey design: the authors note that the stated preference portion of the survey may
not cover a wide enough range of service characteristics in the questionnaire to induce
mode-switching. According to traditional utility models, Alternative 3’s high-speed
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rail proposal provides the greatest utility compared to other alternatives, again
underestimating the benefits of Alternative 3.

Frequency saturation

In the mode choice section of the ridership model, the authors define a saturation point —
referred to as "Dampened Function of Frequency” — of fifty trains a day, stating that frequencies
greater than that decrease in importance in determining mode choice. The rationale that the
authors provide is that this transformation in the model induces the best model fit with existing
and past information. Again, this provision disproportionately impacts Alternative 3, as it
proposes the highest number of trains per day.

Unlike the two previous flaws in the ridership model, the reliance on the saturation point may
be justified (as per logit models and other mode choice models) that yield marginal benefits with
increases as you approach infinity. That said, it is the reliance upon past or existing information
as a means to fit the model that is faulty: the types of service and improvements in Alternative 3
would introduce a level of service new to the megaregion. This means that fitting the saturation
point to an incongruous past does not adequately reflect a reality where Alternative 3 exists.

Cost Estimates

The cost estimates for this project — and its three action alternatives — are understandably high,
but we find that the estimates skyrocket past what costs in similar projects have incurred in
other countries, or even for comparable projects in the US, such as the California HSR project.
Part of this comes from the phasing plan, which plans implementation over twenty or more
years. Phasing the project this way balloons to the cost estimates by losing efficiency of scale in
construction, significantly increasing the contingency costs, and adding to the risk of the
project. Additionally, the benefits — which will make this project many times worth the costs —
are highly discounted when pushed back twenty or more years. Costs are essential to
understanding and evaluating alternatives, and getting these lower — and more accurate to the
benefits that each scenario produces — can be done with a less drawn-out phasing plan.

Phasing and Alignments

The Tier 2 EIS and investments in the NY-DC section can proceed more rapidly simply because
there is broad agreement on what the alignment should be --since it is largely in the existing
right-of-way. But a more detailed investigation of preferred alignments for the NY-Boston
segment should also be conducted by FRA following a ROD on the NEC Future Tier 1 Master
Plan and EIS.

The final NEC Future report and ROD should support Alternative 3 investments in both the
New York - Washington and New York - Boston sections of the NEC. This will provide the
broadest Tier 1 "envelope” within which future planning and development can proceed for
transformational investments in the entire NEC.

However, before selecting a preferred alignment for the NY-Boston section of the NEC further
analysis of the alternative alignments should be conducted to determine:

a) what the impacts of placing two dedicated HSR tracks would be on commuter rail service in
the New Haven Line section of the corridor;
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b) what the benefits, costs and environmental and community impacts of the alternative
alignments between New York and New Haven, and New Haven and Boston would be; and

c¢) which of the three alternative alignments between New York City and New Haven (the
existing New Haven Line, the proposed Long Island / Long Island Sound Tunnel corridor, and
the Danbury / Waterbury corridor, would provide the greatest transportation and economic
development benefits, and have the least impact on the environment, communities and existing
rail services.

We believe that this more detailed analysis will confirm the merits of the Long Island / Long
Island Sound Tunnel alternative (which was originally proposed by PennDesign in 2010) over
the others, but await further analysis of its costs and benefits to confirm this belief. This
investment should be accompanied by strategic investments in the Hell Gate to New Haven
corridor to add capacity, reliability and reduced travel time in this section of the NEC. We also
believe that the proposed inland route from New Haven to Hartford and then to Providence
would be preferable to the coastal route, because of the benefits it will provide to greater
Hartford and because of the serious resilience and other concerns associated with the coastal
route. This "Figure 8" service was first proposed in our 2010 report, Making High-Speed Rail
Work in the Northeast Corridor.

We also share the concerns being expressed by Connecticut Shoreline East communities about
the severe adverse impact that adding tracks and service would have on the important historic
and environmental resources found in the coastal corridor between New Haven and Stonington.
This section of the NEC (as well as the proposed inland alternative corridor proposed for this
area in the Draft NEC Future document) includes several National Register districts, National
and State Wildlife Refuges, dozens of state and local conservation areas and thousands of acres
of inland and coastal wetlands and wildfowl habitat that would be adversely affected by the
addition of new tracks and other measures in this corridor. We are also concerned that this
route will be susceptible to more frequent flooding and erosion as sea levels rise and other
effects of climate change increase. These concerns add to our belief that it would be far
preferable for the NEC improvements to run from New Haven to Hartford and then on to
Providence.

For all these reasons, we believe that additional economic, environmental and transportation
service analyses will be required before we have all of the information needed to make a final
decision about the best alignment for this section of the New Haven - Boston section of the NEC.

We are also aware that it has been suggested that advancing HSR and other improvements in
the NY-DC portion of the NEC should be a higher priority because of the existing strong rail
market in this end of the corridor. We disagree, and instead we strongly believe that investing
in, and advancing HSR service in the NY - Boston section of the corridor will be equally
important since it would have the potential to transform the economies of the New England
states, and several economically distressed second-tier cities, including Bridgeport, New Haven,
Hartford and Providence. HSR and improved inter-city and commuter rail service in the
corridor and branch lines (including Connecticut's branch lines serving Danbury and
Waterbury, and other branch lines linking Springfield, Brattleboro, Worcester and Portland into
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the NEC) would pull these places into the metropolitan labor and housing markets of both NY
and Boston, and also promote synergies between the economies of these smaller cities.

For this reason be believe that a more detailed assessment of the alternative alignments in the
NY- Boston section of the NEC should become a high priority for FRA once a Record of Decision
has been achieved for the Tier 1 process. And then improvements in the NY - Boston section of
the corridor should be initiated simultaneously with investments in the NY - Washington
section of the corridor. This will also help shorten construction periods for the whole project,
which will also help reduce the project's overall cost.

Conclusion

The Tier 1 DEIS has taken the first, very important step in the process of envisioning the future
of the Northeast Corridor and the role of rail in its economic vitality. We understand NEPA’s
required conservatism and its inflexible and inappropriate framework, but this analysis needs to
be more robust and aimed at helping the region achieve its full potential, not just a small step to
achieve good repair and good services with today’s technologies. The possible benefits of this
project — which could transform the lives and livelihoods of millions of Northeast residents for
generations to come — must be included in the analysis. We thank you again for this opportunity
to provide comments on the Tier 1 DEIS and offer our sincerest support as plans for the
Northeast Corridor progress.

N N m()aw/

Marilyn Jordan Taylor, Dean and Paley Professor Robert D. Yaro, Professor of Practice

Sincerely,

2016 Megaproject Seminar, School of Design, University of Pennsylvania:

Lucia Artavia Laura Byer

Guanggo Gao Shayda Haghgoo
Evan Lieu Benjamin Nathan
Jared Patten George Shieferdecker
Diwen Shen Alma Siulagi
Jacqueline Slaby Kristina Yang
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION February 1, 2016

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

Federal Railroad Administration

One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, New York 10004

Re: Comments on the Tier 1 DEIS/Section 106
Programmatic Agreement (November 2015) for
NEC Future

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea:

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation would like to thank the Federal Railroad
Administration for the opportunity to review the Tier 1 DEIS for NEC Future. Enclosed with this
letter, | have included a two-page table containing our comments from our detailed review. In
addition, | would like to provide some overall observations for consideration.

The No Build Alternative is not a prudent alternative. In fact, the No Build Alternative has
essentiailly been the operating model on the NEC which has allowed the overall system to enter
in to the state of disrepair in which it currently exists. The Build Alternatives (1-3) considered
within the DEIS clearly would all bring improved service along the NEC with varying degrees of
impacts to both the social and natural environment. The most important. project need identified
brings the NEC in to a state of good repair. Before extensive efforts (time and money) are
expended to grow and transform the system beyond the base line, state of good repair projects
should take priority. '

In addition, as a member of the NEC Commission, a five year plan was just recently
released. While the DEIS is looking for a long term vision and plan, the Preferred Alternative will
need to take in to consideration the projects already identified for advancement and funding by
the Commiission. Ultimately, the Selected Alternative issued in the Record of Decision will not
advance unless funding has been identified which does not conflict with the priorities already
established by the Commission.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review the DEIS. If you have any questions,
please contact me at 717.787.8197 or Jennie Granger at 717.705.1212.

Sincerely,

-

** Toby Fauver, AICP, Deputy Secretary
- Multimodal Transportation R

Enclosure



P. 1-9, Section 1.7

This section notes that the Preferred Alternative may be a combination of

1
elements from any or all of the alternatives presented in the DEIS. However,
impacts, operational considerations, and benefits are not broken down to a
level that allows an understanding of the possible impact of “mixing and
matching” various elements.

2 P.3-11, Section Much emphasis is given to the need for air to rail connections, so much so

3.4.3.1 that two of the alternatives include a new alignment specifically to connect to
Philadelphia International Airport. However, the information in ACRP
Report 118, cited in the DEIS, seems to counter this approach. The report
notes that rail transport generally pulls from the metropolitan area unless the
airport provides superior service for those travelling from outside the region.
Given the availability of air travel from BWI and Newark, it seems unlikely
long distance riders would opt to travel to PHL. Regional riders are already
provided airport service through SEPTA.

3 P. 4-2, Section 4.1 Given the intent to choose individual elements, it is not clear why “packages”
were created for the DEIS, especially as these make it difficult to discern the
impacts and benefits of each piece within a given package.

4 P. 4-10, Section FRA specifically requests near-term and long range priorities.

4.1.4
5 P. 4-66, Section As noted in comment 2 above, the need for Philadelphia airport connection is
4.73.3 not clear. Is this new segment also needed for track alignment improvements
to maximize speed/performance? If so, is a less environmentally impactful
alignment possible? Alternately, could further modifications to the existing
NEC accomplish the needed improvements?
6 P. 4-71, Section The rationale for creating a new station at Market East in Philadelphia is
4.7.4.1 unclear. This location does not provide additional connectivity beyond what
is available at 30™ Street Station.

7 P. 4-81, Section 4.9 | FRA is seeking input on regional and local priorities for the elements to be
included in the Preferred Alternative.

8 P. 6-32, Section In Bullet 2, it is noted that Alternative 1 meets the capacity need except for

6.3.5 the Hudson River crossing, Should a variation of Alternative 1 with the
needed additional capacity be considered?

9 P. 7.1-10, Section Please include greater discussion of the impacts at the John Heinz Wildlife

7.1.2.4 Refuge.

10 P.7.2-7, Section The acreage associated with Alternative 2 in Pennsylvania seems

7.2.4.1 counterintuitive, given that new alignment is being constructed (Alternative 2
actually shows less potential land cover conversions than Alternative 1). In
conjunction with Comment 8 above, can additional detail be provided
regarding the new alignment, especially through the wildlife refuge? Is it to
be built on structure?

11 P. 7.2-9, Section Alternative 2: Why is there no discussion of Pennsylvania included, when

7.2.4.1 new alignment is proposed through the Heinz Refuge?

12 P. 7.5-14, Section If a segment to the airport is required, could the alignment in Alternative 3 be

7.5.3.3

modified to avoid the Heinz Refuge and still tie into the existing corridor
before 30" Street Station?




"P. 7.5-29, Section

7.57.2

| The discussion of wetland impacts and USCE permiing does not include

consideration of the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative” (LEDPA). As it is unclear how impacts to the Heinz Refuge
could be found to be permittable by the USACE using the LEDPA standard,
this could be a fatal flaw for that portion of Alternative 2.

14

P. 7.6-5, Section
7.6.3.2

Were state listed species not considered in the analysis? Also, although no
longer endangered, Bald Eagles are still protected under the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act. Consider including a discussion.

15

P. 7.15-2, Section
7.15.1.3

Sea level rise estimates appear high. EPA data suggests a one to four foot rise
by 2100. [http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/science/future.html#refl ]

16

P. 7.16-19, Section
7.16.1.6

Given that all alternatives appear to meet the Purpose and Needs, albeit to
varying degrees, it is unclear how future Prudent and Feasible analyses will
be conducted. If Alternative 2 is selected, but in Tier 2 analysis is found to
result in a use of Section 4f resources which are not used in Alternative 1 (or
3), would the previously dismissed alternatives now have to be reconsidered,
at least in that segment?

17

P. 9-46, Section
9.5.2

Suggest including a statement that each Action Alternative does meet the
Purpose and Needs. While this can be concluded from the information
provided, it may be helpful to include a table with the various needs and
whether / how well each alternative meets them, to aid in comparison.

18

P. 10-6, Section 10.2

Although coordination among the various service providers is discussed
throughout the document, this is the first mention of FRA’s possible
requirement for such action. Suggest making this clear earlier in the
document. It would also be helpful to understanding the performance of the
various alternatives to know how much this cooperation contributes to the
performance of the various alternatives.

