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STATE OF MARYLAND 

CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION 

CHESAPEAKE AND ATLANTIC COASTAL BAYS 
1804 West Street, Suite 100, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

(410) 260-3460  Fax: (410) 974-5338 

www.dnr.state.md.us/criticalarea/ 

TTY for the Deaf 

Annapolis:  (410) 974-2609  D.C. Metro: (301) 586-0450 

 

 

 

February 18, 2014 

 

Harry Romano 

Rail Program and Policy Manager 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 

MD Department of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD  21076 

 

Re:   Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 

 Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 

 

Dear Mr. Romano, 

 

Thank you for forwarding your letter via email regarding the above referenced project. The 

Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is seeking comments on a potential bridge 

replacement, rehabilitation, and/or expansion. I understand that you will be coordinating with us 

as the project concept becomes more defined. From the map submitted and depending on the 

extent of the potential reconstruction, it appears that there will be impacts in the Critical Area 

that may be considered significant. 

 

From this limited information, it appears that a full Critical Area Commission review may be 

required. Please coordinate with our office as the project becomes more defined and I will 

provide further information about the materials which will need to be submitted once we have a 

greater understanding of the impacts associated with the bridge work. 

 

Thank you for coordinating with our office early in the process. I can be reached at 410-260-

3476 with any further questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Julie Roberts 

Natural Resources Planner 
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410-260-8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-8DNR – dnr.maryland.gov – TTY Users Call via the Maryland 
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October 22, 2014 

 

Harry Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 

 

Subject:  Fisheries Information for the Proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 

Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 

 

Dear Mr. Romano: 

 

The above referenced project has been reviewed to determine fisheries species and aquatic 

resources in the vicinity of the proposed project.  The proposed activities include the 

Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil 

Counties, Maryland.  Note that Maryland Department of Natural Resources is actively involved 

in the review and interagency coordination on this project, and that this response is only for the 

fisheries information coordination, and contains no other project analysis or comments. 

 

Gasheys Creek and Mill Creek (Bush River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as 

Use I streams (Water Contact Recreation, and Protection of Aquatic Life).  Susquehanna River 

(Lower Susquehanna River Basin) mainstem and tidal tributary reaches near the site are 

classified as Use II streams (with sub-designations within the segment for migratory fish 

spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged aquatic vegetation, and open water fish and 

shellfish use).   

 

Yellow perch, white perch, herring species, and shad species have been documented spawning 

near and/or migrating through the project study area.  Where the presence of yellow perch has 

been documented along with these other anadromous fish species, generally no instream work is 

permitted in Use I streams during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during 

any year.  Instream work in Use II waters that would suspend sediments in the water column, 

move sediments along the bottom, or create disturbances from sound or pressure waves should 

also not occur during the same period, February 15 through June 15, inclusive, of any year.   

 

Principio Creek (Elk River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as Use III streams 

(Natural Trout Waters).  Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use III streams during the 

period of October 1 through April 30, inclusive, during any year.  Several very small tributaries 

to the Susquehanna River on the Cecil County side have been documented to support wild trout, 

either consistently, or occasionally.    Survey work is ongoing in this region.  Two new Use III 

stream designations in this area include Happy Valley Branch and all tributaries above US 222 in 

Cecil County, and an unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in  



Cecil County (our attached map does not yet show these two new designations).  As the bridge 

study proceeds, we will coordinate further on these small trout tributaries, based on 

determinations of potential impact areas for the project.   If small tributaries may be impacted for 

approach work or infrastructure related to the bridge, additional coordination will be necessary 

for evaluating potential trout presence in the tributaries in this vicinity, and for setting Best 

Management Practices including instream work time of year restrictions.  

 

The site is also near Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) beds in the Susquehanna River; no 

instream work that would suspend sediments in the water column or significantly disturb the 

bottom should occur from April 15 through October 15, inclusive, during any year, within 500 

yards of documented SAV beds.  Exact locations of current, recent, and historic SAV beds can 

be further coordinated during the project review.  Field work will eventually be required to 

survey and map SAV beds in and near the work area. 

 

Some of the streams near the site are listed as Tier II High Quality Waters, and may require 

additional restrictions or Best Management Practices.  Please refer to the attached map for the 

location of Tier II streams and Use Classifications.   

 

The smaller streams in the study area support many resident fish species documented by our 

Maryland Biological Stream Survey.  MBSS data can be accessed via the MDDNR web page at 

http://www.dnr.state.md.us/map_template/streamhealth/index.html, allowing access to resource 

surveys in neighboring tributaries. 

 

The Susquehanna River mainstem supports populations of several gamefish species, including 

striped bass, catfish species, walleye, and black bass.  These species and other gamefish in the 

area spawn during the spring season referenced above for anadromous fish species, and should 

also be protected by the referenced corresponding instream work restriction period.  Fishing 

activities for these species can occur year around.  

 

Other important fisheries resources in this area include American eel presence, and potential 

presence of sturgeon (shortnose and Atlantic).  American eels migrate upstream through this 

region to smaller streams where they grow to adult stages.  Some eels may reside within the 

project study area long term.  Their spawning runs then take them back through this area as they 

migrate downstream as adults to a specific region of the Atlantic Ocean to spawn.  Special 

attention has been given to American eel management in recent years, due to their ecological and 

economic importance, and their declining numbers.   The two sturgeon species are protected 

species, and have specific management requirements and efforts by National Marine Fisheries 

Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service, and cooperation with MD DNR.   Further 

coordination with these three agencies will be required for these sturgeon species for this project. 

