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Hi Michael –
FTA is in receipt of you letter dated March 2, 2017 regarding the Environmental Assessment for the
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. At this time we do not have any comments on the EA or draft
Section 4(f) evaluation. We look forward to serving as a cooperating agency as part of this project.
Sincerely,

Re: Susquehanna Rail Bridge EA - Dan Reagle
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Re: Susquehanna Rail Bridge EA
Dan Reagle
Thu 4/6/2017 3:18 PM
To:Dinne,

John J CIV USARMY CENAB (US) <JOHN.J.DINNE@usace.army.mil>;

Cc:Bratcher,

Brandon (FRA) <brandon.bratcher@dot.gov>;

Hi Jack,
Thank you for your comments. I will share them with FRA and the project team. I'll get you a copy of the navigation
study and discuss with Brandon if it can be included as an appendix of the FONSI or posted to the project website.
Also, I'll discuss how the FONSI can be written to make the impacts to navigation clearer.
Thank you,
Dan Reagle
Environmental Planner
Maryland Transit Administration
Environmental Planning
6 St. Paul Street, Baltimore, MD 21202
Office: 410-767-3771
DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov

________________________________________
From: Dinne, John J CIV USARMY CENAB (US) <JOHN.J.DINNE@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2017 3:04 PM
To: Dan Reagle
Subject: Susquehanna Rail Bridge EA
Dan,
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project.
The analysis captures the alternative evaluation process very well. The Corps would offer the following comment
about the EA:
Navigation is presented as one of the critical evaluation criteria and is a public interest factor in Corps permit
evaluations. The EA includes information about navigable waters in several different sections including the
appendices. While there is information supporting the evaluation of the various alternatives, there does not appear
to be a real conclusion in regards to how the proposed project effects navigation. Also, the navigation survey is

https://www.portal.mdot.maryland.gov/owa/,DanaInfo=mail.otts.mdot.mdstate,SSL+

4/6/2017

Re: Susquehanna Rail Bridge EA - Dan Reagle

Page 2 of 2

referenced several times in the document. It was provided to the US Coast Guard as part of the coordination process
and used, in part, in the project alternative design process. It would be useful to include the survey/results in an
appendix of the EA.
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to review the EA.
Sincerely,
Jack Dinne
Baltimore District, Regulatory Branch
Maryland Section
410 962-6005

https://www.portal.mdot.maryland.gov/owa/,DanaInfo=mail.otts.mdot.mdstate,SSL+

4/6/2017

United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

IN REPLY REFER TO:

April 12, 2017

9043.1
ER 17/0100
Brandon Bratcher
Office of Railroad Policy and Development
USDOT Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20590

Subject:

Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, City of
Havre de Grace, Harford County and Town of Perryville, Cecil County, MD.

Dear Mr. Bratcher:
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The purpose of this project is to improve rail
connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC) by replacing or improving the Susquehanna
River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the
Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. We offer the following comments on this project
for your consideration.
Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments
The Department concurs that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed use of
4(f) lands, which consist of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and eight associated rail
undergrade bridges, the Perry Interlocking Tower and Perryville Train Station Undergrade
Bridge and the Havre de Grace Historic District. Alternative 9A will have adverse effects on all
of these historic properties, which constitutes the Section 4(f) use.
The Department concurs that the draft Programmatic Agreement developed in consultation with
the Maryland State Historic Preservation Office details appropriate mitigation measures to
address the adverse effects. The Department recommends including the final, signed document
with the final Section 4(f).

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Lindy Nelson
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: SHPO-MD (Elizabeth.Hughes@maryland.gov)
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Kristy Beard - NOAA Federal
Dan Reagle
Bratcher, Brandon (FRA); Jacqueline Thorne
Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge - EA for comment?
Tuesday, March 28, 2017 4:56:31 PM
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Thanks Dan. I do not have any more comments, beyond those I made on the NETR. Please
keep me on your distribution list as this project moves forward.
Kristy
On Mon, Mar 27, 2017 at 12:53 PM, Dan Reagle <DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov> wrote:
Hi Kristy,

Thank you for your comments at IRM. Afterwards, you asked about a response to your comment
in the 5/5/16 letter regarding the pier spacing potentially leading to increased velocity and impacts
to anadromous fish. I asked our consultants and reviewed the revised NETR and your question is
best addressed on pages E-19 and E-54 of EA Appendix E.

http://susrailbridge.com/documents/ea_2017/ea_appendix_e.pdf

If you feel it was not adequately addressed and/or if you have any other comments on the EA we
request them by 4/6/17. Again, sorry for the short notice and appreciate your flexibility. Please
let us know if you have any concerns.