19

P. 10-12, Section
10.3.1

In reference to Comment 18, if FRA may require cooperation among the
providers, is it accurate to state that consideration of the necessary funding
coordination is beyond the scope of the initiative?

20

P. 10-13, Section
10.3.2

Is a discussion of funding and its potential to impact the ability to implement
any proposed improvements warranted?

21

P. 11-2, Section 11.2

Although the public outreach program for NEC Future appears to be
successful, it is unclear how it complies with the procedures set forth in
Section 6002 of SAFETEA LU if the NEC is considered “public
transportation”. Does the CEQ Pilot Program negate the requirement for
inviting Participating Agencies? Were solicitations made for Participating
agencies but not documented in this discussion?

22

P. 10, Appendix G

Why was the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission the only
local or other entity invited to be a Concurring Party for the Section 106
Programmatic Agreement? Why were commissions from other cities not
directly invited?
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NEC FUTURE

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

New York, NY 10004

RE: Federal Rail Administration NEC Draft Plans
To Whom It May Concern:

As aresident of the Town of Old Lyme, I am submitting testimony in opposition to the Northeast
Comidor Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement “Alternative 1* proposal. My
concern lies in the fact that this proposal will significantly alter my livelihood and decimate my
community.

Moving the Amtrak tracks inland through Old Lyme would have severe social and
environmental impacts on our town. As “Alternative 17 currently stands, these impacts would
include the potential for destruction of homes, businesses, and the Old Lyme Historic District
(which includes our town hall, schools, library, art galleries, shops, homes, the Florence
Griswold Museum, and the Lyme Academy of Fine Arts) and it would have significant
environmental impacts such as additional pollution and the removal of wetlands, open space, and
natural resources.

I therefore request that the proposed rail changes that affect Old Lyme be removed from
‘Alternative 1” and I urge you to look at other solutions regarding improving the Northeast

Corridor. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e IR A

Additional Comments:

CC: Congressman Joe Courtney, Senator Chris Murphy, Senator Richard Blumenthal, DOT
Commissioner James Redeker



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2723 DETAIL

Status : A
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Chris
Last Name : Penniman

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

The Tier 1 option of destroying the town of Old Lyme, CT to reduce train travelers' time through CT is totally
irresponsible. The FRA should upgrade the infrastructure in the existing rail corridor to reduce impact to the
surrounding communities and to the environment.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2985 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Clayton
Last Name : Penniman

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Alt 1 would have significant negative environmental, economic, and cultural impacts on Old Lyme,CT. It would
cut through the historical center of the town. The proposed route would significantly impact sensitive wetland
habitats along both the Connecticur and Lieutenant Rivers in Old Lyme. The wetlands are part of the
internationally-recognized, ecologically important wetlands complex in the lower tidal Connecticut River.



]NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1674 DETAIL

Status : _——
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Marilyn
Last Name : Percy

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

This would be absolutely devastating to the beautiful and historic town of Old Lyme. All that has been
accomplished to make our community the place to come to learn about history of American Impressionism at
the Florence Griswold Museum and the Lyme Art Association and the Lyme Art Academy would be absolutely
ruined... Pleases don't consider this proposal.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #3049 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Mary
Last Name : Pereira

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| believe that the United States needs trains like France's TGV however great care should be taken to preserve
the historic sites and the environment.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1375 DETAIL

Status : oy
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : claudia
Last Name : peresman

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| would like to express my support for alternative 3. Money will never be cheaper so the time to invest heavily
is now. The need to expand mass transit is imperative when one considers the ramifications of an ever
increasing population putting more cars on the road. Alternative 3 expands in areas that have less impact on
the fragile shoreline and will encourage business and individuals to settle in these expanded areas.

As well | want to express my opinion that alternative 1 is poor option. It encourages growth in areas that cannot
sustain it environmentally and geographically. By its own admission the FRA limits this option's benefit to the
short term.

In conclusion | urge the panel to think broadly with an eye for the future.

Sincerely,
Claudia Peresman



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1456 DETAIL

Status : JgTion Gompleted|

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Michael
Last Name : Perks

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Why are we only just hearing about this rail reroute

proposal when it has been in the planning stage for so many months/years.

This plan to re-direct the track through the CENTER of our historic town will devastate the community and local
economy. The route across the Connecticut River Estuary will negatively impact this Nationally important river
estuary. There must be a way to accomplish the high speed rail without impacting our town and estuary in
such a devastating way. Please rethink this plan, visit our town and see the impact this will have first hand.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1459 DETAIL

Status : (BN Dampletes:

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Sandra
Last Name : Perks

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Shocked that citizens of Old Lyme have not been informed until very recently of FRA proposal to cut through
the heart of our historic, artistic and exceptional town of citizens concerned with historic and environmental
issues. This path would destroy the economy and many of the historic buildings (1700's, 1800's) listed on the
National Register of Historic Buildings that we are so proud of including The Florence Griswold Museum
(1850), the Lyme Art Association (1914) and the Lyme Art Academy (1976). This would also destroy the
delicate marshlands at the mouth of the Connecticut River estuary, one of the most important estuaries in the
USA for migratory fish and bird life. Please reconsider this proposal and please visit and listen to the citizens
of our town before more planning takes place to improve only slightly the speed of the trains along the
shoreline. This is a lot of destruction for 20-30 minutes of saved time.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1570 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Sandy
Last Name : Perks

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

TO: NEC FUTURE

| am shocked that citizens of Old Lyme have not been informed until very recently of FRA proposal to cut
through the heart of our historic, artistic and exceptional town of citizens concerned with historic and
environmental issues. This path would destroy the economy and many of the historic buildings (1700's, 1800's)
listed on the National Register of Historic Buildings that we are so proud of including The Florence Griswold
Museum (1850), the Lyme Art Association (1914) and the Lyme Art Academy (1976). This would also destroy
the delicate marshlands at the mouth of the Connecticut River estuary, one of the most important estuaries in
the USA for migratory fish and bird life. Please reconsider this proposal and please visit and listen to the
citizens of our town before more planning takes place to improve only slightly the speed of the trains along the
shoreline. This is a lot of destruction for 20-30 minutes of saved time.

Sandra Perks

Old Lyme, CT 06371



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1374 DETAIL

Status : an

Record Date : 2/14/2016

First Name : Susan and Michael
Last Name : Perl

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Besides being a waste of money it would spoil one of Connecticut's loveliest towns.



!NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #414 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 1/30/2016
First Name : Paula
Last Name : Perlini

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

This proposal is absolutely ridiculous and will impact the whole shore line and surrounding towns. This has
been done without involving the community and is almost criminall



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #276 DETAIL

Status : @otion Complated
Record Date : 1/25/2016

First Name : Mark

Last Name : Perreault

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| support Alternative 1 as providing significant additional capacity and service improvements in a realistic
fashion. Alternatives 2 and 3 would present significant environmental impact issues, especially in Quinebaug &
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage Corridor, as well as costs that Congress and the states are unlikely
to fund. The money that it would take for Alternatives 2 and 3 is better spent on improvements to connecting
lines in Virginia to Richmond and Norfolk, to the Empire Corridor, an extended Keystone Corridor west to
Pittsburgh, new service to Lehigh Valley, PA and a North-South rail link in Boston.



]NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1299 DETAIL

Status : (]
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : sarah
Last Name : perreten

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Not enough time for comment!! We only just heard about this! Do NOT destroy the character and history of any
shoreline towns....of any towns. Work with what you have to make improvements - about which your history
makes us all skeptical.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2933 DETAIL

Status : pBctn Comateted:

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Ann Marie
Last Name : Perry

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

To change the face of a town like Old Lyme is just wrong. Alternatives must be considered quite seriously.
Is all of this disruption and cost to the lives of people and the environment worth 1/2 savings in traveling time?
Seems the money could be spent in other ways.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2165 DETAIL

Status : ]
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Barbara
Last Name : Perry

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 #883 DETAIL

Status : fation Compiatsid)

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Kristian
Last Name : Perry

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1849 C Street, NW-MS 2462-MIB

Washington D.C. 20240

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

Dear Ms. Braegelmann:

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

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

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

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

wildlife habitat in a region of Maryland where development has taken an
immense toll on natural resources, and in so doing would damage the
ecological integrity of the largest remaining forest block in central
Maryland—also recognized by Audubon Maryland-DC as an Important Bird Area
(IBA) in 2006 because it provides habitat for several declining bird

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

and prairie warbler.



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

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

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

Feasible and less destructive aiternatives to incising a wildlife refuge

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

Sincerely,

Kristian Perry



LNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #3007 DETAIL

Status : (OnEad
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Nathan
Last Name : Perry

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.

This campus is a beautiful and important landmark for Old Lyme and it should be preserved.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #870 DETAIL

Status : dAstion Gomplated

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Raymond J.
Last Name : Perry

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I support Alternative #3 as the most sensible, logical and best-use plan for full utilization of Public Moneys,
ability of the NEC to contribute to the Regional economy and overall positive future and quality-of-life issues.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1489 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Jon

Last Name : Persson

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Alternative 3, IF it maintains both the new and CURRENT routes. There was once a direct rail line between
Boston and New York that went through Portland Ct called the Airline that may also be considered. If elevated
this could be a truly high speed rail route. Conversely building an elevated route that rides above 195 traffic is
viable and has no impact on surrounding towns. Pre-fab construction is indicated.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1276 DETAIL

Status : Pending )
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Teresa
Last Name : Perugini

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| oppose Alternative 1 in order to preserve the character of Old Lyme, including The Historic District, The Lyme
Art Academy, Lyme Art Association and The Florence Griswold Museum.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1909 DETAIL

Status : \

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

Last Name : , Perumalla

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 #1034 DETAIL

Status : Aciion Compiaied?
Record Date : 2/12/2016

First Name : Carl

Last Name : Peruzzotti

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This plan makes no sense! Why would you ever waste the taxpayers' money to build a whole new unsightly
bridge -- ON A DIAGONAL -- and destroy even more of our our precious natural resources -- estuaries and
wetlands -- when you can run another track right next to the existing ugly tracks and widen the existing ugly
bridge? Sharpen your pencils, engage your brains and come up with a plan that makes economic and
environmental sense!



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1142 DETAIL

Status : (EEndpyr
Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Stella

Last Name : Peruzzotti

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I am totally against the plan that the FRA has proposed. | know the rail lines have to be upgraded but certainly
not through private property and in particular going through wetlands. Why not use the area alongside the
present tracks. The proposed plan has obviously not well thoughout. | am totally against it.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #592 DETAIL

Status : ‘Achion Completsm
Record Date : 2/8/2016

First Name : Edith

Last Name : Pestana

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please add me to alerts and newletters



lNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #323 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 1/27/2016
First Name : Theresa
Last Name : Petaja

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Re: Expansion of the Northeast Corridor Passenger Rail line
We are vehemently opposed to "Alternative 3" and demand that we the public taxpayers of Garden City be
notified of all hearings and information available related to this proposed project



rNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #457 DETAIL

Status - gsction Completes,

Record Date : 2/1/2016
First Name :
Last Name : Peter

Stakeholder Comments/Iissues :

I am very much concerned about Amtrak "Alternative 3” through Long Isiand and further it is your obligation to
properly inform the public of how you intend to spend such money.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1425 DETAIL

Status : {Biction Complaad,

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Donna
Last Name : Peters

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Against. | don't want railroad tracks cutting through town. Seems pretty sneaky that something this huge has
not been spoken of before.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1628 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Rose
Last Name : Petersen

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear NecFuture,

| am strongly opposed to the tier 1 proposal for new tracks to run through

the town of Old Lyme, CT. Old Lyme was founded in 1635 and is considered
an historic, cultural, and artistic village of about 6000 people. There are

many landmarks in this town which are on the National Historic Register that
would be not just negatively impacted, but, in my opinion, destroyed. These
include the Florence Griswold Museum, Old Lyme Art Association, and the Lyme
Art Academy all of which are vital to the town's economy.

| am shocked that this proposal has even been made because it will not only
destroy what | mention above, but will decimate this town.

Please take my objection seriously.

Sincerely,

Rose Petersen

Old Lyme resident



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2112 DETAIL

Status : L
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : charles
Last Name : Peterson

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 #2117 DETAIL

Status : clnready )
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Charles
Last Name : Peterson

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.”



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2419 DETAIL

Status : oy
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Erik

Last Name : Peterson

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| am very much opposed to the construction of a railroad that goes through my undergrad's campus... It was
bad enough when the University of New Haven bought the Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts, but don't drive
the stake through by literally removing my college from its historic focation.



]NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2119 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : sPete
Last Name : Peterson

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

“l oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal because it will destroy the campus of Lyme
Academy Coliege of Fine Arts of the University of New Haven.”
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V2

NEC FUTURE

U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE
NEW YORK, NY 10004

ADMINISTRATION
429

STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE

SUMMARY:

Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines will:
# Destroy homes and businesses _
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Assoclation, Florence Griswold Museum
# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historic District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights
# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources

WE OPPOSE NEC FUTURE STUDY, ALTERNATIVE ONE
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PETITION TO: NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE 429
NEW YORK, NY 10004
STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE
SUMMARY:

Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines will:
# Destroy homes and businesses
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Association, Florence Griswold Museum
# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historic District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights
# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources

WE OPPOSE NEC FUTURE STUDY, ALTERNATIVE ONE
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PETITION TO: NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE 429 |
NEW YORK, NY 10004
STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE
SUMMARY:

Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines will:

# Destroy homes and businesses
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Association, Florence Griswold Museum

# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historic District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights
# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources
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PETITION TO:

NEC FUTURE

U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE 429

NEW YORK, NY 10004

STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE

SUMMARY:

Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines will:
# Destroy homes and businesses
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Association, Florence Griswold Museum
# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historic District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights

WE OPPOSE NEC FUTURE STUDY, ALTERNATIVE ONE

# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources
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PETITION TO: NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE 429
NEW YORK, NY 10004

STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE

SUMMARY:
Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines wil:
# Destroy homes and businesses
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Association, Florence Griswold Museum
# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historic District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights
# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources

WE OPPOSE NEC FUTURE STUDY, ALTERNATIVE ONE
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PETITION TO:

NEC FUTURE

U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE 429

NEW YORK, NY 10004

STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE

SUMMARY:

Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines will:
# Destroy homes and businesses
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Association, Florence Griswold Museum
# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historic District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights
# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources
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PETITION TO: NEC FUTURE
U.S. DOT FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
ONE BOWLING GREEN, SUITE 429
NEW YORK, NY 10004
.E STOP THE RAILROAD - SAY NO TO ALTERNATIVE ONE
SUMMARY: ‘

Stop Alternative One from destroying the quality of life in Old Lyme. The proposed new rail lines will:
# Destroy homes and businesses
# Damage and significantly change the Lyme Art Academy College, Lyme Art Association, Florence Griswold Museum
# Negatively impact our schools, our library and a large segment of our Historlc District
# Forever harm and alter privately owned real estate and rights
# Destroy wetlands, open space and natural resources

WE OPPOSE NEC FUTURE STUDY, ALTERNATIVE ONE
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|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2577 DETAIL

Status : T
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Marie
Last Name : Petrecca

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 #2277 DETAIL

Status :

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

Last Name : Petrella-Wilson

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 #89 DETAIL

Status : e
Record Date : 1/5/2016
First Name : Peter

Last Name : Petrides

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I'm concerned about two things: First the impact of the planned upgrades to the local environment and farms.
(We have limited viable farmland that we don't want to lose.) Secondly, how will the train station access be
integrated into the local areas/community? I've lived in Mainz Germany, for over three years, and they had a
pretty good system that was well integrated for all modes of transportation. (pedestrian, bicycle, trolley, bus)
Perhaps we could learn from them? As we used to say in the Army; Why reinvent the wheel?



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2818 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Scott
Last Name : Petrone

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| 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 #620 DETAIL

Status : Agition Gompletet,
Record Date : 2/9/2016
First Name : Nicholas
Last Name : Pevzner

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I'm writing in support of Alternative 3, which represents the most holistic investment strategy in rail capacity
along the NEC. It is the only alternative that overcomes the constraints of topography and geography at several
key locations, and which will truly enable high-speed rail service between the metropolitan hubs along the NEC.
The most densely populated, most economically productive and most vulnerable megaregion in the nation
deserves a transportation infrastructure that will allow this region to continue to grow unimpeded. If transit
reinvestment is a once-in-a-generation opportunity, | believe that the design solution needs to be adequately
holistic on this occasion.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2950 DETAIL

Status : e
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Cara

Last Name : Pezzo

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

| strongly oppose this project. A ride to
Boston shortened by only thirty minutes is not worth decimating numerous 200 year old homes.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1266 DETAIL

Status : ']
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Jane

Last Name : Pfeffer

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

The eastern CT shoreline is one of the most beautiful places in the state. Old Lyme's historic village with its
antique homes and the cradle of American Impressionism must be protected. Please do not place a high speed

train through its center.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #264 DETAIL

Status : g Completes

Record Date : 1/25/2016
First Name : John
Last Name : Pfeiffer

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ladies and Gentlemen,
[ am expressing concern regarding the proposed Amtrak re-routing project. | address you as Town Historian
and Chair of the Old Lyme Historic District Commission.

My first level of concern is generated by the apparent surprise nature of the proposal and how far along the
plan has apparently gone without adequate local input. This relates to the process of how the plan has been
administered and indicates an underlying lack of care for the people along the corridor. Why have we only
found out at this juncture, and been informed about critical engineering aspects that clearly have direct and
significant impact upon us? Similarly, why have our perspectives only been sought at the eleventh hour and
not been appropriately weighed and incorporated into the initial planning? This approach is at variance to our
established American democratic process. Note: If | ran my commission in this fashion, | would not expect to
be "serving" for very long.

Granted, railroads are a significant historic agent that have moved America along its ascent to greatness..
Since the early 19th century America's citizens have been increasingly linked together by rail. Our own local
railroad tracks were laid down in the mid 1850's along a corridor expressedly engineered to link our production
centers to coastal cities and markets. This was a vast improvement to American commerce as well as
facilitating travel. The social and economic benefit cannot be denied. But there was a cost!

Design and engineering elements of the corridor have always had to consider Railroad engineering constraints.
Straightness and grade are both major design requirements. To accommodate their weight and associated
momentum, trains have difficulty in altering direction over short distances. Railroad corridors reflect this need.
Track grade is likewise, a serious consideration. This is why historically railroad corridors have occupied the
flattest riverside and shoreline zones. Our region of the Connecticut shoreline clearly demonstrates this.
Where such flat regions do not exist, great amount of effort has been expended to cut and fill to achieve the
necessary grade. A good example of this is what is now Connecticut's Airline trail. The railroad corridor carved
out in the 1870's, linking the Connecticut Valley to eastern Massachusetts and Rhode Island required a huge
investment of effort and expertise. The excavation to achieve the proper grade, had marked effects upon the
region through which it passed. The environmental impact can be witnessed nearly 150 years after its initial
construction. One can only imagine the social impact that simultaneously occurred. Beyond, the smoke, noise,
and pollution that the nearby residents had to endure, farms were cut in half by the tracks. Areas near the
corridor were intensively quarried and rendered unfit for any domestic or commercial usage. The impact zone
extended far beyond the actual path of the tracks!

In Old Lyme any readjustment to the Amtrak corridor will have significant environmental and social effects that
will undoubtedly impact our quality of life. Old Lyme Historic District reflects our community as already having
readjusted to the initial 1850's path of the railroad. Prior to the 1850's when the railroad corridor was
established, our town was focused upon the Lieutenant River as the center of activity. Much of what we are



preserving within the Historic District is a result of our relationship to the river as the link to the rest of the world.
Ships came and went far and wide from our docks, wharves, and warehouses. Old Lyme residents lived their
lives based upon what the river offered them. After the railroad corridor was built, the river was blocked to
shipping. The low trestle and multitude of supportive pilings precluded ship passage and accelerated
sedimentation rendering the river impassible to large vessels . The river no longer was a link to the rest of the
world. Population declined and the center of town reoriented and retrograded. The citizenry turned away from
the river and focused upon Lyme Street.

Townspeople have already accommodated the railroad once. Proposed adjustment to the Amtrak Corridor will
once again impact our town and Historic District . One possible plan - the |-95 path, would virtually cut the Old
Lyme Historic District in half. The provisions by which Amtrak intends to remedy this situation is unclear. As
noted in the example above, the nature of the redesign and the ensuing engineering will have sweeping
impacts both within and beyond the confines of the Historic District. There will be environmental and social

\
consequences.

On behalf of Old Lyme and the Historic District Commission, we wish to be part of the process. On many levels
our input is valuable. We offer more than 160 years of experience with a railroad corridor. We are sensitive to

environmental and social impacts but similarly are very much aware of the significant benefits of railroad mass
transit.

I thank you for your consideration of this matter

John Pfeiffer Chair Old Lyme Historic District Commission & Town Historian



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #814 DETAIL

Status : (o Compiee;

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Harriette
Last Name : Phelps

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Don't!! It looks easy and cheap but it will ruin a rare and biologically essential habitat in our state. It has been
studied for years which provides an irreplaceable record of climate change that is of serious present concern.
Building the line would show bad priority and | expect many others would agree that money isn't everything!

Sent from my iPhone



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #790 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/10/2016
First Name : Larry
Last Name : Phelps

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

| think drafts 1 and 2 are long overdue for Amtrak and our Country. We need a modern High Speed Rail in this
country as soon as possible. Draft 3 is just never going to happen so stick with 1 or 2.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1051 DETAIL

Status : Jction Gompletet
Record Date : 2/12/2016

First Name : Clarena Tolson
Last Name : Anne Padullon

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Attached please find the comments of the City of Philadelphia. Thank you.

Denise Goren,Esq
Office of the Managing Director
City of Philadelphia

(215)686-2142
Denise.goren@phila.gov

Attachments : NEC FUTURE COMMENTSCofP.pdf (875 kb)



OFFICE OF THE MANAGING DIRECTOR
MICHAEL DIBERARDINIS

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA | Managing Director

1401 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
Suite 1430
Philadelphia, Pa 19102-1683

February 10, 2016

NEC FUTURE

USDOT, Federal Railroad Administration
One Bowling Green, Suite 429

New York, NY 10004

The City of Philadelphia is pleased to continue its role as a key stakeholder in the Northeast Corridor
(NEC) FUTURE project by offering a number of comments and questions regarding the recently released,
DRAFT ‘Tier 1’ Environment Impact Statement (EIS). The City understands that the U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) intend this spring to select a
conceptual, Preferred Alternative from among the four, broad options under consideration. The City
views this process, and its short and long-term outcomes, with keen interest.

Philadelphia congratulates the entire NEC FUTURE team on gathering the data necessary for Northeast
Corridor stakeholders to move towards a preferred vision for quality rail infrastructure and services.
Further, we firmly support the underlying predicate that the economic competitiveness of the Northeast
region, and the Philadelphia metropolitan region in particular, depends on rail transportation that
dramatically improves travel times and connectivity. We believe that such improvements will induce rail
travel demand, generate vitally needed economic growth, and positively impact congestion and the

environment.

Philadelphia does not support a “No Action” approach. We do strongly endorse the idea of improved rail
service to our ‘Metropolitan Center’, including both Center City and University City, and to Philadelphia

International Airport (PHL).

However, the DRAFT EIS provides additional detail about several previously-identified concepts, and
these details raise new questions (see attached list) of significance about each of the presented,
conceptual Action Alternatives: 1-Maintain, 2-Grow, and 3-Transform. We understand that specific
locational and engineering decisions are not part of the ‘Tier 1’ analysis and that, if part of a selected
Preferred Alternative and Record of Decision (ROD), these concepts would undergo more rigorous ‘Tier
2’ EIS analysis by the FRA, City and Regional stakeholders, and local communities. We nonetheless
deem it prudent share these questions to inform USDOT/FRA deliberations as well as to obtain timely
clarifications from the FRA to aid ongoing policy and planning coordination by the City and its partners.



NEC FUTURE
February 10, 2016

Page 2

We look forward to further dialog this spring with the NEC FUTURE team on the selection of a Preferred
Alternative. Please forward responses to the listed questions to the undersigned, and kindly contact
Denise Goren at 215-686-2142 to set up additional discussion as appropriate. Again, we appreciate your
efforts to advance this essential project.

Clarena Tolson Anne Fadullon
Deputy Managing Director Director of Planning and Development
Transportation and Infrastructure Philadelphia City Planning Commission

cc: Sarah E. Feinberg, Administrator, FRA
Duane Bumb, Commaerce
Harold Epps, Commerce
Denise Goren, Transportation and Infrastructure
Gary Jastrzab, PCPC
Diego Rincon, PHL



City of Philadelphia Comments and Questions — DRAFT NECFUTURE ‘Tier 1’ EIS

1. lIsit correct that:
o Alternative 1 estimates a 200 percent increase in cost over the No Build alternative, and

accommodates an estimated 80 percent increase in intercity ridership and a 13 percent increase
in regional rail ridership?

o Alternative 2 estimates a 600 percent increase in cost over the No Build alternative, and
accommodates an estimated 95 percent increase in intercity ridership and an 18 percent
increase in regional rail ridership?

o Alternative 3 estimates a 1,350 percent increase in cost over the No Build alternative, and
accommodates an estimated.105 percent increase in intercity ridership and a 30percent
increase in regional rail ridership?

2. Under Alternatives 1 and 3, at what milepost is the ‘Philadelphia Flyover’ proposed and what would
it specifically accomplish?