 

Freshwater mussels are a category of aquatic species with growing focus, management effort, 

and protection methods.  Some freshwater mussels are State listed as threatened or endangered.  

Our Wildlife and Heritage Service is the State lead for State listed freshwater mussel species.  

Since new field data is constantly being developed on freshwater mussels, and there is potential 

for these species to be found within the project area, further coordination will be necessary on 



potential mussel presence and Best Management Practices for protection as the project study 

continues. 

 

As the above information demonstrates, this is a region and area very rich and diverse in 

fisheries and aquatic resources.  This letter serves as an overall view for these resources, and MD 

DNR will remain available for further coordination on project and resource specifics as the study 

continues. 

 

If you have further questions, please contact me at your convenience at 410-260-8331, or 

greg.golden@maryland.gov 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Greg Golden 

Project Review Division 

Integrated Policy and Review Unit 

 

 

 

cc:  Lori Byrne, WHS, DNR 
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September 1, 2015 

 
Ms. Angela Willis 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202-1614 

 
RE: Update to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 

Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 
 

Dear Ms. Willis: 
 
The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 
 
 The south side of the project route may overlap with Gasheys Run (draining to Swan Creek) which is designated 
in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers.  Your project may need 
review by Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek 
NTWSSC. 
 
The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas.  If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl.   
 
Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle 
(Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River.  It is possible that this species could be 
impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement.  Map Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline 
habitats in the area.  Specific protection measurements can be developed as project details become available. 
 
Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 
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Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States.  The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area.  The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 
 
1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior.  If forest loss or disturbance is 

absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest).  Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2. Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS.  This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 
4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 
 
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project.  If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 

 
 
      Sincerely, 

       
      Lori A. Byrne, 
      Environmental Review Coordinator 
      Wildlife and Heritage Service 
      MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
 

 
ER# 2015.0456.ha/ce 
Cc: S. Smith, DNR 
 D. Brinker, DNR 
 G. Golden, DNR 

K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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Julianne Yee <jyee@akrf.com>

Fwd: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission

Leslie Mesnick <lmesnick@akrf.com> Thu, Oct 22, 2015 at 4:04 PM
To: Julianne Yee <jyee@akrf.com>

­­­­­­­­­­ Forwarded message ­­­­­­­­­­
From: Dan Reagle <DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov>
Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 2:17 PM
Subject: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission
To: Wesley Mitchell <WMitchell@sha.state.md.us>, Leslie Mesnick <lmesnick@akrf.com>
Cc: Jacqueline Thorne <jthorne@mdot.state.md.us>, "Decker_Bradley@bah.com"
<Decker_Bradley@bah.com>, "Michelle.Fishburne@dot.gov" <Michelle.Fishburne@dot.gov>, "
(sarahw@coastal­resources.net)" <sarahw@coastal­resources.net>

All,

I spoke to Julie Roberts of the CAC.  It is still too early to engage them in a field visit.  The analysis of impacts
to the CA in the EA and tech documents should be based on the readily available CA boundary.  Julie indicated
once we share the plans and NEPA document with the resource agencies she will evaluate the project and the
best way to proceed.

Thank you,

Dan Reagle

Environmental Planner

Maryland Transit Administration
Environmental Planning Division
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Baltimore, MD  21202
Office: 410­767­3771    Fax: 410­333­0489
DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov

Providing safe, efficient and reliable transit across
Maryland with world­class customer service.
________________________________________

[http://www.roads.maryland.gov/OCImages/511_logo_sm.JPG]Maryland now features 511 traveler information!
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.org<http://www.md511.org/>

P Please consider the environment before printing this email
 LEGAL DISCLAIMER ­ The information contained in this communication (including any attachments) may be
confidential and legally privileged. This email may not serve as a contractual agreement unless explicit written
agreement for this purpose has been made. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please re­send this communication to the sender indicating that it
was received in error and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer system.
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http://www.roads.maryland.gov/OCImages/511_logo_sm.JPG%5DMaryland
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Ms. Angela Willis 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202-1614 

 
RE: Update to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 

Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 
 

Dear Ms. Willis: 
 
The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 
 
 The south side of the project route may overlap with Gasheys Run (draining to Swan Creek) which is designated 
in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers.  Your project may need 
review by Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek 
NTWSSC. 
 
The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas.  If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl.   
 
Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle 
(Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River.  It is possible that this species could be 
impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement.  Map Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline 
habitats in the area.  Specific protection measurements can be developed as project details become available. 
 
Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 
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Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States.  The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area.  The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 
 
1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior.  If forest loss or disturbance is 

absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest).  Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2. Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS.  This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 
4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 
 
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project.  If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 

 
 
      Sincerely, 

       
      Lori A. Byrne, 
      Environmental Review Coordinator 
      Wildlife and Heritage Service 
      MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
 

 
ER# 2015.0456.ha/ce 
Cc: S. Smith, DNR 
 D. Brinker, DNR 
 G. Golden, DNR 

K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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I spoke to Julie Roberts of the CAC.  It is still too early to engage them in a field visit.  The analysis of impacts
to the CA in the EA and tech documents should be based on the readily available CA boundary.  Julie indicated
once we share the plans and NEPA document with the resource agencies she will evaluate the project and the
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office

177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401

PHONE: (410)573-4599 FAX: (410)266-9127

Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 December 18, 2015
Event Code: 05E2CB00-2016-E-00367
Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having



similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment

2
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Preliminary Species list
 

Provided by: 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office

177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE

ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401

(410) 573-4599
 
Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2016-SLI-0378
Event Code: 05E2CB00-2016-E-00367
 
Project Type: TRANSPORTATION
 
Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project
Project Description: The project includes replacing the 106-year old bridge with a new bridge with
4 tracks.  The existing bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the Northeast Corridor (NEC).  The
project would span between approximately Oak Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 in the south to Prince
Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 to the north.  The project is funded by a grant from the Federal
Railroad Administration to the Maryland Dept. of Transportation and Amtrak is the owner of the
railroad corridor and bridge.
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.
 