Thank you,

Dan Reagle
Environmental Planner
Maryland Transit Administration
Environmental Planning Division
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202
Office: 410-767-3771    Fax: 410-333-0489

From: Bihui Xu ‐MDP‐ [mailto:bihui.xu@maryland.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2017 9:12 AM
To: Dan Reagle <DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov>
Cc: Scoĥ Hansen ‐MDP‐ <scott.hansen@maryland.gov>; Bob Rosenbush ‐MDP‐ <bob.rosenbush@maryland.gov>
Subject: Re: FW: Susquehanna River Railroad Bridge Project ‐ Review of Environmental Assessment, Dra├ Secĕon 4(f)
Evaluaĕon, and Dra├ Programmaĕc Agreement

Dan,
Attached are the suggested editing comments. The edits meanly clarify the information related to the PFA law and state
smart growth initiatives. Please let me know if you have any question. BTW, I will also forward the comments to our
Clearinghouse system. Thanks.

Bihui

MDP Editing Comments
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project
Environmental Assessment and Draft 4(f) evaluation
April 10, 2017

Page 4-2:
SMART GROWTH INITIATIVE
MDP emphasizes the importance of smart growth throughout the State. Maryland’s Smart
Ggrowth Initiative has four
overarching goals: (1) supporting development in areas where infrastructure already exists, (2)
protecting valuable natural resources, (3) avoiding the high costs associated with building new
infrastructure, and (4) providing a high quality of life. The 2009 Smart, Green, and Growing
Legislation established 12 planning visions for sustainable growth in the State of Maryland.
Through tThese goals and visions, MDP serve as guiding principles for local comprehensive
plans and promotes high-density, mixed-use developments in locally designated and statesupported growth areas
that already have existing infrastructure to discourage avoid urban sprawl and adverse impacts
on into rural and environmentally sensitive areas. The 1997 Priority Funding
Areas Law directs emphasize state funding for growth-related infrastructure to Priority Funding
Areas, providing a geographic focus for state investment in growth. future growth in locations
with existing infrastructure. The
project study area is almost entirely within Priority Funding Areas (see Figure 4-2). MDP’s
Smart Growth Initiative serves as guiding principles for local comprehensive plans.

Page 4-13:
PUBLIC POLICY
The Build Alternatives would be consistent with local, regional, and statewide planning. The
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is generally consistent with Maryland’s Smart Growth Initiative,
as the Proposed Project would improve rail transportation mobility that addresses the state’s
multimodal transportation needs as well as supports state’s transportation, economic and
environmental goals. and minimize adverse land use impacts. As discussed above, the vast
majority of the study area is within Priority Funding Areas (PFA). However, any proposed
project with greater than five percent located outside of the PFA boundary requires a project
exception under the PFA lawfrom MDP. The Project Team met with the Smart Growth
and Neighborhood Conservation Coordinating Committee on March 9, 2016 to request an
exception approval for compliance with the PFA law. . Based on this meeting, the Committee
voted to approve this exception to the PFA requirements due to it being a growth-related project
involving a commercial or industrial activity, which, due to its operational or physical
characteristic, must be located away from development (per §5-7B-06(a)(iii)3.).
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Page 20-13
OTHER AGENCY COORDINATION
The Project Team presented the project to the Smart Growth Coordinating Committee to
request an exception approval under the Priority Funding Area (PFA) law in March 2016. The
Smart Growth Coordinating Committee is responsible for reviewing and commenting on the
compliance of growth-related projects with the PFA law. to be funded under Extraordinary
Circumstances that are not within a Priority FundingArea. The purpose of this meeting was to
review the project introduction and background, discuss the alternatives retained for detailed
study and environmental considerations, and receive an exception to allow the state to fund a
project that is partially outside of the Priority Funding Area.
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From: Bihui Xu ‐MDP‐ [mailto:bihui.xu@maryland.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 07, 2017 1:31 PM
To: Dan Reagle <DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov>
Cc: Scoĥ Hansen (scott.hansen@maryland.gov) <scott.hansen@maryland.gov>
Subject: Re: FW: Susquehanna River Railroad Bridge Project ‐ Review of Environmental Assessment, Dra├
Secĕon 4(f) Evaluaĕon, and Dra├ Programmaĕc Agreement

Dan,

I have a question for you.

I just reviewed through the EA document and can't find the information on "a Susquehanna River Rail Bridge
Project
Bicycle/Pedestrian Crossing Hazard Analysis and Security Risk Assessment." Has the project completed the
study? I can't find any conclusion or summary on the ped/bike issue either.

We will have some editing comments on some sessions of the EA that discuss PFA and state smart growth
policies. Do you prefer that we provide you with the editing comments now or we could submit them to the
clearinghouse process; which has the deadline on 4/17?