3. Would the 30" Street-Penn Interlocking only be needed in Alternative 2, and would any additional
right of way be needed?

4. What is meant by each of the proposed Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 allowing for increased “capacity for
through-trips on connecting corridor services” such as the Keystone Corridor?

5. Alternative 2 includes a concept for a new, 10 mile, two-track, at-grade alignment for the NEC south
of 30" Street, following the Chester Secondary track behind Bartram’s Garden, running paraliel to
the existing, shared SEPTA Airport line/freight tracks through Eastwick, and then paralleling Route
291 and the Chester Secondary at-grade through the Heinz Refuge, Essington, and Eddystone. An
underground spur of this line is described as fanning off at Island Avenue, tunneling under I-95 to a
new underground station at PHL, and reconnecting to the line in Essington.

o Inthis Alternative, would all intercity, metropolitan, and SEPTA Airport Line trains use this
alignment, leaving the current NEC alignment to just SEPTA’s Wilmington regional rail line and
freight users?

How would the NEC’s typical 150'foot ROW width and grade crossings be accommodated in this

alignment?

How would the vertical elevation of this alignment be designed to ensure resiliency to flood and

sea-level rise?

6. Alternative 2 also depicts conceptual changes north of 30* Street, including new tracks running
along the east of I-76 to reduce delays going around the Zoo, a shift of the NEC alignment by as
much as a quarter mile through Port Richmond and Frankford to reduce delays/improve safety



through Frankford Junction, and a straightened alignment between SEPTA’s Holmesburg and

Torresdale stations.

o Isthe Zoo detour potentially a tunnel under the Schuylkill River, connecting back to the main
NEC west of North Philadelphia Station?

o What changes may be contemplated at North Philadelphia Station? This station is assessed as
having both need and potential, and it is located in an Environmental Justice community.
= Earlier studies identified the potential to eliminate NEC delays due to the SEPTA Chestnut

Hill West junction by joining the CHW with the Norristown Line tracks at Allegheny.
»  This could create additional potential for a stronger ‘HUB’ station at North Philadelphia,
using new, lower level SEPTA platforms and upper level SEPTA, AMTRAK, and NJT platforms.
= Appendix B.7 Table 6 lists North Philadelphia as having potential for TOD/Regeneration.

o Anew alignment through Port Richmond and Frankford is described as being accomplished in
either tunnel or trench. How/where would this cross the Frankford Creek and rejoin existing
NEC right of way?

o Between Holmesburg and Torresdale stations, would the goal be to eliminate the gentle curves
and establish a completely straight ROW?

Alternative 3 proposes a tunnel from Eddystone to Bridesburg, serving new underground stations at
PHL and Market East. For purposes of land use planning, it would be helpful to understand the
extent to which infrastructure locations in Alternative 3 may be the same as in Alternative 2.

o Conceptually, could the location of a new underground rail station at PHL be the same in

Alternative 3 as in Alternative 27?
o Conceptually, could the location of a tunnel portal in Bridesburg/Frankford be the same in

Alternative 3 as in Alternative 27

What consideration has been given to connections between Philadelphia and Southern New Jersey?
It does not appear that the existing NJT Atlantic City Line or the PATCO subway line are referenced

in the EIS materials we reviewed.

Given the Year 2040 time horizon, what assumptions are being made by the NEC FUTURE team
regarding the impact on transportation choices and infrastructure of technology-driven innovations

such as:
o E-commerce and related growth in local, regional, and interregional freight delivery,

o The transportation-sharing economy for passengers and freight, including demand for

intercity bus services and personal car ownership,
o The impacts of autonomous vehicles on forecasts for traffic congestion and congestion

costs in urban and regional markets in the Northeast.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #720 DETAIL

Status : PEGEoNpIsEY,
Record Date : 2/10/2016

First Name : Dennis

Last Name : Philapavage

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

We should have world leading high speed raill!!



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1582 DETAIL

Status : Oy
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : David
Last Name : Phillips

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Planning for expanded terminal capacity should focus on an underground link from south to north. It appears
that providing adequate capacity at South Station will have very high cost and high operating cost compared to
through routing to the north.

David Phillips

Sent from my iPhone



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1583 DETAIL

Status : Actian Compleisd;
Record Date : 2/15/2016

First Name : David

Last Name : Phillips

Stakeholder Comments/Iissues :

| think that an alternative that goes through Worcester would be the best since this provides good service to
New York from a new market. More service for Providence would not open up a new market.

David Phillips

Sent from my iPhone



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2218 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : C
Last Name : Piasio

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please do not ruin our beautiful town of Oid Lyme!



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2348 DETAIL

Status :

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

Last Name : Picard

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.”

Please be aware that the deadline for comments is Tuesday, Feb. 16, so please act now and share this
information your with friends, colleagues and family.

Thank you for helping us protect and preserve Lyme Academy College of the University of New Haven.

Sincerely,
Gail Picard (former summer resident of Old Lyme)



We have one last speaker before we are going to take a break
before our six o'clock presentation, and that is Titus Pierce.

MR. PIERCE: Well, good evening, everybody. I'm Titus
Pierce. I'm a Democrat and I'm a candidate for governor.

First [ want to talk to you guys about a couple of quick things.
Every single day that we do not have the train tunnel into New York, we're losing about
somewhere around four to six million dollars a day, in tune to $5 billion a year. Since
Governor Christie's been in office, about 25 to 26 billion dollars in GDP between New
Jersey and the State of New York. Now look, I'm a businessman, so I'll be real with
you. I'm the youngest CEO of a bank in the history of the United States, and the
youngest black on the entire planet to attempt to do so. So I'm going to come at you
with a little bit of difference. [ want to talk New Jersey too, all right.

We're in the business of putting people to work, right. We go
to New York City, which is a $1.3 trillion in GDP city. New Jersey is $680 billion in
GDP. Philadelphia is $384 billion in GDP. GDP is how we get our tax revenue. We
tax the businesses, we tax people on commercial and residential ratables, all right. We
have an infrastructure problem, we have a poor lifestyle, and we have Cadillac revenues.
We've got to figure out a way to get our Cadillac revenues to Porsche revenues so we
can afford some of these things, all right.

I want to talk to you about transitioning New Jersey Transit,
as part of phase three of the alternative here, into a new, viable entity for the northeast.

One, I want to build a mega train bridge over from Salem
County, New Jersey into Delaware City, Delaware, and [ want to connect it into
Baltimore, connect it over into the Midwest with Union Pacific and BNSF, all right.

Two, so we can ship goods down through Central America
and into Mercasor, and into the Central American Free Trade Agreement. People will
say well, why would you want to do that. Well, we want to go global, right. Going
global means increasing revenues into the storehouse. We have not done a good job
about that. We should be at a $1.3 trillion economy today, all right. We would have
been there if Governor Florio would have had a second term. But some guy named
Garabed (phonetic) decided that he wanted to mess things up, and it really jacked New
Jersey up forever, all right. It's all on that guy, all right. Six hundred billion dollar
shortcoming. We should have been there already. Now it's time to get there. And the
only way forward is to start looking at alternatives, like cutting the budget by maybe four
or five billion bucks, all right. Starting to increase capital expenditures on both
commercial structures and some residential structures, and then going in on the
infrastructure to move people.

People moving systems entice CEOs to come to New Jersey.
We've got to say look, CEOs, look, you want to come here to do business, all right.
Well, let me tell you, we are going to put $8 billion into this new tunnel. We're not
waiting 20 years for it to be built. As I said to Steve Sweeney and everybody in the
New Jersey Assembly on my first day out, [ sent a letter in November 2013 saying look,
we are building this tunnel immediately, all right. When we say immediately, I mean
this thing has got to go down. We want to put that tunnel boring machine in the ground
when I put my hand on that Scofield reference Bible that night. We cannot afford to
lose any dollars and cents. Every day we're not in New York, we're losing money.



I also want to build a new city, and I'm talking a city that's
going to generate revenues and GDP when it hits 500 billion bucks, all right, of $35
billion in tax revenue on the state side. Two hundred eighteen billion in federal tax
revenue. That's big money, all right. Currently our budget revenue is coming in at
35.62. If we have a city coming in at 35 billion bucks, that's 71 billion in revenues.

We have to think fresh. We have to think long term.

There's what [ want to talk to people about, about income. My new plan for New Jersey
Transit is we have 20 unions. I want to add two more. [ want to add a fixed wing
division and a rotary wing division. Now, a rotary wing division can serve the metro
needs of 131 major cities. We call them consolidated metropolitan areas, right, all right.
But if you're in Omaha and you're a business executive, right, you want to get home, you
want to get to this meeting very quickly. You could just pay us $175 round trip to go
from Omaha back to your house. And hey, say you don't want to get back home, you
want to get an Uber cab to pick you up, hey we can do that too, put an app to it, right.
When we tested it, we put a test statistic to it, we did some population surges and
everything, we saw we could make 11 billion bucks off of this. [ said to Governor
Christie in an email, I said hey, we've got a $300 million line of credit with an RBC.
Let's use and tap the line of credit so we can get more revenues.

Two, I've told you like it is, I won't tell you the companies,
but I'd like to acquire three airliners, two domestics, one international. The one
international flies right now into 161 ports of destination. The two domestics are very
small. They compete with Southwest. When you combine all three, we get a $52
billion fixed wing division. That's huge revenue. We have to start looking at sources
and users of cash. We've got great ideas, but we've got to pay for it, all right. I have no
problem with adding an increased amount of coin to the federal NEC projects if I was
able to bring in through an airline business $31 million in net profits.

I'm Titus Pierce for New Jersey governor. All my plans are
at www.titusrpierce.com. Have a fine, fine night, and take a look at my programs.

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Titus. Thank you.

MR. PIERCE: Thank you.



FIFTEEN ROPE FERRY ROAD WATERFORD, CT 06385-2886

January 21, 2016

NEC Future

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

New York, NY 10004

To Whom it May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tier 1 Draft EIS for the NEC Future Project. | would like to bring
to your attention concerns with the proposed alternatives in Connecticut and suggestions for next steps in
addressing railway transportation in this region.

Alternative 1 would have a direct and significant impact on environmental and economic resources in Waterford.
The proposed route crossing under 1-395 and running north of 1-95 fragments significant wildlife habitat and
wetland resources as it passes through Waterford. The proposed route also bisects areas identified for industrial
and commercial development as it approaches New London. It is unclear whether a closer parallel to the I-95
corridor was considered. Maintaining a single transportation corridor for rail and highway services through
Waterford would reduce habitat fragmentation and may have the added benefit of consolidating and improving
wetland crossings to address improvements for multiple modes of transportation. One corridor would also be less
disruptive to potentially developable commercial and industrial lands.

More information is desired about the potential impacts to the existing rail service along the shoreline shouid
Alternatives 2 or 3 be advanced. Improving service along the existing route and addressing vulnerable coastal
infrastructure is a critical aspect of encouraging transportation alternatives in Southeastern Connecticut. There is
concern that selection of Alternatives 2 or 3 would lead to disinvestment in the existing corridor.

The limited comment period for the Tier 1 Draft EIS that coincided with the holiday season, coupled with the lack
of outreach to affected communities left little opportunity for meaningful discussion of the Alternatives. Given the
significant potential impact of the proposed Alternatives, more discussion is needed in Southeastern Connecticut.

Waterford understands the importance of improved rail service throughout the Northeast Corridor and supports a
solution that will encourage mass transit, minimize environmental impact and bolster economic opportunity and
quality of life for Southeastern Connecticut and communities throughout the Northeast Corridor.

Director of Planning and Development



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #231 DETAIL

Status : hetioniGompletaq

Record Date : 1/22/2016
First Name : Abby
Last Name : Piersall

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

To Whom it May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tier 1 Draft EIS for the NEC Future Project. | would like to
bring to your attention concerns with the proposed alternatives in Connecticut and suggestions for next steps in
addressing railway transportation in this region.

Alternative 1 would have a direct and significant impact on environmental and economic resources in
Waterford. The proposed route crossing under I-395 and running north of 1-95 fragments significant wildlife
habitat and wetland resources as it passes through Waterford. The proposed route also bisects areas
identified for industrial and commercial development as it approaches New London. It is unclear whether a
closer parallel to the 1-95 corridor was considered. Maintaining a single transportation corridor for rail and
highway services through Waterford would reduce habitat fragmentation and may have the added benefit of
consolidating and improving wetland crossings to address improvements for multiple modes of transportation.
One corridor would also be less disruptive to potentially developable commercial and industrial lands.

More information is desired about the potential impacts to the existing rail service along the shoreline should
Alternatives 2 or 3 be advanced. Improving service along the existing route and addressing vulnerable coastal
infrastructure is a critical aspect of encouraging transportation alternatives in Southeastern Connecticut. There
is concern that selection of Alternatives 2 or 3 would lead to disinvestment in the existing corridor.

