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Appendix C - Project Correspondence 
This appendix contains correspondence rega rding the Long Bridge Project. 

Alternatives and Alternatives Development Process Correspondence 
• l etter f rom CSX Transportation regarding comments on t he preparation of the Environmental 

Impact Statement for proposed modification of Long Bridge, July 3, 2017. 

• l etter f rom the United States Coast Guard regarding t heir review of the bridge Project Initiation 
Request, July 18, 2017. 

• l etter f rom the Commonwealth of Virginia's Department of Rail and Public Transportat ion 
rega rding comment s on t he Long Bridge NEPA Study Level 2 Screening Results, September 19, 
2017. 

• l etter f rom Arlington County's Division of Transportation regarding the ongoing Environmental 
Impact Statement for t he Long Bridge Project, January 12, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Distr ict of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority {DC Water) rega rding comments 
on t he proposed alternatives for t he Long Bridge Project Environmenta l Impact Statement, 
January 12, 2018. 

• l etter f rom Virginia Ra ilway Express regarding the Long Bridge Public Meeting, January 12, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Commonwealth of Virginia's Department of Rail and Public Transportat ion 
rega rding comments on t he Long Bridge Study Draft EIS Action Alternatives, January 16, 2018. 

• l etter f rom CSX Transportation rega rding comment s on t he two Proposed Action Alternatives 
for Long Bridge, January 16, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Virginia Department of Historic Resources containing comments on the 
alternatives to be eva luated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, January 16, 2018. 

• Letter f rom the National capital Planning Commission rega rding the Long Bridge Study 
Alternatives Screen ing Evaluation, January 17, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Department of Defense - Washington Headquarters Services rega rding the Long 
Bridge St udy and t he East Util ities Plant, May 25, 2018. 

Maryland Avenue SW Clearance to L'Enfant Interlocking Correspondence 

• l etter f rom Amtrak regard ing track center spacing in t he Long Bridge Project, August 7, 2018. 

• l etter f rom Virginia Ra ilway Express regarding track center spacing in t he Long Bridge Project, 
August 9, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Commonwealth of Virgin ia's Department of Rail and Public Transportat ion 
rega rding the engineering feasibility analysis conducted by DDOT, August 10, 2018. 
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• l etter f rom the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy comments regarding the proposed bike-pedestrian 
crossing in the Environmental Impact Statement for t he l ong Bridge Project, January 16, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Sout hwest Business Improvement District regarding the proposed bike-
pedestr ian crossing, January 1, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Arlington County Pedestrian Advisory Committee {PAC} regarding the bike-
pedestr ian bridge as part of the Long Bridge Project, January 12, 2018. 

• l etter f rom the Washington Area Bicyclist Association regarding comments on Environmental 
Impact Statement for the l ong Bridge Project, January 12, 2018. 

• l etter f rom Councilmember David Grosso regarding the proposed bike-pedestrian crossing, 
January 16, 2018. 

Section 7 Consultation 
• Search report from The Center for Conservation Biology Mapping Porta l regarding VA Eagle Nest 

locator, November 27, 2017. 

• l etter f rom the United Stat es Department of t he Inter ior - Fish and Wildlife Service Chesapeake 
Bay Ecological Services Field Office rega rding the list of t hreated and endangered species t hat 
may occur in t he project location, and/or may be affected by the proposed project, November 
27, 2017. 

• l etter f rom the United Stat es Department of t he Inter ior - Fish and Wildlife Service Chesapeake 
Bay Ecological Services Field Office rega rding the list of t hreated and endangered species t hat 
may occur in t he project location, and/or may be affected by the proposed project, November 
27, 2017. 

• l etter f rom Coastal Resources Inc. Ecological Consultant s to t he Dist rict Department of Energy 
and Environment regarding the request for cu rrent species and habitat information for the Long 
Bridge Project, December 4, 2017. 

• l etter f rom Coastal Resources Inc. Ecological Consultant s to t he National Marine Fisheries 
Service - Northeastern Regional Office rega rding a request for project review - long Bridge 
Project Arlington County, VA and Washington, DC, December 4, 2017. 

• l etter f rom the United Stat es Department of t he Inter ior - Fish and Wildlife Service rega rding 
the completion of the online project review process for t he l ong Bridge Project, December 5, 
2017. 

• Email from Brian D. Hopper at National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association - Fisheries 
rega rding information about threat ened or endangered species w ithin the Long Bridge Project 
Study Area, December 27, 2017. 

• l etter f rom the Commonwealth of Vi rginia - Department of Conservation and Recreat ion 
rega rding natural heritage resources w ithin the project area, December 29, 2017. 

• Search report from t he Commonwealt h of Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisher ies 
rega rding fish and wild life information, November 20, 2018. 
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• l etter f rom the Federal Railroad Administration to the Nationa l Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration's National Marine Fisheries Service regarding Endangered Species Act 
concurrence for At lantic and shortnose sturgeon for the Long Bridge Project, September 3, 
2019. 

Section 404 Consultation Correspondence 

• l etter f rom the Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Baltimore District, 
rega rding the prelim inary det erminat ion of the presence or ind ications of the approximate 
location(s) of waters of t he United States in the Project study area, March 19, 2019. 



[CSX] 
•• • ••• 

Quintin C. Kendall 
Vice President 
State Relations & Public Funding 

July 3, 2017 

Anna Chamberlin, AICP 
Long Bridge Proj ect 
55 M Street, SE 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20003-3515 

Amanda Murphy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

Dear Ms. Chamberlin and Ms. Murphy: 

500 Water Street 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Tel. 904-359-2485 

CSX Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT') submits the following comments for consideration 
during the process of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") for the proposed 
modification of Long Bridge (the "Project"). CSXT provides these comments in its capacity as 
the owner of Long Bridge and the operator of the freight rail network of which the bridge is an 
essential element. 

The capacity of the cuITent, two-track, CSXT-owned bridge is sufficient to meet the 
needs of CSXT's freight customers, including anticipated needs through the year 2040. CSXT 
understands that other entities- including Amtrak, the Virginia Railway Express, the Maryland 
Area Regional Commuter service (which does not cUITently use the bridge), and other freight rail 
companies- have expressed a desire to operate a significantly increased number of trains over a 
Long Bridge-area crossing in the years to come. CSXT has not agreed to such an expansion of 
non-CSXT use of Long Bridge. However, we provide comments in order that FRA and DDOT 
can understand CSXT' s concerns with certain concepts under the Level 2 screening criteria, 
which are independent of issues that may be associated with non-CSXT rail use of Long Bridge. 

Seven concepts for the Project remain under consideration. These concepts consist of 
concepts with three tracks (concepts 3 and 3A), four tracks (concepts 5 and SA), and five tracks 
( concepts 8 and 8A); concepts that include a bicycle and pedestrian pathway parallel to the tracks 
(concepts 3A, SA, and 8A); and the no-build concept (concept 1). 1 In this letter, we comment on 

1 We understand that modification of the Long Bridge crossing to support electrically-powered 
locomotives is not under consideration. CSXT supports the exclusion of electrification from the 
Project. Electrification would create new and unnecessary hazards that would threaten the safety 
of CSXT maintenance crews and others. 



certain of the remaining concepts, evaluating them in light of the draft Level 2 screening criteria 
that the Federal Railroad Administration ("FRA") and District Department of Transportation 
("DDOT") provided to the public on May 16,20172; the Level 1 screening criteria3; and the 
Project's stated purpose and need4. 

Our comments are guided by four core principles critical to all proposed passenger 
service projects on the CSXT network, which we have described at greater length in our prior 
comments: safety, capacity, liability and compensation. In light of these core principles, 
concepts should be screened out and removed from future consideration if they would not permit 
CSXT to continue to use Long Bridge and the associated corridor to meet the present and future 
demands of its freight network in a safe and efficient manner. Likewise, no concept should be 
carried forward that would impair CSXT' s current and future use of its rail network, or its right 
to manage its network as it deems appropriate. 

I. Three-Track Concepts Would Not Satisfy the Operations Efficiency, 
Constructabilitv, and Cost-Efficiency Screening Criteria. 

A. Operational Challenges Would Limit the Benefits of a Three-Track Configuration. 

A three-track configuration-that is, concept 3 or 3A- would not satisfy the "railroad 
operations efficiency" Level 2 screening criterion, since a three-track configuration would have 
limited potential to improve the capacity, resiliency and redundancy of the current Long Bridge. 
This is in large part because issues on one track frequently and unavoidably affect adjacent 
tracks. These issues, some of which are noted below, are substantially mitigated or eliminated 
altogether in a four-track configuration. 

• Routine maintenance. In a standard parallel track configuration, in which track 
centers are fifteen feet apart, maintenance work on one track affects adjacent tracks. 
In accordance with federal regulations and CSXT rules, worker safety measures must 
be implemented not only on the track that is subject to maintenance, but also on any 
adj acent tracks. When work is undertaken on the middle track, the entire three-track 
configuration is impacted, resulting in delays on all tracks. 

• Emergencies. When a train is experiencing an emergency, for the general safety of 
all trains in the area, CSXT rules do not permit other trains to pass on adjacent CSXT 
tracks until it is confirmed that the train in emergency status has not inadvertently 
obstructed or damaged the adjacent tracks, bridges, or other structures. When trains 
are initially allowed to pass, they must do so at restricted speeds, not to exceed 15 
MPH. Furthermore, depending on the type of emergency situation, trains passing 

2 The draft Level 2 screening criteria are: Constructability, railroad operations efficiency and 
effectiveness, cost (order of magnitude), preliminary environmental effects considerations, and 
safety. 
3 The Level 1 screening criteria are: Railroad capacity, network connectivity, and 
resiliency/redundancy. 
4 See 81 Fed. Reg. 59036, 59037 (August 26, 2016). 
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over the affected section of track may be stopped or restricted until the track, bridge, 
and right-of-way are inspected by track and/or bridge inspectors to ensure that trains 
may pass safely through the area Accordingly, in a three-track configuration, an 
emergency on the middle track would hinder operations on both exterior tracks, 
affecting the very busy corridor both north and south of this area. 

• Derailments. Even a minor derailment has the potential to halt traffic on all tracks in 
a three-track configuration. In the wake of a derailment, trains on adjacent tracks are 
not allowed to pass until the individual in charge of the derailment response approves 
the resumption of traffic. 

• Oversize shipments. CSXT rules limit movement of trains on adjacent tracks when 
one train is carrying an oversize shipment. Such shipments are wider than other 
shipments, and may make use of the physical space that would normally be used by 
trains passing on adjacent tracks. A train carrying an oversize shipment thus may 
prevent other trains from using adjacent tracks, or from operating on adj acent tracks 
at normal speeds. Common examples of oversize shipments are large electrical 
power grid equipment such as transformers and turbines, and large pieces of defense 
equipment. Depending on the width of the oversize shipment, trains on adjacent 
tracks may need to be stopped or passed at slow speeds, typically 10 MPH. 

The impact of delays resulting from the above-identified issues would be felt up and 
down the rail lines extending north and south of Long Bridge. Delays at the bridge could result 
in trains backed up a significant distance, likely impacting populated areas, including Crystal 
City to the south and Anacostia to the north. Passenger trains would also be affected, delaying 
inbound and outbound traffic into Washington Union Station. 

Ramifications of delays of passenger train service are intuitive, but potential disruption to 
CSXT freight service has recently taken on a much greater importance. Over the past months, 
CSXT has fundamentally altered its system-wide operating plan, implementing a precision 
railroading model in which trains operate subject to strict schedules. In a precision railroading 
environment, delays-even minor ones-can have far-reaching consequences, disrupting freight 
activity for a significant period oftime and resulting in major losses in efficiency. 

The operational concerns discussed above would apply to all feasible three-track 
configurations, including configurations that make use of multiple, separate structures crossing 
the Potomac River. Even though the use of separate structures might mitigate some of the 
operational concerns in the portion of the crossing that is directly over the Potomac River (since 
the separation between tracks might reduce the impact of parallel tracks on each other), the 
separation between tracks would end after landfall on the northern and southern ends of the 
bridge, and at those locations the operational issue.s discussed above would manifest themselves. 
Unless exceptional separation were maintained in these on-land areas-a costly approach that 
would have significant impact on adjoining property-the operational challenges discussed 
above would affect all three-track configurations. 
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B. A Three-Track Concept Would Be Difficult to Construct, Given the Need for 
Uninterrupted Bridge Traffic During Construction. 

During any construction activities, at least two tracks will be needed for the current level 
of freight and passenger rail traffic, since no practical substitute exists for the current bridge and 
a shutdown of freight and passenger rail traffic is not an option. At least two tracks are needed 
not only for the Potomac River crossing, but also for all additional crossings, including the 
George Washington Parkway, Interstate 395, Ohio Drive SW, the Washington Channel, and 
Maine Avenue SW. A three-track configuration that consists of an additional, one-track bridge 
plus modification or replacement of the current, two-track bridge would pose unacceptable 
challenges during construction. Work on or modification of either track of the current bridge 
would require shut-down of traffic on the other track, leaving only one track in service-the 
new, separate bridge-which would be insufficient to support CSXT's traffic, let alone that of 
Long Bridge's other users. Unless three new tracks were placed on an entirely new structure or 
on multiple new structures-an approach that would not be cost-effective or feasible in light of 
track-alignment requirements-constructability concerns would render the three-track concepts 3 
and 3A unworkable. 

C. A Three-Track Crossing Would Not Be Cost Efficient. 

The current Long Bridge is a two-track bottleneck between four-track segments of rail, 
and a three-track configuration would not eliminate that bottleneck. Trains would still need to 
stop and be held at the north and south ends of the bridge, where four-track traffic would need to 
be condensed to three tracks, creating backups, as discussed above. 

Modifying or upgrading Long Bridge would be a major undertaking, requiring the 
cooperation of many parties and a significant financial investment. The effort and cost involved 
should be justified by major operational improvement. It would be a lost opportunity and an 
unwise use of resources to modify the bridge in a way that fails to eliminate the current 
bottleneck. 

D. Environmental Impact May Not Justify Preference for a Three-Track Concept 
Over a Concept with a Larger Number of Tracks. 

CSXT does not believe that a consideration of environmental impact provides a 
justification for selecting a three-track concept over a four-track one. Although it is difficult to 
evaluate environmental impact without defining the specifics of a design, the potential impact 
associated with construction of a three-track crossing might resemble that associated with a four-
track crossing. Based on information currently available, CSXT doubts that the time needed for 
construction, the potential impact on aquatic life, or the potential impact on terrestrial habitat 
would necessarily differ in any material way as between the three- and four-track concepts. 
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II. A Five-Track Crossing Would Be Unworkable. 

A. It May Be Impossible to Connect a Fifth Track to the Existing Four-Track 
Network North of Long Bridge. 

A five-track concept- that is, concept S or SA- could not be implemented in a useful 
way for Long Bridge. To the north of the current bridge, tracks enter a four-track tunnel near the 
Mandarin Oriental hotel, leading freight traffic to the Virginia Avenue Tunnel. Widening the 
relevant network of tunnels would be an enormous task, and we do not understand such a 
widening project to be under current consideration. 

To make use of a five-track crossing without widening the Mandarin Oriental Hotel 
tunnels to five tracks, a combination of track turnouts and/or crossovers and signaling equipment 
would need to be constructed between the hotel tunnels and Long Bridge. The short distance 
between the tunnels and Long Bridge is insufficient to permit the turnouts, crossovers, and/or 
signal equipment needed for a fifth track. Also, bridges (Interstate 395, Ohio Drive SW, 
Washington Channel, Maine Avenue SW) and limitations on track alignment (e.g., curves) 
would preclude placement of the turnouts and crossovers for a fifth track. (A turnout or 
crossover partly or entirely on the bridge itself would present safety and other concerns and 
might not be permitted by FRA.) Therefore, CSXT believes it would not be possible to construct 
or operate a five-track configuration over Long Bridge and between Long Bridge and the 
Mandarin Oriental Hotel tunnel. 

B. A Five-Track Crossing Would Not Be Cost-Efficient. 

Even if it were somehow possible to connect a five-track bridge to the four-track corridor 
to the north, serious cost-efficiency concerns would be raised by such an approach. It is 
expensive to build an additional track on a bridge. Widening the Long Bridge corridor on Long 
Bridge but not on both sides would not be cost-efficient. Given the practical impossibility of 
extending five-track traffic to the bridge's north (discussed above), cost-efficiency concerns 
would weigh heavily against further consideration of concepts 8 and 8A. 

III. A Pedestrian Pathway or Bikeway Would Raise Safety Concerns. 

Safety is a foundational principle for CSXT, as well as for FRA and DDOT. See, e.g., 
FRA Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, 64 Fed. Reg. 2S,545, 2S,550 (May 26, 
1999) (providing that "public safety" should be considered as part of EIS process). Any design 
that would pose significant safety concerns and thereby create greater liability exposure for 
CSXT should be eliminated from consideration. CSXT believes that including a pedestrian 
pathway or bikeway in close proximity to a rail bridge-as may be contemplated in concepts 3A, 
SA and SA- would raise serious and unnecessary safety concerns. 

CSXT's Safety Guidelines, which constitute the Company's policy, restrict the use of 
pedestrian paths and bikeways near railroad tracks. See Attachment A ( excerpt of Safety 
Guidelines). The Company does not permit pathways running parallel to rail tracks within 
CSXT's rights of way. Additionally, in an effort to reduce proximity between 
pedestrians/cyclists and rail traffic, CSXT does not permit pedestrian-rail grade crossings except 
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where highway-rai l grade crossings already exist, and the Company requires that three at-grade 
crossings be closed for every new one opened. 

A variety of risks are created by a pedestrian pathway/bikeway in close proximity to a 
rail line. Some of these risks affect all potential pathway users-even cautious, law-abiding 
members of the community. One such risk is that of derailment, since a derailment could impact 
users of a pathway near the affected track section. Although CSXT and other rail operators have 
gone to great lengths to reduce the risk of derailment, these incidents still occur. Another risk 
potentially affecting all users is that of falling objects; there is potential for heavy freight to come 
detached, putting pathway users at risk. 

A pathway in close proximity to rail lines could also increase trespassing, which is the 
leading cause of rail-related deaths in the United States. A pathway would put more people, 
primarily runners and bikers, close to active tracks. It would also necessarily provide unfettered 
access for tr~passing-for example by people searching for selfies, people under the influence 
of alcohol or drugs, daredevils, and others. Trespassers not only put themselves at great risk, but 
may also endanger a train's crew and passengers by throwing objects at trains (an activity known 
as "rocking") or engaging in other activities that could distract engineers, affect rail integrity or 
otherwise impact train operations. A pathway would also create a greater potential risk of 
terrorism. Providing increased opportunities for trespassing and other illegal activity is 
inconsistent with FRA, law enforcemem, and railroa(l programs and policies. Therefore, despite 
the positive intentions underlying a bike or pedestrian path, CSXT believes that concepts 3A, SA 
and 8A should be rejected. 

However, CSXT appreciates the interest in enhancing the National Park Service National 
Capital Region Paved Trails network, and is prepared to work with interested parties in exploring 
viable alternatives to concepts 3A, SA and 8A to accommodate connections on or about the 
existing Long Bridge to the pedestrian and bicycle network and recreational facilities. Such 
alternatives must be designed consistent with railroad operating plans and must contemplate 
safety and liability issues associated with localing pedestri~s and bikers in proximity of an 
active rail line. 

Thank you for your consideration. We would be happy to discuss these comments at 
your convenience. 

Attachment 
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~~ Public Road Crossing Openings and Closures 

Key Points 
• Both federal and state government policies discourage the creation of new highway-rail grade 

crossings. To enhance highway-rail grade crossing safety, CSXT endorses the United States Department 
of Transportation's goal of reducing the number of at-grade crossings through consolidation, elimination, 
grade separation and restriction of the number of new crossings installed. 

• Grade separated structures are the best alternative to add new roads or additional highway capacity. 
• CSXT and state and federal agencies: have worked with many communities to develop and implement 

projects that improve highway traffic flow without the creation of new highway-rail grade crossings. 
• CSXT, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and state agencies encourage communities to consider 

all alternatives before plannlng to create new grade crossings and encourage closure of existing grade 
crossings where possible. 

• CSXT may provide incontivo payments for crossing closures. 
• To comply with and in support of the federal initiative to reduce crossings, CSXT requires the community 

to identify three comparable active grade crossings to be closed for each new grade crossing. 

Overview 
CSXT understands the importance of highway-rail grade crossings and their relevance to such priorities as economic 
development, emergency vehicle access and other growth opportunities in the communities through which we operate. 
Because of the safety concerns associated with highW3y-fail grade crossings, however, every elfon must be made to obtain 
atternati\/e access or addttional capaci1y using grade separations. or by other roads leading lo existing crossings. 

Crossing, Closure Incentive Program 
81mlnatlng crossings Is a goal of CSXT. states and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). Likewise, the Federai Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Railroad-High\Nlly Grade Crossing Handbook acknowledges that the tlrst alternative that should 
always be considered for a highway-rail at-grade crossing is elimination. Elimination of a crossing provides the highest level 
of crossing safely because lhe point of inierseclion between highway and railroad is removed. Closing adjacent crossings 
simplifies I he design. installation and operation of highway-rail grade crossing warning systems. To help ensure the success or 
lhis effort, CSXT may provide incentive payments for th8 closure of public crossings. 

Considerations for Crossing Openings and Closures 
The addition of any grade crossing brings the potential for incidents involving trains and motor vehicles. For this reason. both 
federal and state government policies discourage tne creation of new grade crossings. CSXT. othe< ranroads, the United 
States Department of Transportation and most states encourage communities to carefully consider all alternatlves, including 
grade separations (crossings that go over or under railroaQ tracks). as opposed to the creatiof) of new al-grade crossings. 
The cost of a grade separation should not outweigh the enhanced safety it would provide fcr motorists. 

CSXT. the FRA and other railroads actively participate in programs such as Operation Lifesaver, an initiative dedicated to 
educating the public on the importance of practicing safe driving procedures al grade crossings. For more information about 
crossing safety. visit: http://www.beyondourrails.org1safety 

Before agreeing to the es\abliShrnerll of a new crossing, CSXT expects communities to engage in a study with the purpose 
of identifying existing redunctant public crosstngs for closure. To comply with and In support ot the federal initiative to 
reduce grado crossings, CSXT rsquires that the community identify the closure of three or more comparable active public 
at-grade crossings. 

Policies and Procedures to Guide New Crossing Requests: 
The project sponsor requesting a new croSSing or seeking to convert a private crossing to a public crossing will be asked to 
prepare a written request, presenting the following information: 

1. A description of the prop05ed highway project, Including p-oposed passive or active traffic control devices, and 
tl)e need for preemption and/or interconnection with traffic signals, together with a scale drawing or sketch of the 
proposed highway and vicinity. 

2. Expected Annual Average Daily Traffic (MDT) and pruposed vehicular speed limit, photographs. aerial map. 

3. A delalled explanation of the necessity of the crossing. 
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4. Identify at-grade crossings to be closed. Include their vehicular speed limit, AADT, and traffic type. 

5. The terms on which the project sponsor proposes that the crossing shall be constructed and subsequently maintained. 

6. The determination by the highway or regulatory authority of the need for passive or active traffic control devices and 
other safety treatments Q.e., signage, roadway medians, etc.), as selected by the highway authority consistent with 
applicable federal and state MUTCD guidelines and requirements. 

7. A plan to satisfy any appropriate regulatory authority's requirements, procedures and approval. The project sponsor 
should coordinate with all applicable agencies (state, county, city, etc.) to ensure proper procedures are followed. 

8. Provide CSXT authoriZallon to incur costs for its Preliminary Engineering to review the crossing request (whether or 
not Is approved), design and construction expenses, and for the ongoing maintenance of the crossing surface and 
related grade crossing warning devices. 

CSXT will review the request for a new crossing and inform the project sponsor whether or not the new crossing is approved. 
CSXT may deny a new crossing request due to safety or operational concerns. 

CSX Corporation PAGE 23 Revised 09·09•2014 



ft Bicycle/Pedestrian Pathways and Multi -Use Trails 
Key Points 

• Private or public parallel bicycle/pedestrian pathways and trails are not permitted on CSXT property. 
• Bicycle/pedestrian pathways and trails cannot cross tracks at grade outside of existing highway easement&. 
• The highway agency's design must include additional safe~ measures for at-grade pathways and trails 

within existing highway easements. 
• CSXT prefers grade separated bicycle/pedestrian pathw ays and multi-use trails. 
• CSXT will oppose condemnation proceedings aimed at recreational use of trackside property. 

Overview 
CSXT recognizes that comm1J11ities often wish to establish recrealional pathways and trails in the proximity of active railroad 
lines. While CSXT wlll wOl1< with communhles to accommodate such requests. it Is critical ror project spof'\Sors to recognize 
tl1at CSXT requirements must be met and safety precautions taken to protect the public and CSXT employees. In addition, 
certain requests, such as pathway croosings at grade outside of existing highway easements, M l not be permitted. 

CSXT Policy on Pathways and Trails Parallel to CSXT Property 
At CSXT safety is paramounr. CSXT's policy Is not to permit private or public parallel bicyoJe/pedestrian paths that come 
within the railroad's right-of-way. CSXT will insist upon safety measures such as fencing and signaga where such pathways or 
parks are established parallel to the railroad's right-of-way. The cost of installing, inspection and future maintenance are the 
responsibility of the trail sponsor or agency. CSXT will oppose any attempt lo establish recrealional usage of CSXT property 
through condemnation. Regardless of construction of pathways and trans. CSXT rese!Ves the right 10 use CSXT right of way 
for operational necessities. 