Project Counties: Cecil, MD | Harford, MD
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 1 threatened or endangered species on your species list.  Species on this list should be considered in

an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain

fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Critical habitats listed under the

Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats within your

project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the designated FWS

office if you have questions.

 

Mammals Status Has Critical Habitat Condition(s)

Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis

septentrionalis)

Threatened

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project
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Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project



 

 

 United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

 
 Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay 

 

 

 

January 15, 2016 
 
 
 
Mr. Dan Reagle 
STATE OF MARYLAND 
Maryland Transit Administration, Office of Planning 
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
 
RE: “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” northern long-eared bat determination; Susquehanna Rail 
Bridge Project in Cecil and Harford Counties, MD 
 
Dear Mr. Reagle: 
  
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your project information from the 
Service’s Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) online system dated December 18, 
2015.  The Service has evaluated the potential effects of this project to the threatened northern 
long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis).  The comments provided below are in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).  
 
This project is within the range of the northern long-eared bat, a federally listed threatened 
species. The northern long-eared bat is a temperate, insectivorous migratory bat that hibernates 
in mines and caves in the winter and summers in wooded areas.  Since the forest clearing for this 
proposed project is minimal, and there are no current records of northern long-eared bats in the 
project vicinity, this project as proposed is “not likely to adversely affect” the northern long-
eared bat, therefore, there are no time of year restrictions on forest clearing. 
 
Except for occasional transient individuals, no other Federal proposed or listed endangered or 
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist within the project impact area. 
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered.    
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relevant to threatened and endangered fish 
and wildlife resources.  This Endangered Species Act determination does not exempt this project 
from obtaining all permits and approvals that may be required by other State or Federal agencies.   
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Trevor Clark of my 
Endangered Species staff at (410) 573-4527 or by email at Trevor_Clark@fws.gov. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Genevieve LaRouche 
Supervisor 
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From: Julie Roberts -DNR-
To: Dan Reagle
Subject: Re: April 20th MDOT Interagency Review Meeting - MDOT Presentations and summaries
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 4:10:12 PM

Dan, 

My only comments at this time are that we will need to know the exact numbers in terms of
 disturbance in the Critical Area (I saw it is in the 6 acre range for both alternatives). We
 would need the breakdown of:

--Forest/developed woodland clearing inside and outside of any Buffers;
--Square footage of disturbance of any Buffers;
--Any impact to HPAs (that might have been in the report--I'll recheck);
--Designation of CA lands;
--Stormwater management if the lands are in the IDA

And just one comment on the draft report: it would be really helpful if the table of contents
 included page numbers, considering how large it is. Not sure if we'll be reviewing that again,
 so maybe it doesn't matter at this point.

Thanks! Julie

 

mailto:julie.roberts@maryland.gov
mailto:DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov
mailto:DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov
https://sftp1.mdot.state.md.us/~


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Dan Reagle 

GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

MAY 5 c01() 

\ .. / 
.(. Environmental Planner '- ··. . ~ w·: 

Maryland Transit Administration 
Environmental Planning Division 
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) 

Dear Mr. Reagle: 

Thank you for providing us with your Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) on 
April 8, 2016, and for coordinating with the resource and coordinating agencies at the Maryland 
Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings (IRM). The Maryland Department 
of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of 
Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). 

The NETR evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B. Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct: 

•a new two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to 
the west of the existing bridge, and 
• a second new two-track bridge along the existing alignment. 

The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up 
to 150 mph for Alternative 9B. The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be 
constructed first. Once that bridge is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of 
service, demolished, and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the 
center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. This bridge would reduce the curve 
in Havre de Grace and allow for either 160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A or 150 mph speeds for 
Alternative 9B. All impact analyses and assessments included in the NETR are based on the 
girder approach I arch main span bridge design. 

Both alternatives would impact tidal and non-tidal wetlands, streams (including an unnamed 
tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey' s Creek, Gashey' s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principia Creek), and the Susquehanna riverbed, ~·'"""•,,,. 
including submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Impacts to Waters of the U.S. from the build f ... "\. 

. ( ~ ' ~ ~ 

~-~ /.fl-'lt 
"'i.eMClfdY 



alternatives would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3 ,000 linear feet of streams. 
Overall, the proposed new alignments would occur within and immediately adjacent to the 
existing rail alignment where wetlands and streams that are potentially affected by the proposed 
project have been historically altered for the construction and maintenance of the existing 
alignment. 

Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly 
reduced footprint relative to Alternative 9A within Harford County. As a result, overall wetland 
and stream impacts are slightly less for Alternative 9B. Alternative 9B would cross the same 
streams as Alternative 9A, but total stream impacts would be slightly less resulting from a 
narrower crossing of Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. Bridge pier impacts within 
the Susquehanna River would be the same for Alternative 9B as for Alternative 9A. 

Proposed minimization and mitigation: 

• To ensure that floodwater impacts due to rail construction are minimized, drainage 
structures would be required to maintain the current flow regime and prevent associated 
flooding (COMAR 26.17.04). At the proposed Lily Run crossing, a new bottomless 
culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic capacity, resulting in desirable flood 
relief for the area of Havre de Grace upstream of the rail project. 