The limited comment period for the Tier 1 Draft EIS that coincided with the holiday season, coupled with the
lack of outreach to affected communities left little opportunity for meaningful discussion of the Alternatives.
Given the significant potential impact of the proposed Alternatives, more discussion is needed in Southeastern
Connecticut.

Waterford understands the importance of improved rail service throughout the Northeast Corridor and supports
a solution that will encourage mass transit, minimize environmental impact and bolster economic opportunity
and quality of life for Southeastern Connecticut and communities throughout

Sincerely,
Abby Y. Piersall, AICP

Director of Planning and Development
Town of Waterford, CT



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2369 DETAIL

- Status: et Cormpiete

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Robin
Last Name : Pierson

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Alternative 1 as sketched out appears likely to be highly disruptive to some very old, picturesque communities,
such as those around the mouth of the Connecticut River. If that route is selected, this adverse impact should
be addressed.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2602 DETAIL

Status :

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

Last Name : Pietrangeli

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

‘I 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 #167 DETAIL

Status : L
Record Date : 1/13/2016
First Name : Stephen
Last Name : Pietrowski

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Long Island is dying a very slow and painful death. Our youth are leaving for jobs in other states where the cost
of living is cheaper and where opportunities abound. We have to wake up and begin to respond to the needs of
our community for expansion and modernization of our infrastructure. New High Speed rail as well as other
opportunities for improvement in transportation are only the first step in attracting businesses who can provide
employment which will keep Long Island vibrant and attractive to our young people. We have missed the
opportunity to improve life here on Long Island due to short sightedness. From Robert Moses forward we have
had men and women of vision show us the way pointing toward a healthier economic future for our island and
we failed to hear their rallying cry. We need to wake up before its too late Long Island. We need to do this for
our chidren - for our future!



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #413 DETAIL

Status : Kefitn'Compisiay
Record Date : 1/30/2016

First Name : Rod

Last Name : Pile

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This is a joke, right?



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #654 DETAIL

Status : acn Completed

Record Date : 2/10/2016
First Name : Allison
Last Name : Pillari

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

| am highly against this idea to run a rail track through Old Lyme Ct. This town is built on simple living and a
calm neighborhood. It's already too much that the highway is running right through it. Adding a rain system
here would impact the schools greatly. The Lyme academy College of Fine arts is known for its quiet location
and secluded area for dedicated study with zero distractions. You will also be cutting down trees which as
everyone knows is a danger to animal habitats. There is already a railway to get from these states and back
Just because it is not the quickest way does not mean another one is needed. " If its not broke, don't fix it. "



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1568 DETAIL

Status : A

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Martha
Last Name : Pine

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

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

Washington D.C. 20240

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

Dear Ms. Braegelmann:

The man who leads bird walks twice a month for a group of birders in Montgomery County sent me and my
husband an alert about the possible route of a new rail line through the Patuxent Wildlife Refuge. We are
writing to express our concern that this alternative is even being considered, since the Refuge is supposed to
be a protected environment. It is one of the Maryland’s few remaining wild places and offers vital habitat for
wildlife, including birds.

This Alternative 3 proposal would take 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 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. We have enjoyed birding and
other visits to the Refuge and would truly hate to see it compromised in any way.

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 taking valuable land from a wildlife refuge exist. Please choose an alternate
that does not disturb this vital habitat for birds and wildlife.

Sincerely,

Martha and Richard Pine



Rockville, MD 20853
marthapine Gl



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #714 DETAIL

Status : @G Completes

Record Date : 2/10/2016
First Name : Edward
Last Name : Pinn

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

| oppose the Tier 1 proposal as it would severely impact the appearance of our rural community and destroy
the quality of life we residents and visitors enjoy in Old Lyme



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1348 DETAIL

Status : Y
Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Linda
Last Name : Pinn

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This plan will disrupt an historic country village and will physically eliminate landmarks that are part of American
history.
I am not in favor of this plan!



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2257 DETAIL

Status : o
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Ellen

Last Name : Pinney

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This structural plan will DEFACE the natural beauty, disrupt the environmental nature, and aesthetics of the
town of Old Lyme. | VOTE EMPHATICALLY NO to this plan.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #549 DETAIL

Status : Hgton Compleisi

Record Date : 2/4/2016
First Name : Nancy
Last Name : Pinney

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I have lived in Old Lyme CT for 30+ years. The proposed plan would ruin our historic town, the Home of
American Impressionism and a place that draws people from all over for the art and beauty of what this town
offers. The impact on the neighborhoods and wetlands would be detrimental. Please reconsider the new
proposed route, the location of where the tracks now should suffice without disrupting the area any further.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2618 DETAIL

Status : diiicn Gorbieted

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Julie
Last Name : Pinto

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.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2931 DETAIL

Status : o
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Jean
Last Name : Piros

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please leave Old Lyme and Milford out of your plans to reroute the railroads. Our shorelines and the Long
Island Sound are in enough trouble as itis... VERY BAD IDEA! | can't believe | heard that just the planning of



]NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2620 DETAIL

Status :

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

Last Name : Pitruzzello

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 #2977 DETAIL

Status : aetian Campleted,
Record Date : 2/16/2016

First Name : Sara

Last Name : Plante

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.

Sara Plante



lNEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #810 DETAIL

Status : Acton Gampisted
Record Date : 2/11/2016

First Name : Barry

Last Name : Plato

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,
Barry Plato



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2809 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Richard N.
Last Name : Platt, Jr.

Stakeholder Commentsi/issues :

This is highly disturbing. A plan that affects all of us but with very little or no advance publicity. It is especially
bothersome that historic districts, commercial centers, etc. are endangered.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2879 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Cheryl
Last Name : Ploof

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please strongly consider a rail stop on Palmer, MA. The pros heavily outweigh the cons and western
Massachusetts needs the connection desperately. Both the Montrealer, and then the Vermonter, came up the
route from New London, through Monson, then stopped in Palmer but didn't take on passengers. This is such a
shame, and Palmers central raillication makes it the perfect spot.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2845 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Donald
Last Name : Plouffe

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

There needs to be a stop in western ma and the Palmer station would be ideal. We have available parking that
would accommodate many vehicles. Please consider amending this



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2102 DETAIL

Status : .
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Christopher
Last Name : Plumley

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 #1318 DETAIL

Status : —

Record Date : 2/14/2016
First Name : Robert
Last Name : Poglitsch

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

To whom it may concern

As a resident of Old Lyme CT | strongly oppose alternative number 1. While there is no doubt that the rail
crossing over the Connecticut River needs to be modernized, rerouting it across the saltwater marshes of the
Lieutenant River and through the historical district of Old Lyme would be ecologically and historically
disastrous, not to mention destructive to the town itself, economically and to the residents, with erosion of
property value. While alternative one is the least expensive and most plausible alternative, it makes the least
sense as the other alternatives open up rail lines to currently unserved/underserved areas that would benefit
economically and service wise from extending rail lines through those areas. It is my belief that even if
alternative one were to be implemented, in a short period the other alternatives would be revisited and put into
place, exponentially increasing the cost and enhancing the damage done to the community of Old Lyme. In
closing, please consider the harm that would be done to the area by choosing alternative one, and realize the
benefits of the other alternative. Cost benefit wise, it would seem to me that any of the alternatives to
alternative one would be a wiser, more beneficial to all, choice.

Thank you



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1870 DETAIL _]

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Alan
Last Name : Poirier

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

I am opposed to Alternative 1 because it will damage the Lyme Art School of the University of New Haven, and
also the Florence Griswold Museum, the Old Lyme Inn, and many other historic buildings in Old Lyme - in
addition it would be damaging to the town's economic center.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2051 DETAIL

Status ATioR CompIeret

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Charles E.
Last Name : Pompea

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

This plan to route the railroad through the quite beautiful town of Old Lyme would be a shame . This would
dramatically effect the Lyme Art Academy which is a wonderful jewel for the state of Ct Say no to Alternative

one
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MR. POPPER: Yes, I did. So my name is Stuart,
S-t-u-a-r-t, the last name is Popper, P-o-p-p-e-r. I am here
as a member of the East Coast Greenway and specifically the
Connecticut Chapter Committee.

I'd 1like to reiterate three points that some of my
other fellow members of East Coast Greenway have brought up
this evening. Those three points are we are asking the FRA to
require Amtrak to do the following: to adopt an equivalent of
Complete Streets, which we've started calling Complete
Corridors. Specifically, Amtrak should always give proper
consideration to sharing their corridors with bike/walk
trails, especially when building new bridges.

No. 2, continued expansion and enhancement of
bicycle roll-on/roll-off service throughout the Northeast
Corridor, especially between New York and Boston.

No. 3, improved bicycle parking at stations owned
and/or managed by BAmtrak and for other stations working with
pertinent parties to improve bicycle parking.

Again, I want to thank you for your efforts this
evening, and we look forward to the final product. Thank
you.

HEARING OFFICER SIEGEL: Thank you, Stuart. Sorry
we missed you there.

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



ILIEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2429 DETAIL

Status : (EENDIng Y
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Rebecca
Last Name : Porto

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

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



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1704 DETAIL

Status : —
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : NANCY
Last Name : POST

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Please, vote NO to alternative 1.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #522 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/3/2016
First Name : Aditya
Last Name : Pote

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Please add UConn as one of the destination in this plan as many students would love to use the service



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #404 DETAIL

Status : iBistion Compleiad

Record Date : 1/30/2016
First Name : Bob
Last Name : Potter

Stakeholder Comments/Iissues :

As a resident of Old Lyme, | am very concerned about the NEC proposal to re-route and build a new train track
through the center of our historic village. | am sure every resident of Old Lyme shares this concern and
opposition. | am also surprised that so little communication and public discussion has been organized and
shared by NEC, particularly the rationale for building and re-routing new train tracks vs the existing route.
Please provide me with more information on this proposal. Thank You.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #3026 DETAIL

Status : .
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Dennis
Last Name : Pough

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. believe these plans are unacceptable as they
would destroy the campus community, endanger the federally protected areas of the Connecticut River Estuary
and ruin the aesthetic quality of Old Lyme’s nationally recognized historic district. Other proposed alternatives
make far more sense, such as one that would head north along 1-91 to Hartford and then on to Providence and
Boston, providing much-needed train access to inland areas.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #800 DETAIL

Status : @glion Campieisd)
Record Date : 2/10/2016

First Name : John

Last Name : Pouliot

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Interested in keeping informed.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1140 DETAIL

Status : ]
Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Brett

Last Name : Powell

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

| oppose the project from the beginning, spending more time and taxpayers money, when we are in a deficit,
losing jobs in CT, your own spending. What is important to the State is what Congressman Joe Courtney fights
for.



12-15-15 NEC-NY

Jessie Powell?

MR.

POWELL:

I think I'll wait to the second.

THE MODERATOR: Okay. Another pass.

14



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #701 DETAIL

Status : tion Gompletd;

Record Date : 2/10/2016
First Name : John
Last Name : Prael

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Track work is needed badly on the NYC- Boston route to allow the train to operate at maximum speeds. New
tunnels are needed entering NY Penn Station from New Jersey.



INEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1837 DETAIL

Status : _

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Susan
Last Name : Pranulis

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 #1587 DETAIL

Status : s
Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Bob

Last Name : Prater

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

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

Washington D.C. 20240

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. | was at the meetings held in 1973 when Patuxent received FT Meade land and
land was supposed to be kept for wildlife and people to use. | for one would not want one foot of land to be
taken for the rail plan. Please find and alternate route and preserve the last stand of forest and wetland
between Baltimore and Washington DC.

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, Bob Prater



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2860 DETAIL

Status Agtiti Compiaieg

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Diane
Last Name : Pratt

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

The Florence Griswold Museum is the gem of Old Lyme, CT as well as being a national treasure. Nearby are
the Lyme Art Association, the Lyme Art Academy, the Old Lyme Inn, the Bee & Thistle Inn, and the Old Lyme
Congregational Church. These 6 establishments make up a unique center of 18th & 19th C architecture that
offer fine dining, fine art, and classical music among their offerings. It is absurd to consider ruining this
quintessential New England town center by building railroad tracks through it.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2518 DETAIL

Status : Randing =
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Jan

Last Name : Prentice

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

I strongly oppose Alternative 1 of the three high-speed railtrack routes proposed by the Federal Railroad
Authority (FRA) in their Northeast Corridor (NEC) Future plan. | am an alumna of the Lyme Academy of Fine
Art and my time spent in Old Lyme allowed me to cultivate a deep appreciation for the unique character of the
town. The town has great significance in the history of American art. To gut this town in the way proposed
would destroy a national treasure.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2541 DETAIL

Status : Ay

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Gary
Last Name : Prestia

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

I 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 #1190 DETAIL

Status : i Pentding
Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Barbara
Last Name : Preston

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Your first order of business should be to Eliminate Alternative 1. This option would destroy the artistic,
historical, cultural and environmental heart of Oid Lyme. If you lived here, you would realize why | and others
are Opposed to Alternative 1. Cheapest and easiest are not the best answers to the NEC Future.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1193 DETAIL

Status : Refding

Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : David
Last Name : Preston

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

This very large project is dropped on this town with a very short time allowed for comment. The proposal would
destroy our historic village as well as saveral long established educational and museum facilities. It would
seriously disrupt conservation lands that have been designated as one of the last grest places by The Nature
Conservancy. We firmly believe there will be enormous resistance to these plans which will result in delays,
huge legal and other costs, before the proposal is finally defeated if it is puirsued.