Thanks.

Bihui

MD DNR comments on Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Environmental Assessment
(EA), 4/6/17
DELETE REPLY REPLY ALL FORWARD
CONTINUE EDITING DISCARD
Mark as unread
Greg Golden -DNR- <greg.golden@maryland.gov>
Thu 4/6/2017 4:01 PM
To:
Bratcher, Brandon (FRA) <brandon.bratcher@dot.gov>;
Dan Reagle;
info@susrailbridge.com;
Jacqueline Thorne;
leslie@calladiumgroup.com;
...
Cc:
Kristy Beard - NOAA Federal <kristy.beard@noaa.gov>;
Ray Li <ray_li@fws.gov>;
Elder Ghigiarelli -MDE- <elder.ghigiarelli@maryland.gov>;
mansolino.michael@epa.gov;
Joseph.DaVia@usace.army.mil;
...
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources is continuing its review and interagency review
participation for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. We are currently reviewing the
Environmental Assessment (EA) document, and provide the following comments to meet the
April 6, 2017 requested comment date. We also look forward to further coordination and review
at the appropriate timing for future planning stages, and eventual construction.
For a NEPA study of this type, with very significant and important project purpose and need
elements for the State and regionally, and also an extended timeline until detailed planning and
construction will occur, it is important to set up information exchange and review processes to
result in optimized later coordination on impact minimization and review issue resolution. This
especially includes coordination of various time-of-year restrictions for natural resources, which
may include, but not necessarily be limited to, fisheries, rare species, submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV), and waterfowl concentration areas. We realize that the project team may need
to work with the resource agencies to negotiate the feasible construction timeline that protects
resources and allows the necessary logistics to complete the project, after all construction
techniques and methods to be applied are identified. In the case of potentially overlapping
restriction periods or restriction periods that could make certain construction practices not
feasible, we will be available to help analyze individual practice elements, techniques, and
resource risks to fine tune Best Management Practices (BMPs) and restrictions to the actual work
and work elements proposed. Later coordination will likely discuss other specific BMPs that
cannot all be identified and optimized yet at this level of planning. We greatly appreciate and
support the current level of BMP consideration for aquatic resources, such as pile installation
methods.

We would like to emphasize at this point in commenting the great importance of water access for
fishing, boating, and other recreational or water-dependent purposes during and after project
construction. We noted some analysis of existing boat launch facilities in the EA. Further study
and planning may be necessary to assure that short term water access is adequately addressed
during all construction phases, and that long term access is addressed post-project. Access
should be considered to include boat ramps, soft ramps for kayaks and other hand carried boats,
and opportunities for shoreline viewing and fishing, as allowed by local authorities. DNR can
provide boating and access staff expertise when future coordination is conducted.
As mentioned in recent and previous meetings, the Department advocates and requests
consideration of all reasonable opportunities for the project to participate in fish reef material
collaboration, partnerships, and associated planning. We can provide expertise in this topic as
well. Clean concrete rubble from demolition is of special interest for fish reef material, and this
might become available from demolition and removal of bridge piers, piling, bulkheads, etc. The
proximity of the project to navigable waters makes this an especially important consideration.
As the document references, planning for any potential Forest Conservation Act (FCA) studies
and requirements should be clearly incorporated into future plans. The Forest Conservation
Act requires that any project, on areas 40,000 square feet or greater, that is applying for
a grading or sediment control permit shall have an approved Forest Conservation Plan
and Forest Stand Delineation (Nat. Res. Art. 5-1601–5-16122, Annotated Code of
Maryland). Projects proposed by a state or federal agency on state or federal land need
to be submitted to the Maryland Department of Natural Resources Forest Service for
review. Projects proposed for private land should be submitted to the local planning and
zoning authority for review. Please note Critical Area exclusion; we have staff expertise
and online information available for any needed guidance.
The following Fisheries Service comments and information have been developed in response to
the EA document review. Please note that additional comments and recommendations have
been made and will continue to be made in future planning and design for other migratory and
tidal fish species as well; the following is focused mainly on non-tidal species and certain tidal
species such as tidal black bass:
The Environmental Assessment for the Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project was thorough and generally conveyed the fish resource information (DNR)
provided in our October 22, 2014 letter. After reviewing the Environmental Assessment and the related documents and correspondence with Regional
Managers, the Freshwater Fisheries Program has the following comments regarding the Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project EA and the potential impacts of
the project limited to freshwater sport fish and recreational fishing.
- Principio Creek is a Use III stream that provides a popular put-and-take fishery. Mill Creek is a Use I tributary to Furnace Bay. Although there was no
reference in the EA, a wild brown trout population has been documented in Mill Creek and this stream should receive the same protection as a Use III
stream to protect this resource. However, the trout resources and trout management areas appear to be upstream of the project influence.
- The EA states the the Chesapeake logperch does not occur in the vicinity of the project site; Tidal Bass Program surveys documented the presence of the
Chesapeake logperch near the project site during the fall of 2014.
- The tidal black bass fishery (largemouth and smallmouth bass) in the Upper Bay is an important recreational and economically important fishery, though
only the presence of these species is stated in the EA. The gravel shoreline habitat and associated SAV within the project area are important habitat for
spawning, juvenile, and adult bass that will be affected by the project.
- The finger piers are a preferred alternative to dredging. As noted in the Environmental Assessment, dredging can lead to long-term loss of an SAV seed
bank and benthic habitat as well as temporary impact to existing SAV beds.