Pathways and Trails Crossing CSXT Tracks and Right-of-Way 
Bicycle/pedestrian palhways and 1ralls cannol cross trackS at grade outside of exiSling highway easements. Grade separated 
pathway and trail crossings are preferred in all cases, and required when outside of an existing highway easement. Pathways 
and trails under existing railroad structures are discouraged and will only be allowed under special circumstances. Pathways 
and trails aver and under the railroad track shall have protective fencing. 

Bicycle/pedestrian pathways and trails crossing at-grade within a highway easement musl haw appropriate signs and 
warning systems as determined by the responsible highway and/or regulatory agency. 

All expenses associated wilh the design, installalion and malntenance ol 1he pathway/trail, including the costs of signs. 
crossing surfaces and warning systems associated with an at-grade crossing, WIii Ile paid PY the project sp011Sor, 

CSXT prosecutes trespassers and every precaution must be taken to ensure that the public remains clear of CSXT's property. 
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U.S. Department o~-Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Ms. Amanda Mmphy 

Commander 
United States Coast Guard 
Fifth Coast Guard Dlstrid 

Office of Railroad Policy & Development 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

Dear Ms. Mmphy: 

431 Crawfo<d Street 
Por1$mouth, VA 23704-5004 
Staff Symbol: dpb 
Phone: (757) 398-9587 
Fax: (757) 398-6334 
Email: Mid(ey.D.Sanders2@uscg.m1f, 
CGOFiyeBridQM@Y$QA mil 

16593 
18 JUL2017 

Coast Guard review of your bridge Project Initiation Request (PfR), as provided in letter dated 
June 14, 2017, is complete. 

Based on the documentation provided and our research, the Coast Guard has established a bridge 
permitting project for the proposed Long Road Bridge across the Potomac River, at position (38° 
52.04N 77° 02.1 W), at Washington, DC. · 

The attached Bridge Permit Application Guide (BP AG) should be used in preparing a Navigation 
Impact Report (NIR) and Coast Guard Bridge Permit Application (CGBPA) as described below: 

a. Navigation Impact Report (NIR): A Navigation Impact Report (NIR), as outlined in 
appendix A in the BPAG, should be submitted early in the project scoping and planning 
phase in order for the Coast Guard to provide a preliminary navigation clearance 
determination (PNCD). A PNCD provides the preliminary navigational clearances 
(vertical and horizontal) to be used in the development of alternatives within the project 
planning and environmental review processes. A PNCD is not binding, does not 
constitute an approval or final agency action, and normally expires three (3) years from 
the date of the correspondence in which the determination is provided. 

b. Coast Guard Bridge Permit Application (CGBP A): A complete Coast Guard Bridge 
Permit Application (CGBPA) should be submitted at least 180 days prior to the date in 
which a Coast Guard Bridge Permit or Permit Amendment is needed. 
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18 JUL 2017 

Mr. Mickey Sanders, at the above listed address or telephone number, has been assigned as the 
Coast Guard's Bridge Permit project officer. Please maintain frequent and regular contact with 
the project officer to ensure efficient and effective project administration. 

HALRPITTS 
Bridge Program Manager 
By direction of the Commander 
Fifth Coast Guard District 

Encl: (1) Bridge Permit Application Guide, COMDTPUB Pl6195.3D and BPAG Applicant 
Template (located at http://www.dco.uscg.mil/Our-Organization/ Assistant-Commandant-
for-Prevention-Policy-CG-5P/Marine-Transportation-Systems-CG-5PW /Office-of-
Bridge-Program~ 

Copy: CG Sector Maryland National Capital Region, Waterways Management 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District 

2 



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Jennifer L. Mitchell 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF RAIL AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
600 EAST MAlN STREET, SUITE 2102 

September 19, 2017 

Ms. Anna Chamberlin 
Manager, Project Review 
Planning and Sustainability Division 
District Department of Transportation 
55 M Street SE, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20003 

Dear Ms. Chamberlin, 

RICHMOND, VA23219-2416 

(804) 786-4440 
F AX (804) 225-3752 

Virginia Relay Center 
800-828-1120 (IDD) 

DRPT's comments regarding the Long Bridge NEPA Study Level 2 screening results are below: 

Level 2 Screening Criteria-
DRPT supports the need for redundant infrastructure as outlined in the Draft Long Bridge 
Purpose & Need chapter, but is concerned that the way in which it is implemented in Step 2 of 
the Level 2 screening may exclude variations of the two 4-track alternatives carried forward 
should difficulties be encountered as engineering and further analysis progresses. DRPT suggests 
that DDOT reconsider the requirement for two physically separate structures as a Level 2 
screening criterion. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide comments- DRPT looks forward to continuing 
collaboration with FRA, DDOT and other stakeholders as the Long Bridge NEPA study moves 
into the development of the Draft EIS. 

Best regards, 

Randv Selleck 

/2cu.J_ C, ~ 
Rail Planning Project Manager 

Cc: Cheryl Openshaw, DRPT Deputy Director 
Emily Stock, DRPT Manager of Rail Planning 

The Smartest Distance Between Two Points 
wuJtv. drpt. virginia.gov 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL S!RVlctS 

OW~ion of Tt.nspoftallon & Oovelopmf'nt 

2100 pa,endon Qootevard SyiJe 900 Ar!to£Son VA 22201 
lEl 703•228-0S-88 'AX 703-228-,3594 WI\/W19fling{OtWp.Uf 

January 12, 2018 

Anna Chamberl in, AICP 
Long Bridge Project 
55 M Street, SE 
Suite 400 
W.ishington, DC 20003-3515 

Re: Long Bridge Project 

Dear Ms. Chamberlin, 

I am writing to provide comments on behalf or Arlington County's Division ofTransportution, 
regarding the ongoing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Long Bridge Project. 

As the only intercity r.iil connection between the District or Columbia and Virginia, Long Bridge 
is among the Washington region's most important infrastrncture features. Because the potential 
reconstruction and expansion of this crucial bridge is a once-per-century opportunity to improve 
cross-Potomac multimodal transportation, Arlington is vitally in terested in planning and 
constructing the best possible project. We thank you for taking the lead in this years-long effo,t, 
and for giving us the opportunity to comment. 

Arlington enthusiastically supports expanding cros~-Potomac rail capacity. The more freight that 
c,111 be carried via rail. and the more passenger; who travel via Amtrak or commuter rail, the 
more environmentally sustainable and freer from conge~tion our region wi ll become. The Long 
Bridge Project's proposed remaining alternatives, re~ulling in four through tr.icks across the 
river, seem appropriate to this purpose. 

Additionally, Arlington strongly supports incorporating a cro~s-Potomac bicycle/pedestrian 
connection as part of the Long Bridge Project. Long Bridge occupies an ideal strategic location 
for such a connection, and bicycle/pedestrian trips are growing in importance as part of our 
region's transportation network. 

However, Arl ington has two specific concerns regarding how the existing draft study treats such 
a potential bicycle/pedestrian connection: 

I. Although a bicycle/pedestrian connection is highly desirable at this location, we are 
concerned that given the inherent challenges of implementing any new Potomac crossing, 
such a connection may not be practical unless it is fully planned and funded as part of a 
larger multimodal effort. We would therefore dispute separating out the 
bicycle/pedestrian component of Long Bridge planning from the rail component. 
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To illustrate the point, it was difficull for the region and federal government to secure 
$250 million to rehabilit.ite Memorial Bridge, a span that carries 68,000 motor vehicles 
per day. Although a stand-alone, purpose-built bicycle and pedestrian bridge would likely 
be significantly less expensive. it would nevertheless face severe funding challenges. 

2. Although a bicycle/pedestrian connection from the District of Columbia 10 Mount 
Vernon Trail would be beneficial on its own merits, we are concerned that current 
proposed alternatives for that connection stop short of crossing the George Washington 
Parkway. 

As with all transportation modes, the network effect is vitally important 10 
bicycle/pedestri,m travel; the larger the network of connections accessible, the more 
useful any single facil ity is for transportation purposes. Continuing the bicycle/pedestrian 
connection across lhe parkway-as the rail connection is already planned 10 do-is vital 
lo the efficient functioning of the regional bicycle/pedestrian network. 

A direct link from Crystal City and Long Bridge Park 10 the Mount Vernon Trail is an 
essential missing component of the region's transportation network. II would 
accommodate growth in Crystal City and Pentagon City, relieve overcrowding on Mount 
Vernon Trail, make trip planning more rational, complete the design of Long Bridge 
Park, and tie together the regional Ir.iii network. This connection would be m,1de al a 
location on the parkway where a new crossing would be least aesthetically intrusive. 

We appreciate the fact 1hal one project cannot be all things 10 all people, and that increasing rail 
capacity is the primary goal of this project To that end, Arlington supported ruling out e.irly 
planning alternatives for Long Bridge 1hal included ,1utomobile and streetcar lanes. However, 
we feel il remains appropriate to include a bicycle/pedestrian component that crosses the ri,·er 
and connects to (or anticipates a connection to) Arl ington's Long Bridge Park. Such a connc~1ion 
would help to build out the regional trai l network envisioned in NPS planning documents, 
accommodate growth in major activity centers, and promote the broad transportation, 
environmental, and recreational goals of Arlington. the District of Columbia, and the region. 
This project is one of very few realistic opportunities in which planning and funding mech,1ni~ms 
could be aligned to meet that need. Further information supporting our position is contained in 
Auachment I. 

We are grnteful for the District Department of Transportation's (DDOT) ongoing commitment to 
sustainable multimodal transportation. We thank you and your team for your excellent work on 
this project over many years, and greatly value the opportunity to participate in this important 
process. 

We look forward to working with you to further refine and advance this crucial project. Please 
do not hesitate to let me know how Arlington can be most helpful going forward. If you have 
questions or need to coordinate this issue, please also feel free 10 contact Arlington Regional 
Transportation Planner Dan Malouff (703-228-7989 and dmalouff@arlingtonva.us), and/or 



Arlington Bicycle and Pedestrian Planner David Patton (703-228-3633 and 
dpatton@arlingtonva.us). 

/j'Jo4/l-
Dennis M. Leach, AICP 
Director of Transportation 

Page3 



Attachment 1 

Regional support for a DC-to-Crystal City bicycle/pedestrian connection: 

Greatly improved rail capacity will be one significant result of this project. But for a project 
whose costs will likely reach or exceed nine figures, it's appropriate 10 advance broader 
recommendations from adopted regional plans. Many make a compelling case for improved 
bi kelped connections between Arlington and the river, and across the Potomac: 

NPS's National Capital Region Paved Trail Plan calls not only for better bike/ped connections 
across the river and between the river and Long Bridge Park, but also for highlighting Long 
Bridge Park as a regional trailhead. This can best be realized with direct bridge connections. 

FHWA's (Eastern Federal Lands) 14'h St. Bridge Corridor Draft EIS (unadopted) recognized the 
imponance of connecting Long Bridge Park and the Mt. Vernon Trail even without a new river 
crossing. 

141• Street Bridge Corridor Draft EIS, Appendix N 

Arlington County's Long Bridge Park Master Plan and Public Open Space Master Plan both 
emphasize a direct Long Bridge Park - Mt. Vernon Trail connection. The Long Bridge Park 
aquatic center accommodates this extension of the park's esplanade feature. 

National examples suggest a shared facility is practical: 

Long Bridge guidelines calling for 25' clearnnce between active rail lines and bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities are overly restrictive, compared to other locations in the US. Safe physical separation 
between trains and bicyclists/pedestrians is cnicial. but achievable through good design. Among 
the most significant examples are the Big River Crossing on the Union Pacific over the 
Mississippi River between Memphis and West Memphis, and CSX's rdil-with-trail facility over 
the Potomac River at Harpers Ferry National Historical Park. 

Union Pacific in TN & AR (left}, and CSX In WV (right} 
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PROJECT 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY I 5000 OVERLOOK AVENUE, SW I WASHINGTON, DC 20032 

January 12, 2018 

Ms. Amanda Murphy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE 
Mail Stop 20 
Washington, DC 20590 

RE: Long Bridge Project Proposed Alternatives 
DC Water Comments 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

The District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority (DC Water) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on proposed alternatives for the Long Bridge Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
presented on December 14, 201 7. The following comments are provided: 

1. Protection of Existing Water and Sewer Infrastructure 
DC Water currently maintains critical water and sewer infrastructure in the Long Bridge Project Study Area 
(Study Area). Of particular concern are the Potomac Force Mains. These parallel 6-foot and 8-foot diameter 
pipelines, constructed in the 1960s, serve a large number of customers in the western portion of the District 
of Columbia, as well as suburban customers in Montgomery County, Maryland, and Fairfax and Loudoun 
Counties, Virginia. The pipelines run roughly parallel along the western shoreline of East and West Potomac 
Park through the Study Area, as shown in Figure L Additional DC Water infrastructure is present 
throughout the Study Area, particularly in the urbanized portion of the Study Area east of Washington 
Channel. The Long Bridge Project EIS should consider how existing water and sewer infrastructure will be 
protected and access will be maintained for inspection, repair, and replacement, both during and after 
construction. For general planning coordination with DC Water, please contact Mark Babbitt, Supervisor, 
Interagency Planning and Permitting. at mark.babbitt@dcwater.com or 202-787-2534. 

2. Coordination with DC Clean Rivers Pr oject Potomac River Tunnel 
DC Water is in the process of implementing its Combined Sewer System Long Term Control Plan (LTCP), 
also known as the DC Clean Rivers Project. The purpose of this project is to control combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs) into the District's waterways, which occur when the existing combined sewer system's 
capacity is exceeded during storm events. The project is required by the 2005 Federal Consent Decree 
entered into by DC Water, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Department of Justice, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, as modified in January 2016. 

dcwater.com 



Ms. Amanda Murphy 
January 12, 2018 
Page 2 of 2 

The Potomac River Tunnel (PRT) Project, currently in the planning phase, is the portion of the DC Clean 
Rivers Project which will provide control for CSOs along the Potomac River, which are generally between 
the Lincoln Memorial and Georgetown. The PRT will consist of a storage/conveyance tunnel and supporting 
infrastructure, including diversion facilities connecting to existing sewers, drop shafts, overflow structures, 
and ventilation control facilities. DC Water, as co-lead agency with the National Park Service, is currently 
preparing an Environmental Assessment for the PRT project. 

The PRT will convey flows captured from the Potomac River CSOs via gravity to the existing Blue Plains 
Tunnel and Blue Plains Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant, generally via an alignment parallel to the 
eastern shoreline of the Potomac River. In the area of the 14" Street Bridges (including the Long Bridge), 
the PRT must avoid the deep foundations of each of the five existing bridges. Based on preliminary review 
of record drawings provided by each of the bridge owners, Figure I shows potential alignments being 
considered for the PRT as it passes through the Study Area. Figure 2 includes a cross section showing the 
PRT potential alignments relative to the existing Long Bridge deep foundations, based on drawings provided 
by CSX in Apri l 2015. All alternatives included in the Long Bridge Project EIS should consider how any 
proposed foundations will be coordinated with the potential PRT alignments, potentially including providing 
piers and piles aligned with those beneath the existing bridges upstream. T his includes the bike-pedestrian 
crossing, which at the meeting was presented as a possible separate project. The vertical alignment of the 
PRT is largely driven by the elevation of the existing Blue Plains Tunnel downstream, the existing WMATA 
Blue/Orange/Silver Line Tunnels upstream, and the need to maintain positive slope for gravity tlow. As 
such, the vertical alignment of the PRT will be substantially as shown in Figure 3. The proposed Long 
Bridge Project and bike-pedestrian crossing alternatives presented in the December 14, 2017 meeting 
warrant close and early technical coordination with DC Water to determine any possible impacts prior to 
completing both projects' NEPA coordination. 

DC Water looks forward to coordinating with the Federal Railway Administration and the District 
Department of Transportation regarding its existing and proposed infrastructure within the Long Bridge 
Project EIS Study Area. If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at moussa.wone@dcwater.com or by phone at (202) 787-4729. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

Moussa Wone, Ph.D., PE 
Design Manager, DC Clean Rivers Project 

c: Joel Gorder, National Park Service 
Mark Babbitt, DC Water 
Carlton Ray, Director, DC Clean Rivers 
John Cassidy, DC Clean Rivers 
Brandon Flora, DC Clean Rivers 

Attachments: Figure I - PRT Alignments 
Figure 2 - PRT Sections 
Figure 3 - PRT Profi le 

water.com 



Figure 1 - Conceptual Alternative Tunnel Alignments 
14th Street Bridges {incl. WMATA and CSX) 

EAST WMATA EXISTING 
HIGHWAY LONG BRIDGE 



Figure 2 - Conceptual Alternative Tunnel Sections 
14th Street Bridges - CSX (Long Bridge) 
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Figure 3 - Conceptual Tunnel Profile 
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e I VIRGINIA RAILWAY EXPRESS 

January 12, 2018 

Via ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Anna Chamberlin, AICP 
Manager, Project Review 
Planning and Sustainability Division 
District Department ofTransportation 
55 M Street SE, Suite 400 
Washington DC 20003 

Amanda Murphy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington DC 20590 

Re: Long Bridge Environmental Impact Statement 
Section 106 Public M eeting- Proposed Alternatives 

Dear Ms. Chamberlin and Ms. Murphy: 

The Virginia Railway Express (VRE) operates the majority of the trains crossing the Long Bridge across 
the Potomac River, so the practicality and timeliness of plans for the bridge's expansion is of vital 
importance to the commuters using our service, now and in the future. 

We have reviewed with interest the materials distributed at the Section 106 public meeting regarding 
proposed alternatives on December 14. 2017, and offer the following comments: 

1. The project purpose and need identified on Slide 6 of the PowerPoint presentation succinctly 
describes the primary motivations for Long Bridge expansion: 

• Railroad capacity; 
• Network connectivity; and 
• Railroad resiliency and redundancy. 

Addressing these three elements is necessary to provide sufficient infrastructure for safe and 
reliable operation of the present volume of CSX Transportation, Amtrak, and VRE t rains and to 
provide for growth in the future. 

2. We concur with the two proposed Action Alternatives for the Draft EIS identified on Slides 14 
and 19 of the PowerPoint presentation: 

• Action Alternative A: A new two-track bridge upstream of the existing bridge while 
retaining the existing bridge; and 

• Action Alternative B: A new two-track bridge upst ream of the existing bridge while 
replacing the exist ing bridge. 

The proposed Action Alternatives are the best of the nine concepts considered with respect to 
addressing the project purpose and need while providing options that are safely constructible 
under traffic w ith little or no impact on adjacent National Park Service and Department of 
Defense facilities. 

1500 KING STREET • SUITE 202 • ALl:MNORIA, V IRGINIA2231• • P 703.884.1001 • F 703.884.1313 • WWW,VRE.ORG 



Ms. Chamberlin/Ms. Murphy 
January 12, 2018 
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3. The CSXT RF&P Subdivision is a strategic transportation corridor of national significance. The 
railroad bridge or bridges that emerge from this EIS will be heavily trafficked by CSXT, Amt rak 
and VRE trains. We are seriously concerned about the safety and security implications of the 
bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities illustrated on Slide 22 .• in particular those "attached" to a 
railroad bridge (Option 1) or sandwiched between the new and existing bridges (Option 2). In 
this day and age, we need to be realistic about maintaining separation between trains and 
people and, in doing so, reduce rather than exacerbate the threat of damage or injuries. VRE 
understands the interest by others of a bridge crossing to serve bike-pedestrian t raffic and 
would encourage such efforts only consider options that are sufficiently separated from trains. 
VRE would be available as a resource in these efforts, i f desired. 

Thank you fo r including VRE in the Long Bridge environmental process as a member of the project 
management team. We applaud project progress to-date and look forward to continuing to help 
advance implementation of these urgently needed improvements to the District's, Virginia's, and the 
nation's passenger and freight railroad network. 

Sincerely, D~:rs~ 
Chief Executive Officer 

cc: C. Gullakson, CSXT 
J. Lisska, CSXT 
R. Marcus, CSXT 
J. Mitchell, DRPT 
R. Dalton, VRE 
T. Hickey, VRE 
o. Gonzalez, VRE 



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Jennifer L. Mitchell 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF RAIL AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
600 EAST MAlN STREET, SUITE 2102 

January 16, 2018 

Ms. Anna Chamberlin 
Manager, Project Review 
Planning and Sustainability Division 
District Department of Transportation 
55 M Street SE, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20003 

Dear Ms. Chamberlin, 

RICHMOND, VA23219-2416 

(804) 786-4440 
F AX (804) 225-3752 

Virginia Relay Center 
800-828-1120 (IDD) 

DRPT's comments on the Long Bridge Study Draft EIS Action Alternatives as presented to the 
public on December 14, 2017 are as follows: 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Accommodations-
DRPT would like to emphasize that the primary focus of the Long Bridge Study is increasing rail 
capacity across the Potomac River between the District and Virginia. It is DRPT's understanding 
that a bicycle/pedestrian connection across the Potomac is not part of the proj ect purpose and 
need, but that the feasibility of such a crossing will be explored. We continue to have sigoificant 
concerns regarding the safety and constructability of any combined-mode structure. 

Alternatives Selected for Analysis in Draft EIS-
DRPT supports the following two build alternatives selected for further analysis in the Draft EIS 
document: 

• New 2-track bridge upstream of existing bridge, retain existing bridge 
• New 2-track bridge upstream of existing bridge, replace existing bridge 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments- DRPT looks forward to continuing 
collaboration with FRA, DDOT and other stakeholders as the development of the Draft EIS 
moves forward. 

The Smartest Distance Between Two Points 
wuJtv. drpt. virginia.gov 



DRPT Comments on Alternatives for Long Bridge Draft EIS 
January 16, 2018 
Page2 of2 

Best regards, 

Randv Selleck 

/2cu.J_C,~ 
Rail Planning Project Manager 

Cc: Cheryl Openshaw, DRPT Deputy Director 
Michael McLaughlin, DRPT Chief of Rail 
Emily Stock, DRPT Manager of Rail Planning 



Suite 560, National Place ,..av 1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
~ Washington, O.C.20004 
CORPORATION ___________________ c2_0_2)_1_as_-a_1_24 ____ _ 

Amanda Murphy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

Anna Chamberlin, AICP 
Long Bridge Project 
55 M Street, SE 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20003-35 15 

January 16, 2018 

Dear Ms. Murphy and Ms. Chamberlain: 

CSXT Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT') submits the following comments for your 
consideration in regard to the two Proposed Action Alternatives for Long Bridge 
presented by the Federal Railroad Administration ("FRA") and District Department of 
Transportation ("DDOT") at the December 14, 2017 public meeting. Toe Proposed 
Action Alternatives provide for a new two-track bridge to be constructed upstream of the 
existing bridge, resulting in a four-track crossing. Action Alternative A provides for the 
current Long Bridge to be retained, while Action Alternative B provides for the current 
Long Bridge to be replaced with a new bridge. CSXT believes either Action Alternative 
could potentially be acceptable to the Company, as could the No Action Alternative-
which remains under consideration- provided care is taken to preserve safety and not to 
impair current freight operations. 

As CSXT has repeatedly emphasized, the current Long Bridge is sufficient for the 
Company's needs, and neither replacing the current bridge nor supplementing it with an 
additional bridge are current priorities for the Company. If FRA and DDOT select an 
Action Alternative for the Long Bridge Corridor, CSXT's priority will be to ensure that 
any modifications made to the Long Bridge Corridor are implemented without negative 
impacts on the Company's operations. The current Long Bridge, which is owned and 
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maintained by CSXT1, plays a critical role within CSXT' s rail network. While the 
Company would consider proposals that would involve supplementing and/or replacing 
the current bridge, the Company will not accept any modifications to the current Long 
Bridge or associated infrastructure that present safety issues, impose costs on CSXT, or 
involve the risk of delays or intem1ptions in CSXT's freight traffic. 

A note on a possible bicycle and pedestrian pathway is appropriate. In the 
presentation made on December 14, 2017, FRA and DDOT stated that they were 
exploring opportunities for a bicycle and pedestrian crossing over the Potomac River in 
the general vicinity of the Long Bridge crossing, and that such a crossing "could 
potentially be feasible with either of the Proposed Action Alternatives." The December 
14, 2017 presentation indicates that FRA and DDOT are considering a possible bicycle-
pedestrian crossing either (I) attached to the upstream side of the proposed new bridge, 
(2) upstream of and separate from the proposed new bridge, or (3) at a different location, 
separated from both the existing and proposed new bridge locations. While CSXT 
understands that adding a bicycle and pedestrian pathway over the Potomac is a priority 
for many members of the public and CSXT has no inherent objections to the construction 
of a bicycle and pedestrian pathway, the Company would object to such a pathway if it 
were to be constructed in proximity to freight rail traffic. As we have discussed at greater 
length in our prior comments, a pathway in close proximity to freight rail would present 
numerous, unnecessary risks. [See July 3, 2017 letterfrom Quinlin Kendall.) We believe 
any Potomac River pedestrian or bicycle crossing should be constructed a significant 
distance away from any tracks that would carry freight rail traffic. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Proposed Action 
Alternatives. The comments provided in this letter are limited in scope, and CSXT may 
have additional comments related to the Proposed Alternatives at a later time. Please feel 
free to contact me at your convenience if you would like to discuss these matters. 