Please don't waste the taxpayers money in its pursuit.



34

MR. PRESTON: Thank you. My name is Evan Preston.
I'm the director of ConnPIRG, the Connecticut Public Industry
Research Group.

I want to thank NEC Future and the folks doing work
on this proposal because, from ConnPIRG's perspective, our
status quo on transportation priorities is unacceptable for
solving the problem that Connecticut has for consumers, for
our economy and for our environment here.

The fact of the matter that in the Northeast
Corridor particularly we have the ability to take advantage of
existing networks and build upon them more so than some of the
other places in the country is all the more reason to
recognize the fact that America's transportation demands have
changed, changed quite dramatically in the past generation.

So people from my generation, Millennials, are
increasing seeking transportation options. You've heard from
several of those folks earlier tonight, but this is a
nationwide trend, that areas which have the ability to access
the kind of connections and multimodal opportunities that
Connecticut does and that the Northeast Corridor does should
be taking advantage of those opportunities, as they're some of
the best ways to target public investment and shifting our
priorities toward things that will allow us to solve the
transportation problems, keep people in the state, and have a
more viable opportunity for people in the 21st century.

So I would encourage -- and we're glad to see the
review of the proposals -- an aggressive approach to shifting
our priorities from the past to the 21st century
transportation options.

HEARING OFFICER SIEGEL: Thank you. Thanks a lot.

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

If you have a comment on the NEC FUTURE Tier 1 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, please fill out this
comment card and hand it to an NEC FUTURE team
member, or mail it by January 30, 2016, to the Federal
Railroad Administration, using the address on the reverse
side of this card. You can also submit comments through
the project website at www.necfuture.com or via email to
comment@necfuture.com.

Thank you for your interest and input!



All right. The next speaker is Bob
Previdi.

And apologies if I mispronounce
anybody's name. You can correct it when you come up.

MR. PREVIDI: You did very well.

THE MODERATOR: Okay.

MR. PREVIDI: My name is Bob Previdi.
I'm a policy coordinator for the Bicycle Coalition of
Greater Philadelphia.

We just have a couple of comments to
point you towards. It's obviously, our overall theme,
with regards to your relationship between bikes and
the Corridor.

And we'd like to see more discussions
about bike parking at stations along the Corridor, as
well as more of a discussion about roll-on access and
ability to park your bike on the train itself.

Not related, but I was on a train trip
in Helsinki, Finland, and not only did they have bike
parking, you know those ball pits that they have at
Ikea for the kids? They had one on board the train.

So just kind of thinking beyond just
what we're traditionally used to thinking about as far
as equipment is concerned.

Better connection, also, more — a
discussion of better connections to the stations
themselves.

You might, for an example, just look at
what they've been doing, a fabulous job at 30th
Street, Amtrak's been doing this for 30th Street in
their plans for 30th Street Station.

A lot of discussion about how to make
those connections with the existing infrastructure,
Market—Frankford Line as well as the bike lanes, you
know, connecting the station itself to the Corridor
and more discussion like that.

And then just overall being more nimble
with the right—of-way discussions, you know, rails to
trails and that kind of thing.

Again, I think that SEPTA has done an
excellent job of pointing in that direction and
working with the Bicycle Coalition and other advocates
on rails to trails issues.

But overall, we're pleased that you're
having this, and we, you know, certainly are available
for any comment or questions.

Thank you.

THE MODERATOR: Okay. Thank you, Bob.



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1615 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name :

Last Name : Hotmail

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

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

Washington D.C. 20240

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

Dear Ms. Braegelmann:

As a visitor and lover of Maryland'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. This area is
recognized 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,

Myra Price

Sent from my iPad



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1200 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 2/13/2016
First Name : Nancy
Last Name : Price

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Please do not implement the Tier 1 Draft EIS that would totally destroy the historic village of Old Lyme, Ct. A
high speed facility is probably essential but not as essential as a location of such historic value to the country
not to mention the harm it would cause to this fragile environment.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2009 DETAIL

Status :

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

Last Name : Proctor

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

To the Federal Rail Administration,

| oppose Alternative 1 of the Northeast Corridor Futures proposal as it would destroy the campus of the Lyme
Academy College of Fine Arts of the Universary of Hew Haven.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2436 DETAIL

Status : FEnapg
Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Robert
Last Name : Proctor

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 #1879 DETAIL

Status Hiolion Gompietes
Record Date : 2/15/2016

First Name : Gus

Last Name : Proestakis

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

| strongly 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.
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Okay. Without further ado, I'm going to open up the mic to
the first speaker and that's Gary Prophet.

Just make sure that mic is on to Gary, since you're
first.

MR. PROPHET: 1It's always the responsibility being the
first person, right.

Hello.

A VOICE: No, it's not.

MR. PROPHET: Hello.

THE MODERATOR: Perfect.

MR. PROPHET: Okay. Now we're on.

Yes, so I'm Gary Prophet. Last name is P-r-o-p-h-e-t.

And I'm the Vice President of the Empire State Passengers
Association.

I just have a few comments based on the alternatives
and what I've seen in the past and, also, here today.

First of all, Alternative 1, obviously, most of the
items in there are absolutely necessary with the New York
City tunnels over to New Jersey.

The Hackensack Bridge, the Baltimore Tunnels and a
re—-route around New London, Connecticut to allow a little
better speed and a little better service up in that area and
to get around some cof the boat traffic issues that are an
issue up in Connecticut.

One thing I saw missing though was thru service from
New Haven up to Hartford, Springfield and over to Boston.
Right now that's a shuttle service. If some of you can
remember back a number of years, that used to allow thru
service from New Haven to Boston through Springfield and
through the area that the Lakeshore Limited currently goes
through. And that area is still -- still a main line of CSX.
And there's no reason why Amtrak cannot use that as an
alternative route for train -- for rail passenger service.

Obviously, that route is not going to be 150 miles an
hour but even at 90 or 100 miles an hour, that provides an
alternative route for people and, also, provides thru
service for people to get from New Haven and from Hartford
up to Boston in a speedy way and really connects Hartford
and Connecticut into the Northeast Corridor, even though it
may not qualify as, you know, high speed for 150 miles an
hour.
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Also, we obviously need more equipment. For those of
you who frequently ride the service, the antiquated
equipment was mostly built along 30 -- 30 years ago. And
for those of us traveling around holidays, it was
disappointing to see that a lot of the trains were operating
with only six, seven, eight cars. There's no reason why
during the holidays every single train is not 10, 11 cars
and that's true on the Northeast Corridor, and it was also
true on the Empire Corridor where some trains just operated
with just six cars, were sold out six weeks in advance but
Amtrak just doesn't have the equipment to do it.

So I think as part of any type of rebuilding, you need
to immediately to look at getting new equipment and new
single level coaches for passengers to ride because there
isn't even enough to meet the demand of today.

Also, common ticketing is certainly a requirement. I
grew up in Buffalo where EZ Pass was first tested. That was

tested for several years before it went anywhere else. So I
know it's a long process, an involved process, longer than
maybe most of the public might think as far as getting -- as

getting EZ Pass done but, certainly, through ticketing with
Amtrak and the Corridor, would certainly help out.

And my last point was, some idea for the future, which
I haven't heard mentioned anywhere and seen anywhere, is the
locomotive. Obviously, the Northeast Corridor is
electrified but south of Washington and also north of New
Haven to Hartford, currently isn't. There's is some type of
dual locomotive that could actually operate from Richmond up
to the Northeast Corridor up to Hartford, and over to Boston
without having to change the locomotive anywhere.

Obviously, we wouldn't need a lot of them but just a few of
them would provide a lot of that additional flexibility and
connect a lot of people in the Northeast Corridor much
better.

As far as option 3, I really don't see too much funding
for that so I think it was entertaining to look at some of
the panels but I'm not sure that's really going anywhere in
the future of the public with the cost estimates for that.

And thank you very much.

THE MODERATOR: Thank you, Gary.



Mayor of Providence

December 9, 2015 Jorge O. Elorza

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

U.S. DOT Federal Railroad Administration
Cne Bowling Green, Suite 425

New York, NY 10004

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea,

The City of Providence has closely followed and evaluated the Federal Rail Administration’s (FRA) work
ta assess and select a preferred alternative for future investments in passenger rail service for the
Northeast Corridor. After careful review and consideration of the alternatives presented within the draft
Environmental Impact Statement, | wish to offer the following comments on the options that are
currently under consideration by the FRA on behalf of the City of Providence. | support the FRA’s efforts
to grow and transform the role of passenger rall service and am particularly enthusiastic about improved
high speed connections tc Providence. The inclusion of an additional two-track segment between
Washington, D.C., and Boston In Alternatives 3.1 and 3.2 would support high speed service connecting
directly to Providence at speeds up to 220 miles per hour, reducing overall travel time to and between
Washington, D.C. and Boston by as much as three hours.

As the capital City of Rhode Island and the 39™ most populated metrogolitan area in the United States,
Providence is an important hub within the northeast corridor as both a commuter base and a
destination. ! strongly oppose any alternative that excludes Providence from critical future investments,
resulting in high-speed rail service bypassing our city. The selection of Alternatives 3.3 (Washington, D.C.
to Boston via Long Island/Worcester) or 3.4 (Washington, D.C. to Boston via Central
Connecticut/Worcester) have the potential ta be disastrous for Providence, eliminating thé possibility of
high speedrail and other passenger rail upgrades in our city and bypassing a critical connection to the
existing northeast corridor in Providence. If Alternative 3 is to be selected, we strongly urge the
selection of either Alternative 3.1 {Washington, D.C., to Boston via Central Connecticut/Providence) or
Alterative 3.2 {Washington, D.C. to Boston via Long Island/Providence). Either of these two options
would improve interaction with the existing northeast corridor at major hubs, including Providence,
while still previding service to new markets that would provide a boost to the metropolitan Providence
region. To cut the City of Providence off from future high-speed rail service by connecting to Worcester
rather than Providence would be a detriment to the entire northeast region, causing negative impacts to
both transportation and our economy. Far similar reasons, | recommend a revision to Alternative 1
which, based on Table 7-1-10, does nat appear to include Providence as a “Major Hub,” but rather lists it
as a “Local Hub.” '

As a key transportation center, Providence is a critical destination. In 2012, the Providence-New
Bedford-Fall River Metropolitan Area had aver 750,000 daily commuters, nearly double the number of

City Hall, 25 Dorrance Street, Providence, RI 02903
Phone (401) 421-7740 Fax (401) 274-8240



commuters as the Worcester Metropolitan Area. Intercity ridership at Providence Station rose by 31%
from 2006 to 2012 and continues to grow, as the Providence Amtrak station is curréntly the 15th busiest
station in the country and the third busiest station in New England. Providence Station is also the third
busiest MBTA station in the MBTA network, secand only to South Station and Back Bay Station in
Boston.

The Providence metropolitan area is also a strong economic center for the country, ranked as the 43"
largest gross metropolitan product in 2014, producing $75.9 billion with a projected 4% annual growth
rate for the economy predicted between 2014 and 2021. By comparison, the Worcester metropolitan
area was ranked 69" with only $38.5 billion in gross metropolitan product in 2014. With development
underway on 19 acres of prime real estate downtown, recently made available by the relocation of
Interstate 195, a stronger connection ta New York City, Baston and other points within New England is
needed to continue to meet the demand of the growing number of employees and residents in the core
of our City. For many of the numerous new developments underway, including a one million square foot
high-end research and innovation center and meeting destination, connections to future high-speed
passenger rail service are critical. For Providence to be able to continue to support existing investments
such as this and to attract this level of investment in the future, a strong cannection to the growth and
transformation of passenger rail service is essential.

I look forward to remaining engaged in the NEC Future planning effort as the FRA proceeds to select a

preferrad alternative. It is critical that the City of Providence must be included as a “Major Hub” in the
preferred altemative. More frequent service, faster travel times, and connections to new markets not
currently served by passenger rail would create new opportunities for Providence and create positive

environmental, economic, and transportation impacts extending beyond Rhode Island’s capital city to
benefit tha entire region.

Sincerely,

Jorge O. Elorza
Mayor
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February 3, 2016

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

NEC Future

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

New York, NY 10004

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea:

Enclosed please find the statement, regarding the Tier 1 Draft EIS, of The Providence Foundation
and the Greater Providence Chamber of Commerce.