- Both alternative build scenarios could re-suspend bottom sediment in the vicinity of the project site. Theses actions occur via the construction of finger
piers at Cecil County, construction of west and east replacement bridge piers, and demolition of existing bridge and remnant piers. Because of local public
sensitivity to such events and its influence on submerged vegetation and fishing activities, it is recommended that public notice is provided the Department
and local area at least 2 weeks prior to periods when sediment is expected to be re-suspended. This will enable the Department to inform boaters and
anglers about the need for the project and possible, temporary re-suspension of sediment at the project site. Contact information: Paul
Genovese, paul.genovese@maryland.gov or Erik Zlokovitz, erik.zlokovitz@maryland.gov.
- Reducing harmful sound or pressure waves should be further stressed in planning and documentation. Mitigating efforts to address sound waves during
the installation of piles for the finger pier were addressed in the EA. While blasting is not an anticipated method, it is stated that it may be used if the
contractor deems it necessary to remove the 16 in-water piers from the existing bridge and the 13 remnant piers of a prior bridge just downstream to "2'
below the mudline." Removing the abutments outside of the navigational channel to "2' below the mudline" would likely cause more disturbance/damage
to the existing ecosystem than leaving them in place to some degree. The remnant abutments could provide current breaks and fish habitat if compatible
with safe navigation.
- Clean spoil material from the demolition of the bridge abutments could be used to provide valuable habitat for black bass and other species. This material
could be used to construct a break wall to provide safe harbor at Elk Neck State Park or provide additional habitat near the project site with locations
identified through a public input process. Black bass abundance correlates with habitat consisting of SAV and "structure" (woody debris, docks, reefs, riprap, etc).
- The loss of the Jean Roberts boat ramp and the prolonged disruption of recreational fishing/navigation in the project area will impact popular local fishing
activities. Mitigation from this project could include the development of a boat ramp and parking area capable of supporting large tournament activities
prevalent in the Upper Bay region,creation of weigh-in stations for bass tournaments at Susquehanna River State Park (Lapidum) or at Tydings Memorial
Park (Havre de Grace) to increase bass survival, or increasing boat/trailer parking at Tydings Memorial Park. Such a facility could be an economic benefit
to the revitalization of the downtown business district and waterfront identified in the Havre de Grace Comprehensive Plan.

Our Wildlife and Heritage Service has provided comments noting that recent information from
Fisheries Service on the State listed Chesapeake logperch is new to their program, and they have
obtained further information from Fisheries Service and are assessing the new record for WHS.
The Department may develop additional protection comments regarding that species as the
project planning continues. Review and comment on the Northern Map Turtle will be
considered and should remain on the planning screen, but exact comments will depend on the
more detailed future project information.
Regarding the alternatives, we have reviewed, discussed in the interagency setting, and can
concur with the information regarding the project alternatives, including the purpose and need of
the project, related to rail speed targets for the project use. Our view is generally that maximum
reasonable utility is desirable to accomplish within the current single project. We support the
continued study of impacts and impact minimization on the two project ends related to the
alternatives and rail speed targets, but we understand the importance of maximizing future utility
of this major transportation project, within the framework of transportation needs study and
assessment. In other words, the importance of the preferred alternative and targeted rail speeds
have been clearly communicated.
Our Department will continue to be available for consultation on the variety of natural resource
issues, and for interagency coordination in the near future, and for future planning stages. Thank
you for this opportunity to comment.

Greg Golden
Environmental Review Program
Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Bldg, B-3
Annapolis, MD 21401
410-260-8331 (office)
greg.golden@maryland.gov

dnr.maryland.gov

Click here to complete a three question customer experience survey.