Sincerely, 

Vice President, Government Relations 

' Ownership and maintenance of any new structures would require further discussion, in 
part because the design of any new structure could be impacted by maintenance 
strategies. 



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Molly Joseph Ward 
Secr8lary q/Natural Rs.sources 

January 16, 2018 

Department of Historic Resources 
2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221 

Ms. Amanda Muq>hy, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Mail Stop-20 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Long Bridge Project 
Arlington County, Virginia 
DHR Project No. 2016--0932 

Dear Ms. Mluphy: 

Julie V. Lang;ui 
Dir6Ctor 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (804) 367-2391 
www.dhr.,iirginia.gov 

On December 12, 2017, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (OHR) participated in a tele-
conference regarding the above referenced project. Alternatives to be evaluated in the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement were presented. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) has requested comments by 
January 16, 2018. 

We appreciate the FRA's offering the opportunity to comment on the alternatives presented in the Level 2 
Screening is premature. We understand that work is proceeding on a revised Area of Potential Effects (APE). 
We also understand that the preferred alternative will not be selected until the assessment of effects pursuant to 
Section 106 is complete. At this time DHR does not have any preliminary comments to offer. FRA appears to 
be proceeding to consider alternatives that will effectively fulfill the project's Puq>ose and Need. 

We look forward to continued consultation with the FRA and the other consulting parties as the project 
progresses. If you have any questions concerning our comments, or if we may provide any further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact me (for archaeology) at (804) 482--0088 or Adrienne Birge-Wilson (for 
architectural issues) at (804) 482--0092. 

Sincerely, 

Ethel R Eaton, Ph.D , Senior Policy Analyst 
Review and Compliance Division 

Western Region Office 
962 Kim, Lane 
S~ VA24153 

Tel: (540) 387-5443 
Fax: (540) 387-5446 

Northern Region Office 
5357 Maio s-t 

POBox519 
Stephens City, VA 22655 

Tel: (540) 868-7029 
Fax: (540) 868-7033 

Eastem Region Office 
2801 Kensington Avenue 

R.iclunood, VA 23221 
Te~ (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (804) 367-2391 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
NCPC FfLE No. 7819 

January 17, 2018 

Ms. Amanda Murphy 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, MS-20 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Long Bridge Study - Screening Evaluation Comments 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comments as part of the Long Bridge Study's 
alternatives screening evaluation. We understand that Phase I of the Long Bridge Study developed 
a preliminary operations plan, collected data and evaluated future capacity needs, and identified 
eight conceptual crossing alternatives. As part of the study's on-going Phase II study, the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) and District Department of Transportation (DDOT) have 
developed a Purpose and Needs Statement and selected two of the Phase I alternatives to carry 
into a future Environmental Impact Statement (Phase Ill) study. 

Previously, NCPC submitted a Scoping Comment letter (dated October 14, 2016) with a number 
of comments related to NCPC's review authority, review process, and Commission plans and 
policies that are relevant to the project. The following comments should be considered within the 
context of the previous letter. 

• The highly-sensitive, unique project setting across the Potomac River, with important 
"gateway" views into the City and along the river itself, should be appropriately 
acknowledged in the study's Purpose and Needs Statement. We note that the current 
statement focuses only on railway capacity, resiliency, and redundancy. 

• The proposed pedestrian and bicycle connection across the river should be reirnagined as 
part of the study process to maximize utility and enhance the experience for users from both 
sides of the river. Future connections should be considered to enable convenient access 
between Crystal City, Mount Vernon Trail, East Potomac Park, and locations near Maine 
Avenue and new Southwest Waterfront development. 

• The future Long Bridge design should be developed with consideration of other existing and 
planned future bridges across the Potomac River. We note that the current study alignments 
do not consider the future Long Bridge design. 



Ms. Amanda Murphy 
Page Two 

• All improvements developed as part of the Long Bridge study should accommodate future 
depression of the train tracks and construction of Maryland Avenue between 14th Street and 
9th Street, NW, as well as planned cap.icily improvements to L'Enfont Station. 

• Recognizing the interrelationship between the L · En font Station and Long Bridge Projects. 
the two projects should be well coordinnted: decisions on one project should 1101 preclude the 
ability to n1ee1 the planning and de,clopment gl>als of the other project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the Long Bridge Study. ;md look forward to our 
continued involvement in the future. If you have any questions regarding our comments. please 
contact Michael Weil al 202.482.7253 or mid1:1d.\\c'il anq1<:.!.!o\. 

Sincerely. 

Diane Sullivan. Director 
Urban Design and Plan Review Division 

cc: Anna Chamberl;iin. DDOT 
Frederick Lindstrom. llS Commission of Fine Arts 
Peter May. N.uional Park Service 
Mr. Andrew Lewis. District of Columbia State I listoric Preserv;Hion Ollicc 
Eliz.:ibeth Mill,;:r. N:ttional (';1pital Planning Commission 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 

1155 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1155 

FACtlfflES SERVK:ES 
otRECTORATE 

Ms Jamie Rennert 
Director, Office of Program Delivery 
Federal Railroad Administration 
US Department of Transportation 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 
Wa~hington, DC 20590Mr. 

Subject: Long Bridge Study at East Uti lities Plant 

May 25, 2018 

The purpose of this letter is to provide information requested by your oftlce on 
tbe various options to improve the Long Bridge railroad faci lity. 

Washington Headquarters Services is the successor organization to the 
Department of the Navy for the facility in East Potomac Park. All future 
correspondence should be sent to the point of contact listed at the end of this 
memorandum. We appreciate your time and the info1mation provided and we look 
forward to continuing lo work with you as your project moves forward. 

We have reviewed the information provided by Ms. Amanda Murphy, your 
point of contact for this project, specifically the potential to move the western 
fence line closer to the existing infrastructure aod buildings of our facility. We 
have stud.ied thjs proposal using tile following Federal Uniform Facility Criteria 
(UFC), specifically: 

• Unified Facilities Criteria 4-0 I 0-0 I DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for 
Buildings 

• Unified Facilities Criteria 4-020-01 DoD Security Engineering Facilities Planning 
Manual 

• Unified Facilities Criteria 4-301 -01 Strucn1ral Engineering 

We conclude that the requi rements for our faci lity under tbe above UFCs 
precludes movement of the fence line closer to our facility. 



Please continue to forward any future proj ect information to Robert Naill 
(contact information below). He will coordinate any necessary reviews with 
the appropriate Washington Headquarters Services staff and will provide any 
comments or concerns back to you for your action or review. 

\Ve look forward to continued collaboration on this proj ect and the improved 
conditions that it will bring to the area. For all future correspondence please 
continue to contact Robert Nai ll at 202-685- 4898 or robert.e.naill2.civ@mail.mil. 

Sincerely, 

/ 
------.,~~✓ 

Sajeel S. Ahmed 
Director 



August 7, 2018 

Mr. Tod Echler 
Chief Engineer 
CSXT Corporation 
CSX Transportation Building 
500 Water Street 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Dear Mr. Echler: 

NATIONAl RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPOnATION 
VP & Chief £ngi11cN's Office 

2955 Ma1ket Street, ,lS--014, Ptiiladelphla. f'A 1910<1 

A.MTAAK ·~r 

Amtrak supports the construction of a new Potomac River Crossing Bridge linking the District of 
Columbia and Virginia. Amtrak is working with the Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation on this matter. The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Amtrak has no 
objection to 13 ft. track centers as part of the approaches to the bridge. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at verrelr@amtrak.com or 215-349-
1907. 

q~o 
Raymond Verrele, Jr. 
Assistant Vice President -
Engineering and Design 

cc: Michael McLaughlin, DRPT 



I VIRGINIA RAILWAY EXPRESS 

August 9, 2018 

M r. Tod Echler 
Assistant Vice President, Engineering 
CSX Transportation, Inc. 
500 Water Street 
Jacksonville, Florida 32202 

RE: LONG BRIDGE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

Dear M r. Echler: 

The Virginia Railway Express {VRE) is currently engaged in the environmental review and preliminary 
design of the Long Bridge OJrridor Improvement Project, in conjunction wit h CSX Transportation {CSXTJ, 
the Distr ict Department of Transportation (DDOTJ, t he Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation {DRPTJ, and t he National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amt rak). The Project proposes 
to add a second bridge across t he Potomac River and provide other capacity improvements to the CSXT 
Baltimore Division RF&P Subdivision between L'Enfant Interlocking in t he Dist rict of Columbia and RO 
Interlocking in Arlington County, Virginia, a distance of about 1.4 miles. 

The t imely completion of the proposed improvements w ill great ly benefit CSXT, VRE, and Amtrak by 
add ing capacity, resiliency, and redundancy t o t his operational bottleneck, complementing CSXT's soon-
to-be-completed Virginia Avenue Tunnel project. We strongly endorse any steps t o expedite 
implementation and minimize costs without compromising safety. The purpose of t his letter is t o 
inform you t hat VRE has no objections to operating with track centers as close as 13 feet and lateral 
clearances as close as 8½ feet, should a design exception t o that effect be approved by CSXT. 

Please feel free to contact me at {703) 838-5439 or RDALTON@VRE.ORG w it h any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Rich Dalton 
Deputy Chief Executive Officer 
Vi rginia Railway Express 

cc: R. Marcus, CSXT 
M. Mclaughlin, DRPT 
R. Ver rele, Amtrak 
A. Chamberlin, DDOT 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Jennifer L. Mitchell 
Dirc<:tor 

DEPARTMENT OF RAJ LAND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
600 EAST MAIN STREET, SUITE 2102 

August 10, 2018 

Mr. Tod Echler 
Chief Engineer 
CSXT Corporation 
CSX Transportation Building 
500 Water Street 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Dear Mr. Echler, 

RICHMOND, VA 23219-2416 

(804) 786-444-0 
FAX(804)225-3752 

Virginia Relay Center 
800.828-1120 (TDD) 

The Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) is a committed partner in the 
Long Bridge Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) currently being conducted jointly by the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and District Department of Transportation (DDOT). The 
Commonwealth and CSX have each committed $15 million dollars in funding for the final 
design of the preferred alternative once the EIS is complete. DRPT is also currently leading 
other projects in the rail corridor that will help realize the potential of an expanded Long Bridge. 

As a good steward of public revenue, DRPT must consider the most cost-efficient method to 
deliver the largest public benefit to citizens of the Commonwealth, as well as ensure continued 
safe and efficient freight and passenger rail operations across the Potomac River. DRPT must 
also consider the opportunity to limit project impacts to adjacent property and existing 
transportation and utility infrastructure whenever possible to ensure that both the cost and 
construction schedule are minimized. 

DRPT has reviewed the results of an engineering feasibility analysis conducted by DDOT and 
has concluded that maintaining 15-foot track centers north of the main bridge span over the 
Potomac will result in significantly higher construction impacts to property and infrastructure 
adjacent to the rail corridor, resulting in significantly higher project costs and an extended 
construction schedule. To avoid unnecessary project impacts, DRPT supports the use of 13-foot 
track centers and asks that CSX consider this exception to their 15-foot track center standard. 

The SmarteJt DiJtance Between Two Points 
www.drpt.virginia.gov 



We greatly appreciate our continued partnership with CSX to improve freight and passenger rail 
service in the Commonwealth. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Mitchell 

Director, Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation 

Cc: Michael McLaughlin, DRPT Chief of Rail 
Emily Stock, DRPT Manager of Rail Planning 



rails-to-trails 
conservancy 

Ms Anna Chamberlin 
Manage,:, Project Review 
District Department of Transportation 
55 M Street SE, Suite 4-00 
Washington DC 20003-3515 

National Headquarters 
21 21 Ward Court, NW, 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20037 

tel 202.331.9696 
fax 202.223.9257 

W'Nw.raitstotiails.org 

Re: Comments on E nvironmental Impact Statement for the Long Bridge Project 

Ms. Chamberlin, 

I am pleased to submit comments on behalf ofR.ails-to-T.cails Conservancy and om 3,390 members and 
supporters in Arlington County and Washington, D .C. The Long Bridge Project provides a once-in-a-oentu,y 
opporturuty to espand and improve non-motorized access across the Potomac River, close gaps in O\t! 

region's world-class trail network, and to develop a bicycle and pedestrian bridge that could join the ranks of 
bmgeoning and iconic multi-modal river crossings in the U.S. We are grateful for the opporturuty to provide 
these thoughts and suggestions fo, your consideration. 

With a grass,oots community mo,e than 1 million strong, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy se,ves as the national 
voice for 31,000 miles of rail-trails and multi-use trails, and mo,e than 8,000 miles of potential trails waiting to 
be built, with a goal of creating mo,e walkable, bikeable communities in America. As a co-founding member 
of the Capital T ,ails Coalition, we work together with local agencies, organizations and private citizens 
wo,king to complete a ,egional trail network of more than 685 miles. Imperative to the Coalition's vision fo, 
a safe, interconnected trail netwo,k is a complete bicycle and pedestrian oonnection from D . C. to Arlington 
County's Long Bridge Park esplanade. We are concerned that the current design alternatives do not fully 
,ea!ize this critical connection. 

The Washington Area Bicyclist Association (WABA) submitted detailed comments that underscore the 
importance of this pwject's inclusion of a seamless bicycle and pedestrian connection from the Anacostia 
Rive£Walk Trail on the D .C. side to Long Bridge Park on the Arlington County side. We wholeheartedly ag,ee 
with their comments and recommendations. In summary: 

• Make the Long Bridge bicycle and pedestrian connection continue across the Geo,ge Washington 
Memorial Parkway to connect to Long Bridge Park, 

• Make the Long Bridge bicycle and pedestrian trail connect di,ectly to Maine Avenue, instead of 
,equiring an indi,ect, congested connection across the Washington Chaone~ 

• Leave space for a future trail oonnection across Maine Ave. to Maryland Ave. and Hancock Park, and 
• Build the bicycle and pedestrian infrastructlt!e simultaneously with the ,ail span, not as a sepante 

project. 

W ABA also outlines planning documents and effom that suppo<t these recommendations and/ or connecting 
elements, including the MoveDC Plan (2014), Arlington County Capital lmp,ovements Plan (2017-2026), 
National Park Service Paved Trails Plan (2016), the Anacostia Waterfront Initiative. Each of these appwved 
plans o, major initiatives support an integrated bicycle-pedestrian crossing as part of the Long Bridge P,oject. 
A streamlined and coordinated approach to planning and development of a trail component will not only 



bring these various plans to life, it will also bring cost savings and help prevent environmental harm from a 
second construction mobili2ation in and along the river. 

As part of OU£ organization's vision and mission, we advocate £01: the co-use of active railroad couidon with 
mutli-use tr,ws and refer to these facilities as " rails-with-trails". There are more than 300 r,uls-with-trails 
across the country, including D.C.'s own Met Branch Trail which runs immediately adjacent to another 
heavily used CSX, Amtrak and MARC commuter rail corridor. Additionally, there are several successful 
e:tamples of bridges combining major freight rail lines with bicycle and pedestrian tr,ws, and two that rival the 
scale of a future Long Bridge: the Steel Bridge in Portland, OR and the Harahan Bridge/ Big River Crossing in 
Memphis, 1N (photos attached). 

The Steel Bridge, built in 1912, is one of the most multi-modal bridges in the U.S., containing facilities for 
freight rail (Union Pacific), light rail, cars, bicyclists and pedestrians. In 2001, the rail-with-trail portion of the 
bridge - a 220-foot long and 8-foot wide cantilevered walkway was constructed as part of a larger riverfront 
development initiative. A 2014 report published by the City of Portland revealed that the Steel Bridge 
received more than 1.6 million bicycle trips annually. 

Originally known as "the G<eat Bridge" and built in the late 1800s as the first crossing of the :Mississippi 
River south of Ohio, the Harahan Bridge was later redeveloped for rail use in 1917. In cooperation with 
Union Pacific Railroad, a walkway was recently completed in 2016 within a former roadway section of the 
nearly 5,000-foot long bridge. Now called "the Big River Crossing", this rail-with-trail bridge is the longest 
pedestrian crossing on the :Mississippi River and a crown jewel of the greater Memphis region. 
(www.bigrivercrossing.com). 

These enmples highlight the successful incorporation of non-motorized facilities adjacent - and attached -
to historic rail bridges at e:tpansive river crossings. Incorporating a rail-with-trail on the Long Bridge is, like 
the Steel Bridge and Big River Crossing, a once-in-a-century opportunity, one that we implore you to plan for 
and implement. The Long Bridge could easily become a ne,utS of our regional trail network, connecting 
commercial districts like the Wharf, historic landmarks on the Mall, active transportation and recreation 
opportunities along the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers, and regional park systems. A seamless, complete rail-
with-trail connection as part of the Long Bridge Project is a chance to create the best, most connected 
Potomac River crossing for million s of our region's residents and tourists. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your consideration of these recommendations. 

Respectfully, 

f 

Keith Laughlin 
President, R,uls-to-Tr,uls Conservancy 





Anna Chamberlin 
l ong Bridge Project Manager 
District Department of Transportation 
55 M St reet SE 
Washington, DC 20003 

Ms. Chamberlin: 

SWBID 
SOUTHWEST 8USINESS 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

January 16, 2017 

On behalf of t he Sout hwest Business Improvement District {SWBID), I wou ld like to encourage DDOT t o 
support a multimodal l ong Bridge t hat includes a bicycle and pedestrian t rail t hat w ill create a simpler 
and safer connection between Sout hwest Washington, DC and Northern Virginia. Strong connect ions to 
Northern Vi rginia are essential to Southwest businesses and employers. Similarly, Sout hwest residents 
recognize the importance of t he employment, shopping, and recreationa l opportunities across t he river . 

The SWBID and our partners, including DDOT, have done a tremendous amount of work to make 
Southwest DC a true hub for mult imodal t ransportation. There is a new cycle track on Maine Ave SW, a 
new neighborhood shuttle bus, new regional water taxi service, and a new bike/ ped connection under 
const ruct ion at Banneker Circle. Despit e t hese improvements, cur rent connections t o Northern Vi rginia 
are extremely challenging and cumbersome for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

We urge DDOT to: 

• Make t he Long Bridge bicycle and pedestrian trail connect d irect ly to Maine Avenue, inst ead of 
requiring an ind irect, congested connection across t he Washingt on Channel, as called for in the 
District's MoveDC plan and St ate Rail Plan; 

• Make t he l ong Br idge bicycle and pedestrian connection continue across t he George 
Washington Parkway to connect to the l ong Bridge Park's multi-use esplanade across the 
George Washingt on Parkway to the Mount Vernon Trail, as called for in Arlington County's l ong 
Bridge Park Mast er Plan; 

• l eave space for a futu re t rail connection across Maine Ave to Maryland Ave and Hancock Park; 
and 

• Bu ild the bicycle and pedestrian infrastruct ure simultaneously w ith the rail span, not as a 
separat e project. 

We recognize the vita l importance of t he l ong Bridge project for passenger and f reight rail, as well as its 
potential t o transform the region's trail network, so we look forwa rd its prompt completion. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Executive Director 
Southwest Business Improvement District 

Southwest Business Improvement District - 420 4 th St SW, Washington, DC 20024 



~ PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

ARLINGTON 
YlllGfNlA 2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Soile 900, Arllngt0t1, VA 22201 

,a 703-228·3633 Commisslons ,Minatoova US/f?edttstrian•A<tvlsory..C()mmrt1tt·2 

January 12, 2018 

Mr. Mark Schwartz 
Arlington County Manager 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard 
Arlington, Virginia 2220 I 
Via e-mail: mschwartz@nrlingtonvp.us 

Dear Mr. Schwartz: 

Committee Members 
Pamela Van Hine. Chair 
Erie Goldstein. V,ce Chafr 
EOen Armbruster 
John Armstrong 
Jim Feaster 
Eric Goodman 
Tcm Korns 
Christine Ng 
CnrisYarie 

The Arlington Pedestrian Advisory Commi1tee (PAC) urges the County to act now to encourage 
the Long Bridge Project to include attached bike-ped bridge as part of the Long Bridge Project in 
its review of alternatives. Such a bike-ped pathway should cover both the "missing link" from the 
north end of Long Bridge Park over the George Washington Parkway to the Mount Vernon Trail 
and a bike-ped bridge over the Potomac to the District. Plans for this bridge have been included 
not only in numerous County plann ing documents, but also in the National Park Service, National 
Capital Region Paved Trail Studv . 

The PAC supports the proposed bike-ped bridges because: 
• 

• 

• 

TI1ey will provide a key new passage way for bikes and pedestrians to access the District 
of Columbia, and for DC users to access Arlington, Crystal City, and Northern Virginia. 
The Long Bridge Park to Mount Vernon Trail bike-ped bridge is a key "missing trail 
link'' in our region. Completing ' 'missing links" in the regional trai l network provides 
large increases in connectivity, with relatively small investments in infrastructure. 
By providing alternative paths, they will reduce congestion on heavily used sections of 
the Mount Vernon Trail, thus reducing conflict and travel time for all users. They may 
also reduce congestion and conllict through the Crystal City Connector and the 
connection between Four Mile Run Trail and the Mount Vernon Trail. 

• A new pathway over the Potomac would relieve congestion and conflict on the existing 
bike-ped path on the l!_Orlh side of the 14th Street Bridge. 

• The Long Bridge Park lo Mount Vernon Trail bike-ped bridge will be an important 
access point for pedestrians and cyclists 10 the new aquatics center in the park. 
Developing the bike-ped bridge in conjunction with the cons1nrc1ion of the new aquatics 
center will create efficiencies and cost savings. 

Coordination of these bike-ped bridges with each other and with the rest of the Long Bridge Project 
is critical. Including the bike-ped bridge in the Project will help ensure that the planning, design, 
and constnrction of the entire bike-ped connection is completed in a logical, efficient. and cost-
effective manner. Please work with our regional and Federal partners to include an attached bike-
ped bridge as part of the preferred alternative, and include plans for the bridge to include the 
"missing trail link" between Long Bridge Park and the Mount Vernon Trail. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Van Hine 
Chair, Pedestrian Advisory Commiuee 



January 12, 2018 

Ms. Anna Chamberlin 
Manager, Project Review 
District Department of Transportation 
55 M Street SE, Suite 400 
Washington DC 20003-3515 

Re: Comments on Environmental Impact Statement for the Long Bridge Project 

Ms. Chamberlin, 

I am pleased to submit comments on behalf of the Washington Area Bicyclist Association 
(WABA) and our 6,500 regional members. The Long Bridge Project presents an 
unparalleled opportunity to expand non-motorized access across the Potomac River, 
close gaps in the regional trail network, and move our region towards more sustainable 
transportation modes. 

WABA is a member of the Capital Trails Coalition, a group of agencies, organizations, and 
private citizens working to complete the regional paved trail network. The bicycle and 
pedestrian connection associated with Long Bridge is an important connection in the 
Coalition's trails network map. 

In our October 2016 comments for this project, we urged DDOT to expand the project 
scope to include a trail span. We are encouraged that DDOT has retained this trail 
connection as an option as part of the environmental impact statement process. However, 
we are concerned that the proposed alternatives, as currently designed, do not fully meet 
the needs of such an important connection. 

Connections to Long Bridge Park 

The bike and pedestrian alternatives, as currently shown, connect to the Mount Vernon 
Trail on the east side of the George Washington Parkway. This trail provides indirect 
connections to Crystal City, the Pentagon and the airport. 

The Long Bridge bicycle and pedestrian connection should also continue across the 
George Washington Parkway to connect to the Long Bridge Park and thereby Crystal City, 
just a few hundred yards away. Arlington County's Long Bridge Park Master Plan calls for 
a connection from the park's multi-use esplanade across the George Washington 
Parkway to the Mount Vernon Trail. The county recently awarded the contract to construct 
a new aquatics center and extend the esplanade to the George Washington Parkway 
adjacent to the planned new Long Bridge. There is great interest in creating this final 
planned connection. 

2599 Ontario Road NW I Washington, DC 20009 I waba,org I (202) 518-0524 



It would be an inefficient use of regional resources to build one connection from Long 
Bridge Park to the Mount Vernon Trail and another connection from the Long Bridge to the 
Mount Vernon Trail in such close proximity to each other. DDOT needs to work with 
Arlington County and National Park Service to develop a solution and funding agreement 
to incorporate these needs into one project. 

Crossing the Washington Channel 

DDOT's MoveDC plan recommends creating a continuous multi-use trail from the Virginia 
line to Maine Avenue as part of the Long Bridge replacement. This alignment would follow 
the Long Bridge alignment, allowing direct connections from Arlington's trails to the 
Anacostia Riverwalk Trail and the growing Southwest Waterfront. Yet this study proposes 
a trail that merely terminates at Ohio Drive in East Potomac Park. While the proposal does 
add a new non-motorized Potomac River crossing, it leaves the existing connectivity, trail 
congestion, and user conflict issues across the Washington Channel unsolved. 

To reach Maine Ave, a trail user crossing the Potomac on either of the proposed 
alignments would reach Ohio Drive and face a familiar decision; take East Basin Drive or 
the Case Bridge (1-395) sidewalk. East Basin Drive already carries thousands of trail users 
each day from the 14th Street bridge towards 15th Street on narrow sidewalks often 
brimming with tourists. While the National Park Service has identified a road diet and 
protected bike lane as a possible improvement, it will remain a bottleneck as bicycling 
mode share continues to grow in the region. 