• Construction of the culvert extensions, or replacements as needed, would include the 
minimum extent necessary to provide support for the additional rail tracks. The 
necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless culverts to provide for a more 
natural stream bed through the culvert. 

• Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers would allow approximately 0.5 acre 
of river bottom to return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the 
construction of the replacement bridges. 

• Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) time of year restrictions listed in the 
NETR include closure periods: 

o For work within designated SAV areas is from April 1 through October 15. 
o In Use I Streams from March 1 through June 15 for fish spawning and migration. 
o In Use II Streams from June 1 through September 30 and December 16 through 

March 14 for fish spawning and migration. 

• A preliminary mitigation site search was conducted in the Lower Susquehanna River and 
Swan Creek watersheds to address the potential need for off-site mitigation, and potential 
wetland and stream mitigation sites were identified. On-site investigations will require a 
property owner notification process to seek permissions for accessing properties. This 
step will occur following the 30% design/NEPA evaluation stage during future design 
stages of the project. 
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Anadromous fish 

The proposed project is located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not 
designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, as you 
describe in your NETR, semi-anadromous and anadromous species have been documented as 
spawning near and/or migrating through the study area, including: yellow perch (Perea 
flavescens) , white perch (Marone americana), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), alewife 
(Alosa pseudoharengus), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima). We generally recommend that 
in-water construction activities that could impact the migration or spawning of these species be 
avoided from February 15 through June 15. Although the minimization efforts you describe in 
the NETR focus more on avoiding injury or mortality to fish in the area, e.g. from shock waves 
resulting from impact hammering, this time of year restriction is also recommended to minimize 
impacts to behavior of migrating or spawning fish. We recognize that multiple, overlapping time 
of year restrictions make construction timelines difficult, and we will be happy to work with you 
to develop a timeline of what activities would be restricted at what times of year, similar to what 
was done for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge, to assist in planning purposes. 

The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the 5 to 6-foot diameter 
piles for the replacement bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater. Any 
underwater noise produced during the installation of these piles is expected to be below both the 
physical and behavioral effect thresholds of 206 dB re: 1 µPa SPL peak and 150 dB re: 1 µPa 
sound pressure level (SPL) root mean square (RMS), respectively, established by the Fisheries 
Hydroacoustic Working Group. The smaller, 18 to 24 inch piles that would support the 
temporary finger piers would be installed by impact hammering. Following best management 
practices (BMP) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their own weight 
before impact hammering the remainder of the pile. The duration of impact pile driving is 
expected to be less than 15 to 20 minutes per pile; less if a vibratory driver was first used to drive 
the pile to resistance. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an 
opportunity to move away from the site (FHW A 2003). 

Demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely achieved through the 
use of mechanical means and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws). Methods such as turbidity 
curtains, cofferdams, and deck shielding would be implemented as necessary to contain debris. 
Divers with wire saws would cut bridge piers two feet below the mudline and the pier would be 
removed using a barge crane. Blasting is not anticipated; however removal of the existing and 
remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as per the contractor's means 
and methods. If blasting occurs, it would be conducted in such a manner as to minimize the 
potential for fish mortalities. In the event that blasting is proposed, a number of protective 
measures would be implemented, including using blast mats and conducting blasting within steel 
sheet pile cofferdams. Because demolition methods could result in increased turbidity and 
impact submerged aquatic vegetation (SA V) in the area and migrating and spawning anadromous 
fish, we would recommend time of year restri.ctions for these activities, as described above. 
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On page E-54 of the NETR, you state that "because the spacing of the new bridges' piers would 
be closer together than the existing bridge's piers, water velocity and scouring between the piers 
would potentially increase, but would be expected to be minimal and would not significantly 
alter the hydrological properties of the river within, upstream, or downstream of the proposed 
project site and would not alter the site bathymetry." It does not appear that the potential impacts 
to migrating anadromous fish resulting from the potential increase in water velocity were 
considered in the NETR. Further evaluation should be undertaken to assess the potential effects 
the closer piers would have on migrating anadromous fish. 

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SA V) 

Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers in the 
Susquehanna River. Both alternatives appear to include four bridge piers that would impact 
SA V habitat in slightly different amounts and locations. Based on the preliminary engineering 
drawings, two bridge piers for the new west bridge would fall within the mapped SA V area 
along the Cecil County shorelihe. One pier for the new east bridge would also potentially impact 
a portion of the SAV bed just downstream of the existing bridge alignment. Permanent 
cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed immediately adjacent to the two shorelines. The 
permanent impacts to SA V for the girder approach I arch main span bridge design would total 
approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 

We typically recommend a compensation ratio for SA V impacts of 3: 1, as you note in the NETR. 
You estimate that for permanent impacts to SA V from either of the two selected alternatives, 
replacement of at least 0.24 acre would be required. However, you state in the NETR that finger 
pier construction would result in temporary SA V impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. 
As we discussed at the April 20, 2016, IRM, given the length of time the finger piers would be in 
place (3+ years), the SAV is unlikely to recover when the finger piers are removed. As a result, 
these impacts should be considered permanent and you should re-calculate your total mitigation 
requirements to account for them. 