April 20, 2017
Review Comments received by the Maryland State Clearinghouse for Inergovernmenal Assistance
via its elecronic network regarding:
State Application Identifier: MD20170321-0224
Applicant: U.S. Department of Transportation
Project Description: Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and Project
Programmatic Agreement: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge
Project Location: Cecil and Harford Counties; Town of Perryville and the City of Havre de Grace
Approving Authority:
U.S. Department of Transportation.
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) stated that their findings of consistency are
contingent upon the applicant taking the actions summarized below.
DNR would like to emphasize at this point in commenting the great importance of water access for
fishing, boating, and other recreational or water-dependent purposes during and after project construction.
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources is continuing its review and interagency review
participation for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. DNR is currently reviewing the
Environmental Assessment (EA) document, and provide the following comments to meet the April 6,
2017 requested comment date. DNR also looks forward to further coordination and review at the
appropriate timing for future planning stages, and eventual construction.
For a NEPA study of this type, with very significant and important project purpose and need elements for
the State and regionally, and an extended timeline until detailed planning and construction will occur, it is
important to set up information exchange and review processes to result in optimized later coordination
on impact minimization and review issue resolution. This especially includes coordination of various
time-of-year restrictions for natural resources, which may include, but not necessarily be limited to,
fisheries, rare species, submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), and waterfowl concentration areas. DNR
realizes that the project team may need to work with the resource agencies to negotiate the feasible
construction timeline that protects resources and allows the necessary logistics to complete the project,
after all construction techniques and methods to be applied are identified. In the case of potentially
overlapping restriction periods or restriction periods that could make certain construction practices not
feasible, DNR will be available to help analyze individual practice elements, techniques, and resource
risks to fine tune Best Management Practices (BMPs) and restrictions to the actual work and work
elements proposed. Later coordination will likely discuss other specific BMPs that cannot all be identified
and optimized yet at this level of planning. DNR greatly appreciates and supports the current level of
Best Management Practices considered for aquatic resources, such as pile installation methods.
DNR would like to emphasize at this point in commenting the great importance of water access for
fishing, boating, and other recreational or water-dependent purposes during and after project
construction. DNR noted some analysis of existing boat launch facilities in the EA. Further study and
planning may be necessary to assure that short-term water access is adequately addressed during all
construction phases, and that long-term access is addressed post-project. Access should be considered to
include boat ramps, soft ramps for kayaks and other hand carried boats, and opportunities for shoreline
viewing and fishing, as allowed by local authorities. DNR can provide boating and access staff expertise
when future coordination is conducted.
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DNR continued
As mentioned in recent and previous meetings, DNR advocates and requests consideration of all
reasonable opportunities for the project to participate in fish reef material collaboration, partnerships, and
associated planning. DNR can provide expertise in this topic as well. Clean concrete rubble from
demolition is of special interest for fish reef material, and this might become available from demolition
and removal of bridge piers, piling, bulkheads, etc. The proximity of the project to navigable waters
makes this an especially important consideration.
As the document references, planning for any potential Forest Conservation Act (FCA) studies and
requirements should be clearly incorporated into future plans. The Forest Conservation Act requires that
any project, on areas 40,000 square feet or greater, that is applying for a grading or sediment control
permit shall have an approved Forest Conservation Plan and Forest Stand Delineation
(Natural Resource Article 5-1601–5-16122, Annotated Code of Maryland). Projects proposed by a state
or federal agency on state or federal land need to be submitted to the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources Forest Service for review. Projects proposed for private land should be submitted to the local
planning and zoning authority for review.
Please note the Critical Area exclusion; DNR has staff expertise and online information available for any
needed guidance.
The following Fisheries Service comments and information have been developed in response to the EA
document review. Please note that additional comments and recommendations have been made and will
continue to be made in future planning and design for other migratory and tidal fish species as well; the
following is focused mainly on non-tidal species and certain tidal species such as tidal black bass.
The Environmental Assessment for the Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project was thorough and generally
conveyed the fish resource information (DNR) provided in our October 22, 2014 letter. After reviewing
the Environmental Assessment and the related documents and correspondence with Regional Managers,
the Freshwater Fisheries Program has the following comments regarding the Susquehanna Rail Bridge
Project EA and the potential impacts of the project limited to freshwater sport fish and recreational
fishing.
- Principio Creek is a Use III stream that provides a popular put-and-take fishery. Mill Creek is a Use I
tributary to Furnace Bay. Although there was no reference in the EA, a wild, brown trout population has
been documented in Mill Creek and this st the Chesapeake logperch does not occur in the vicinity of the
project site; Tidal Bass Program surveys documented the presence of the Chesapeake logperch near the
project site during the fall of 2014.
- The tidal black bass fishery (largemouth and smallmouth bass) in the Upper Bay is an important
recreational and economically important fishery, though only the presence of these species is stated in the
EA. The gravel shoreline habitat and associated SAV within the project area are important habitat for
spawning, juvenile, and adult bass that will be affected by the project.
- The finger piers are a preferred alternative to dredging. As noted in the Environmental Assessment,
dredging can lead to long-term loss of an SAV seed bank and benthic habitat as well as temporary impact
to existing SAV beds.
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DNR continued
- Both alternative build scenarios could re-suspend bottom sediment in the vicinity of the project site.
These actions occur via the construction of finger piers at Cecil County, construction of west and east
replacement bridge piers, and demolition of existing bridge and remnant piers. Because of local public
sensitivity to such events and its influence on submerged vegetation and fishing activities, it is
recommended that public notice is provided the Department and local area at least 2 weeks prior to
periods when sediment is expected to be re-suspended. This will enable the Department to inform boaters
and anglers about the need for the project and possible, temporary re-suspension of sediment at the
project site. Contact information: Paul Genovese, paul.genovese@maryland.gov or Erik
Zlokovitz, erik.zlokovitz@maryland.gov.
- Reducing harmful sound or pressure waves should be further stressed in planning and documentation.