We have submitted the identical statement electronically to comment@necfuture.com.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
P oy Kol
P =
Daniel A. Baudouin et Raymond
Executive Director Senior VP of Economic Development

The Providence Foundation Greater Providence Chamber of Commerce
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THE PROVIDENCE COMMERCE
FOUNDATION

STATEMENT
NORTHEAST CORRIDOR

The Providence Foundation and the Greater Providence Chamber of Commerce appreciate this opportunity to
support the efforts of the Federal Rail Administration to improve and upgrade the Northeast Rail Corridor.

The Providence Foundation is a private sector, not-for-profit organization whose core purpose is “to create an
environment that js conducive to growth and sustained investment making Providence, particularly downtown, the
premier mid-size city in the country.” The Foundation is supported by 140 leading companies and institutions.

The Greater Providence Chamber of Commerce is Rhode Island’s leading chamber of commerce with over 1,500
business members.

The Foundation and the Chamber are in support of the following:

1. More frequent regional and Acela Amtrak service.

2. New dedicated tracks for true high-speed rail along the corridor. The high speed rail should serve

downtown Providence, one of the busiest stations in the Northeast Corridor, with the new high speed rail

service between Boston and New York. Regardless of the selected alternative, Providence should be the
major station that accommodates all high speed rail service between New York and Boston because of
the high, growing demand in Providence.

More reliable, frequent and faster commuter service between Providence and Boston.

4. Short-term improvements to improve and enhance tracks and service between Providence and Boston
should be a priority.

5. Table 7, NEC Population Forecasts and Table 8, NEC employment forecasts seriously underestimate
population and jobs for the Providence area. The 2014 Census states that the Providence MSA has a
population of 1,300,000. If we were to include New Bedford area, the population is about 1,600,000.
Combining Providence MSA and New Bedford follows the same principle as combining Hartford with
Springfield on the tables; both cities are about 30 miles apart. Similarly, the jobs figure on Table 8 should
be about 649,000 including New Bedford.

6. Unrestricted freight service along the corridor. In Rhode Island, there are 43 customers employing 5,700
people that use rail for freight services.

7. The expansion or possibly the construction of a new train station in downtown Providence to
accommodate the expected significant increase in ridership in the next several decades. The new and
expanded station should be an intermodal transportation center served by local buses, and interstate
buses, and trolleys and bicycles.

8. The covering of the tracks from the existing station to Smith Street should be evaluated and incorporated.
The covering of these tracks are part of the long standing Capital Center District Plan for which the train
station is a part.

w

The downtown Providence station is Amtrak’s 15" busiest nationwide and together with MBTA accommodates
more than 1,000,000 travelers a year. This is partially due to the increase in the number of jobs, residences,
hotels, universities, and commercial space within walking distances. As downtown continues to develop, train
station usage will increase.

Amtrak_Staternent_2016 Feb



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1581 DETAIL

Status : (Aetion Completeis

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name :

Last Name :

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Ms. Carol Braegelmann

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

Washington D.C. 20240

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

Dear Ms. Braegelmann:

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

This proposal would chop off 60 acres of the Patuxent Wildlife Refuge
including pristine stream, wetland, riparian and forest habitats, critical to a
number of at-risk bird species. It would destroy this valuable wildlife

habitat in a region of Maryland where development has taken an immense toll
on natural resources, and in so doing would damage the ecological integrity
of the largest remaining forest block in central Maryland—also recognized

by Audubon Maryland-DC as an Important Bird Area (IBA) in 2006 because it
provides habitat for several declining bird species, including Eastern
whip-poor-will, wood thrush, Kentucky warbler and prairie warbler.

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

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

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

less destructive alternatives to incising a wildlife refuge exist. Please

choose an alternate that does not disturb a national treasure.

Sincerely,



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2437 DETAIL

Status : [

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Kristen
Last Name : Przyborski

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

First | would like to say that [ support the idea of an updated rail system. It is an important project that will
benefit the state of Connecticut.

However, Alternative 1 of the proposal is problematic.

I have a PhD in biological oceanography and have spearheaded a dune restoration project on the nearby
Thames River. | also have taught courses with relevant topics such as the Ecosystem of Long Island Sound
and the Societal Impact of Global Climate Change.

Our aquatic areas are under direct assault from a number of fronts. Old Lyme is a veritable treasure trove of
natural coastal niches. Building a rail line through this area would threaten an ever shrinking coastiine.

Several years ago | worked with my students on an American Eel research project on a tributary of the
Connecticut River in Old Lyme. The early life stages of this embattled species are known as glass eels. Most
coastal areas are seeing significantly reduced numbers of this life stage due to dam construction and marine
poliution. However, in the area of Old Lyme glass eels can be found in staggering numbers in April. This is a
very important area for the preservation of this species.

Furthermore, we will see significant sea level rise in the coming decades. Building a rail system so close to the
shore makes absolutely no fiscal sense. We do not yet know the extent of the sea level rise that we will
experience here, but most scientists are predicting that the east coast of the US is likely to be affected even
more so than other areas of the US.

| believe Alternative 1 should be abandoned in light of these concerns. Other alternatives that push the rail
inland make far more sense.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2548 DETAIL

Status : -

Record Date : 2/16/2016
First Name : Lukasz
Last Name : Przybylek

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

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



INEC DE!IS Comments - RECORD #2060 DETAIL

Status : fiction Completed
Record Date : 2/15/2016

First Name : John

Last Name : Pucciano

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. As graduate of the University of New Haven's
MBA program; a former candidate for Congress in CT3 and a former Chair of the Better Business Bureau of
South Central Connecticut, | believe alternative 1 will adversely impact the aesthetic quality of Old Lyme’s
nationally recognized historic district. Other proposed alternatives make far more sense, such as one that
would head north along 1-91 to Hartford and then on to Providence and Boston, providing much-needed train
access to inland areas.



[NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #867 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Mary
Last Name : Pullen

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

TAKE ALTERNATIVE 1 OFF THE TABLE

Alternative 1 will destroy the historic district of Old Lyme. It will destroy the historic Lieutenant River.
It's planned to measure 5,000 ft. wide! The State of CT
cannot permit this to happen to the very historic Old Lyme, CT.  This should not and cannot be built .



NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #804 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Diana
Last Name : Pulvirenti

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

ANY kind of added extra train routes would be fabulous! | hate flying and with my retired husband working in
their cities on occasion give me the opportunity to ride with Amtrak which | love. I'm planning on introducing my
children and grandchildren to the joys of traveling with Amtrak as well. You should add more routes and
upgrades all the time. | usually get a sleepette or business class on every trip that | take no matter the traveling
time because | simply like riding with Amtrak. Keep it up-you'll also get a higher income traveler as well.



|NEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1818 DETAIL

Status : (Action Gompleted:

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Melanie
Last Name : Puryear, PHD

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

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



|LlEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #2201 DETAIL

Status : (Pendinal,

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Paul
Last Name : Pusateri

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

‘I 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.”



|iEC DEIS Comments - RECORD #1866 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date : 2/15/2016
First Name : Mary Ann
Last Name : Putney

Stakeholder Comments/issues :

Dear Federal Rail Administration,

I 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 #929 DETAIL

Status - (fetion Completa’

Record Date : 2/11/2016
First Name : Timothy W,
Last Name : Brennan

Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Dear Madame/Sir:

Comments by the Pioneer Valley Planning Commission on the NEC Future Tier 1 DEIS are attached as a PDF.
There should be 7 pages. Please contact me if you have any questions or trouble with this file.

Thank you,

David Elvin, Senior Transit Planner
Pioneer Valley Planning Commission
60 Congress St., Springfield MA 01104
413-781-6045

WWW.pVpc.org

Attachments : PVPC Comments on NEC Tier 1 DEIS 02-11-16.pdf (449 kb)
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Catalyst for Regional Progress

February 11, 2016 PV ‘
Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

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

Timothy W. Brennan Executive Director

SUBIJECT: Comments on Northeast Corridor (NEC) Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea:

Thank you far the opportunity to comment on the NEC Future Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). We recognize the tremendous effort that you and your team have put forth in
advancing the NEC Future project to this important milestone.

1. PVPC BACKGROUND

The Pioneer Valley Planning Commission (PVPC) is the designated regional planning agency for the

43 municipalities and 627,000 residents comprising Hampden and Hampshire Counties in western
Massachusetts, the entirety of which is encompassed within the NEC Future study area. PVPC is the
largest regional planning district outside of metro Boston; we staff our region’s Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), and we provide comprehensive ongoing planning support to the Pioneer Valley
Transit Authority (PVTA).

The PVPC region is a subarea of the Knowledge Corridor, a bi-state region that reaches from New Haven,
Connecticut north along 1-91 and the historic Connecticut River railroad line to Greenfieid,
Massachusetts. It is home to numerous educational and medical anchor institutions, as well as other
knowledge-dependent employers. The Knowledge Corridor grew in part out of PVPC’s long-standing
cross-border partnership with our sister regional planning agency, the Capitol Region Council of
Governments {CRCOG), an agency which serves 38 municipalities and nearly 1 million residents of the
Greater Hartford region, as well as PVPC’s leadership role in the formation of the New England
Knowledge Corridor Partnership sixteen years ago.

Together, PVPC and CRCOG successfully completed a $4.2 million planning program grant in 2013
funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Sustainable Communities
Initiative. Two leading priorities of the action plan for this project, “One Region, One Future,” are the
enhancement of passenger rail connections with the New York City and Boston markets, and stepping
up strategies to accelerate transit-oriented development at passenger rail stations. Also as part of this
program, CRCOG and PVPC produced a TOD market analysis, “Making it Happen,” which strongly
recommends directing government development resources to existing passenger rail station areas and
focusing on infill development in the Knowledge Corridor region. We urge the NEC Future team to
review these two federally funded plans so that their relevant recommendations may be better
incorporated in the NEC Future program.

2. REQUEST FOR A TIER 2 PHASED EIS PROGRAM

We agree with FRA that the success of the NEC Future program depends on a “think big” perspective
and the serious consideration of a range of approaches for improving rail service throughout the study

area.

Pioneer Valley Planning Commission 60 Congress Street - Floor 1, Springfield, MA 01104-3419
phone 413.781.6045  71»413.732.2593 77v413.781.7168 www.pvpc.org
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Page 2 of 7

Unfortunately, we find that the Tier 1 DEIS does not fully achieve this goal, primarily because it does not
include an alternative or variant to evaluate high quality service along the New Haven/Hartford/
Springfield/Worcester/Boston Inland Route Rail corridor; nor does it fully account for significant current
and planned transportation investments that wifl occur as part of the No Action Alternative. Because of
these omissions, the Tier 1 DEIS does not appear to evaluate all of the potential benefits that improved
rail connectivity contemplated by NEC Future would bring to this corridor and the broader New England
region, particularly in the City of Springfield, where public and private investments in new and recently
completed projects now tops $2.7 billion.

Therefore, we strongly urge FRA to initiate a phased Tier 2 EIS program for NEC Future, as

recommended by the Connecticut Department of Transportation and the Capital Region Council of
Governments, that focuses on enabling all projects that are now programmed and/or in the planning
stages, as well as those necessary to maintain a state of good repair and deliver maximum safety, speed,
and capacity on the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield corridor. We further concur with ConnDOT and
CRCOG that the first phase of this Tier 2 EIS program must include evaluation and project support for the
Hartford-Springfield region, including the Inland Route, enhanced connections to Bradley International
Airport, and other elements of the federally funded Knowledge Corridor initiative. A second phase of a
Tier 2 EIS program could then be devoted to the development and comprehensive evaluation of
potential new alignments and the substantially greater investments that will be needed to construct and

operate them.

3. REQUEST FOR TIER 1 SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

To advance the pending Tier 1 EIS program, PVPC requests that FRA prepare a Tier 1 Supplemental DEIS
(S/DEIS) that addresses deficiencies in the subject DEIS described below before a Preferred Alternative is
selected and a Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement is issued. In the event that FRA chooses not
produce a Tier 1 S/DEIS or comparable remedy, PVPC can only lend its support the No Action
Alternative, which we’re convinced includes several actions that can advance the goals of the NEC

Future program in our region.

A Tier 1 S/DEIS is needed because the subject DEIS does not include an Inland Route alternative or
variant and therefore does not fully account for the leverage effects of substantial transportation
investments by federal, state, and municipal agencies that are already occurring and are anticipated in
this corridor in Massachusetts and Connecticut. These include the Springfield Union Station Regional
intermodal Center, New Haven/Hartford/ Springfield (The Hartford Line) commuter rail, the Northern
New England Inland Rail Initiative (of which the Inland Route is a part), the replacement of the Route I-
91 viaduct in downtown Springfield, and a planned bus rapid transit system in Springfield.

Moreover, we believe the lack of an Inland Route alternative or variant misses the opportunity to better
assess the intermodal and access benefits for regional air traffic relief potential of a high capacity rail
connection to western New England’s largest airport, namely Bradley International Airport in Windsor

Locks, Connecticut.