You state in the NETR that "[ s ]uccessful in-kind compensation for SA V impacts has proven 
extremely difficult within the Chesapeake Bay area (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Workgroup 
1995), and out-of-kind compensation in the form of water quality or stream habitat 
improvements is typically accepted by the regulatory agencies." While we recognize the 
challenges involved in successful replanting of SAV, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
has designated SAV as a special aquatic site under Section 404(b)(l) of the federal Clean Water 
Act, due to its important role in the marine ecosystem for nesting, spawning, nursery cover, and 
forage areas for fish and wildlife, and SAV is a priority habitat for NOAA. Because of the 
ecological value of SA V, we recommend that if impacts cannot be avoided that in-kind 
mitigation be undertaken unless it can be demonstrated that the planting of SA V is not 
practicable. 

SA V and their associated epiphytes are highly productive, produce a structural matrix on which 
many other species depend, improve water quality and stabilize sediments. Seagrasses are 
among the most productive ecosystems in the world and perform a number of irreplaceable 
ecological functions which range from chemical cycling and physical modification of the water 
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column and sediments to providing food and shelter for commercial, recreational, as well as 
economically important organisms. The replacement bridges would result in an increase in 
shading, and scouring and sedimentation would initially shift upon replacement of the existing 
bridge outside of its current alignment. Because there is successful SA V in the area now, and 
you will not be changing the depth or sediment type in the project area, we recommend that after 
removing the finger piers you: 

(1) allow the sediment to settle; 
(2) re-plant the area for the following growing season to restore existing conditions; 
(3) mitigate for the temporal loss of SAV habitat by planting additional SAV at a 3:1 ratio, 
preferably in locations where SAV has been successful in the past but has disappeared or has 
minimal density; and 
(4) monitor the entire project site for five years to determine ifthere are additional SAV 
losses resulting from the proposed project that require mitigation and to determine the 
success of re-planting. If SA V growth has not been documented by year three, a second 
round of planting may be necessary. 

We appreciate the efforts you have made to avoid and minimize impacts early in the planning of 
your proposed project, and the efforts that you have made to coordinate with the regulatory and 
resource agencies at the Maryland Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings 
and at site visits. We look forward to continued coordination with you on this project as it 
moves forward. If you have questions or would like to discuss this further, please contact Kristy 
Beard at (410) 573-4542 or kristy.beard@noaa.gov. 

Cc: Golden (MDNR) 
DaVia (ACOE) 
Li (USFWS) 
Vaccaro (NMFS PRD) 
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Sincerely, 

Karen Greene 
Mid-Atlantic Field Offices Supervisor 
Habitat Conservation Division 



References: 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2003. Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project, Shortnose 
Sturgeon Biological Assessment Supplement, January 2003. 19 pp. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2008. Impacts to Marine Fisheries 
Habitat from Nonfishing Activities in the Northeastern United States. NOAA Technical 
Memorandum NMFS-NE-209, US Department of Commerce, NOAA, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Northeast Regional Office, Gloucester, Massachusetts. 
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Tawes State Office Building – 580 Taylor Avenue – Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

410-260-8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-8DNR – dnr.maryland.gov – TTY Users Call via the Maryland 

Relay 

 
 

May 9, 2016 

 

Mr. Dan Reagle 

Maryland Transit Administration 

6 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 

 

RE: Follow – up to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge 

Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil 

Counties, Maryland. 
 

Dear Mr. Reagle: 

 

Thank you for providing us with the additional information regarding resources of concern 

mentioned in our September 1, 2015 letter for this project site. 

 

The Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern is regulated by Maryland 

Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers.  While 

the Wildlife and Heritage Service has no concerns for rare species in this NTWSSC at this time, 

you may want to check with Maryland Department of the Environment.  

 

The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been 

identified as historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas.  We generally only have 

concerns for disturbance to wintering waterfowl from construction of water-dependent facilities 

along the shoreline and adjacent open waters.  The new contact person for waterfowl is Josh 

Homyack of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 928-3650 or 

josh.homyack@maryland.gov. 

 

Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern 

Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River.  It is possible 

that this species could be impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement.  Map 

Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline habitats in the area.  Any specific protection 

measures should be coordinated with Scott Smith of the Wildlife and Heritage Service, as soon 

as details become available, at (410) 827-8612 or scott.smith@maryland.gov. 

 

Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which 

supports records of state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling 

(Lathyrus plaustris). Given that these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to 

adhere stringently to all appropriate best management practices for sediment and erosion control 

during all work near this site.  

mailto:josh.homyack@maryland.gov
mailto:scott.smith@maryland.gov
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According to our records, this site is adjacent to the study area shown on your map, rather than 

over a mile away as you had suggested, making the need for best management practices all the 

more important. 

 

Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the 

project site contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior 

Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United 

States.  The conservation of FIDS habitat is strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural 

Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.  The following guidelines 

could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS and other native forest 

plants and wildlife: 

 

1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior.  If forest loss 

or disturbance is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the 

forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas 

of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth forest).  Maximize the amount of 

remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2. Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for 

most FIDS.  This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain 

early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) are present. 

3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure 

where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 

 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project.  If you should have any further 

questions regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

       
      Lori A. Byrne, 

      Environmental Review Coordinator 

      Wildlife and Heritage Service 

      MD Dept. of Natural Resources 

 

 

ER# 2016.0496.ha/ce 

Cc: S. Smith, DNR 

 D. Brinker, DNR 

 G. Golden, DNR 

K. Charbonneau, CAC 

 



From: Greg Golden -DNR-
To: Dan Reagle
Cc: Kristy Beard - NOAA Federal; Ray Li; Joseph.DaVia@usace.army.mil; Jon Stewart -MDE-
Subject: MD DNR comments on Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Draft NETR document
Date: Monday, May 09, 2016 7:28:29 PM

Dan:
I have to be rather informal in my response formatting here, for the opportunity to review the
 Draft document, in order to make the commenting deadline you requested.  I have looked
 through each topic, section, and page.  Obviously though, there are some sections which will
 require significant additional interagency review coordination and project detail development
 and review discussion over time, especially for the core subjects associated with wetland and
 waterway permitting review, including, avoidance, minimization, and compensatory
 mitigation topics.   This would especially be true as design details, and construction and
 demolition methods, are further developed.   I have listed several topics below where we are
 interested in more detailed participation, but I did not attempt to list each separate category
 where we will benefit and wish to participate further.  