Mitigating efforts to address sound waves during the installation of piles for the finger pier were
addressed in the EA. While blasting is not an anticipated method, it is stated that it may be used if the
contractor deems it necessary to remove the 16 in-water piers from the existing bridge and the 13 remnant
piers of a prior bridge just downstream to "2' below the mudline." Removing the abutments outside of the
navigational channel to "2' below the mudline" would likely cause more disturbance/damage to the
existing ecosystem than leaving them in place to some degree. The remnant abutments could provide
current breaks and fish habitat if compatible with safe navigation.
- Clean spoil material from the demolition of the bridge abutments could be used to provide valuable
habitat for black bass and other species. This material could be used to construct a break wall to provide
safe harbor at Elk Neck State Park or provide additional habitat near the project site with locations
identified through a public input process. Black bass abundance correlates with habitat consisting of SAV
and "structure" (woody debris, docks, reefs, rip-rap, etc.).
- The loss of the Jean Roberts boat ramp and the prolonged disruption of recreational fishing/navigation in
the project area will impact popular local fishing activities. Mitigation from this project could include the
development of a boat ramp and parking area capable of supporting large tournament activities
prevalent in the Upper Bay region, creation of weigh-in stations for bass tournaments at Susquehanna
River State Park (Lapidum) or at Tydings Memorial Park (Havre de Grace) to increase bass survival, or
increasing boat/trailer parking at Tydings Memorial Park. Such a facility could be an economic benefit to
the revitalization of the downtown business district and waterfront identified in the Havre de Grace
Comprehensive Plan.
DNR’s Wildlife and Heritage Service has provided comments noting that recent information from
Fisheries Service on the State listed Chesapeake logperch is new to their program, and they have obtained
further information from Fisheries Service and are assessing the new record for WHS. The Department
may develop additional protection comments regarding that species as the project planning
continues. Review and comment on the Northern Map Turtle will be considered and should remain on
the planning screen, but exact comments will depend on the more detailed future project information.
Regarding the alternatives, DNR has reviewed, discussed in the interagency setting, and can concur with
the information regarding the project alternatives, including the purpose and need of the project, related to
rail speed targets for the project use. Our view is generally that maximum reasonable utility is desirable
to accomplish within the current single project. DNR supports the continued study of impacts and impact
minimization on the two project ends related to the alternatives and rail speed targets, but DNR
understands the importance of maximizing future utility of this major transportation project, within the
framework of transportation needs study and assessment. In other words, the importance of the preferred
alternative and targeted rail speeds have been clearly communicated. DNR will continue to be available
for consultation on the variety of natural resource issues, and for interagency coordination in the near
future, and for future planning stages.
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The Maryland Depatment of the Environment (MDE) submitted these consistent comments.
1.
If the proposed project involves demolition, any above-ground or underground petroleum storage
tanks that may be on site must have contents and tanks along with any contamination removed. Please
contact the Oil Control Program at (410) 537-3442 for additional information.
2.
Any solid waste including construction, demolition and land clearing debris, generated from the
subject project, must be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility, or recycled if
possible. Contact the Solid Waste Program at (410) 537-3315 for additional information regarding solid
waste activities and contact the Waste Diversion and Utilization Program at (410) 537-3314 for additional
information regarding recycling activities.
3.
The Waste Diversion and Utilization Program should be contacted directly at (410) 537-3314 by
those facilities which generate or propose to generate or handle hazardous wastes to ensure these
activities are being conducted in compliance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. The
Program should also be contacted prior to construction activities to ensure that the treatment, storage or
disposal of hazardous wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at the facility will be conducted in
compliance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations.
4.
The proposed project may involve rehabilitation, redevelopment, revitalization, or property
acquisition of commercial, industrial property. Accordingly, MDE's Brownfields Site Assessment and
Voluntary Cleanup Programs (VCP) may provide valuable assistance to you in this project. These
programs involve environmental site assessment in accordance with accepted industry and financial
institution standards for property transfer. For specific information about these programs and eligibility,
please contact the Land Restoration Program at (410) 537-3437.
Cecil County found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives.
Harford County found this project to be generally consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives,
but included certain qualifying comments summarized below. This project is showing potential impacts
to 100-year floodplains (and floodways), tidal and nontidal wetlands and their buffers, and the Critical
Area. Any development that occurs in the floodplain area in unincorporated Harford County would need a
Floodplain Authorization. All impacts must meet Chapter 131 of the Harford County Code to meet the
County’s Floodplain Management Program and Critical Area regulations. The commitment to the
construction of the long-proposed pedestrian bridge from Harford County to Cecil County, preferably
from Havre de Grace to Perryville, is now, at hand. Harford County firmly believes the approval of this
badly-needed, new railroad bridge crossing over the Susquehanna River should be contingent upon coapproval of the pedestrian crossing. Without the approval and financial commitment at this time, Harford
County fears this pedestrian crossing is doomed for good, putting an end to any hope of this very essential
connection. The completion of the long-awaited land trail on both sides of the River with a pedestrian
connection from Havre de Grace to Perryville will result in an economic resurgence for this region. Better
yet, a pedestrian crossing connecting both sides of the Lower Susquehanna River Trail would provide a
total package of benefits for both communities including public health, recreation, and economic growth,
and a source of community pride and identity. Instead of focusing on why it cannot be built, the various
government agencies should be focused on making the pedestrian crossing
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The revised (grammar and punctuation only) comments of the Maryland Depatment of Planning follow
below.
The project would improve rail-transportation mobility in the State by replacing the existing Susquehanna
River Rail Bridge between the Town of Perryville and the City of Havre de Grace. Improving passenger
and freight transportation addresses State’s multi-modal transportation need and supports Maryland’s
transportation, economic and environmental goals. The Project is consistent with the Maryland Economic
Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Policy. The project also complies with the Priority Funding
Area (PFA) Law. In March 2016, the project received the exception approval from the State’s Smart
Growth Coordinating Committee as the required by the Priority Funding Area Law.