The Case Bridge sidewalk technically offers a connection to Maine Ave, but the bridge's 
narrow sidewalk and switchback ramps are inadequate for large volumes of trail users. 
Instead of requiring an indirect, congested or outdated connection across the Washington 
Channel, the Long Bridge project's trail should connect directly to Maine Ave as originally 
proposed. 

One Project 

It is essential that the bicycle and pedestrian crossing be built simultaneously with the rail 
span, not as a separate project. Bundling of related projects will provide cost savings. 
Duplicating construction activities in an environmentally sensitive project area would 
cause increased and unnecessary stress on the environment versus doing all of the 
construction activity at one time. This is to say nothing of the risk that a non-motorized 
bridge for pedestrians and bicyclists would not be built for many years, if at all, if not 
included in the current project 

We urge the project team to design the Long Bridge in accordance with regional plans so 
that the terminus of the span will cross the George Washington Memorial Parkway and 
connect with Long Bridge Park on the Virginia side, and extend to Maine Ave. on the DC 
side. 

The following plans support integration of the bike-pedestrian crossing, and support the 
scope of the trail from Maine Ave in DC all the way to the Esplanade: 



• MoveDC Plan (2014) 
o A multi-use trail alongside the Long Bridge connecting to Maine Ave is 

listed as a Tier 1 priority. A further bike lane connection along Maryland 
Ave SW to 9th St. SW is listed as a Tier 3 priority. Both segments fall within 
the scope of the study area. 

• Arlington Long Bridge Park Esplanade expansion 
o In its 2017-2026 Capital Improvements Plan Arlington County has 

committed to an extensive expansion of park amenities at Long Bridge 
Park. This plan includes an extension of the Esplanade Trail towards the 
eastern boundary of the park. The County intends to begin study of a 
connection across the George Washington Parkway to the Mount Vernon 
Trail in partnership with the National Park Service. 

• National Park Service Paved Trail Plan (2016) 
o Capital Project Recommendation N2.1 proposes a CSX bridge connector 

to link Long Bridge Park, the Mount Vernon Trail, Ohio Drive, and the Rock 
Creek Park Trail on the east side of the Potomac River. 

o The Paved Trail Plan includes dozens of recommendations for capital trail 
projects to fill gaps and improve access to trails on each side of the 
Potomac River. With expanded access, these trails will see increased use 
and require high capacity river crossings. 

• DDOT Anacostia Waterfront Initiative & Anacostia River Trail 
o DC's Anacostia River Trail, once a bold vision, is now a reality, stretching 

for more than 15 miles on the banks of the Anacostia River in DC. Though 
the majority of the planned trail mileage has been completed on the east 
and west riverbanks, new segments will open alongside the Wharf, the DC 
United Stadium, and the Douglass Bridge to make direct connections from 
Ohio Drive and destinations along the Anacostia. A link from this trail to 
Virginia via the Long Bridge would increase the utility of the River Trail, 
create a new commuter route from Virginia to employment centers in 
southwest and southeast DC, and coax drivers off of the congested 1-395 
and 1-695 highways. 

Incorporating the trail into the rail bridge project allows for a design that creates the ideal 
connections across the George Washington Parkway to Long Bridge Park and across the 
Washington Channel to Maine Ave. without compromise. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tamara Evans 
Advocacy Director 



COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
THE JOHN A. WILSON BUILDING 

David Grosso 
Councilmember At-Large 
Chairperson, Committee on Education 

January 16, 2018 

Jeffrey Marootian, Director 

1350 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20004 

District Department of Transportation 
55 M Street SE, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20003 

Director Marootian, 

Committee Member 
Health 
Human Services 
Judiciary and Public Safety 

I am pleased to see that DDOT is continuing to advance on plans to increase rail capacity on the Long 
Bridge. This essent ia l connection between the District and Virginia carries freigh t and passenger ra il for 
CSX, Amt rak, and VRE. Its two tracks are insufficient and t his project will increase capacity for all of these 
services. 

This project a lso provides an incredible opportunity t o make it easier to bicycle across the Potomac River. 
Howev.er, I'm concerned that the currently proposed plans do not provide a strong enough connection 
between important commercia l and resident ia l corridors. 

The ra il tracks cross over George Washington Parkway, t he Washington Channel, and l-395 for a good 
reason: .t hese-are substantial ba rriers. These are a lso difficult for bicyclists to cross . The bicycle paths 
should connect from Long Bridge Park in Arlington to Maine Avenue SW or even Maryland Avenue SW at 
L'Enfant Plaza to ensure t hat residents and commuters have a safe and convenient way to travel through 
t he region. 

For any quest ions, pl ease contact my Chief of Staff, Tony Goodman by phone at 202-724-8105 or by email 
at tgoodman@dccouncil.us. 

Sincerely, 

~Af--_ 
David Grosso 
Council of the District of Columbia 
Chairperson, Committee on Education 

cc: Council member Mary Cheh, Chair of the Committee on Transportation and the Environment 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
In Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, MD 21401-7307 

Phone: (410) 573-4599 Fax: (410) 266-9127 
http·/{royw fiYS eovtctu:sapeakrJmy/ 

http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebav/endsppweb/ProjectReview/lndex.html 

In Reply Refer To : 
Consultation Code: 0SE2CB00-2018-SLI-0267 
Event Code: 0SE2CB00-2018-E-00610 
Project Name: Long Bridge Project 

November 27, 2017 

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. This 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 SO 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)(l) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (SO CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required 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 



11/27/2017 Event Code: 05E2CB00-2018-E-00610 

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 detennine 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 SO CFR 402.12. 

2 

If a Federal agency detennines, 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 SO 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 pennit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/fOC-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 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require 
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(s): 

• Official Species List 
■ USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries 
■ Wetlands 
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Official Species List 
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action". 

This species list is provided by: 

Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, l\.1D 21401-7307 
( 410) 573-4599 

This project's location is within the jurisdiction of multiple offices. Expect additional species list 
documents from the following office, and expect that the species and critical habitats in each 
document reflect only those that fall in the office's jurisdiction: 

Vil'ginia Ecological Services Field Office 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA 23061-4410 
(804) 693-6694 
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Project Summary 
Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2018-SLl-0267 

Event Code: 05E2CB00-2018-E-00610 

Project Name: Long Bridge Project 

Project Type: BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION I MAINTENANCE 

Project Description: The Federal Railioad Administration is preparing a NEPA EIS jointly 
with the district Department of Transportation for improvements on the 
Long Bridge over the Potomac River. The work includes the replacement 
or reconstruction of the existing Long Bridge and the addition of 
bike-pedestrian bridges that will connect to existing path/trail/lanes. The 
general proj ect area is defined as a 1,200-foot wide corridor centered on 
the existing set of rail lines between the Virginia Railway Express Crystal 
City Station in Arlington, VA and the L'Enfant Interlocking near 3rd 
Street SW in Washington, DC, for a distance of approximately 1.8 miles 

Project Location: 
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: 
https://www.google.com/maps/place/38.87700148511907N77.03666262315014W 

Counties: District of Columbia, DC I Arlington, VA 

2 
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Endangered Species Act Species 
There is a total of O threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this 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. See the "Critical habitats" section below for 
those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area under this office's 
jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions. 

Critical habitats 
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION. 

3 
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USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish 
Hatcheries 

1 

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the NatjonaI Wildlife Refhge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Detennination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns. 

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA. 
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Wetlands 
Impacts to NWI wetjands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes. 

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Anny Coips of 
Engineers District. 

LAKE 

• LUIBH 
RIVERINE 

• RJUBY 

1 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

In Reply Refer To : 

Virginia Ecological Services Field Office 
6669 Short Lane 

Gloucester, VA 23061-4410 
Phone: (804) 693-6694 Fax: (804) 693-9032 
http·//wy{w fivs goylp9Jlheastvitginiafidd/ 

Consultation Code: 0SE2VA00-2018-SLI-0707 
Event Code: 0SE2VA00-2018-E--01658 
Project Name: Long Bridge Project 

November 27, 2017 

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.) . Any activity 
proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility Detennination' 
conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any questions or 
concerns. 

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 SO 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)(l) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (SO CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
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utilize their authorities to cany 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 detelllline 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 SO CFR 402.12. 
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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 SO 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 pennit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/fOC-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 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require 
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(s): 

• Official Species List 
■ USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries 
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Official Species List 
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action". 

This species list is provided by: 

Vil'ginia Ecological Services Field Office 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA 23061-4410 
(804) 693-6694 

This project's location is within the jurisdiction of multiple offices. Expect additional species list 
documents from the following office, and expect that the species and critical habitats in each 
document reflect only those that fall in the office's jurisdiction: 

Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, l\.1D 21401-7307 
( 410) 573-4599 
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Project Summary 
Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2018-SLI-0707 

Event Code: 05E2VA00-2018-E-01658 

Project Name: Long Bridge Project 

Project Type: BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION I MAINTENANCE 

Project Description: The Federal Railioad Administration is preparing a NEPA EIS jointly 
with the district Department of Transportation for improvements on the 
Long Bridge over the Potomac River. The work includes the replacement 
or reconstruction of the existing Long Bridge and the addition of 
bike-pedestrian bridges that will connect to existing path/trail/lanes. The 
general project area is defined as a 1,200-foot wide corridor centered on 
the existing set of rail lines between the Virginia Railway Express Crystal 
City Station in Arlington, VA and the L'Enfant Interlocking near 3rd 
Street SW in Washington, DC, for a distance of approximately 1.8 miles 

Project Location: 
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: 
https://www.google.com/maps/place/38.87700148511907N77.03666262315014W 

Counties: District of Columbia, DC I Arlington, VA 

2 
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Endangered Species Act Species 
There is a total of O threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this 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. See the "Critical habitats" section below for 
those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area under this office's 
jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions. 

Critical habitats 
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION. 

3 
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USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish 
Hatcheries 

1 

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the NatjonaI Wildlife Refhge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Detennination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns. 

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA. 



December 4, 2017 

Mr. Bryan King 
Associate Director 

COASTAL 
RESOURCES INC. 
Ecological Consultants 

Department of Energy and Environment 
District of Columbia 
1200 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 

Re: Request for Current Species and Habitat Information for the Long Bridge Project 

Dear Mr. King: 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is preparing a National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Environmental Impact Statement jointly with the District Department of Transportation 
(DDOn for improvements on the Long Bridge over the Potomac River. The work includes the 
replacement or reconstruction of the existing Long Bridge and the addition of bike-pedestrian 
bridges that will connect to existing paths/trails/lanes. The general project area is defined as a 
1,000-foot wide corridor centered on the existing set of rail lines between the Virginia Railway 
Express RO Interlocking in Arlington, VA and LE Interlocking in Washington, DC (the Long 
Bridge Corridor), for a distance of approximately 1.8 miles. However, the section of the project 
area that is over the Potomac River has a 4,000 foot wide corridor centered on the existing set of 
rail lines to address the potential for scour and deposition to affect habitat for sensitive species 
(Attachment I). 

We are requesting information from your office regarding the potential occurrence of any species 
of concern and/or ecologically sensitive communities that may occur near the project area, as 
identified on the attached map. Please contact me at scans@cri.biz or 443-837-2285 if you need 
any additional information to aid in your project review. Thank you very much for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

vironmental Scientist 

Enclosures: Attachment I - Vicinity Map 

25 Old Solomons Island Road, Annapolis, MD 21401 
410-956-9000 (FAX) 410-956-0566 
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December 4, 2017 

Ms. Mary Colligan 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Regional Office 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 

COASTAL 
RESOURCES INC. 
Ecological Consultants 

RE: Request for Project Review - Long Bridge Project 
Arlington County, VA and Washington, DC 

Dear Ms. Colligan: 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is preparing a National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) jointly with the District Department of 
Transportation (DDOT) for improvements on the Long Bridge over the Potomac River. The work 
includes the replacement or reconstruction of the existing Long Bridge and the addition of bike-
pedestrian bridges that will connect to existing paths/trails/lanes. The general project area is defined 
as a 1,000-foot wide corridor centered on the existing set of rail lines between the Virginia Railway 
Express RO Interlocking in Arlington, VA and the LE Interlocking in Washington, DC (the Long 
Bridge Corridor), for a distance of approximately 1.8 miles. However, the section of the project area 
that is over the Potomac River has a 4,000 foot wide corridor centered on the existing set of rail lines 
to address the potential for scour and deposition to affect habitat for listed species (Attachment 1). 

We are requesting information from your office regarding the potential occurrence of rare, threatened, 
or endangered species within the project study area. If you have any questions or concerns regarding 
this letter, feel free to contact me at seans@cri.biz or 443-837-2285. 

Sincerely, 

rces, Inc. 

Enclosure: Attachment I - Vicinity Map 

25 Old Solomons Island Road, Annapolis, MD 21401 
410-956-9000 (FAX) 410-956-0566 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Virginia Field Office 
6669 Short Lane 

Gloucester, VA 23061 

Date: December 5, 2017 

Self-Certification L etter 

Project Name: The Long Bridge Project 

Dear Applicant: 

U,S. Fll!ll~:J:&-IF'li 

~ 
~ ~ ... ., .. , 

Thank you for using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Virginia Ecological Services 
online project review process. By printing this letter in conj unction with your project review 
package, you are certifying that you have completed the online project review process for the 
project named above in accordance with all instructions provided, using the best available 
information to reach your conclusions. 1bis letter, and the enclosed project review package, 
completes the review of your project in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C .. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended (ESA), and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668c, 54 Stat. 250), as amended (Eagle Act). 1bis letter also 
provides information for your project review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, 83 Stat. 852), as amended. A copy of this letter and 
the project review package must be submitted to this office for this certification to be valid. 
1bis letter and the project review package will be maintained in our records. 

The species conclusions table in the enclosed project review package summarizes your ESA and 
Eagle Act conclusions. These conclusions resulted in: 

• "no effect" determinations for proposed/listed species and/or proposed/designated critical 
habitat; and/or 

• "may affect, not likely to adversely affect" determinations for proposed/listed species 
and/or proposed/designated critical habitat; and/or 

• "may affect, likely to adversely affect" determination for the Northern long-eared bat 
(Myotis septentrionalis) and relying on the findings of the January 5, 2016 Programmatic 
Biological Opinion for the Final 4(d) Rule on the Northern long-eared bat; and/or 

• "no Eagle Act permit required" determinations for eagles. 



Applicant Page2 

We certify that use of the online project review process in strict accordance with the instructions 
provided as documented in the enclosed project review package results in reaching the 
appropriate detemrinations. Therefore, we concur with the "no effect" or "not likely to adversely 
affect" determinations for proposed and listed species and proposed and designated critical 
habitat; the "may affect" determination for Northern long-eared bat; and/or the "no Eagle Act 
permit required" determinations for eagles. Additional coordination with this office is not 
needed. 

Candidate species are not legally protected pursuant to the ESA. However, the Service 
encourages consideration of these species by avoiding adverse impacts to them. Please contact 
this office for additional coordination if your project action area contains candidate species. 

Should project plans change or if additional information on the distribution of proposed or listed 
species, proposed or designated critical habitat, or bald eagles becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered. This certification letter is valid for 1 year. 

Information about the online project review process including instructions and use, species 
information, and other information regarding project reviews within Virginia is available at our 
website http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/endspecies/project_reviews.html. If you have 
any questions, please contact Troy Andersen of this office at (804) 824-2428. 

Enclosures - project review package 

Sincerely, 

frll«t . ' /d«(f 
Cindy Schulz 
Field Supervisor 
Virginia Ecological Services 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi Sean 

Brian O Hopper - NOAA Federal 
Sean Sipple 
William Barnhill - NOAA Federal 
ESA technical assistance - long Bridge Project 
Wednesday, December 27, 2017 11:33:23AM 

Your email and attached letter dated December 4, 2017, regarding the improvements to the 
Long Bridge over the Potomac River, requested information about threatened or endangered 
species within the project study area. 

Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon are present in the Potomac River. The New York Bight, 
Chesapeake Bay, South Atlantic, and Carolina DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon are endangered; the 
Gulf of Maine DPS is threatened. Individuals originating from any of these DPSs could occur 
in the project area. Shortnose sturgeon are endangered throughout their range. In addition, the 
Potomac River has been designated as critical habitat for the Chesapeake Bay DPS of Atlantic 
sturgeon. 

As project plans develop, we recommend you consider the following project best management 
practices and avoidance / minimization measures for all of the proposed project's activities that 
might affect sturgeon. 

• For activities that increase levels of suspended sediment, consider the use of silt management 
and / or soil erosion best practices (i.e., silt curtains and / or cofferdams). 

• For any impacts to habitat or conditions that temporarily render affected water bodies 
unsuitable for the above-mentioned species, consider the use of timing restrictions for in-water 
work. 

• For pile driving or other activities that may affect underwater noise levels, consider the use 
of cushion blocks and other noise attenuating tools to avoid reaching noise levels that will 
cause injury or behavioral disturbance to sturgeon. 

Ore:anism Ioiurv" Behavioral Modification 
206 dB re I µPapeak.and 187 

Sturizeon dBcSEL 150 dB re lµPaRMs 

IfDDOT determines that there will be no exposure to listed species or critical habitat from any 
project activities, and there are no effects to listed species or critical habitat then consultation 
will not be necessary. For additional guidance on the section 7 consultation process, technical 
resources and species information, please visit our website -
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/section7/. 

DDOT will be responsible for determining whether the proposed action may affect listed 
species or designated critical habitat. If it is determined that the proposed action may affect a 
listed species or critical habitat, you should submit your determination of effects, along with 
justification and a request for concurrence to the attention of the Section 7 Coordinator, 
NMFS, Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office, Protected Resources Division, 55 Great 



Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930. After reviewing this information, we would then be 
able to conduct a consultation under section 7 of the ESA. 

Please contact me (410-573-4592 or brian d hopper@noaa gov), should you have any 
questions regarding these comments. NMFS' Habitat Conservation Division (HCD) is 
responsible for overseeing issues related to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) designated under the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and other NOAA trust 
resources under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. If you have any questions regarding 
EFH, please contact Kristy Beard (410-573-4542; Kristy Beard@noaa gov). 

Regards, 
-Brian 

Brian D. Hopper 
Protected Resources Division 
NOAA Fisheries 
Greater AUantic Regional Flstleries Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4592 
eaao P Hopper@ooaa gov 

I""' ""'°" '';"'"'laalio 'T'" □oaa g□,, 



11/20/2017 VAFWIS Seach Report 

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 

11/20/2017 12:51:02 PM Fish and Wildlife Information Service 
VaFWIS Search Report Compiled on 1112012011, 12:s1:02PM 

Known or likely to occur within a 3 mile radius ar ound point 38.8716054 -77.0413714 
in 013 Arlington County , 510 Alexandria City , VA 

View Map of 
Site I &ration 

577 Known or L ely Species or ere >y Status Concern ik l d db or Conseivation 
BOVA Status . Tier** Common Name Scientific Name 
~ 

010032 FESE lb SDu:gegn Athwi-is: Acipenser oxyrinchus 
050022 FTST Ia Bat ngctbem Jgng-eamd Myotis septentrionalis 
050020 SE Ia Bat little brown Myotis lucifugus lucifugus 
050027 SE Ia Bat ll:i-c!lli::11:fd Perimyotis subflaws 
060006 SE lb l:l!latei: llmllk Alasmidonta varicosa 
030062 ST Ia llllile :IMQ!ld Glyptemys insculpta 
040293 ST Ia :ibrike Jgggei:bl:ad Lanius ludovicianus 
100155 ST Ia :iki1212et Allllalacbiao grizzlfd Pyrgus wyandot 
040292 ST Shrike wigi:ml lgggei:head Lanius ludovicianus migrans 
030063 cc Illa llllile SPQttfd Clemmys guttata 
030012 cc !Va Batt-leSDake 1-iwhfI Crotalus horridus 
040040 Ia Ibis gJg~ Plegadis falcinellus 
100248 Ia EDtilla~ a:gal Speyeriaidaliaidalia 
040213 le ~id olllibew sa:2£-:2£bet Aegolius acadicus 
040052 Ila Ilnck 6werican black Anas rubripes 
040036 Ila :t:ilgbt-hemn y.eUs:u~-co:umed Nyctanassa violacea violacea 
040181 Ila Iem CQWWOD Stema hirundo 
040320 Ila lMarblez: CeDlleau Setophaga cerulea 
040140 Ila l:YQ9dC9tk Awei:kan Scolopax minor 
040203 IIb Q.1ck!l!l lllack-llillfd Coccyzus erythropthalmus 
040105 IIb Bail lciug Rallus elegans 
040304 Ile lMarblez: Si~aiuscn's Linmothlypis swainsonii 
070020 Ile Awghi12cd ezZlui's Stygobromus pizzinii 
100154 Ile Buttedl;I( E"""iJ1~ dJ1s~ing Erynnis persius persius 
010131 ma ~l 6wericaD Anguilla rostrata 
030068 Illa llllile :IMQ!ldlaod ll!lx Terrapene carolina carolina 
040037 ma BittWI least Ixobrychus exilis exilis 
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040100 ma Bobwhite 1Jnrthem Colinus virginianus 
040202 ma Q.1ck122 ;i£ellim.-billed Coccyzus americanus 
040094 ma Hairifl: ccdbfl'.ll Circus cyaneus 
04003S ma Nigbt-het!lll black;;;0:own!ld Nycticorax nycticorax hoactii 
040204 ma ~¥1 ham 'fyto alba pratincola 
040180 ma Iem E!:u:ster.'.s Steina forsteri 
040333 ma lMarblez: Kflltuc~ Geothlypis fom10sa 
04021S ma Whj12;12gg[-~)] Ea~em Antrostomus vociferus 
06014S ma BaiDbs:u~ N!ltcbfd Villosa constricta 
100079 ma B11ttedl;i£ WQDarch Danaus plexippus 
040220 illb E:illgfi sher belt!ld Ceryle alcyon 
1001S0 me B11ttedl;i£ WQttl!ld d!~~]cywi11g Erynnis martialis 
010038 !Va Hm:iug aleJ&ife Alosa pseudoharengus 
01004S !Va lien:illg blueback Alosa aestivalis 
010040 !Va Shad Americall Alosa sapidissima 

020069 !Va Salamander eastern mud Pseudotriton montanus 
montanus 

03004S !Va B.ibbcoSDakt ccmmcc Thamnophis sauritus sauritus 
030017 !Va Scadetmake ccl1hem Cemophora coccinea copei 
030033 !Va Scake QllPP.Tl Regina septemvittata 
040272 !Va Qatbird g[a;\£ Dumetella carolinensis 
040337 !Va Chat ;i£ellQ~-bwisted Icteria virens virens 
040142 !Va Dowitthei: shcl1-billfd Limnodromus griseus 
0401S4 !Va D.lJllhll Calidris alpina hudsonia 
040173 !Va ilull laughillg Leucophaeus atricilla 
040229 !Va Kingbird eastem 'Iyrannus tyrannus 
040344 !Va MPadowJark eastem Stumella magna 
0400S4 !Va F.ic1ail ccdbem Anas acuta acuta 
040107 !Va Bail ~itgiDia Rallus limicola 
04006S !Va Scan12 gmatez: Aythya marila 
040391 !Va ~arrow field Spizella pusilla 

040378 !Va S1!31TOW QfllSShQllI!er Ammodramus savannanun 
pratensis 

040273 !Va Thrasher, brown Toxostoma rufum 
04037S !Va Towhee, eastern Pipilo erythrophthalmus 
040302 !Va Warbler, black-and-white Mniotilta varia 
040269 !Va Wren marsh Cistothorus palustris 
0S0029 !Va Bat eastern red Lasiurus borealis borealis 
0S0030 !Va Bat, ho!!Q! Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 
0S002S !Va Bat silver-haired Lasionycteris noctivagans 
060137 !Va Creeoer Strophitus undulatus 
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030050 IVb llllih: s1JaP12i1Jg Chelydra seipentina 
040221 IVb Eljtkei: ccdbem Colaptes auratus 
040028 IVb liflllD gmec Butorides virescens 
040243 IVb few...,. eastem wood Contopus virens 
040217 IVb ~ift cbimc~ Chaetura pelagica 
040277 IVb Ibo1sb :l&Q!ld Hylociehla mustelina 
040340 IVb lMarblez: Cacada Cardellina eanadensis 
010207 !Ve I,cigpercb Percina caprodes 
020061 !Ve Spadefo!li eastem Scaphiopus holbrookii 
030024 !Ve Scake fa5iem hcg-uc~ Heterodon platirhinos 
040248 !Ve ~all~ ccctbem m11gb-J&ingfd Stelgidopteryx serripennis 
100223 !Ve Buttedl~ fulsied el fill Callopiuys irus 
010188 Bass latgew!lutb Micropterus salmoides 
010186 Bass swallmcntb Micropterus dolomieu 
010168 Bass striped Morone saxatilis 
010183 BlnegjlJ Lepomis maerochirus 
010123 BuUbead h[own Ameiurus nebulosus 
010122 BulJbfad ~JlSl.1& Ameiurus natalis 
010062 ca112 ccmmcc Cyprinus carpio 
010125 catfish cbaouel Ictalurus punetatus 
010120 catfish l?Lhite Ameiurus catus 
010103 Chub c:eek Semotilus atromaeulatus 
010067 Chub [iver Nocomis mieropogon 
010106 Cbub~icket cmek Erimyzon oblongus 
010190 Crnllllie black Pomoxis nigromaeulatus 
010189 ernlllli e ~bite Pomoxis annularis 
010101 Ilace bladwc:::ae Rhiniehthys atratulus 
010366 Ilace lllS):Side Clinostomus funduloides 
010211 I2ar1ei: stcipellack Percina notogramma 
010397 Iladei: l~sellaied Etheostoma ohnstedi 
010033 9at l!lllgDQS!: Lepisosteus osseus 
010059 ~'1:!ldfisb Carassius auratus 
010143 Killifisb ba11ded Fundulus diaphanus 
010002 I awll[~ sea Petromyzon marinus 
010129 Madi!lw wai:giDed Noturus insignis 
010099 MiDD~ bhwWcSf Pimephales notatus 
010408 MiDD~ ea:::alem si)vfQ! Hybognathus regius 
010144 Mummicbcg Fundulus heteroelitus 
010163 Eeteb pitaie Aphredoderus sayanus sayanus 
010166 Eeteb ~ite Morone americana 
010206 Eeteb ~II~ Perea flaveseens 
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010056 Pickerel chain Esoxniger 
010182 Pumokinseed Lepomis gibbosus 
010374 Ouillback Carpiodes cyprinus 
010116 Redhorse shorthead Moxostoma macrolepidotum 
010041 Shad, P.izzard Dorosoma cepedianum 
010072 Shiner comel;i,: Notropis amoenus 
010080 Shiner common Luxilus comutus 
010068 Shiner, golden Notemigonus crysoleucas 
010073 Shiner satinfin Cyprinella analostana 
010091 Shiner sootfin Cyprinella spiloptera 
010082 Shiner soottail Notropis hudsonius 
010086 Shiner swallowtail Notropis procne 
010458 Snakehead northern Channa argus 
010108 Sucker, northern hog Hypentelium nigricans 
010105 Sucker white Catostomus commersonii 
010178 Sunfish, blue~otted Enneacanthus gloriosus 
010181 Sunfish srreen Lepomis cyanellus 
010180 Sunfish, redbreast Lepomis auritus 
010177 Warmouth Lepomis gulosus 
020004 Bullfrog, American Lithobates catesbeianus 