Also, the lack of an alternative or variant to evaluate high capacity rail service via Springfield poses
equity concerns. According to U.S. Census data, in 2014 Springfield’s poverty rate exceeded 29% and
there were more than 49% residents of color. Further, the city is the center of the U.S.’s third most
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segregated metro area by race, according to a 2013 Fair Housing and Equity Assessment for the region.
Therefore, the lack of evaluation of high quality rail service to Springfield that is comparable to the other
new segments that are contemplated in New England does not appear to be fully consistent with federal
regulations and policies for equity and environmental justice, including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act.

4. COMMENTS ON THE TIER 1 DEIS

PVPC offers the following comments and information to be addressed in a Tier 1 S/DEIS or comparable
remedy.

4.1 A new alternative or a variant to Alternative 2 should be added that evaluates high quality

passenger rail service along the inland Route (Hartford/Springfield/Worcester/Boston) corridor.
In our initial project scoping comments submitted in 2012, as well as our comment letter of April 24,
2014 submitted jointly with CRCOG following the NEC Future agency meetings, we emphasized the
importance of evaluating high quality rail service on the Inland Route rail corridor and specifically to
Springfield. We again refer FRA to these submissions and ask that their recommendations be fully
addressed in the Tier 1 S/DEIS. We believe that the omission of an alternative or variant with direct high
capacity service to Springfield will not allow the NEC Future project to meet FRA’s overall goals,
particularly to enhance economic competitiveness of the Northeast Region, expand rail’s market share,
and enhance the integration between transportation investments and local development.

Developing high quality passenger rail service along the Inland Route corridor is a central priority of the
Northern New England Intercity Rail Initiative (NNEIRI), a stellar collaboration among three New England
states and the federal government. More specifically, the NNEIR! is an FRA partnership with the
Massachusetts Department of Transportation, the Vermont Department of Transportation, and the
Connecticut Department of Transportation intended to plan for high speed rail service on: 1) the Inland
Route from New Haven to Boston via Hartford, Springfield, and Worcester; and 2) the Boston-to-
Montreal Route via Springfield. MassDOT is now a lead recipient of this recently completed feasibility
study of renovating the Inland Route for rail passenger service and is cooperating with VTrans on plans
that would implement the Boston-to-Montreal route. These are services with broad and longstanding
public support in which Springfield would serve as a central hub and transfer point. Estimated annual
ridership at Springfield from these services alone is estimated 97,000 passengers, which would likely
have significant benefits on NEC ridership and station-area economic impacts. Yet this key initiative
receives little consideration in the subject DEIS. It appears to be referenced only once, briefly on page
4-19, and is not included in Section 7.20 Cumulative Effects. We believe the NNEIRI project is highly
relevant to the NEC Future effort, especially given that the Inland Route was designated as an additional
part of the Northern New England High-Speed Rail Corridor, along with the route between Springfield
and Albany, under the provisions of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (PL 108-447) of 2004.

The Inland Route merits inclusion as an NEC Future Tier 1 alternative or variant for a variety of other
reasons, as well. Chief among these are:

¢ The Inland Route serves Worcester and Springfield, which are Massachusetts’ second and third
largest cities respectively.
¢ The Inland Route offers greatly improved intermodal connectivity to our region’s major airport,

Bradley International in Windsor Locks, CT, and associated parking and car rental facilities.
A high capacity rail connection to Bradley would close an existing gap in current and planned rail
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services between Hartford and Springfield and allow the airport to function better as a
congestion reliever to the major airports in the New York City and Boston markets.

e The Inland Route would provide critical redundancy and function as the second spine of the NEC
north of New York City, which is cited as an urgent need in Section 3.4.5; in fact, Amtrak already
uses the Inland Route during service disruptions on portions of the Connecticut Shore Line.

e Upgrading the Inland Route to high capacity rail service would likely involve fewer land takings
and environmental impacts than the Alternative 2 cross-Connecticut alignment.

e Improvements to the Inland Route and its existing stations would support greater transit-
oriented development and infill, which are leading development and redevelopment priorities
of numerous state, regional, and municipal plans, policies, and programs.

e The Inland Route would offer greater sustainability, as it would leverage many existing and
planned transportation investments in Connecticut and Massachusetts, and promote infill
development in the vicinity of existing stations.

* Improvements to the inland Route would add redundancy and interconnectivity for regional and
national freight rail, especially the Class | service from Boston to the West Springfield intermodal
terminal and points west, which is designated a priority corridor by the Massachusetts State Rail
Plan of 2010.

In the Initial Alternatives Report (Appendix B2), we do not find a clearly stated rationale for FRA’s
dismissal of the initial alternatives for high quality service along the New Haven/Hartford/Springfield/
Worcester/Boston alignment (Aiternative IDs North 32, 33, and 34 “New Haven Line via Springfield”).
The report makes the general statement that these initial alternatives “...underperformed when
compared to the other route options and were not advanced for further consideration...” However,
there is no scoring or further narrative rationale presented to justify their rejection. Generally, there
does not appear to be a clear prioritization or weighting of the metrics for FRA’s preliminary alternatives
evaluation criteria (Table 4-3).

Finally, the lack of an alternative or variant with direct high capacity service to Springfield raises equity
concerns. In 2014, Springfield’s poverty rate exceeded 29% (compared to 11.6% statewide) and there
were more than 49% residents of color (compared to 20.0% statewide). The city is the center of the
U.S.’s third most segregated metro area by race, according to a 2013 Fair Housing and Equity
Assessment for the region. Therefore, the S/DEIS ideally should present and evaluate an alternative or
variant for direct high quality rail service to Springfield that is comparable to the current Alternative 2.

4.2 The No Action Alternative should be revised to better reflect committed and planned
transportation improvements in the interstate Knowledge Corridor region.
The No Action Alternative apparently omits or gives limited consideration to significant transportation
projects and other public and private developments in Springfield that are occurring—and which now
exceed $2.7 billion—that will enhance and benefit from rail and transit connectivity. Because the No
Action Alternative functions as the baseline condition from which the impacts of the other alternatives
are measured, it is critical that it include as much known information about new developments as
possible. We disagree with the assumption asserted throughout the DEIS that “Improvements included
in the No Action Alternative will not greatly change the services provided along the existing NEC,” as



Pioneer Valley Planning Commission
NEC Future Tier 1 DEIS Comments
February 11, 2016

Page 5 of 7

stated in Section 7.11.4.1 No Action Alternative. For example, NHHS service from New Haven to
Springfield will greatly change services available at the NEC's New Haven hub.

(To better clarify the purpose of the No Action alternative to the reader, we suggest that its name be
changed from “No Action” to “Existing Actions” or “Transportation Demand Management” to better
reflect the fact that actions to address demand are already occurring—and more are planned—in
portions of the study area.)

Actions that we’re convinced merit more robust description and analysis as part of the No Action
Alternative include:

e Springfield Union Station. More than $88 million in federal, state, and local funds have been
invested in this Springfield Redevelopment Authority project to reopen this historic station by
2017 as an regional intermodal facility for Amtrak Northeast Regional service, Hartford Line
commuter rail to/from New Haven via Hartford, intercity bus service, public transportation
(fixed route and paratransit) by Pioneer Valley Transit Authority, parking, and taxis.

The description of this project should also be expanded in Chapter 7.20 Cumulative Effects.

e New Haven/Hartford/Springfield (The Hartford Line) commuter rail service from Springfield to
Hartford and New Haven. Managed by Connecticut Department of Transportation, the Hartford
Line project involves $643 million in federal and state commitments. Service is scheduled to
commence in 2018 and it will double daily passenger rail service between Springfield and New
Haven, with 30-minute peak hour frequencies. At New Haven, passengers can connect to
Amtrak Acela and Regional services, Metro North Commuter Rail, as well as regional and local
bus services. On page 4-38 the DEIS states that the No Action Alternative assumes the same
types of Amtrak and commuter rail services on the NEC spine “and connecting corridors (i.e., to
Springfield, MA; Harrisburg, PA; Albany, NY; or Richmond, VA)”. Yet the Hartford Line will
provide an entirely new high capacity commuter rail line between New Haven and Springfield, in
addition to exIsting Amtrak Reglonal service, and, thereby, will dramatically increase passenger
rail connectivity within the Springfield connecting corridor and to the NEC at New Haven.

e Northern New England Intercity Rail Initiative. This project (described with additional detail
above) is planning for high-speed intercity service between Boston and New Haven on the
Inland Route and from both Boston and New Haven to Montreal via Springfield. Both these
services will have significant impacts on NEC ridership, and the impact of connections at
Springfield, Worcester and Boston—impacts that we’d urge be fully addressed.

e Springfield Bus Rapid Transit. The Pioneer Valley Transit Authority, in concert with MassDOT,
the City of Springfield and other partners, has begun planning a BRT service originating at
Springfield Union Station. This service would be similar to Connecticut’s CTfastracks BRT line,
which connects to passenger rail at Hartford Union Station. PVTA’s BRT system could be
operating within five years.

o Springfield-Greenfield Passenger Rail. Planning is now advancing for passenger rail service on
the Knowledge Corridor alignment north from Springfield to Holyoke, Northampton, and
Greenfield. Pilot service could begin in 2017, feeding additional riders to Amtrak and Hartford
Line services and connections with the NEC.
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4.3 Improve equity and environmental justice criteria and considerations.

We suggest that equity and environmental justice issues be considered in census tracts that are within a
1-mile buffer of all the preliminary alternatives considered, rather than just within 1-mile buffer from
the alignments of the three proposed alternatives.

Correspondingly, it is important to include an equity and EJ analysis as part of the baseline conditions.
The DEIS does not appear to do so, as it states on page 7.11-9: “The FRA did not quantify the effects of
the No Action Alternative...” with respect to the resources considered for environmental justice listed in
that section in the existing NEC spine corridor or the broader study area. Yet the No Action Alternative
includes projects, such as the NHHS commuter rail and Springfield Union Station, that are likely to have
impacts on environmental justice populations.

Criteria for evaluating demographic information related to equity from the study area can be improved.
For example, the evaluation criteria for (Table 4-3) do not explicitly include environmental justice, equity
or sustainability factors. Section 7.11 does not list criteria and associated measures for social equity and
environmental justice that have been identified by federal, state and regional agencies.

4.4 The explanation of how positive impacts to, and resulting from, NEC’s direct and indirect links to
regional rail, local transit services, and other modes, should be improved.

Because Massachusetts and Connecticut are the states where Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 vary the most in

terms of geography, population, and businesses and employment centers served, it is important that

state and regional level evaluations be included.

We believe the S/DEIS should include more context-sensitive factors for both travel and economic
development to improve the sensitivity of the alternatives evaluation for: 1) markets that currently have
high speed rail service; 2) markets that currently have regional rail service; and 3) markets that currently
have little or no rail service of any type. This market differentiation is especially important in the North
region of the study area (MA, CT and Rl), where Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 offer a wider range of options to
serve existing and new markets, as compared to the NEC Future’s Central and Southern Regions.

In addition, the prioritization and weighting of alternatives evaluation criteria (“need-based” and
“other” factors) could be clarified.

4.5 The findings and recommendations of Massachusetts State Rail Plan 2010 should be addressed.
We do not find documentation that the DEIS incorporates the Massachusetts Rail Plan 2010, which
contains relevant information about passenger and freight rail service existing conditions and priorities
for future rail growth in Massachusetts.

5. CONCLUSION
PVPC greatly appreciates FRA’s effort to improve the transportation system and economy of the U.S.

with a plan for long term investments in the NEC Corridor.

We believe that the project will be best served by FRA's initiation of a phased Tier 2 EIS program that
would in its first phase focus on assuring the success of existing and planned projects and services in the
Knowledge Corridor region and in its second address the larger issues of new alignments and larger
costs.
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Regarding the subject Tier 1 DEIS, we recommend that FRA prepare a Supplemental DEIS addressing the
comments and recommendations that we have offered on the DEIS to help achieve FRA’s project goals.

In the event that FRA chooses not produce a Tier 1 Supplemental DEIS or comparable remedy, the PVPC
can only lend its support the No Action Alternative, which we’re convinced includes several actions that
can advance the goals of the NEC Future program while simultaneously benefitting our region and its
over 627,000 residents.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer our comments and recommendations. We stand ready to assist in
any fashion that your team may find useful.

Sincerely,

Lou/A

Timoth . Brennan
Executive Director

TWB/de

cc: Western Massachusetts Federal Congressional Delegation
Western Massachusetts State Legislative Delegation
S. Pollack, Secretary of Transportation, MassDOT
J. Redeker, Commissioner, ConnDOT
Pioneer Valley MPO Members
M. Maclnnes, Administrator, Pioneer Valley Transit Authority
L. Wray, Executive Director, CRCOG
R. Sullivan, Economic Development Council of Western Massachusetts