In general, the document was well put together, and included imported content and analysis,
 and also added value even when discussing certain topics where some agency correspondence
 already did occur.  This is a very good start to the documentation of some very important
 natural resource protection issues for the project as planning continues, and is then followed
 by construction.

Individual comments, in very brief format:

1. Be sure to include and incorporate additional DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS)
 comments and guidance on State listed Rare, Threatened, and Endangered species as planning
 and documentation continue.  We will continue to participate through the DNR Project
 Review Division participation as well, but direct WHS content shoudl continue to be updated
 in the NETR and other future documents. 

2.  There should be continued interagency discussion of the shade effects of the bridges, piers,
 and construction related piers (E-55, E-56).

3. TIme of Year restrictions for instream work.  The draft document references in several
 places a Use I restriction of March 1 through June 15.  Note that for this project, it will be
 extended for presence of yellow perch (and also possibly walleye) as our fisheries
 coordination letter stated, so please plan for a fish spawning protection restriction from
 February 15 through June 15, for acitivities that could suspend sediments, disturb substrate, or
 create sound or pressure waves.  I believe this is consistent with the NMFS comment.   Please
 DISREGARD for now the Use II restriction periods as referenced (E-57 and E-65, 6/1 to 9/30
 and 12/16 to 3/14).  Those appear to be an oyster restriction for the simplified older Use II
 designation.  We will now focus in tidal Use II waters for this location on the fisheries period
 of Feb. 15 to June 15, and also the SAV restriction as well, and any rare species
 recommendations from WHS or USFWS.  In most large bridge project reviews, final
 restriction periods are often determined by evaluating specific activities, their likelihood to
 suspend or disturb sediments, their likelihood to create sound or pressure waves, and overall
 required project timelines and applied BMPs.  In other words, rather than blanket restriction
 periods for an entire large bridge project, they sometimes will need to be evaluated and
 applied activity by activity.  Let's coordinate this with the agencies together, but as an

mailto:greg.golden@maryland.gov
mailto:DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov
mailto:kristy.beard@noaa.gov
mailto:ray_li@fws.gov
mailto:Joseph.DaVia@usace.army.mil
mailto:jon.stewart@maryland.gov


 example, some minor activities might be allowable during a fish or SAV restriction, while
 other significant activities would not.  Note also, our review interests to protect SAVs are for
 activities within 500 yards of documentedSAV  beds, and in some cases, additional surveys
 might be beneficial, and requested.  
4.  SAV impact assessment and mitigation efforts and opportunities should be reviewed in
 detail within the interagency group, as there may be additional knowledge, or agency-specific
 criteria and policies, to share within the group.

5.  Page E-62 - The State program should always be listed as State designated Scenic and Wild
 Rivers (word "Scenic" first for MD State program, word "Wild" first for Federal).
 or....(There are no) designated rivers in the State Scenic and Wild Rivers Program.   State and
 Federal programs are completely separate.  The NETR draft tends to blend the two.   I know it
 is somewhat difficult to address both together in writing in a single section.  Use the two
 suggestions above, or have a drafter or editor contact me for further guidance for the State
 references.

6.  Sections on pile installation (low-speed vibratory drilling method or other): noise and
 vibration should be further coordinated with the resource commenting and regulatory
 agencies in an interagency setting.  This is a complex issue that is best coordinated together as
 planning continues.  If ever in doubt, or close to potential impact thresholds, a large tidal
 project is wise to have contingency plans and equipment available if any pile driving or pile
 work unexpectedly causes a fish kill at the work area (this did happen on Woodrow Wilson
 Bridge, although for activities which were later realized to be significant from the start).  

7.  Likewise, we would like to review matters related to collection of demolition debris in the
 group setting, since bottom disturbances are very possible.   Woodrow Wilson Bridge had
 extensive coordination and collaboration on this topic.  

8.  Note: some demolition debris may be valuable for use in fish reef programs within the Bay
 - please plan to work early with the resource agencies on this possibility.  Also, is the nearby
 set of unused piers from a past crossing still planned for demolition and removal as well?

9. Page E-67, please coordinate details and timing of any aquatic blasting with MD DNR also,
 through MDE or directly 

10.  DNR is interested to participate directly in compensatory mitigation review discussions
 for wetlands and waterways

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft NETR document.  If you
 have any questions on the comments above, please contact me at your convenience.  I am not
 certain of the designated MDE and Corps reviewers, and have cc:ed regional managers for
 those two agencies, to forward as necessary.

Greg Golden
Project Review Division
Integrated Policy and Review Unit
MD Department of Natural Resources
410-260-8331
please note my new email address:  greg.golden@maryland.gov

tel:410-260-8331
mailto:greg.golden@maryland.gov
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U.S. Department                                               1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE                                                       

of Transportation                                               Washington, DC  20590 
 

Federal Railroad          
Administration         
 

May 19, 2016 

 

Elizabeth Hughes 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

Maryland Historical Trust 

Maryland Department of Planning 

100 Community Place 

Crownsville, MD 21032 

 

Re:  Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 

Perryville (Cecil County), and Havre de Grace (Harford County), Maryland 

 Continuation of Section 106 Consultation 

 Determinations of Effects to Historic Properties 

 

Dear Ms. Hughes, 

The purpose of this letter is to continue consultation between the Federal Railroad 

Administration (FRA) and your office for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project.   