020016 Frog Coastal Plains leo~ard Lithobates sphenocephalus 
utricularius 

020012 Frog east-em Wckei Acris crepitans 
020008 Frog green Lithobates clamitans 
020013 Frog 12ickei:el Lithobates palustris 
020018 Frog ll!21aod Ch!lOIS Pseudacris feriarum 
020019 Frog l&QQQ Lithobates sylvaticus 

020065 Newt red-sootted Notophthalmus viridescens 
viridescens 

020071 Eeepec :;,p, i11g Pseudacris crucifer 
020043 Salawa1ukt eas!em md-hatkfd Plethodon cinereus 
020029 Salawaudet fQ11t-i12ed Hemidactylium scutatum 
020035 Salawallde.t watbled Ambystoma opacum 
020038 Salawaudet DQdbem dnc:~ Desmognathus fuscus 
020070 Salawa1ukt DS21ibem a:d Pseudotriton ruber ruber 
020053 Salawaodei: D!ll:tbeID two-lined Eurycea bislineata 
020049 SalawaDde.t 5PQtl-fd Ambystoma maculatum 
020051 Salawaodei: tbll:l:-lioed Eurycea guttolineata 
020080 SalawaDde.t l¥.hite-512gtted sliwJ£ Plethodon cylindraceus 

020059 IC!ad ea~em Ameri~all Anaxyrus americanus 
amencanus 
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020062 I!lad E!l~lecs Anaxyrusfowleri 
020006 Iw:fi:l:!g Copi:'s gi:a:l£ Hyla cluysoscelis 
020009 I~fi:cg gmec Hyla cinerea 
030041 Bo:ummake ccl1bem Storeria dekayi dekayi 
030059 CQ!ltei: i:astem cill!:t Pseudemys concinna concinna 
030057 Cslatei: llwibem md-beJli~ Pseudemys rubriventris 
030016 Copperhead ccdbWJ Agkistrodon contortrix mokasen 
030022 Ccmmake ma Pantherophis guttatus 
030049 E.adbsnake eas!em smWlth Vu:ginia valeriae valeriae 
030044 iladeciDake east-em Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis 
030078 C'Tf.CkC Mfdii-P.TTallfall Hemidactylus turcicus 
030038 C'TJ:eeDSDake uw:tbem mngb Opheochys aestivus aestivus 
030026 Kicgmake ea5tem Lampropeltis getula 

030027 Kingsnake mole Lampropeltis calligaster 
rhombomaculata 

030002 I t.izalll east-em fence Sceloporus undulatus 
030029 Milkmake ea51-ml Lampropeltis triangulum 
030018 Bacet cccthem black Coluber constrictor constrictor 

030008 Racerunner, eastern six-lined Aspidoscelis sexlineata 
sexlineata 

030023 Ratsnake eastern Pantherophis alleghaniensis 
030006 Skink broad-headed Plestiodon laticeps 
030004 Skink common five-lined Plestiodon fasciatus 
030007 Skink, little brown Scincella lateralis 
030005 Skink southeastern five-lined Plestiodon inexpectatus 
030077 Slider red-eared Trachemys scripta elegans 

030042 Scake uw:tbem md-belli~ Storeria occipitomaculata 
occipitomaculata 

030020 Snake, northern ring-necked Diadophis punctatus edwardsii 
030052 'Turtle eastern musk Sternotherus odoratus 
030060 'Turtle eastern jlainted Chrysemys picta picta 

030051 'Turtle southeastern mud Kinosternon subrubrum 
subrubrum 

030034 ~atez:make ccl1hem Nerodia sipedon sipedon 
030019 l;YnnnSJJake ea 5tem Carphophis amoenus amoenus 
040038 Bittflll Americac Botaurus lentiginosus 
040350 Blackbiz:d B~vPrs Euphagus cyanocephalus 
040346 Blackbiz:d tfd-:winged Agelaius phoeniceus 
040282 Blne.bitd e.a51em Sialia sialis 
040343 B!lb!llillk Dolichonyx oryzivorus 
040361 Bu11ti11g iodigg Passerina cyanea 
040363 Biwtiog painted Passerina ciris ciris 
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040401 Bunting snow Plectrophenax nivalis nivalis 
040064 Canvasback Aythya valisineria 
040357 Cardinal northern Cardinalis cardinalis 
040259 Chickadee, boreal Poecile hudsonicus 
040258 Chickadee Carolina Poecile carolinensis 
040214 Chuck-will's-widow Antrostomus carolinensis 
040113 Coot American Fulica americana 
040024 Cormorant, double-crested Phalacrocorax auritus 
040353 Cowbird brown-headed Molothrus ater 
040264 Creeoer brown Certhia americana 
040373 Crossbill white-winged Loxia leucoptera 
040255 Crow, American Corvus brachyrhynchos 
040256 Crow fish Corvus ossifragus 
040128 Curlew, long-billed Numenius americanus 
040364 Dickcissel Spiza americana 
040200 Dove common grgund Columbina passerina 
040198 Dove mourning Zenaida macroura carolinensis 
040069 Duck long-tailed Clangula hyemalis 
040063 Duck ring-necked Aythya collaris 
040076 Duck rudd!£ Oxyura jamaicensis 
040061 Duck wood Aixsponsa 
040093 Eagle bald Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
040032 Egi:et gi:eat Ardea alba egretta 
040367 Finch house Haemorhous mexicanus 
040366 Finch ourole Haemorhous purpureus 
040239 Fl!£catcher, Acadian Empidonax virescens 
040234 Fl!£catcher, ~at crested Myiarchus crinitus 
040240 Fl!£catcher willow Empidonax traillii 
040284 Gnatcatcher blue-gi:a!£ Polioptila caerulea 
040122 Golden-I!lover, American Pluvialis dominica 
040371 Goldfinch American Spinus tristis 
040047 Goose barnacle Branta leucopsis 
040045 Goose Canada Branta canadensis 
040049 Goose lesser snow Chen caerulescens caerulescens 
040410 Goose snow Chen caerulescens 
040351 Grackle boat-tailed Quiscalus major 
040352 Grackle common Quiscalus quiscula 
040006 Grebe eared Podiceps nigricollis 
040008 Grebe I?ied-billed Podilymbus podiceps 
040360 Grosbeak, blue Guiraca caerulea caerulea 
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04036S atilsheak evPTljng Coccothraustes vespertinus 
040368 C'TJJ2sbe.ak gine Pinicola enucleator 
0403S8 amsheak mse-121:ea~ed Pheucticus ludovicianus 
040172 Qull lllack-head!ld Chroicocephalus ridibundus 
040169 Qull cahfQIIlia Larus califomicus 
040174 Qull Etaukhn's Leucophaeus pipixcan 
04016S Qull gn:at black-backed Larus marinus 
040167 Qull herring Larus argentatus 
040164 Qull Iceland Larus glaucoides 
040166 Qull lessei: black-backed Larus fuscus 
040171 Qull m~ Laruscanus 
040170 Qull riug-llill!ld Larus delawarensis 
040168 Qull llla~Cs Larus thayeri 
040086 lia»!k Cooiis:rs Accipiter cooperii 
040088 lia»!k llld-shimldei:ed Buteo lineatus lineatus 
040087 lia»!k llld-tailed Buteo jamaicensis 
040090 lia»!k mugh-legged Buteo lagopus johannis 
04008S Hal\!k sba112=shiuned Accipiter striatus velox 
040027 liflllD gn:at him: Ardea herodias herodias 
040218 liuwwiugllil:d mll;i.!-lht!lai!ld Archilochus colubris 
0402S2 !a;i,! him: Cyanocitta cristata 
040387 1JWCQ dai:k-f>;l,(ed Junco hyemalis 
040098 Kestrel 6merica:n Falco sparverius sparverius 
040119 Killdeei: Charadrius vociferus 
040232 Kingbird Cassie's Tyrannus vociferans 
04028S Kinglet gg]rlPn-erownfd Regulus satrapa 
040286 Kinglet 01hJ£--erownfd Regulus calendula 
040082 Kite s.waJllm!-iailed Elanoides forficatus forficatus 
040177 Kittiwake black-legged Rissa tridactyla 
04024S lark bcmed Eremophila alpestris 
0402S3 Magpie lllack-llill!ld Pica hudsonia 
0400S1 MaJlatd Anas platyrhynchos 
0402S1 Mai:tiD illlll21!: Progne subis 
040078 Mecearisei: CCWWQD Mergus merganser americanus 
040079 Mei:gan~ei: llld-llteasifd Mergus serrator serrator 
040271 Moc.kingbii:d Dclibem Mimus polyglottos 
040112 Mocrben ccmmcn Gallinula chloropus cachinnans 
040194 M111Tf> thick-llill!ld Uria lomvia 
040216 Nighillai&k CQWWQD Chordeiles minor 
040262 Nuillatch llld-llteast!ld Sitta canadensis 
040261 Nuillatch l&hite-llteast!ld Sitta carolinensis 
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040348 Oriole Baltimore Icterus galbula 
040347 Oriole orchard Icterus spurius 
04009S Osore::i: Pandion haliaetus carolinensis 
040330 Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapilla 
040209 Owl barred Strix varia 
040206 Owl, gmat horned Bubo virginianus 
040211 Owl short-eared Asio flammeus 
040312 Parilla, northern Setophaga americana 
040138 Phalarooe red Phalaropus fulicarius 
040136 Phalarooe Wilson's Phalaropus tricolor 
040236 Phoebe eastern Sayornis phoebe 
040197 Pigeon rock Columba livia 
040287 Pioit American Anthus rubescens 
0402S4 Raven common Corvus corax 
040062 Redhead Aythya americana 
040369 Redooll common Acanthis flammea 
040341 Redstart American Setophaga ruticilla 
04027S Robin. American Turdus migratorius 
0401S8 Ruff Philomachus pugnax 
0401S1 Sandgiger Baird's Calidris bairdii 
04015S Sandgiger curlew Calidris ferruginea 
040146 Sandgiger semigalmated Calidris pusilla 
040132 Sandgiger solitruy Tringa solitaria 
040134 Sandgiger sootted Actitis macularia 
0401S6 Sandgiger stilt Calidris himantopus 
040129 Sandgiger ugland Bartramia longicauda 
04022S Sagsucker, ::i:ellow-bellied Sphyrapicus varius 
040066 Scaug, lesser Aythya affmis 
04007S Scoter black Melanitta nigra americana 
04020S Screech-owl, eastern Megascops asio 
040060 Shoveler northern Anas clypeata 
040370 Siskin. gine Spinus pinus 
040141 Snige Wilson's Gallinago delicata 
040108 Sora Porzana carolina 
040388 Sgarrow American tree Spizella arborea 
040386 Sgarrow black-throated Amphispiza bilineata 
040389 Sgarrow chi~ing Spizella passerina 
04039S Sgarrow fox Passerella iliaca 
040392 Sgarrow Harris' Zonotrichia querula 
040342 Sgarrow house Passer domesticus 
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040377 SJlarrow sal!ailllah Passerculus sandwichensis 
040398 Sparrow SQQg Melospiza melodia 
040397 Sparrow :mt:aW12 Melospiza georgiana 
040383 Sparrow l!l:SlleI Pooecetes gramineus 
040393 Sparrow )&hite-crowo!ld Zonotrichia leucophrys 
040394 Sparrow l&hite-1111:!lat!ld Zonotrichia albicollis 
040294 Starling EJll'OJ.?fllD Stumus vulgaris 
040249 s.»!all~ 12am Hirundo rustica 
040043 ~an mute Cygnusolor 
040355 Ianagei: ~arlel Piranga olivacea 
040356 Ianagei: SlllllWet Piranga rubra 
040354 Ianagei: ~::ti.em Piranga ludoviciana 
040057 Ieal lllue-:oooged Anas discors orphna 
040056 Ieal greeo-~iog!ld Anas crecca carolinensis 
040189 Iem Casgian Sterna caspia 
040280 Ibo1sb gi:a;)!:-tbeeked Catharus minimus 
040278 Jll[usb heilllil Catharus guttatus 
040260 Iitm!lllSf tufl!ld Baeolophus bicolor 
040281 Jl~eQ£ Catharus fuscescens 
040299 Yilll!l rfd-e;i.:e<i Vrreo olivaceus 
040301 Yilll!l :i&arllliog Vrreo gilvus gilvus 
040295 Yilll!l »!hiti:-e;i.:e<i Vrreo griseus 
040297 Yilll!l ;it:ellQ:l&-tbmat!ld Vrreo flavifrons 
040081 Y11lt:111ll black Coragyps atratus 
040080 Y11l1lllll tlirkf;i! Cathartesaura 
0403 16 :lllarlllei: lllack-tbmated llhie Setophaga caerulescens 
0403 19 :lllarlllei: lllack-throated g!llfQ Setophaga virens 
040325 :lllarlllei: lllackwll Setophaga striata 
040307 lMarblez: blne-~nged Vermivora cyanoptera 
040323 lMarblez: chPStnut-sided Setophaga pensylvanica 
040338 :lllarlllei: h!2!lded Setophaga citrina 
0403 14 lMarblez: wagoclia Setophaga magnolia 
040311 lMarblez: IiasbltiJle Oreothlypis ruficapilla 
040329 lMarblez: 12alw Setophaga palmarum 
040326 lMarblez: 12ine Setophaga pinus 
040328 lMarblez: ll[airie Setophaga discolor 
040303 :lllarlllei: proth!lD!llar;it: Protonotaria citrea 
040305 lMarblez: J&Cl'.Dl-eating Helmitheros vermivorus 
040313 :lllarlllei: ;it:ell!l!l! Setophaga petechia 
0403 17 lMarblez: ~]h;u~-DlfJll2fS1 Setophaga coronata 
040332 ~atP.rtho1-~b Lwiisjana Parkesia motacilla 
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040331 Waterthrush northern Parkesia noveboracensis 
040289 WaX\ving,Bohemian Bombycilla garrulus 
040290 WaX\ving cedar Bombycilla cedrorum 
040059 Wigeon American Anas americana 
040227 Woodjlec.ker doWll:1£ Picoides pubescens medianus 
040226 Woodjlec.ker, hairv Picoides villosus 
040222 Woodjlec.ker, jlileated Dryocopus pileatus 
040223 Woodjlec.ker, red-bellied Melanerpes carolinus 
040224 Woodjlec.ker red-headed Melanerpes erythrocephalus 
040268 Wren Carolina Thryothorus ludovicianus 
040265 Wren.house Troglodytes aedon 
040266 Wren winter Troglodytes troglodytes 
040131 Yellowlegs lesser Tringa flavipes 
040336 Yellowthroat, common Geothlypis trichas 
050028 Bat big brown Eptesicus fuscus fuscus 
050033 Bat evening Nycticeius humeralis humeralis 
050069 Beaver American Castor canadensis 
050051 Bobcat Lynx rufus rufus 
050055 Chijlmunk, Fisher's eastern Tamias striatus fisheri 
050103 Cottontail eastern Sylvilagus floridanus mallurus 
050125 Co:1£0te Canis latrans 
050108 Deer white-tailed Odocoileus virginianus 

050050 Fox, common gmv Urocyon cinereoargenteus 
cinereoargenteus 

050049 EWI llld Vulpes vulpes fulva 
050085 l&mWillg Stc1u:'s scutbem bgg Synaptomys cooperi stonei 
050042 Millk CQWWQll Neovison vison mink 
050017 Mo)e ea5tem Scalopus aquaticus aquaticus 
050019 Mo)!: Stl[-IIQSfQ Condylura cristata cristata 
050074 Mouse CQWWQD i~hile-fQCled Peromyscusleucopusleucopus 

050072 Mouse deer Peromyscus maniculatus 
nubiterrae 

050071 Mousi: easii:m baTVP.<d Reithrodontomys humulis 
Vll'gullallUS 

050098 Mouse, house Mus musculus musculus 
050099 Mouse meadow jumjling Zapus hudsonius americanus 

050073 Mouse ccl1bem »!hiie-fQcled Peromyscus leucopus 
noveboracensis 

050124 Mouse, llrairie deer Peromyscus maniculatus bairdii 
050093 Muskrat, large-toothed Ondatra zibethicus macrodon 
050001 Qoo5511m V!!E.inia Didelphis virginiana virginiana 
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050045 Qttei: ll!ldhem [ivPr Lontra canadensis lataxina 
050038 BactCQD Procyon lotor lotor 
050094 Eat blatk Rattus rattus rattus 
050078 Rat watsb rice Oryzomys palustris palustris 
050095 Eat Nmwa~ Rattus norvegicus norvegicus 
050013 Shrew Kjdland'5 shs:u:t-tailed Blarina brevicauda kirtlandi 
050015 Shrew lea51 Cryptotis parva parva 
050010 Shrew ilj'.g!IJ~ Sorex hoyi winnemana 
050007 Shrew smJ.tbfa 51-em Sorex longirostris longirostris 
050047 SkJwk sn:i12ed Mephitis mephitis nigra 
050048 SkJwk sn:i12ed Mephitis mephitis mephitis 
050063 S'l!li~I fasiem fQX Sciurus niger vulpinus 

050057 Squirrel eastern gi:al( Sciurus carolinensis 
carolinensis 

050058 Squirrel, northern gml( Sciurus carolinensis 
pennsylvanicus 

050065 Souirrel southern fll(!!!g Glaucomys volans volans 

050059 SQ11im:I talkatil!l: ri:d Tamiasciurus hudsonicus 
loquax 

050087 vole common Gaill!er'S red-backed Clethrionomys gapperi gapperi 

050083 Vole dark meadow Microtus pennsylvanicus 
rugrans 

050082 Vole meadow Microtus pennsylvanicus 
pennsylvanicus 

050091 Vole l!ine Microtus pinetorum 
scalopsoides 

050040 Weasel least Mustela nivalis allegheniensis 
050041 Weasel, long-tailed Mustela frenata noveboracensis 
050054 Woodchuck Mannota monax monax 
060012 Floater, eastern Pyganodon cataracta 
060025 Mussel eastern ellil!tio Elliptic complanata 
060095 Snail, Euro1!ean l!hl(sa Physella acuta 
070099 Cra:ifilih Fallicambarus uhleri 
070102 Cravfish Common Cambarus bartonii bartonii 
070095 Cra:ifilih devil Cambarus diogenes diogenes 
070126 Cravfish, Digger Fallicambarus fodiens 
070094 Cra:ifilih no common name Cambarus acuminatus 
070120 Cravfish, White River Procambarus acutus 
080208 Damselfl:i big bluet Enallagma durum 
080112 Damselfll(, blue-fronted dancer Argia apicalis 
080114 Damselfl:i blue-tilll!ed dancer Argia tibialis 
080100 Damselfll(, Eastern forktail Ischnura verticalis 
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080096 I2amsi:lfl;ii !:QQ!l;)£jtl&!lll&iog Calopteryx maculata 
080116 IlawseltlJ£ f~mj)jai: bluet Enallagma civile 
080099 I2amsi:lfl;ii fragjli: forklail Ischnura posita 
080196 IlawseltlJ£ ~at sgf'P.adwiDg Archilestes grandis 
080122 I2amsi:lfl;ii Qi:aogi: bluet Enallagma signatum 
080173 IlawseltlJ£ ggwdered daDcet Argia moesta 
080120 Ilam::aeltlj sil:eam bluet. Enallagma exsulans 
08009S IlawseltlJ£ Yiclet daDcei: Argia fumipennis violacea 
080170 DragQof!;ii black saddlebags Tramea lacerata 
080177 DragQof!;ii black-shQJildered spio;i£1eg Dromogomphus spinosus 
080091 DragQof!;ii blue dasher Pachydiplax longipennis 
080089 Dragact1J£ ccwwcc baskettail Epitheca cynosura 
080130 Draggotlj CQWWQD {:mfll damfl: Anaxjunius 
080090 Dragactlj CQWWQD i~i1-eiai) Libellula lydia 
08013S DragQof!;ii CyranQ darner Nasiaeschna pentacantha 
080138 DragQof!;ii dtagQobiwter Hagenius brevistylus 
080167 Draggotlj Eastem amberwiug Perithemis tenera 
080092 DragQof!;ii Eastem llQOdba}l(k Erythemis simplicicollis 
0801S1 Draggotlj baJJgwP.P.c 12fllllalli Celithemis eponina 
080136 DraganfiJt: lancet dubiail Gomphus exilis 
080178 Draggotlj Needham's slammei: Libellula needhami 
080163 DraganfiJt: 12aintfd skiwwez: Libellula semifasciata 
080210 DragQof!;ii prioce baskettail Epitheca princeps 
080029 Dragant1J£ Sbarlow damez: Aeshna umbrosa 
080161 DragQof!;ii slat;)£ skimmer Libellula incesta 
0801S8 Dragant1J£ spaugled skimmet Libellula cyanea 
080212 DragQof!;ii sllQt-l&ioged glider Pantala hymenea 
080094 Dragant1J£ ~~alllll damei: Epiaeschna heros 