The following are specific comments on the Environmental Assessment and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
Report. It would strengthen the Environmental Assessment by providing the summary information from
the Pedestrian and Bicycle Hazard and Security Assessments Study. The Maryland Department of
Planning suggests the following editing changes be made to the sections related to State smart growth and
the PFA law.
Page 4-2:
SMART GROWTH INITIATIVE
Maryland’s Smart Growth Initiative has four overarching goals: (1) supporting development in areas
where infrastructure already exists, (2) protecting valuable natural resources, (3) avoiding the high costs
associated with building new infrastructure in previously-undeveloped areas, and (4) providing a high
quality of life. The 2009 Smart, Green, and Growing Legislation established 12 planning visions for
sustainable growth in the State of Maryland. These goals and visions serve as guiding principles for local
comprehensive plans and promote developments in locally designated and state-supported growth areas to
discourage urban sprawl and adverse impacts on rural and environmentally sensitive areas. The 1997
Priority Funding Areas Law directs state funding for growth-related infrastructure to Priority Funding
Areas, providing a geographic focus for state investment in growth areas. The project study area is
almost entirely within Priority Funding Areas (see Figure 4-2).
Page 4-13:
PUBLIC POLICY
The Build Alternatives are consistent with local, regional, and statewide planning. The Environmental
Assessment (EA) and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and Project Programmatic Agreement regarding the
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge are generally consistent with Maryland’s Smart Growth Initiative. The
Proposed Project would improve rail transportation mobility that addresses the State’s multi-modal
transportation needs, as well as, supports the State’s transportation, economic and environmental goals.
As discussed above, the vast majority of the study area is within Priority Funding Areas. However, any
proposed project with greater than five percent of the project study area located outside of the PFA
boundary requires a project exception under the PFA law. The Project Team met with the Smart Growth
and Neighborhood Conservation Coordinating Committee on March 9, 2016 to request an exception
approval for PFA law compliance. Based on this meeting, the Committee voted to approve this exception
to the PFA law requirements due to the proposed undertaking being a growth-related project involving a
commercial or industrial activity, which due to its operational or physical characteristics, must be located
away from development [per the Annotated Code of Maryland §5-7B-06(a)(iii)3].
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Maryland Depatment of Planning continued
Page 20-13
OTHER AGENCY COORDINATION
The Project Team presented the project to the Smart Growth Coordinating Committee to request an
approval of an exception under the Priority Funding Area (PFA) law in March 2016. The Smart Growth
Coordinating Committee is responsible for reviewing and commenting on the compliance of growthrelated projects as stated in the PFA law. The purpose of this meeting was to review the project’s
introduction and background section, discuss the alternatives retained for detailed study and
environmental considerations, and receive an exception to allow the State to fund a project that is partially
located outside of the Priority Funding Area.
The Maryland Historical Trust stated that the Federal Rail Administration is working with the
Maryland Historical Trust and other involved, consulting parties to complete the historic preservation
review of the undertaking under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The parties are
negotiating a formal Programmatic Agreement to set forth the process by which FRA will ensure
compliance with Section 106 and resolve the undertaking's effects on historic properties as project
planning proceeds.
Questions or concerns? Contact Bob Rosenbush, Maryland Depatment of Planning,
Phone: 410-767-4487 or via e-mail at
bob.rosenbush@maryland.gov