The enclosed Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources details the project’s effects 

on the National Register (NR)-eligible or listed historic architectural resources in the project’s 

Area of Potential Effects. This report serves as follow-up to your June 16, 2014 concurrence with 

the project initiation material, November 12, 2014 input on the identification of historic 

properties, and April 22, 2015 comments on the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms. For 

all effects on historic architectural resources, the enclosed report assesses whether or not the 

effects are adverse, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5, and makes recommendations to 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects. A summary of FRA’s adverse or potentially 

adverse effects determinations associated with NR-eligible or listed historic architectural 

resources and recommendations to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects is provided in the 

table below.  

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES  

Known Architectural 
Resources in the APE 

Adverse 
Effect? 

Action 
Actions Under Consideration to 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects  

Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge 

Yes Demolition Avoidance of demolition not feasible 

Minimize through use of traditional 
design features in the two new 
bridges 
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Mitigate through: 

 Continued review by MHT of 
design plans 

 Preparation of Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) 
documentation 

 Development of an interpretive 
exhibit in a park, greenway, or 
public space 

 Development of an educational 
document 

 Production of a short educational 
film 

 Salvage of elements of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 

 Preservation of the abutments 
from the original (1866) bridge 

 Development of an 
interpretive exhibit for 
Perryville’s Railroad Museum 

9 overpass rail bridges Yes 
(all 

except 
MP 

60.85) 

Bridge replacement 
or concrete 
extensions 

Avoidance of replacing or extending 
bridges not feasible 

Minimize or avoid through use of 
stone not feasible 

Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 

Mitigate through preparation of 
Historic American Engineering 
Record (HAER) Documentation 

Possible Construction of 
adjacent retaining 
walls 

Avoid additional adverse effect by 
ensuring design of the new walls is 
in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 

Havre de Grace 
Historic District 

Yes Demolition of 
Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge, a 
contributing feature 
to the historic district 

Avoidance of demolition not feasible 
(see above for steps to minimize and 
mitigate) 
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Yes Visual adverse effects 
from widening of 
Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge 
approaches 

Minimize visual adverse effects by 
locating bridge abutment further 
south, constructing retaining walls, 
and ensuring retaining walls are 
developed in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties 

 
 

Yes Extensions to four 
undergrade bridges, 
contributing features 
to the historic district 

Avoidance of replacing or extending 
bridges not feasible 

Minimize or avoid through use of 
stone not feasible 

Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 

Possible Construction of 
retaining walls 
adjacent to the four 
undergrade bridges  

Avoid additional adverse effect by 
ensuring design of the new walls is 
in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 

Possible Construction-related 
damage to 
contributing 
structures 

Avoid adverse effect through 
development and implementation of 
a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) 

Rodgers Tavern Yes Visual adverse effect 
from the widening of 
the bridge approach 

Minimize visual adverse effect 
through development of an 
aesthetic treatment for the retaining 
wall and landscaping in front of wall, 
if possible 

Possible Construction-related 
damage 

Avoid adverse effect through 
development and implementation of 
a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) 

Perryville Railroad 
Station 

Possible Demolition of Perry 
Interlocking Tower 

Avoid adverse effect by shifting the 
Interlocking Tower slightly within 
Amtrak ROW 

Mitigate through preparation of 
Historic American Engineering 
Record (HAER) documentation 

Yes Extension to 
undergrade bridge at 
MP 59.39, a 
contributing feature 
to the station 
complex 

Minimize or avoid through use of 
stone not feasible 

Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 
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Yes Construction of 
retaining walls 
adjacent to station 
complex 

Avoid additional adverse effect by 
ensuring design of the new walls is 
in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 

 

The enclosed report concludes that the project would have no adverse effect on the following 

historic architectural properties:  

• Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal – South Lock #1 and Toll House 

• Martha Lewis (Skipjack)  

• Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works)  

• Perry Point Mansion House and Mill  

• Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District  

• Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse)  

• Woodlands Farmhouse Historic District  

• Perryville United Methodist Church 

• Perryville Presbyterian Church  

 

To update you on the archaeological investigation, prior to project construction, and after all 

areas that may be affected by project activities are identified, Amtrak will complete Phase IB 

archaeological investigations in all portions of the APE that have potential for archaeological 

resources, as determined in the Phase IA Archaeological Assessment. This includes not only 

terrestrial areas with archaeological potential, but underwater archaeological resources as well.  

Archaeological surveys will be conducted to locate and confirm site locations using standard 

survey methodology on land and within the Susquehanna River. In accordance with your January 

27, 2015 comments on the Phase IA Archaeological Assessment Study, an additional Phase I 

underwater archaeological survey will be conducted within the Preferred Alternative’s 

alignment. These commitments will be included in the project’s Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA). 

Any archaeological resources identified within the APE will be evaluated in accordance with 36 

CFR 800.4(c). Amtrak will prepare a report detailing the results and recommendations for review 

by FRA, the Maryland Historic Trust (MHT), interested Tribes & Nations, and other consulting 

parties. The report will be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 

Guidelines for Identification (46 FR 44720-23), also taking into account the National Park 

Service’s publication The Archaeological Survey: Methods and Uses (1978: GPO stock #024-

016-00091) and the MHT’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in 

Maryland (1994). MHT’s concurrence will be requested on the eligibility of archaeological 

properties.  