080143 DragQof!;ii SJ&ifl. River Q::11iser IllioQiS Macromia illinoiensis River Q::11iser 
08001S Draggntl): n¥el~-sRQttfd skiwwei: Libellula pulchella 
080077 Dragant1J£ 1wicSllll dubiail Arigomphus villosipes 
080166 Draggntl): JM.aDdP.ring glidei: Pantala flavescens 
080162 DraganfiJt: J&idQ~ skiwwei: Libellula luctuosa 
080093 ~al Blue Skillllllfl: Libellula vibrans 
100043 Alll1~oIDl Pseudaletia unipuncta 
100041 Bcm:: E-nm12eau ccm Ostrinia nubilatis 
100220 Bntt-edl~ 6werican CQJU2et Lycaena phlaeas 
100262 Bntl-edl~ 6werican la~ Vanessa virginiensis 
10024S Bntt-edl~ 6werican SDCllt Libytheana carinenta 
100241 Bntl-edl~ Ai212alacbian aznm Celastrina neglectamajor 
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100274 Bntt-edl~ AJlllalachiaD bmim Satyrodes appalachia 
100254 Buttedl;\,! Balliw!lo: i:h~kerspo( Euphychyas phaeton 
100092 Buttedl;\,! lllai:k :Ul!allgwtail Papilio polyxenes asterius 
100196 Bntt-edl~ Br:azihau slciw;.?et Calpodes ethlius 
100137 Buttedl;\,! brown elfin Callopluys augustinus 
100205 Buttedl;\,! cal2!2age il!hite Pieris rapae 
100167 Buttedl;\,! cao1-~ skillllet Polites earns 
100206 Buttedl;\,! ch~keo:d ~bite Pontia protodice 
100159 Buttedl;\,! dmlded skippet Leremaaccius 
100094 Buttedl;\,! dmlded sulph111: Colias philodice 
100213 Buttedl;\,! dmldless :mlph111: Phoebis sennae eubule 
100165 Buttedl;\,! CQ~eJ:l skilllle[ Hesperia metea 
100265 Buttedl;\,! cgwwgn lluck";l,!" Junonia coenia 
100156 Buttedl;\,! cgwwgn i:h~kf'1'f'<l-skill!l« Pyrgus communis 
100157 Buttei:fl;l,! CQWWQn SQ!l~ng Pholisora catullus 
100277 Buttedl;\,! cgwwgn ~!l!ld-~ph Cercyonis pegala 
100144 Buttedl;\,! cgnfilsed cJg,1CijM'i11g Thorybes confusis 
100230 Buttedl;\,! C!ltal haitsio:ak Satyrium titus 
100168 Buttedl;\,! ct!l~~line skill!l« Polites origenes 
100177 Buttedl;\,! J:!ela~o: skilllle[ Anatrytone logan 
100184 Buttedl;\,! I:!i!ln skill!l« Euphyes dion 
100147 Buttedl;\,! dl:eaw;l,! d!~~~irig Erynnis icelus 
100185 Buttedl;\,! D.!w skippet Euphyes vestris 
100188 Buttedl;\,! d!1-~ed skillllfr Atrytonopsis hianna 
100258 Bntt-edl~ ea~em tcmma Polygonia comma 
100225 Bntt-edl~ ea~em 12ioe elfin Callopluys niphon 
100238 Bntt-edl~ ea~em tailf.d-bhlf Everes comyntas 
100093 Bntt-edl~ ea~em ti gez: 51~alJgwtaj] Papilio glaucus 
100231 Buttedl;\,! Edil!am~· haitsto:ak Satyrium edwardsii 
100161 Buttedl;\,! EJ1mpean skilllle[ Thymelicus lineola 
100209 Buttedl;\,! fol!:ate !ltange!ip Anthocharis midea 
100162 Buttedl;\,! fiei:i,: skill!l« Hylephila phyleus 
100201 Buttedl;\,! gia111 :u1£allowtail Papilio cresphontes 
100139 Buttedl;\,! ggldfll-llancW. skillllet Autochton cellus 
100228 Buttedl;\,! gta;l,! hairsb eeak Strymon melinus 
100249 Buttedl;\,! gteat spangled fi:itilla[l£ Speyeria cybele 
100270 Buttedl;\,! hai:klle[[l£ empem[ Asterocampa celtis 
100219 Buttedl;\,! hamste[ F eniseca tarquinius 
100145 Buttedl;\,! lia;\,!h111:st's scall!l~ing Staphylus hayhurstii 
100224 Buttedl;\,! Hen[ll'.s elfin Callopluys henrici 
100141 Buttedl;\,! h!la[l£ edge Achalarus lyciades 
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100178 Butterfll( Hobomok ski1J1Jer Poanes hobomok 
100149 Butterfll(, Horace's duskvwing Erynnis horatius 
100148 Butterfll(, Juvenal's duskvwing Erynnisjuvenalis 
100160 Butterfll(, least skiooer Ancyloxypha numitor 
100163 Butterfll( Leonard's skillller Hesperia leonardus 
10017S Butterfll(, little g!assvwing Pompeius verna 
100279 Butterfll( little wood-saoo; Megisto cymela 
100217 Butterfll(, little l(ellow Euremalisa 
1002S2 Butterfll( meadow fritill!!!l£ Boloria bellona 
100090 Butterfll(, mourning cloak Nymphalis antiopa 
100173 Butterfll( northern broken dash Wallengrenia egeremet 
100143 Butterfll(, northern cloud~ing Thorybes pylades 
100272 Butterfll( northern 1Jearll(-el(e Enodia anthedon 
100197 Butterfll(, Ocola skillller Panoquina ocola 
100236 Butterfll( olive junioer hairstreak Callophrys gryneus gryneus 
100211 Butterfll(, orange sullJhur Colias eurytheme 
100263 Butterfll(, l]ainted lad;i Vanessa cardui 
1002S7 Butterfll(, lJearl crescent Phyciodes tharos 
1003S9 Butterfll( Peck's skilmer Polites peckius 
100200 Butterfll(, 1Ji1Jevine swallowtail Battus philenor 
1002S9 Butterfll( gyestion mark Polygonia interrogationis 
100264 Butterfll(, red admiral Vanessa atalanta 
10023S Butterfll(, red-banded hairstreak Calycopis cecrops 
100268 Butterfll(, red-sootted ourole Limenitis arthemis astyanax 
100174 Butterfll( sachem Atalopedes carnpestris 
100082 Butterfll(, silver-Sl]Qtted skiooer Epargyreus clarus 
10025S Butterfll(, silv~ checkersllQt Chlosyne nycteis 
100146 Butterfll(, sleeov duskvwing Erynnis brizo 
100216 Butterfll(, sleeol( orange Eurema nicippe 
100142 Butterfll( southern cloud~ing Thorybes bathyllus 
100226 Butterfll( southern hairstreak Satyrium favonius 
100202 Butterfll(, ~icebush swallowtail Papilio troilus 
100239 Butterfll(, ~ring azure Celastrina ladon 
100234 Butterfll(, strioed hairstreak Satyrium liparops 
1001S8 Butterfll( swarthl( ski1J1Jer Nastra lherminier 
100269 Butterfll(, tawnl( emoeror Asterocampa clyton 
100169 Butterfll(, tawnl(-edged skillller Polites themistocles 
100247 Butterfll(, variegated fritill!!!l£ Euptoieta claudia 
100266 Butterfll( vicerol( Limenitis archippus 
100267 Butterfll( white admiral Limenitis arthemis arthemis 
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100227 Buttfdl~ »!bite M hai[Slrfak Parrhasius m-album 
100153 Buttfdl~ :Ji1£ild i11dig2 duslcyJNing Erynnis baptisiae 
100180 Buttfdl~ Zalml!lll skipper Poanes zabulon 
100204 Buttfdl~ zebra :m,allQwtail Eurytides marcellus 
100026 l&fdl~ Clnysops vittatus vittatus 
100042 E,arwnllll CQlll Heliathis zea 
100030 .Qna1.. Culicoides arboricola 
100031 .Qna1.. Culicoides hinmani 
100032 .Qna1.. Culicoides guttipennis 
100033 .Qna1.. Culicoides footei 
100015 .Qna1.. Culicoides villosipennis 
100016 .Qna1.. Culicoides stellifer 
100017 .Qna1.. Culicoides snowi 
100020 .Qna1.. Culicoides nanus 
100290 Moth bnck Hemileuca maia 
100100 Moth taial;ga 512biox Ceratomia catalpae 
100040 Moth C!ldli11g Cydia pomonella 
100296 Moth Eil('.f-<PQtted ha:Ji1£k Manduca quinquemaculata 
100047 Moth g)(p~~ Lymantria dispar 
100312 Moth hnmmicg.bird cleaO&ing Hemaris thysbe 
100095 Moth IJwa Actias luna 
100289 Moth 12i11ksll:i12ed Qakwolll) Anisota virginiensis 
100098 Moth E!ll~hemns Antheraea polyphemus 
100284 Moth o:gal Citheronia regalis 
100286 Moth m~ maple Dryocampa rubicunda 
100310 Moth swall-,,~e<i S12hi11x Paonias myops 
100101 Moth s11owhmy cleami11g Hemeris diffinis 
100307 Moth S!lutbem 12i11e S12hi11x Lapara coniferarum 
100287 Moth spill~ Qakwolll) Anisota stigma 
100317 Moth ~i:gjoia-ereepez: 512biux Darapsa myron 
100300 Moth ~al!fd sbiox Ceratomia undulosa 
100294 Moth »!hiiehofd si2biox Hyles lineata 
100193 Raad-~ide-skigJ.?fI CQWWQll Amblyscirtes vialis 
110230 Iick ~werican deg Dermacentor variabilis 
110232 Iick brown d!lg Rhipicephalus sanguineus 
110228 Iick lgoe stat Amblyomma americanum 
110231 Iick i:.ibbit Haemaphysalis leporispalustris 
110229 Iick »:iutet Dermacentor albipictus 

*FE=Federal Endangered; IT=Federal 1breatened; SE=State Endangered; ST=State Threatened; FP=Federal Proposed; 
FC=F ederal Candidate; CC=Collection Concern 
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**I=VA Wildlife Action Plan - Tier I - Critical Conservation Need; 
ll=VA Wildlife Action Plan - Tier ll - Very High Conseivation Need; 
ID=VA Wildlife Action Plan - Tier ill - High Conservation Need; 
IV=VA Wildlife Action Plan - Tier IV - Moderate Conseivation Need 
Virginia \Vidlife Action Plan Conservation Opportunity Ranking: 
a - On the ground management strategies/actions exist and can be feasibly implemented.; 
b - On the ground actions or research needs have been identified but cannot feasibly be implemented at this time.; 
c - No on the ground actions or research needs have been identified or all identified conservation opportunities have been exhausted. 

audit no. 870102 11/20/2017 12:51:03 PM Virginia Fish and Wildlife Information Service 
© 1998-2017 Commonwealth of Vtrglllia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administrat ion 

Jennifer Anderson 
NOAA 'S National Marine Fisheries Service 
Protected Resources Division 
5 5 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA O 1930 

Re: ESA Concurrence for Atlantic and Shortnose Sturgeon 
Long B1i dge Project 
Arlington County, VA; Disttict of Columbia 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

September 3, 2019 

This letter updates the Federal Railroad Administration' s (FRA's) previous request for Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) concurrence from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for the Long Bridge 
Project (the Project) in Arlington County, Virginia and the District of Columbia (Attachment 1 -
Vicinity M ap) . The NMFS 's comments on the FRA's original request dated July 9, 2019 are addressed 
in this letter. The effects analysis is expanded and the critical habitat is clarified in accordance with 
information provided by the NMFS. Also, additional project-specific details are provided. 

The biological assessment was completed based on information contained in your January 2, 2018 project 
review email (Attachment 2) referencing the potential presence of endangered Atlantic sturgeon 
(Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) and endangered shortnose sturgeon (A. brevirostrum) within the 
Action Area. Shortnose sturgeon were protected in accordance with Section 1 ( c) of the Endangered 
Species Preservation Act of October 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 926: 16 U.S.C. 668aa(c)). Five distinct population 
segments (DPS) of Atlantic sturgeon were listed by Final Rule dated April 6, 2012 under 16 U.S.C. 1531-
1543 (50 CFR 223 and 224). We have made the determination that the proposed activity may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect, the five DPS of Atlantic or shortnose sturgeon. We have also made the 
determination that the action may affect, but not adversely affect, Atlantic sturgeon critical habitat 
established by Final Rule dated September 18, 2017 (50 CFR 226). Our supporting analysis is provided 
below. 

Pr·oposed Pr·oject 

The Preferred Alternative for the Project consists of constructing a new two-track railroad bridge across 
the Potomac River, upstream of the existing Long Bridge. The existing two-track bridge is owned, 
operated, and maintained by CSX Transportation (CSXT). The existing bridge would be retained and 
remain in use. The two bridges combined would provide four-track capacity across the river. The existing 
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bridge serves CSXT freight trains, as well as passenger trains for Virginia Railway Express (VRE) and 
Amtrak. The bridge is composed of 22 approach spans with a double-span swing span over the channel. 
The total length of the bridge is 2,529 feet between abutments. 

The proposed bridge would be essentially identical to the existing bridge in size and type. The upstream 
bridge would run parallel to the existing Long Bridge and the existing WMA TAY ellow Line Bridge, 
between the two existing structures. Over the navigation channels, the proposed bridge would be a fixed 
span, with no ability to move or open for marine traffic. This fixed span condition would be similar to the 
adjacent bridges. The new bridge would also mimic the existing bridge in the placement of 22 in-water 
support piers that would be in line with the piers of the existing railroad bridge. 

To mitigate for potential project-related impacts to properties under Section 4(f) of the United States 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, the Federal Railroad Administration considered bike-
pedestrian crossing options to connect Long Bridge Park, the Mount Vernon Trail, and East Potomac 
Parle. A standalone bike-pedestrian bridge running parallel and just upstream of the new railroad bridge is 
proposed. This new bike-pedestrian bridge would also have 22 piers in line with the railroad bridge piers. 

The attached Structures Study Report (Attachment 3) and Conceptual Engineering Plans (Attachment 4) 
provide additional details. 

Pr·oject Purpose 

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide additional long-term railroad capacity and to improve 
the reliability of railroad service through the Long Bridge Corridor. Currently, there is insufficient 
capacity, resiliency, and redundancy to accommodate the projected demand in future railroad services. 
The Project is needed to address these issues and to ensure the Long Bridge Corridor continues to serve as 
a critical link connecting the local, regional, and national transportation network. 

Pr·oject Schedule 

The project setup date is scheduled for April 4, 2022. Construction would proceed shortly after awarding 
of the contract. It is anticipated that the in-water construction would take two (2) years and overall project 
completion would take five (5) years. Construction for the new bike-pedestrian bridge would begin 
immediately following completion of the railroad construction and would take an additional two (2) 
years, with the majority of construction being in-water. The total combined duration for the railroad 
construction and bike-pedestrian bridge construction would be seven (7) years. 

Applicable Time of Year Restrictions 

No specific time-of-year restrictions on in-stream construction work to avoid potential impacts to 
anadromous fish species, including sturgeon, were identified during coordination with the appropriate 
regulatory agencies. However, the Protected Resources Division of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office indicated in 
an email dated January 2, 2019 that if the project will result in habitat modifications or temporarily render 
the Potomac River unsuitable for sturgeon, time of year restrictions for in-water work should be 
implemented. While no specific time of year restriction dates were provided in the NOAA Fisheries 
correspondence, the most likely period when sturgeon would pass through the Action Area would be 
during spawning runs of these species. Additional coordination with the District Department of Energy 
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and Environment (DOEE) and NMFS will occur in later phases of design to confirm potential 
construction restrictions. 

Description of the Action Area 

The Action Area is defined as "all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not 
merely the immediate area involved in the action" (50 CFR 402.02). The National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Section 7 Program Technical Guidance (NOAA 2016) 
provides technical assistance for determining the project Action Area. For this project, the Action Area 
includes approximately 2,000 feet upstream and downstream to address the potential for scour and 
sediment deposition to sturgeon habitat (Attachment 5). The Action Area also captures vessel traffic to 
ferry workers and supplies to and from the work site, as well as spud barges to be used during new bridge 
construction. These limits also cover the removal of excavated bottom sediments from cofferdams and 
drilled shafts during bridge construction. All removed sediments would be taken to an approved upland 
disposal site. The Action Area also extends approximately 500 feet around the upland limits of the project 
(Attachment 5). 

Habitat within the Action Area 

The navigation channel is approximately 11 feet in depth at the shallowest point and reaches depths of up 
to 23 feet (Attachment 6 - Figure 2.1 in Appendix D of the Long Bridge Project EIS). The bottom 
substrate grades up from the channel to both shorelines where water depths are approximately three feet. 
Submerged aquatic vegetation (SA V) beds are also present within the Action Area in Roaches Run and 
two SA V beds are present in the Potomac River. Tidal wetland habitat is sparse within the Action Area. 
Small areas of tidal emergent, shrub-scrub, and forested wetlands were mapped in the southern portion of 
the Action Area. 

No existing data on the benthic macroinvertebrate community within the Action Area were available. The 
nearest monitoring site is in the Potomac River approximately 7.4 miles downstream of the Action Area. 
This tidal station was sampled annually for the last l 0 years and was rated as Degraded or Severely 
Degraded (Llanso et al. 2015). It is likely that the Action Area supports a benthic macroinvertebrate 
community and opportunistic feeding and foraging by sturgeon may take place in the area. It is also likely 
that the existing bridge piers support a small macroinvertebrate community. 

Water chemistry information indicate that dissolved oxygen (DO) remains generally above 5 mg/L, water 
temperatures are below 30°C, and salinity ranges from Oto 0.5 parts per thousand (DOEE 2016). These 
fall within designated Critical Habitat for Atlantic sturgeon. 

NM FS Listed Species in the Action Area 

Shortnose Sturgeon 
Based on habitat conditions, including water depths, substrates, and salinities within the Action Area, 
immature and adult shortnose sturgeon may be present during most months of the year. However, within 
the freshwater tidal conditions present in the Project Action Area, it is most likely that reproductive adults 
would be present during winter and on spring spawning runs. Shortnose sturgeon typically spawn within 
channel habitats with finn bottom substrates (e.g., gravel, rubble, boulders) at the farthest upstream 
location to which they have access (NMFS 1998). Therefore, spawning may occur within rocky substrate 
below Little Falls upstream of the Action Area, requiring reproductive adults to pass through the Action 
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Area to access suitable spawning habitat. Overwintering sturgeon typically occur within deeper river 
channels within freshwater tidal rivers or near the freshwater/saltwater interface (Dadswell 1979, 
O 'Herron et al. 1993, Bain 1997, Kynard et al. 2009). As noted above, the Action Area lies within the 
freshwater tidal portion of the Potomac River, and the navigation channel within the river is up to 23 feet 
deep, providing suitable overwintering habitat for shortnose sturgeon. Mud substrate foraging habitat for 
shortnose sturgeon also exists within the Action Area. Shortnose sturgeon are considered to be benthic 
omnivores, feeding on insects, crustaceans, and mollusks (NMFS 1998). Therefore, it is possible that 
shortnose sturgeon of all ages could be present within suitable foraging habitat within the Action Area 
during much of the year. 

In all life-history phases, shortnose sturgeon in the Chesapeake Bay/Delaware River populations occur at 
least part of the year in freshwater reaches or the freshwater/saltwater interface of tidal rivers (Dadswell et 
al. 1984, Kynard 1997, NMFS 1998, Brundage & O'Herron 2009). However, data collected between 
1996 and 2012, as part of a sturgeon tagging program initiated by the Maryland Fishery Resources Office 
(MFRO) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), included adult shortnose sturgeon captures in the 
more saline lower Chesapeake Bay and mouth of the Potomac River. Within the Potomac River, two 
telemetry-tagged adult female shortnose sturgeon, tracked between 2005 and 2007, remained primarily 
within a freshwater/saltwater reach of the river for foraging and winter habitat (Kynard et al. 2009). 
Recently, few captures of shortnose sturgeon have occurred within the Potomac River. In a Potomac 
River shortnose sturgeon netting study initiated in 2004 by the NPS, USGS, and the USFWS, one adult 
female shortnose sturgeon was captured and fitted with a radio transmitter in 2005 just above Indian 
Head, MD, off of Craney Island (Kynard et al. 2006). On April 10, 2006, it was tracked to Chain Bridge 
below Little Falls, having passed through the Action Area (Breece 2006) . Other shortnose sturgeon were 
radio tagged and tracked during the project, but none were recorded within or near the Action Area. 
Therefore, even though suitable habitat exists within the Action Area for foraging, overwintering, and 
migration, evidence suggests that shortnose sturgeon would primarily be present during winter and early 
spnng. 

Atlantic Sturgeon 
The Chesapeake Bay DPS includes all anadromous Atlantic sturgeon that are spawned in the watersheds 
that drain into the Chesapeake Bay and into coastal waters from the Delaware - Maryland border on 
Fenwick Island to Cape Henry, VA; Susquehanna, Potomac, James, York, Rappahannock, and Nottoway 
Rivers (ASSRT 2007). However, adult and sub adult individuals from any of the five DPSs may be 
present within the action area. The most likely life stages of Atlantic sturgeon to be present within the 
project Action Area would be reproductive adults migrating through the area to reach suitable spawning 
habitat at Little Falls and possibly early juvenile fish migrating between spawning areas and the 
freshwater/saltwater interface in the lower Potomac River. However, subadult Atlantic sturgeon could 
possibly be present within the Action Area as well. 

Pre-spawning adults begin migrations in April in the Chesapeake Bay (Smith 1985, Smith & Clugston 
1997). Therefore , reproductive adults would most likely be moving through the Action Area within the 
deeper navigation channel in April and May. Following spawning, adults would move back downriver to 
overwintering areas. In winter, Atlantic sturgeon typically occur in deeper waters in the offshore marine 
environment (NMFS 2007). Numerous captures of adult wild Atlantic sturgeon have occurred within the 
Potomac River (Mangold 2007, Mangold personal communication). However, no captures of Atlantic 
Sturgeon have occurred upstream of Indian Head, which is more than 20 river miles downstream from the 
Long Bridge Study Area (USFWS 2013). Only seven hatchery-reared Atlantic sturgeon were caught 
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within the Potomac River, all downriver of Cobb Island except for one capture off Colonial Beach and 
one near the mouth of Mattawoman Creek (Mangold 2007) . Atlantic sturgeon are bottom feeders, 
consuming a wide variety of benthic prey. Prey items reported in the diet of Atlantic sturgeon include 
crustaceans, mollusks, amphipods, polychaete and oligochaete worms, insect larva, fish, and gastropods 
(NMFS 2007, Guilbard et al. 2007). Foraging habitat of juvenile and subadult Atlantic sturgeon is 
typically within the freshwater/saltwater interface of tidal rivers (NMFS 2007). So, while foraging habitat 
occurs within the Action Area, adults would only potentially be using it during migrations to and from 
potential spawning habitat upstream of the Action Area and early juvenile sturgeon moving out of the 
freshwater tidal reach into the upper Bay estuary. 

On August 17, 2017, NOAA Fisheries designated critical habitat for the five listed distinct population 
segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon found in U.S. waters (Gulf of Maine, New York Bight, and 
Chesapeake Bay DPSs: 81 FR 35701; Carolina and South Atlantic DPSs: 81 FR 36078). The action 
proposed for this project would occur in an area designated as critical habitat for the Atlantic sturgeon 
Chesapeake Bay DPS. 

The critical habitat rules identified four essential physical and biological features necessary for the 
conservation of the species. The term "physical or biological features" is defined as the features that 
support the life-history needs of the species, including, but not limited to, water characteristics, soil type, 
geological features, sites, prey, vegetation, symbiotic species or other features. The four essential physical 
and biological features are: 

1. Hard bottom substrate (e.g., rock, cobble, gravel, limestone, boulder, etc.) in low salinity 
waters (i.e., 0.0 to 0.5 parts per thousand range) for settlement of fertilized eggs, refuge, 
growth, and development of early life stages; 

2. Aquatic habitat with a gradual downstream salinity gradient of 0.5 to 30 parts per thousand 
and soft substrate (e.g., sand, mud) downstream of spawning sites for juvenile foraging and 
physiological development; 

3. Water of appropriate depth and absent physical barriers to passage (e.g., locks, dams, 
reservoirs, gear, etc.) between the river mouth and spawning sites necessary to support: (1) 
Unimpeded movement of adults to and from spawning sites; (2) seasonal and physiologically 
dependent movement of juvenile Atlantic sturgeon to appropriate salinity zones within the 
river estuary; and (3) staging, resting, or holding of subadults or spawning condition adults. 
Water depths in main river channels must also be deep enough (e.g., :::1.2 m) to ensure 
continuous flow in the main channel at all times when any sturgeon life stage would be in the 
river; and 

4 . Water, especially in the bottom meter of the water column, with the temperature, salinity, and 
oxygen values that, combined, support: (1) spawning; (2) annual and interannual adult, 
subadult, larval, and juvenile survival; and (3) larval, juvenile, and subadult growth, 
development, and recruitment (e.g., 13°C to 26°C for spawning habitat and no more than 
30°C for juvenile rearing habitat, and 6 mg/L dissolved oxygen for juvenile rearing habitat). 

Foraging habitat and water quality attributes appear suitable for some life stages of Atlantic sturgeon, and 
spawning habitat occurs upstream of the Action Area. However, as noted above, Atlantic sturgeon are 
unlikely to be present within the Action Area based on historic occurrences within the Potomac River. 
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Effects Detennination 

Habitat Modification 

Direct Effects - The proposed bridge replacement project would result in the permanent disturbance of 
bottom sediments for the installation of 22 new bridge piers within the Potomac River. Each finished 
bridge pier would be approximately 8 feet by 42 feet in size, resulting in a permanent displacement of 
bottom substrate of approximately 7,392 square feet. The potential bike-pedestrian bridge would also 
have 22 in-water piers that would be approximately 6 feet in diameter. This would add another 
approximately 622 square feet of permanent impact to suitable sturgeon foraging habitat. Much of this 
displaced bottom substrate is suitable foraging habitat for shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. Therefore, this 
would represent a worse case impact of approximately 8,014 square feet (0.18 acre) of suitable sturgeon 
foraging habitat. The Potomac River in this location is over 2,200 feet wide and the Action Area contains 
over 200 acres of suitable sturgeon foraging habitat. Therefore, the suitable foraging area permanently 
removed would be approximately 0.09 percent of the total Action Area, which is a relatively small area 
within the river, and plenty of foraging habitat would still be available to sturgeon. Therefore, the 
permanent impacts to sturgeon habitat would be localized, too small to be meaningfully measured or 
detected, and would be considered insignificant. 

The project would also involve the temporary installation of finger piers and a spud barge during 
construction. To install the shafts that would anchor each pier to the river bottom, the area surrounding 
the pier locations would be dewatered. The construction of each pier would involve installation of sheet 
piles to create enclosed cofferdams. Because bridge piers would be constructed in dry conditions, the 
installation of the cofferdams and subsequent removal of sediment within the cofferdam would result in 
mortality to benthic invertebrates, and potentially fish, as well as temporary habitat loss while dewatered. 
Temporary habitat loss resulting from the construction would total 31,358 square feet in the Potomac 
River. The dewatering would also result in a localized loss of prey for sturgeon. Following construction 
and removal of cofferdams and temporary piers, the bottom substrate would be expected to recover to 
pre-construction conditions. Therefore, the potential effects to sturgeon habitat would be localized, short 
term, and discountable. 