6

Jelena Matic <jmatic@akrf.com>

[51154] Susquehanna Bridge Project Followup
1 message
Alan Snyder <alan@casadvisors.com>
Wed, Mar 29, 2017 at 8:16 AM
To: Kevin McDermott <kevin.mcdermott@amtrak.com>
Cc: Jeffrey Konrad <jkonrad@hntb.com>, Family <bchrealty@aol.com>, brandon.bratcher@dot.gov, Dianne Klair
<diannek@havredegracemd.com>, info@susrailbridge.com
Kevin,
It was good to meet you last Thursday at the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project meeting in Perryville, MD. As I
expressed in the meeting, I am very concerned about the impact that the bridge project will have on 600, 604 and 605
Water Street in Havre de Grace, MD. I am especially interested in the distance of the bridge from the property line of
600 Water Street, the placement of the bridge piers and the new route for Otsego Street.
It is important that the concerns of the local property owners, especially those that will be directly impacted, be taken
into consideration before the design is finalized. I am formally requesting that I participate in the design discussions that
are occurring with the town of Havre de Grace.
For the record, I have also attached a letter than I sent to the Federal Railroad Administration on July 18, 2016. All of
the concerns expressed in the letter remain valid and have not been addressed. I would like for them to be incorporated
into your thoughts and plans as you move the project forward so that they can be fully addressed.
Please let me know the logistics for the next design meeting with the Town of Havre de Grace.
Thank you,
Alan Snyder

Alan Snyder
CAS Advisors
(m) 5712377099

Amtrak Bridge Concerns  FRA Letter 71816.pdf
2161K

Bike and walk access on the bridge
1 message
Rick Kappler <rickk@sunsetforest.com>
Wed, Mar 22, 2017 at 4:16 PM
To: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project <info@susrailbridge.com>

Please build bike and pedestrian access on the new bridge or don’t build a
new bridge at all.

RE: RESCHEDULED! The Public Outreach
Information Session will now occur on Thursday,
March 23.
Rick Kappler

<rickk@sunsetforest.com>

Mar 14

to Susquehanna
Please build the pedestrian and bicycle access on this bridge or don’t build the new bridge at
all. Period.

Pedestrian and bike access
Rick Kappler <rickk@sunsetforest.com>

Mar 3

to info
Dear Maryland,

Will the new bridge have pedestrian and bike access? An 80 mile detour into
Pennsylvania to safely get to the other side from Perry Point is not acceptable.
Pedestrian and bike access is about emergency access.
Rick

Pedestrian access on the new Susquehanna bridge
Kappler, Richard' via Susquehanna River Bridge <51154@akrf.com>

Mar 1

to info, info
Will the new railroad bridge have pedestrian and bicycle access? If not, how do people
safely walk, ride a bike, or take a wheelchair from Havre de Grace to the train station?
Rick

New bridge for trains and trails
Rick Kappler

<rickk@sunsetforest.com>

12/23/16

to info
Will the new bridge have pedestrian and bicycle access? If not, what is the purpose of
making a new bridge? There is an 80 mile detour to Pennsylvania in order to safely cross
the river.
Think about it.

New pedestrian and bike access
Rick Kappler

<rickk@sunsetforest.com>

11/22/16

to info
Dear Amtrak and others,
What kind of pedestrian and bicycle access will the new bridge have?
Currently, there is an 80 mile detour to Columbia, Pennsylvania in order to cross
the river. Will the new bridge have paths, benches, and lookout spots on both
sides of the bridge? It takes a very long time to wait for a taxi in Perry Point and
it is not pleasant to ride a bike with many cars on the highway bridge.