FRA and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) have continued to seek input 

from Section 106 Consulting Parties and the general public, and have incorporated comments 

into the enclosed report. As part of the consultation, the National Park Service (NPS), a 
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Denise Breder, Town of Perryville Administrator 

Neal Mills, City of Havre de Grace Planning & Zoning 

Dianne Klair, City of Havre de Grace Planning Department 

Matt Jagunic, National Park Service, Chesapeake Bay Office 

Bethany Baker, Friends of Concord Point Lighthouse, Inc. 

Kerri S. Kneisley, Havre de Grace Decoy Museum 

Brigitte Carty, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway  

Mary Ann Lisanti, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 

Sarah W. Colenda, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway  

John H. McClune, Sr., National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter 

Patrick E. Stetina, National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter 

 

 

 

 

































U.S. Department                                               1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE                                                       

of Transportation                                               Washington, DC  20590 
 

Federal Railroad          
Administration         
 
 

July 15, 2016 

 

Tina Cappetta   

Superintendent 

Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 

2400 East Fort Avenue   

Baltimore, MD 21230 

(tina_cappetta@nps.gov)  

 

RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 

 

Dear Ms. Cappetta: 

 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is providing grant funding to the Maryland 

Department of Transportation (MDOT) for preliminary engineering and environmental analysis 

for replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, 

Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Maryland. FRA and MDOT, in coordination with the 

Maryland Transit Administration and Amtrak, are studying various alternatives to improve this 

rail crossing along the heavily traveled Northeast Corridor. As part of the analysis, FRA must 

consider the potential effects of the bridge replacement project (Project) on historic properties in 

accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

Information about the Project, including Section 106 materials, is available here: 

http://susrailbridge.com/. Also, enclosed is a map of known historic architectural properties in 

the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. 

 

As part of on-going Section 106 consultation for the Project, staff from the Captain John Smith 

Chesapeake National Historic Trail (CAJO) recently requested that FRA consider whether the 

Project may affect historic properties associated with National Historic Trails (NHT) in the 

project vicinity, specifically CAJO, the Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route NHT, 

and the Star-Spangled Banner NHT.  

 

To that end, FRA is contacting you to request any information you may have that could be 

helpful in determining whether there may be historic properties associated with the Star-

Spangled Banner NHT that FRA should consider in the Section 106 process. Examples of 

relevant documentation may include cultural resources surveys, comprehensive management 

plans, conservation strategies, historic context studies, etc. If you have a planner or cultural 

resources professional on staff, we also request that you provide his/her contact information if 

you would prefer that FRA contact him/her directly. 

 

 

 

mailto:tina_cappetta@nps.gov
http://susrailbridge.com/


If you or your staff would like to discuss this request, I can be reached at (202) 366-0340 or 

laura.shick@dot.gov. Thank you in advance for any assistance you may be able to provide. 

Sincerely, 

 
Laura Shick 

Federal Preservation Officer 

Environmental & Corridor Planning Division  

Office of Railroad Policy and Development  

 

cc:  Brandon Bratcher, FRA 

 Dan Reagle, MTA 

Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 

Tim Tamburrino, Maryland Historical Trust 
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U.S. Department                                               1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE                                                       

of Transportation                                               Washington, DC  20590 
 

Federal Railroad          
Administration      
    
 

July 15, 2016 

 

 

Joseph DiBello   

Superintendent, National Park Service 

Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary  

     Route National Historic Trail 

200 Chestnut Street, 3rd Floor   

Philadelphia, PA 19016 

(joe_dibello@nps.gov)  

 

RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 

 

Dear Mr. DiBello: 

 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is providing grant funding to the Maryland 

Department of Transportation (MDOT) for preliminary engineering and environmental analysis 

for replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, 

Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Maryland. FRA and MDOT, in coordination with the 

Maryland Transit Administration and Amtrak, are studying various alternatives to improve this 

rail crossing along the heavily traveled Northeast Corridor. As part of the analysis, FRA must 

consider the potential effects of the bridge replacement project (Project) on historic properties in 

accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

Information about the Project, including Section 106 materials, is available here: 

http://susrailbridge.com/. Also, enclosed is a map of known historic architectural properties in 

the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. 

 

As part of on-going Section 106 consultation for the Project, staff from the Captain John Smith 

Chesapeake National Historic Trail (CAJO) recently requested that FRA consider whether the 

Project may affect historic properties associated with National Historic Trails (NHT) in the 

project vicinity, specifically CAJO, the Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route NHT, 

and the Star-Spangled Banner NHT.  

 

To that end, FRA is contacting you to request any information you may have that could be 

helpful in determining whether there may be historic properties associated with the Washington-

Rochambeau NHT that FRA should consider in the Section 106 process. Examples of relevant 

documentation may include cultural resources surveys, comprehensive management plans, 

conservation strategies, historic context studies, etc. If you have a planner or cultural resources 

professional on staff, we also request that you provide his/her contact information if you would 

prefer that FRA contact him/her directly. 

 

 

mailto:joe_dibello@nps.gov
http://susrailbridge.com/


If you or your staff would like to discuss this request, I can be reached at (202) 366-0340 or 

laura.shick@dot.gov. Thank you in advance for any assistance you may be able to provide. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Laura Shick 

Federal Preservation Officer 

Environmental & Corridor Planning Division  

Office of Railroad Policy and Development  

 

cc:  Brandon Bratcher, FRA 

 Dan Reagle, MTA 

Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 

Tim Tamburrino, Maryland Historical Trust 
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