














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 DEISISection 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, I have included a two-page table containing our comments from our detailed review. In 
addition, I 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 
essentially 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 Commission. 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 DE/S. If you have any questions, 
please contact me at 717.787.8197 or Jennie Granger at 717.705.1212. 

Toby Fauver, AICP, Deputy Secretary 
Multimodal Transportation 
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1 P. 1-9, Section 1.7 This section notes that the Preferred Alternative may be a combination of 
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 ofthe possible impact of "mixing and 
matchinQ:" 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 

rovided airoort service throuQ:h 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 
imoacts and benefits of each oiece within a Q:iven oackaQ:e. 

4 P. 4-10, Section 
4.1.4 

FRA specifically requests near-term and long range priorities. 

5 P. 4-66, Section 
4.7.3.3 

As noted in comment 2 above, the need for Philadelphia airport connection is 
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 accomolish the needed imorovements? 

6 I P. 4-71, Section 
4.7.4.1 

The rationale for creating a new station at Market East in Philadelphia is 
unclear. This location does not provide additional connectivity beyond what 
is available at 30th Street Station. 

7 I 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. 

I P. 6-32, Section 
6.3.5 

~1-10, Section 
7.1.2.4 

~ P. 7.2-7, Section 
7.2.4.1 

In Bullet 2, it is noted that Alternative 1 meets the capacity need except for 
the Hudson River crossing. Should a variation of Alternative 1 with the 
needed additional caoacitv be considered? 
Please include greater discussion ofthe impacts at the John Heinz Wildlife 
RefuQ:e. 
The acreage associated with Alternative 2 in Pennsylvania seems 
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 ofPennsylvania included, when 
7.2.4.1 new alimment is orooosed throu!!h the Heinz RefuQ:e? 

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 30th Street Station? 
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P. 7.5-29, Section 
7.5.7.2 

P. 7.6-5, Section 
7.6.3.2 

P. 7.15-2, Section 
7.15.1.3 
P. 7.16-19, Section 
7.16.1.6 

P. 9-46, Section 
9.5.2 

P. 10-6, Section 10.2 

P. 10-12, Section 
10.3.1 

P. 10-13, Section 
10.3.2 
P. 11-2, Section 11.2 

P. 10, Appendix G 

The discussion ofwetland impacts and USACE permitting 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 VSACE using the LEDPA standard, 
this could be a fatal flaw for that ortion ofAlternative 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 
Ea Ie Protection Act. Consider includin a discussion. 
Sea level rise estimates appear high.EPA data suggests a one to four foot rise 
b 2100. htt ://www3.e a. ov/climatechan e/science/future.htm1#refl 
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 4fresources which are not used in Alternative 1 (or 
3), would the previously dismissed alternatives now have to be reconsidered, 
at least in that se ent? 
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 com arison. 
Although coordination among the various service providers is discussed 
throughout the document, this is the first mention ofFRA'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 

erformance of the various alternatives. 
In reference to Comment 18, ifFRA may require cooperation among the 
providers, is it accurate to state that consideration of the necessary funding 
coordination is be ond the sco e of the initiative? 
Is a discussion of funding and its potential to impact the ability to implement 
an ro osed im rovements warranted? 
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 LV if the NEC is considered "public 
transportation". Does the CEQ Pilot Program negate the requirement for 
inviting Participating Agencies? Were solicitations made for Participating 
a encies but not documented in this discussion? 
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 
directl invited? 





































































PETITION TO: NEe 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 NEe FUTURE STUDY, ALTERNATIVE ONE 
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