The Action Area mostly lacks vegetated wetlands, except for three tidal wetlands in the southern portion 
associated with Roaches Run Waterfowl Sanctuary. SAV beds are also present within the Action Area in 
Roaches Run and two SA V beds are present in the Potomac River. The SA V beds within the Potomac 
River total approximately 12 acres. There are no anticipated permanent or temporary impacts to wetlands 
from the construction. However, permanent and temporary impacts to SA V would occur from the 
construction of the new bridge. Permanent impacts to SA V totaling l , 750 square feet would occur from 
the placement of a new pier along the northern shoreline of the Potomac River. Additional temporary 
impacts to approximately 10,820 square feet of SA V would be required for installation of the finger piers 
along the northern shoreline of the river just upstream from Long Bridge. Following removal of the finger 
piers post construction, the substrate would be expected to once again become suitable for SA V 
colonization. The amount of permanent impact to SA V would be only 0.3 percent relative to the quantity 
of SA V within the Action Area and, therefore, would be insignificant. 

Although there would be permanent loss of some SA V and benthic habitat and organisms from the 
proposed bridge project, this area (0.2 acre) is small relative to the size of the Action Area within the 
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Potomac River (>200 acres). Any sturgeon opportunistically foraging in the Action Area would 
reasonably be able to move to other areas within the same reach of the Potomac River where benthic 
organisms have not been removed or shaded. Also, once constructed, the 22 new in-water piers to support 
the new rail line and 22 smaller piers to support the bike-pedestrian bridge would provide aquatic 
invertebrate attachment sites, generating new foraging habitat for sturgeon. Therefore, effects on the 
availability of prey resources would be localized, too small to be meaningfully measured or detected, and 
may even be beneficial. The effects are therefore , insignificant. 

Indirect Effects - Potential indirect effects to sturgeon habitat could occur from the displacement of 
sediments upstream or downstream from the immediate construction area. The disturbance of sediments 
for pile driving activities for bridge piers typically results in total suspended sediment concentrations of 
approximately 5.0 to 10.0 mg/Labove background levels within approximately 300 feet of the pile 
driving location (FHWA 2012). Therefore, only minor sediment releases would occur during pile driving. 
Additionally, turbidity curtains would be used around all pile driving activities to further reduce any 
potential sediment releases from the construction site. Permanent indirect impacts could occur to sturgeon 
foraging habitat from potential scour around the new bridge piers, though this would likely be very minor 
and localized. Therefore, the alteration of sturgeon foraging habitat would be localized and insignificant. 

In addition to minor permanent and temporary SA V impacts, the new bridge span would result in 
potential shading impacts to SA V totaling approximately 1,900 square feet. The shading from the 
additional two-track bridge spans may also reduce the potential spread of adjacent beds. Shading effects 
of the new bridge may reduce photosynthesis in the area, which forms the basis of benthic food chains. 
and may reduce the forage base in the shaded area. However. the relative area of effect is again small 
compared to the overall area of SA V and other foraging habitat in the Action Area. Therefore. the 
potential effects to sturgeon would be localized and insignificant. 

Suspended Sediment 

Pile driving and removal have the potential to re-suspend bottom sediments in the vicinity of the 
construction activity. Resuspension of sediments can have a range of impacts to fish depending on the 
species and life stages. Lethal levels of total suspended solids (TSS) vary widely among species; one 
study, which included a representative of tolerant and sensitive species (white perch (Morone americana). 
spot (Leiostomus xanthurus), silversides (Atherinidae). bay anchovies (Anchoa mitchil/i) and menhaden 
(Brevoortia spp.)) found that the tolerance of adult fish for suspended solids ranged from 580 mg/L to 
24,500 mg/L (Sherk et al. 1975; NOAA Fisheries 2003). Common impacts to fishes can be classified as 
biological/physiological or behavioral. Among the biological/physiological impacts are: abrasion of gill 
membranes resulting in a reduction in the ability to absorb oxygen, decrease in dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in the surrounding waters and effects on growth rate. Behavioral responses by fishes to 
increased suspended sediment concentrations include impairment of feeding. impaired ability to locate 
predators and reduced breeding activity. Increased TSS can inhibit migratory movements as well. Fish, 
however. are mobile and generally avoid unsuitable conditions in the environment. such as large increases 
in suspended sediment and noise (Clarke and Wilber 2000). The effects of habitat avoidance are not 
expected to have widespread consequences for the ecology of the fish community based on their ability to 
move from the impacted area. 



ESA Concurrence for At l ant i c and Shortnose Sturgeon Long Bridge Pro j ect I 8 

Burton (1993) indicated that concentrations of suspended solids can reach thousands of milligrams per 
liter before an acute reaction is observed. Lethal effects were demonstrated between concentrations of 580 
mg/L for sensitive species and 700,000 mg/L for more tolerant species. Lethal effects were not observed 
until suspended sediment concentrations exceeded 750 mg/L, at which point 100 percent mortality was 
observed for bluefish, Atlantic menhaden and white perch. More tolerant species exhibited 50 percent 
mortality at concentrations above 2,500 mg/L, including silversides (2,500 mg/L), spot (20,340 mg/L), 
cunner (28,000 mg/L) and mummichog (39,000 mg/L). 

While there are no studies on the effects of resuspended sediments on either the shortnose or Atlantic 
sturgeon, they are routinely encountered in turbid waters (Dadswell et al. 1984) and as such are thought to 
be highly tolerant of suspended sediment at the levels that are generated by marine construction activities 
(NOAA Fisheries 201 la). In fact, sturgeon feed on invertebrates that occur both on and within the bottom 
substrate, and have evolved to tolerate high concentrations of suspended sediment. 

The act of feeding by sturgeon itself may lead to substantial resuspension of sediments. In a study of 
Atlantic sturgeon feeding patterns in the Bay of Fundy, sturgeon feeding activity has been linked to 
significant quantities of clay and silt becoming redistributed (Pearson et al. 2007) . Within the area 
studied, these researchers estimated as much as 1,220 m3 of sediment was resuspended during the six 
weeks during which peak sturgeon feeding activity occurred. NOAA Fisheries has also concluded that the 
effect of suspended sediment concentrations in the range of 10 mg/L to 350 mg/L from dredging, pile 
driving and other construction activities for a marina project in the Haverstraw Bay region would be 
insignificant to shortnose sturgeon (NOAA Fisheries 201 l b). Citing the literature, concentrations ofTSS 
that are expected to show adverse impacts to fish would be 580 mg/L for the most sensitive species, with 
1,000 mg/L being more typical. 

Currently, there are little data on the effect of turbidity and suspended sediments on the sturgeon. 
Sedimentation from construction activities is most likely to affect sturgeon by increasing turbidity in the 
action area and inhibiting normal behaviors such as migration, resting, and foraging. Dissolved oxygen 
(DO) may be reduced in areas where increased turbidity occurs. Because mobile juveniles, sub adults and 
adults will be in the action area, temporary effects to DO will not create adverse effects because the fish 
can move out of zones where increased turbidity is temporarily lowering DO. 

To reduce turbidity from potential sediment releases during construction of the new bridge piers, work 
would be conducted behind cofferdams. This would allow pile driving of the pier supports in the dry 
avoiding releases of sediment that can occur if pile driving were to occur in-water. Installation of the 
sheet piles for the cofferdam can create minor sediment releases, but these will be installed using a 
vibratory hammer, which mioimiz,., the disturbance to the bottom sediments. Likewise, the 22 six-foot 
diameter steel shafts that will support the bike-pedestrian bridge will be installed in the wet using a 
vibratory hammer. This will also result in minor sediment releases into the river. The total suspended 
sediment levels expected for pile driving (5.0 to 10.0 mg/L) are below those shown to have adverse effect 
on fish (580.0 mg/L for the most sensitive species, with 1,000.0 mg/L more typical; see summary of 
scientific literature in Burton 1993) and benthic communities (390.0 mg/L (EPA 1986)). Therefore, we 
expect any sturgeon encountering an area of increased turbidity to either swim through it or around it , as 
the area is sufficiently wide, without experiencing adverse effects. Also, as noted above, turbidity curtains 
would be used during this installation to contain any sediment releases. The expected sediment releases 
from these activities, therefore, are anticipated to be low, localized, and would occur over a short time 
frame necessary to construct the cofferdams and install the temporary piers. Consequently, the effects on 
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sturgeon of suspended sediment from the Long Bridge and bike-pedestrian bridge construction would be 
extremely unlikely and, therefore, discountable. 

Noise 

Pile driving can impact fish as a result of pressure waves and sound waves. Pressure waves can kill or 
seriously injure fish by rupturing their swim bladders. The acoustic effects of pile driving can affect the 
hearing, swim bladders, and tissue of fish. In addition, pressure and sound waves can cause behavioral 
effects through displacement of individuals and avoidance from the vicinity of pile driving activities. 

The bridge will be composed of 22 approach spans, with substructures comprised of reinforced concrete 
piers in the river and abutments on shore at the north and south ends of the bridge. To reduce turbidity 
from potential sediment releases during construction of the new bridge piers, the contractor would 
perform work behind cofferdams. Installation of the sheet piles for the cofferdam is typically installed 
using a vibratory hammer, which has lower sound levels than an impact hammer. The cofferdams would 
allow pile driving of the pier supports in the dry, mioimiziog the noise impacts caused driving those piles. 
Construction of the 22 6-foot-diameter steel shafts for the bike-pedestrian bridge piers would be done in 
the wet. Construction would also involve installing temporary finger piers and a spud barge in the wet. 
The spud barge would utilize two, 36-inch diameter spuds that would be dropped from a crane to 
penetrate the bottom and would not necessitate the use of a hammer. The finger piers would be built with 
three piles per support. The south side of the Action Area would extend approximately 100 feet out and 
require 18 24-inch diameter steel piles and the north side would extend approximately 300 feet out, 
requiring 60 24-inch-diameter steel piles. These piles would likely be installed using an impact hammer. 
The depth of pile driving will be dependent upon the depth of the water and the depth to pile refusal. The 
duration of driving of each pile would also vary with these variables. To mitigate the noise effects of pile 
driving, the project would start pile driving with several light taps to allow mobile fish to move away 
from the area. This soft start technique would involve a low-energy start-up (e.g., hammer operated at 
50% capacity) over a period of 15 to 40 minutes to allow fish to leave the area. The use of cushion blocks 
would also be explored to further reduce noise and pressure wave effects. 

Project-specific pile driving information, estimated sound levels, and distances to sturgeon injury and 
behavioral effects are presented in Tables 1 and 2. This information was obtained from the NMFS 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO) acoustics tool for proposed 24-inch steel sheets for 
the cofferdam construction and 24-inch steel piles for the temporary finger piers. For the bike-pedestrian 
bridge piers, two representative cast in steel shell sizes were used, as the GARFO acoustic tool did not 
show a 72-inch pipe example. The examples used are for a slightly smaller and larger steel pipe for 
companson. 

Exposure to underwater noise levels of206 dBPeak and 150 dBsSEL can result in injury to sturgeon. 
These noise levels refer to the maximum instantaneous sound pressure in water and the single strike 
sound exposure level expressed in decibels. These injurious pressure levels are not expected to harm 
sturgeon during installation of the cofferdams for the main railroad bridge piers because the sheets will be 
installed using a vibratory hammer. Injurious pressure levels are also not expected during installation of 
the bike-pedestrian bridge piers or the temporary finger pier piles because of the initial use of the soft start 
pile driving technique, described above, that should warn sturgeon to move away from this zone before 
the higher levels are reached during full impact pile driving. Also, if during the drilling of test piles, it is 
determined that sound or pressure waves greatly exceed acceptable levels, cushion blocks would be used 
to further reduce potential fish impacts. 
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T able 1. Proxv-based estimates for underwater n oise. 

E stimated Peak E stimated 
E stimated Single 

T ype o f Pile H ammer N oise Level P ressure Leve l Shike Sou n d 
Type Exposw ·e Level 

(dBp,.k) (dB1ms) 
(dBsSEL) 

24" AZ. Steel Vibratory 182 165 165 Sheet 
24" Steel Pipe Impact 203 189 178 
60" CISS Steel Cushioned 199 184 174 

Pioe Tmnact 
96" CISS Steel Cushioned 209 194 184 Pioe Tmnact 

T able 2. E stimated distances to s tu re:eon iniur v and behavio ral th r esho lds. 

Distance (ft) to Distance (ft) to 

H ammer Distance (ft) to sSE L of 150 dB Behavioral 
T ype o f Pile 

Type 
206dBP .. k (surrogate for Disturbance 
(injur y) 187 dBcSE L Thr esho ld (150 

inj ury) d BiuJS) 

24" AZ. Steel Vibratory NA 40.0 40.0 Sheet 
24" Steel Pipe Impact NA 103.3 140.0 
60" CISS Steel Cushioned NA 58.0 78.0 Pioe Tmnact 
96" CISS Steel Cushioned 16.0 78.0 98.0 Pioe Imoact 

In addition to the sound exposure criteria related to the energy received from a single pile strike, the 
potential for injury exists for multiple exposures to noise over a period of time. This cumulative sound 
exposure is accounted for by the cSEL threshold. It represents the cumulative sound energy over a 
specific time, such as the length of time to install a pile. When it is not possible to accurately calculate the 
distance to the 187 dBcSEL, the distance to the 150 dB.sa. is calculated. This 150 dB.sa. is the threshold at 
which sturgeon would suffer injury from a single strike sound wave exposure. Thus, to avoid injury to 
sturgeon, the maximum distance must be calculated to where the sound energy is attenuated to l SO 
dB.sa.. For this project, the distance to the l SO dB.sm. isopleth ranges from 230 to 339 feet (depending on 
the pile type). Therefore, to be exposed to potentially injurious levels of noise during installation of the 
piles, a sturgeon would need to be within 230 to 339 feet of the pile being driven to be exposed to this 
noise for any prolonged time period . This is extremely unlikely to occur as sturgeon would be expected to 
modify their behavior and move away from the area upon exposure to underwater noise levels of l SO 
dB= (the sound pressure threshold for causing behavioral effects to sturgeon). Given that sturgeon 
would be exposed to levels of noise that cause behavioral modification (at 295 to 459 ft, depending on the 
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pile) before being exposed to injurious levels of noise (at 230 to 339 ft), sturgeon would be expected to 
move away from the sound source and never be exposed to potentially injurious levels of underwater 
noise. If any sturgeon are within 339 feet of the pile at the time pile driving commences, injury to 
sturgeon is still not expected to occur. This is because the cSEL injury threshold is cumulative (requiring 
prolonged exposure to the noise at that level). Sturgeon would be expected to leave the area in a matter of 
seconds once pile driving commences. The initiation of daily pile driving with a soft start technique 
referenced above should also give any sturgeon in the area time to move out of the range of any injurious 
sound waves. Therefore, no injury to sturgeon is anticipated. 

As noted above, behavioral effects, such as avoidance or disruption of foraging activities, may occur to 
sturgeon exposed to noise above 150 dBRMS. Noise levels are expected to be below 150 dsRMS at distances 
beyond approximately 295 to 459 feet from the pile being installed (depending on the pile type). Should 
sturgeon move into the Action Area where the 150 dBRMS isopleth extends, as described above, it is likely 
that sturgeon would modify their behavior to immediately move away from the ensonified area and out of 
the project Action Area. If any movements away from the ensonified area do occur, it is extremely 
unlikely that these movements would affect essential sturgeon behaviors (e.g., spawning, foraging, 
resting, and migration), as the area is not a spawning or overwintering area, and the Potomac River is 
sufficiently large to allow sturgeon to avoid the ensonified area while continuing to forage and migrate. 
Given that sturgeon would only need to move short distances to avoid disturbing levels of noise, any 
effects cannot be meaningfully measured or detected. Therefore, effects are localized and insignificant .. 

Increased Vessel Traffic 

During project construction, a small incremental increase in vessel traffic in the Potomac River would 
occur (i.e., barges, support vessels, etc.). The approximate size and type of vessel (i.e., deep draft, cargo, 
barge etc.), travel routes, and number of trips is currently unknown. Sturgeon may be injured or killed as a 
result of being struck by boat hulls or by propellers. The factors relevant to determining the risk to these 
species from vessel strikes vary, but may be related to the size and speed of the vessels, navigational 
clearance (i.e ., depth of water and draft of the vessel) in the area where the vessel is operating, and the 
behavior of individuals in the area (e.g ., foraging, migrating, overwintering, etc.). There is a posted speed 
limit within the Potomac River upstream of the Arlington Memorial Bridge of 6 statute miles per hour. 
This lies upstream of the project Action Area; however, only recreation and a few commercial boats are 
able to navigate beneath the 18-foot vertical clearance of the existing Long Bridge. Therefore, the 
majority of vessel traffic within the Action Area is expected to be slow moving. minimizing potential 
collisions with sturgeon. 

We have considered the likelihood that a temporary increase in vessel traffic associated with the in-water 
construction activities would increase the risk of interactions between listed species and vessels in the 
Action Area, in addition to the baseline conditions. The use of a barge and tugs would create a small, 
localized, temporary increase in related vessel traffic. Upon completion of the proposed action, the barge 
and tug traffic would be replaced by recreational vessel traffic. Given the existing volume of recreational 
vessel traffic in the immediate area and the total number of vessels operating in the Potomac River, the 
anticipated increase in traffic associated with this project is too small to be meaningfully measured or 
detected. Based on this information, we believe the effects of vessel traffic on sturgeon resulting from the 
in-water construction and disposal activities are localized and insignificant. 
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Effects to Proposed Critical Habitat 

New bridge piers and bridge abutments would permanently disturb bottom substrate, thus reducing 
available foraging habitat for adult shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon and disturbing Critical Habitat for 
Atlantic sturgeon. As noted under Habitat Modification above, 7,392 square feet of bottom substrate 
would be permanently disturbed by the 22 in-water piers proposed for the new railroad bridge, and 622 
square feet would be permanently disturbed by installation of 22 piers for the bike-pedestrian bridge. This 
would represent 8,014 square feet (0.18 acre) of Atlantic sturgeon Critical Habitat impact as well. This 
area of permanently removed Critical Habitat foraging area is relatively small in the overall extent of the 
undisturbed adjacent area of the river (over 200 acres within the Action Area), and sufficient foraging 
habitat would still be available to sturgeon. Therefore , the permanent impacts to sturgeon and Atlantic 
sturgeon Critical Habitat would be considered localized and insignificant .. 

The Potomac River critical habitat unit contains all four of the listed physical features (referred to as 
physical or biological features (PBF); however, the action area only contains three PBFs: PBF 2, 3, and 4, 
as PBF l is not present because the salinity level present in the action area exceeds that identified in PBF 
l (0-0.5 ppt). 

Once critical habitat is designated, section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires that a federal action not destroy or 
adversely modify the critical habitat. We have analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed action on 
this designated critical habitat, inclusive of the three PBFs present in the Potomac River action area that 
have been deemed essential to the conservation of the species and which may require special management 
considerations or protections. For each PBF, we identify those activities that may affect the PBF. For each 
feature that may be affected by the action, we then determine whether any effects to the feature are 
adverse, insignificant, discountable, or entirely beneficial. In making this determination, we consider the 
action's potential to affect how each PBF supports Atlantic sturgeon's conservation needs in the action 
area. Part of this analysis is consideration of whether the action will have effects on the ability of Atlantic 
sturgeon to access the feature, temporarily or permanently, and consideration of the effect of the action on 
the action area's ability to develop the feature over time. We have determined that the effects to these 
PBFs from the proposed action will be insignificant or discountable for the following reasons. 

• PBF 1-
The Potomac River portion of the action area is characterized by soft sediments in mesohaline 
waters; therefore, spawning habitat, with hard bottom habitat and salinities between O and 0.5 ppt 
is not present. Based on this information, there will be no adverse effects to PBF l . 

• PBF2 -
The project has the potential to impact soft bottom substrates within transitional salinity zones 
between the river mouth and spawning sites suitable for juvenile foraging and physiological 
development; however, these impacts are limited to a maximum area of approximately 0.72 acre 
from the temporary finger pier and another 0.18 acre of permanent impact from the bridge footprint 
and the bike-pedestrian bridge (piles and shaded area), which represents approximately 0.45 
percent of the action area. This is a very small portion of the action area, with only 0.09 percent 
(overall 0.18-acre bridge and bike-pedestrian bridge footprint including piles and shaded area) 
being affected permanently. The temporarily affected portion of the action area would be able to 
recover over time and would still be able to support juvenile foraging and physiological 



ESA Concurrence for At l antic and Shortnose Sturgeon Long Br i dge Project I 13 

development of Atlantic sturgeon after the construction of the bridge. Additionally, due to the 
expanse of the feature within the action area and the tidal nature of the waterbody, the project does 
not have the potential to impact salinity gradients. Based on the fact that this area is not known to 
support aggregating sturgeon, and sturgeon are likely to migrate through and opportunistically 
forage, the effects of a 0. 09 percent permanent loss and 0 .3 6 percent temporary impact to ubiquitous 
soft-sediment habitat on juvenile foraging or physiological development will be so small that they 
cannot be meaningfully measured, evaluated, or detected. Therefore, any effects on the value of 
PBF 2 in the action area to the conservation of the species are insignificant. 

• PBF3 -
The action area will maintain water of appropriate depth and no permanent physical barriers to 
passage will result from construction activities, nor will any temporary impediments to passage 
occur (i.e., turbidity, sound, vessel traffic) between the river mouth and spawning sites. 
Additionally, no shifts in salinity that may represent an impediment to passage, as a result of the 
project will occur. The action area is located within a tidal portion of the Potomac River with 
mesohaline waters, thus tidal flux plays a large role in the variability in the system. The 
construction of a new bridge adjacent to the existing bridge will not permanently alter salinity 
patterns in the action area. 

The Potomac River at the bridge location is less than 0.5 mile in width with the greatest depths 
reaching up to 23 feet. The bridge itself is a pile supported structure allowing free passage of fish 
of all applicable life stages through the action area. The installation of a temporary finger pier could 
occupy approximately 0.36 percent of the river at the bridge site; however, this would not 
substantially alter velocities in the remaining width of the river and would allow free passage of 
fish throughout the remaining open portions of the river. Performance standards for the contract 
will include water clarity criteria and will ensure that underwater noise generated by construction 
activities will not prevent movements of the Atlantic sturgeon. Additionally, turbidity related to the 
project is under levels shown to elicit a response in sturgeon, and all vessel traffic will be temporary 
and does not represent an impediment to passage. Therefore, it is extremely unlikely that the effects 
of the action will impede the movement of adults to and from spawning sites or interfere with the 
seasonal and physiologically dependent movement of juvenile Atlantic sturgeon to appropriate 
salinity zones within the river estuary or impede the staging, resting, or holding of subadults or 
spawning condition adults in the present or future. Therefore, the effects to the value of PBF 3 to 
the conservation of the species are discountable. 

• PBF4 -
The project does not have the potential to cause permanent impacts to temperature and dissolved 
oxygen levels within the action area between the river mouth and potential spawning sites. The 
action also does not have the potential to impact temperature, salinity and dissolved oxygen levels 
that would affect annual and inter-annual adult, subadult, larval, and juvenile survival; and larval, 
juvenile, and subadult growth, development, and recruitment. No permanent impacts to salinity, 
dissolved oxygen, or temperature are anticipated to result from any aspect of the construction of 
the bridge, or vessel traffic related to the project. Because in-water activities will only have minor 
effects on overall depth within the action area, the action will not alter temperature regimes as a 
result of depth changes. Vessel traffic effects are extremely unlikely. 
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For 00, the only pathway for the proposed dredging 10 impact levels is through increased 
suspended sediments and turbidity. Sediments suspended during pile driving may have minor, 
temporary, localized effects on DO levels, but we expect sediment to settle out of the water 
column wid1in several hours before effects would impact the value of the feature for any 
life stage of Atlantic sturgeon. Because the effects of the action to ,valer quality are sporadic and 
intennittenl, the action will not affect the ability ofthe feature to develop over time. To 
summarize, we expect the effects of the action on the value of PBF 4 to the c-onservation oftlte 
species 10 be too s mall to be meaningfully measured or detected, and are therefore, insignificant. 

Based on the analysis of anticipated effects resu lting from the proposed action in conjunction with the 
proposed avoidance and minim ization measures to be employed, it is concluded that the action May 
Affect - Nol Likely to Adversely Affect - the designated critical habitat for the Atlantic sturgeon 
(Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) within the action area. Numerous best management practices and 
avoidance and minimization measures, as discussed previously, will be implemented based on the best 
available information in order 10 avoid and minimize effects of the project on the species and its critical 
habitat. Based on 1he best avai lable scientific information. it is anticipated that the proposed action wou ld 
result in discountable and insign ificant effects to the Atlantic s turgeon critical habitat and thal no 
destruction or adverse modification to its critical habitat will occur. 

Conclus ions 

Based on the analysis, we have determined that the construction of the Long Bridge Project may affucl, 
but is not likely to adversely affect sbortnose and Atlant ic sturgeon aod Atlantic sturgeon Critical Habitat. 
Additional impact m.inimization techniques will be investigated as the project moves into more detailed 
design phases, further reducing potential effects on shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon 
Critical Habitat within the Action Area. We certify that we have used the best scientific and commercial 
data available to complete Ibis analysis. We request your concurrence wfth this detennination. 

Marlys Osterhues 
Chief, Environment and Project Engineering Division 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 

Attachments: 
Attachment I - Vicinity Map 
Attachment 2: Project Review Email 
Attachment 3: Structures Study Report 
Attachment 4: Conceptual Engineering Plans 
Attachment 5: RTE Species Action Area 
Attachment 6: Potomac River Depths and Navigation Channel 

cc: Anna Chamberlain, DDOT 
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Attachment 2: Project Review Email 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi Sean 

Brian O Hopper - NOAA Federal 
Sean Sipple 
W illiam Barnhill - NOAA Federal 
ESA technical assistance - long Bridge Project 
Wednesday, December 27, 2017 11:33:23AM 

Your email and attached letter dated December 4, 2017, regarding the improvements to the 
Long Bridge over the Potomac River, requested information about threatened or endangered 
species within the project study area. 

Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon are present in the Potomac River. The New York Bight, 
Chesapeake Bay, South Atlantic, and Carolina DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon are endangered; the 
Gulf of Maine DPS is threatened. Individuals originating from any of these DPSs could occur 
in the project area. Shortnose sturgeon are endangered throughout their range. In addition, the 
Potomac River has been designated as critical habitat for the Chesapeake Bay DPS of Atlantic 
sturgeon. 

As project plans develop, we recommend you consider the following project best management 
practices and avoidance / minimization measures for all of the proposed project's activities that 
might affect sturgeon. 

• For activities that increase levels of suspended sediment, consider the use of silt management 
and / or soil erosion best practices (i.e., silt curtains and / or cofferdams). 

• For any impacts to habitat or conditions that temporarily render affected water bodies 
unsuitable for the above-mentioned species, consider the use of timing restrictions for in-water 
work. 

• For pile driving or other activities that may affect underwater noise levels, consider the use 
of cushion blocks and other noise attenuating tools to avoid reaching noise levels that will 
cause injury or behavioral disturbance to sturgeon. 

Ore:anism Iniurv" Behavioral Modification 
206 dB re I µPapeak.and 187 

Sturizeon dBcSEL 150 dB re lµPaRMs 

IfDDOT determines that there will be no exposure to listed species or critical habitat from any 
project activities, and there are no effects to listed species or critical habitat then consultation 
will not be necessary. For additional guidance on the section 7 consultation process, technical 
resources and species information, please visit our website -
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/section7/. 

DDOT will be responsible for determining whether the proposed action may affect listed 
species or designated critical habitat. If it is determined that the proposed action may affect a 
listed species or critical habitat, you should submit your determination of effects, along with 
justification and a request for concurrence to the attention of the Section 7 Coordinator, 
NMFS, Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office, Protected Resources Division, 55 Great 



Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930. After reviewing this information, we would then be 
able to conduct a consultation under section 7 of the ESA. 

Please contact me (410-573-4592 or brian d hopper@noaa gov), should you have any 
questions regarding these comments. NMFS' Habitat Conservation Division (HCD) is 
responsible for overseeing issues related to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) designated under the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and other NOAA trust 
resources under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. If you have any questions regarding 
EFH, please contact Kristy Beard (410-573-4542; Kristy Beard@noaa gov). 

Regards, 
-Brian 

Brian D. Hopper 
Protected Resources Division 
NOAA Fisheries 
Greater AUantic Regional Flstleries Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4592 
eaao P Hopper@ooaa gov 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

111 LONG 
BRIDGE 

PROJECT 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), jointly with the District Department of Transportation 
(DDOT), is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance w it h the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Long Bridge Project (Project ). The Project consists of achieving 
four-track capacity over the Potomac River and related ra ilroad infrast ructure improvement s located 
between the RO Interlocking near Long Bridge Park in Arlington, Virginia, and t he L'Enfant (LE) 
Interlocking near 10th Street SW in the District of Columbia (collectively, the Long Bridge Cor ridor). 

As part of t he Project, a new two-track railroad bridge is proposed across the Pot omac River, upstream 
from t he existing Long Bridge. The existing two-track bridge is owned, operat ed, and maintained by CSX 
Transportation (CSXT). The existing bridge w ill eit her remain in use or be replaced on approximately its 
exist ing alignment to provide four-track capacity between t he two bridges. The bridges w ill continue to 
serve CSXT f reight t rains, as well as commut er and int ercity passenger service for Virginia Railway 
Express (VRE) and Amtrak. Norfolk Southern (NS) has operationa l rights on t he Long Bridge Corridor but 
cu rrently does not operat e freight traffic at this locat ion. 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate conceptual des ign options and provide justification for the 
proposed new railroad bridge type in support of t he EIS. Selection of the recommended bridge type 
considers factors such as vertical and horizontal clearances; structure geometry; bridge component 
fabricat ion, erect ion, and delivery; constructabil ity; redundancy; accessibility for future maintenance 
and inspection; and aesthetics. This report does not serve as a Type, Size & Location (TS&L) Report, but 
is int ended to narrow the number of bridge type opt ions for the evaluation of impacts in t he EIS and will 
be used as a foundation for developing a TS&L Report in future project phases. 

This report provides background information on t he exist ing bridge configuration, as well as evaluation 
of the proposed bridge location and configuration for t he proposed structure types. The scope of this 
report is only intended for t he bridge crossing the Potomac River and does not evaluat e t he other bridge 
structures affected by t he overall Project. This report is developed based upon the crit eria set forth by 
the long Bridge Project Basis of Design: Technical Criteria for Concept and Preliminary Engineering. 

Two primary structure types are evaluated as part of this study. These include a steel deck girder bridge 
and a st eel t hrough girder bridge. Each of these structure types offer various advantages and 
disadvantages for the proposed span ar rangements, and evaluation of each st ruct ure type is provided. 

Long Bridge Project Draft EIS 
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-- 1 March 2019 



2.0 Background and Existing Conditions 

2.1. Bridge History1 

111 LONG 
BRIDGE 

PROJECT 

The existing Long Bridge was initially const ruct ed in 1903 by t he Ba ltimore and Pot omac Railroad (which 
was controlled by the Pennsylvan ia Rail road) and opened in 1904. The bridge ownership changed 
several t imes before CSXT acquired ownership in 1999. The bridge comprised eleven through truss 
approach spans and a double-span through truss swing span over t he channel2• Of the eleven approach 
spans, t en of them were originally in service at the Pennsylvan ia Rail road's Lower Trent on Bridge across 
the Delaware River in Trenton, New Jersey. These truss spans were dismant led in New Jersey, moved t o 
the Long Bridge site, and reconstructed on the new bridge piers. It is likely that the Long Bridge span 
arrangements were d ictat ed by the spans that were available at t he time for reuse. Only the swing-span 
and t he northernmost' span were constructed new for the Long Bridge in 1903. 

In approximat ely 1942, t he t hrough truss approach spans were replaced with through girder spans. For 
the modified span arrangement, new piers were built typically halfway between each of the origina l 
piers, and t he span lengths were cut in half . Th is allowed t he bridge to ca rry heavier loads t han t he 
original bridge, as demanded by war efforts during World War II. The new piers were built w ider than 
the original ones to support cat enary structu res for railroad electrification. The elect rificat ion has since 
been deactivated and the steel catenary structures have been removed. The movable span has not 
opened since 1969, and it is cu rrently unable to open due to the remova l of t he operator house in the 
1970s4

• 

2.2. Existing Bridge Configuration 
The existing bridge ca rries two tracks across the Potomac River, serving CSXT freight trains, as well as 
passenger tra ins for VRE and Amtrak. The bridge is composed of twenty-two approach spans with a 
double-span swing span over the channel. The t otal lengt h of the bridge is 2,529 feet between 
abutments. 

1 More detailed history of t he bridge is available t hrough various sources and has been described in previous 
documents associat ed with t he Long Bridge Project. For this report, only relevant historical information is 
described. 
2 "Channel spans" refer to t he two spans that make up the existing swing span, which crosses the navigation 
channel. "Approach spans" refer to all spans between the south abutment and the swing span and between the 
north abutment and t he swing span. Similar span descript ions are applicable to the proposed structure in this 
report. 
3 The existing railroad l ine is referenced as a north-south alignment wit h RO Interlocking at the southern end of the 
Project and L'Enfant Int erlocking at the northern end. References throughout t his st udy are made to north, south, 
east, and west in accordance with this t rack alignment, not cardinal directions. 
4 "Tit le 33 - Navigation and Navigable Waters: Part 203 - Bridge Regulations: Potomac River at Washington, D.C." 
27 Federal Regist er 7411 (July 28, 1962). 
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Figure 2-1 I Typical Approach Spans 

Figure 2-2 I Swing Span over Channel 
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The bridge configuration is the same as it has been since the span modifications were made in 1942. The 
exist ing bridge span lengths are as follows: 

Table 2-1 I Existing Bridge Span Lengths' 

Spans 1 -4 Spans 5-8 

85'-1 ½" 108'-1 ½. 

Spans 9-10 
(Channels) 

140'-3" 

Spans 11-18 Spans 19-22 Span 23 Span 24 

108' -1 ½. 101' .9• 92'-0" 111'-6" 

At the sout h end of t he bridge, t he Mount Vernon Trail passes beneath Span 1. The south abutment and 
first pier are located on land in this area. At the north end of t he bridge, Ohio Drive SW and the Rock 
Creek Park Trail pass beneat h Span 24. Here, only the north abutment is locat ed on land. Both t he north 
and sout h abut ments, as well as each of t he existing land piers are located wit hin t he 100-year flood 
zone•. All the remaining twenty-two piers are located in t he Pot omac River. 

Figure 2-3 I South End over Mount Vernon Trail 

5 For this study, the existing spans are numbered in the direction of increasing track stationing, from south to 
north. 
• National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 0081C (Map Numbers 51013C0081C for 
south end of bridge and 1100010018C for north end of bridge). 
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Figure 2-4 I North End over Ohio Drive SW and Rock Creek Park Trail 
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The original piers from 1903 are composed of stone masonry and filled with mass concrete. The piers 
are t opped wit h a granite coping. The typical piers are supported on unreinforced concrete pile caps 
wit h timber piles, and the pivot pier is supported on a solid concrete pneumatic caisson founded on 
rock. Additiona lly, t he swing span end piers are supported on spread footings. The piers built in 1942 
were constructed with stone masonry backed with reinforced concrete and supported on steel piles. As 
discussed above, the piers built in 1942 are w ider t han t hose built in 1903 t o carry catenary struct ures. 
The result is a staggered pier configuration of alt ernating widt hs. 
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Figure 2-5 I Original 1903 Piers Staggered wit h Newer 1942 Piers 
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The existing abut ments were const ructed in 1903 and are composed of granite masonry blocks wit h 
rubble backing material. They car ry the loads from t he bridge superst ruct ure, in addition t o t he lat eral 
pressure from the soil and tracks directly beh ind t hem. The stacked masonry abut ment stems and 
wingwalls are supported on timber piles. 

There are twenty-two approach spans in t otal, eight to t he sout h of t he swing spans and fourteen to the 
north of the swing spans. All of t he approach spans are open-deck (no solid deck or ballast beneath t he 
tracks) through girder structures, wit h two t racks supported on stringers and floorbeams between the 
two t hrough girders. In addition, a two-span t hrough t russ is supported on a pivot pier over t he main 
navigation channel and originally served as a swing span to open the bridge for marine traffic in t he 
navigation channel. The swing span structure is open-deck as well. 

Since the two-span t hrough truss pivots at t he center, there are two separate channel spans separated 
by the pivot pier. Each of the channels provide a nominal clearance of 100 feet between the fender 
systems for marine traffic on the river. The north channel span (Span 10) is in line wit h the adjacent 
upstream bridges and serves as t he navigation channel. The sout h channel span is of equal length as the 
north channel span, but it does not serve as an official navigation channel. 
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Figure 2-6 I Navigation Ch annel Span Ar rangement of Long Bridge and Upst ream Bridges' 
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The swing span has not opened since 1969 and t he Long Bridge is now considered a fixed bridge, w it h no 
abil ity to open for vessels taller than the maximum navigation clea rance. This cond ition is similar at the 
nearest upstream bridges, including the Washington Metropo lit an Area Transit Authority (WMATA) 
Yellow Line Bridge and t he 14th Street/1-395 Highway Bridge. 

The nearest struct ure, the WMATA Yellow Line Bridge (opened in 1983), is located approximat ely 175 
feet west of t he exist ing Long Bridge, measured between outside faces of the bridge superstruct ures. 
The narrowest distance between t he two bridges is locat ed at t he navigation channel, measuring 
approximately 115 feet between the tendering syst ems. 

At the sout h termination of t he bridge, t he track is car ried on a short length of embankment before 
reaching a two-span, 122-foot deck girder bridge over t he George Washington Memorial Parkway. The 
length of track ca rried on embankment between the Long Bridge and t he George Washington Memorial 
Parkway bridge is approximat ely 160 feet . 

7 The Sanborn Map Company, Inc. Accessed from https:ljobligue.sanborn.com/dcocto newOll=38.8744181-

77.040253. Accessed May 2, 2018. 
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Figure 2-7 I Track Embankment beyond Sout h Abutment 
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3.0 Proposed Long Bridge Configurations 

3.1. Bridge Arrangements 
The proposed track configurations include four total tracks across the Potomac River . For t he proposed 
configurations, two Action Alt ernatives have been deemed feasible t hrough the Level 1 and Level 2 
Concept Screenings (refer t o the Alt ernatives Development Report): 

1. Action Alt ernative A: Construct a new two-track bridge upstream and maintain the existing 
two-track bridge. 

2. Action Alt ernative B: Construct a new two-track bridge upstream and replace t he existing 
structure with a new two-track downst ream bridge (on same alignment as existing). 

For both alternat ives, the new bridges would be essentially identical to each ot her in type and size. Also, 
for each alternat ive, a new bridge is proposed upstream from the existing Long Bridge. Therefore, for 
the purpose of this study, only a single new two-track upst ream st ruct ure is evaluat ed8• The upstream 
configuration w ill run parallel to t he existing Long Bridge and the existing WMATA Yellow Line bridge, 
between the two exist ing structures. Over t he navigation channels, a fixed span is proposed for the new 
bridge, with no ability t o move or open for marine t raffic. This fixed span condition would be similar to 
the adjacent upstream bridges. 

The lateral offset of the proposed upstream bridge from t he exist ing bridge will be developed during 
Conceptual Engineering. The offset will be driven by horizont al track alignments as well as necessary 
clearances from t he exist ing Long Bridge structure and foundat ions. Sufficient lat eral clearances 
between the proposed bridge and the adjacent WMATA bridge will be provided t o avoid direct conflict 
wit h the proposed and existing bridge foundations and avoid damages due to vibrations resulting from 
the const ruct ion act ivit ies. The proposed bridge design will comply with t he WMATA Adjacent 
Construction Project Manual. The lat eral clearance w ill need to be sufficient for access during 
construction, inspection, and fut ure maintenance. 

The final pier locations will be developed upon selection of the Preferred Alternative as replacing t he 
exist ing Long Bridge provides additional flexibility in pier locations for both bridges where retaining t he 
exist ing bridge does not . channel clearances, pier locations, and navigational requirements are further 
discussed in the Project's Navigat ion St udy Report completed in June 2018. 

8 For Action Alternative A, repairs or modifications to t he existing bridge are not evaluated in t his report. Based on 
discussions with CSXT and other stakeholders, it is expected that t he existing structure does not requ ire any major 
changes as part of this project. For Action Alternative B, it is assumed that constructabil ity and other 
considerations for the new downstream bridge would be similar to the new upstream bridge. Therefore, for Action 
Alternative B, no additional discussion of t he proposed downstream bridge is provided in this report. 
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Figure 3-1 I Approximate Location of Proposed Upstream Bridge (looking north) 
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3.2. Span Lengths and Pier Locations 
For Action Alternative A, t he locations of the new bridge piers in t he Potomac River are proposed t o 
rema in in the same relative arrangement as t he existing Long Bridge with nearly ident ical span lengths. 
Modifying the pier locations would create a staggered configuration between t he existing bridge and t he 
new upstream bridge, resulting in obstructions to marine t raffic and hydraulic flow of the river. The 
vulnerability of all piers to scour will be assessed during lat er phases of design. Therefore, it is assumed 
that, except for some small adjustments for optimization, the proposed span arrangement will match 
that of the existing bridge. In addition, t he proposed bridge abutments are also assumed to remain in 
the same configuration as existing for t his study. The proposed span lengths are as follows: 
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Table 3-1 I Proposed Bridge Span Lengths 

'spans 1-4 Spans 5-8 

85'-0" 108'-0" 

Spans9-10 
Channels 10 

140'-0" 

Spans 11-19 Spans 20-23 Span 24 

108'-0• 100'-0" 108'-0" 

If Action Alternative B is select ed, and the existing bridge is replaced w ith a new bridge, t he span lengths 
for bot h new bridges could be optimized, although the spans for both bridges would rema in ident ical to 
each other. Further investigation into span optim ization will be made during preliminary design. 

Because t he new bridge will be fixed over the channel, a large pivot pier is no longer needed. As such, 
the main channel pier will l ikely be smaller than the existing large pivot pier. All spans of the new bridge 
will be simply supported at the piers and abutments in accordance wit h the CSXT Undergrade Bridge 
Criteriau. 

To meet the longitudinal loads and seismic requirements of the modern design codes, foundation and 
pier sizes of t he proposed structures w ill be larger than the ones supporting the existing structure. To 
mainta in or improve the w idth of t he existing navigable channel, a span longer t han 140 feet may be 
necessary over the navigation channel. This may be needed due to w ider piers and w ider fender 
systems. If this navigation channel span length increases, t he immediate adjacent spans (t o the north 
and to t he sout h) w ill have to be shortened to avoid repeti tive staggering of existing and proposed piers. 
The north channel span w ill cross t he navigation channel, in line w ith t he existing upstream bridges. 

3.2.1. Additional Considerations 

The District of Columbia Water and Sewer Aut hority (DC Water) is in t he process of implement ing its 
Combined Sewer System Long Term Cont rol Plan (LTCP). As part of t he LTCP, a Pot omac River Tunnel 
(PRT) is planned, wit h it s alignment passing beneath t he northern end of the Long Bridge in t he river12• 

The precise alignment is yet to be determined, but it assumes t he existing Long Bridge t o be in place. 
This is further reason to match t he proposed pier locations w ith t he existing bridge piers, ensuring 
clearance of the PRT. 

As d iscussed, this study assumes the proposed pier and abutment locations w ill match existing. 
However, consideration may be made during design phases to lengt hen the span over the navigation 
channel (see above). In addition, at the sout hern terminus of t he existing bridge, t he track is carried on a 
short segment of embankment before crossing the George Washington Memorial Parkway bridge (see 
Figure 2-7). In the approximate location of t he new upstream bridge south abutment, no embankment 
cu rrent ly exists. It may be feasible to continue t he Long Bridge beyond t he existing abutment location 
and extend the bridge across George Washington Memorial Parkway. In t his case, the proposed 

9 For this study, the proposed spans are numbered in t he direction of increasing track stationing, from south to 
north. 
10 While two spans of similar length will exist, the official navigation channel will exist under Span 10 only, similar 
to t he existing bridge. 
11 Undergrade Bridge Criteria. July 2017. CSXT Public Project Information Manual, pp.87. 
12 Wone, Moussa. January 12, 2018. Long Bridge Project Proposed Alternatives DC Water Comments. 
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abutment would be on the sout h side of the parkway and the overall bridge lengt h would be extended 
by several spans. This concept may be explored further during later phases of design. 

3.3. Bridge Clearances 

3.3.1. Train Equipment Clearances 

On t he new bridge, 15-foot track spacing is proposed. In addition, 9 feet of m inimum horizontal 
clearance is required between centerline of t rack and the nearest obst ruction13• Therefore, at a 
m inimum, the lateral clearance between obst ruct ions on tangent track is 33 feet . In areas of t rack 
curvature, additiona l horizontal clearance may be needed to accommodat e t he superelevat ed train ca r 
envelope. At all locations, vertical clearances on t he bridge will be made t o handle Plate H equipment 
(double-stacked intermodal containers). For t he main structure types considered, discussed in following 
sections, no overhead obstructions are expected. Additionally, t he design w ill not preclude the pot ential 
fut ure installation of overhead contact systems (refer t o Sect ion 7.2)14• Refer to t he Appendix for typical 
sections of the bridge. 

3.3.2. Navigation Channel Clearances 

According to NOAA Nautical Chart US12285, the vertica l clearance beneath t he existing swing span over 
the navigation channel is 18 feet measured from mean high wat er (MHW) to bottom of st eel. The new 
bridge is proposed t o provide a vertical clearance over the navigation channel t hat exceeds exist ing 
conditions. 

The existing nominal channel clearance, measured between t he fender systems is 100 feet . The 
proposed navigation channel will be locat ed in t he same location as existing and is proposed to match 
or, if practical, improve t he existing clearance. 

3.3.3. Roadway and Trail Clearances 

At the north end of t he bridge, Span 24 crosses Ohio Drive SW15 and t he Rock Creek Park Trail. A vertical 
clearance sign post ed on the existing bridge above t he road ind icat es a clearance of 12.5 feet . The DDOT 
Design and Engineering Manual indicates that the minimum vertical clearance for overhead struct ures 
over roadways is 14.5 feet16• The new bridge is proposed to meet or exceed the DDOT minimum for this 
span over Ohio Drive SW. 

At the sout h end of t he bridge, Span 1 passes over the Mount Vernon Trail, which is operated by t he 
National Park Service (NPS). Further clarification is requ ired to det ermine the preferred minimum 
vertical clearance over t he t rail, but it is assumed for t his study that the proposed vertical clearance will 

13 Undergrade Bridge Crit eria. July 2017. CSXT Public Project Inf ormation Manual, pp.83-84. 
14 Note that CSXT will not allow any overhead electrification structures to be constructed over t he t racks 
envisioned to be operated primarily by f reight t rains, nor will it allow overhead electrification structures on any 
t rack that it owns and maintains. 
15 Note that there are two segments of Ohio Drive SW wit hin the project l imits. This report is only referring to t he 
segment t hat passes under Span 24 of t he Long Bridge. The other Ohio Drive SW crossing is further north, station 
ahead, and is not discussed as part of this report. 
16 Bridge Geometrics. June 2017. DDOT Design and Engineering Manual, pp.13-3. 
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meet or improve the exist ing cond ition. The existing bridge over the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway is posted as low as 12'-5" and up t o 13' -11" . If Act ion Alt ernative B is selected in which t he 
exist ing Long Bridge is replaced, t hen t he vertical clearance for t he new bridge over t he George 
Washingt on Memorial Parkway is anticipat ed t o be improved t o 14' -6" . If Action Alternative A is 
selected, the existing bridge w ill remain and t he new bridge west w ill meet or exceed t he maximum 
exist ing vertical clearance. The existing fascia girders of cu rrent bridge have visible impact damage from 
over-height vehicles and any clearance improvements wou ld be beneficial in reducing t he likelihood of 
impact from over-height vehicles. 

3.3.4. Overhead Aviation Clearances 

The Long Bridge sit e is less than a mile from Rona ld Reagan Washington National Airport {DCA). A 
common flight path for plane landings passes direct ly over t he exist ing and proposed bridges. Given the 
proximity t o DCA, the Federal Aviation Administ ration {FAA) has st ringent vertica l clearance limits for all 
structures and any construction equipment . At the Long Bridge site, t he upper limit of t his vertical 
clearance is measured 81 feet above mean sea level17• The proposed bridge st ruct ure and any 
construction equ ipment are proh ibited from breaching the clearance limit at any time. 

Figure 3-2 I Bridge Relative Proxim ity to Airplane Flight Pat hs18 

<1 Mile to Reagan Nat,onal A,rpon ---- -- ------------------------------------------ - ---- -------- -• 

81 ' Venical 
Clearance Limit 

17 Schwenke, Erik N {Metropolitan Washington Airports Aut hority). "Re: Long Bridge Project EIS Scoping." Message 
to Amanda Murphy {FRA}. 06 October 2016. E-mail. 
18 The Sanborn Map Company, Inc. Accessed from https://obligue.sanborn.com/dcocto newOll=38.8741151-

77.039939. Accessed May 1, 2018. 
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The vertical clearances beneath the bridge are restricted at the navigation channel, Ohio Drive SW, the 
Rock Creek Park Trail, and the Mount Vernon Trail. In order to meet t he proposed vertica l clearances 
over each of these facilities, t he t rack profile of t he new bridge w ill be higher than existing. The increase 
in profile is a result of several considerations: 

• The existing bridge is an open-deck structure, and the proposed bridge is a ballasted deck 
structure (see Section 4.0 for discussion of necessity for ballasted deck). This requires the new 
bridge to have a solid deck, in addition to twelve inches minimum of ballast. These added 
dept hs result in increased track profiles. 

• The addition of ballast and t he solid deck increases loading on t he span, and this requ ires 
deeper girders to carry the load. 

• Modern live load requirements of CSXT demand significantly deeper girders t han t he existing 
bridge (see Section 4.0 for discussion of the load ing requ irements). 

• The proposed clearances and proposed structure types over the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway (next crossing south of Long Bridge) and 1-395 (next crossing north of Long Bridge) 
affect the t rack profile along the north and sout h approaches of the new Long Bridge. The 
requirements at each approach result in overall track profi le raises. 

For each of t he structure types considered in t his st udy, the effects of t he structure depth are discussed 
in the following sections. During later phases of design, track and bridge construction staging will be 
further developed to address changes in t rack profiles during construction and in final condition. 
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4.0 Structure Types Considered 
Two main structures types for the proposed bridge are considered in this study, including a steel 
through girder bridge and a steel deck girder bridge. These are common structure types for railroad 
bridges in the United States and are the two standard types used by CSXT. In addition, t hese structure 
types are considerably more cost effective than other struct ure types. The shallow depth of the 
structure over the navigation channel precludes t he use of concrete girders at t his location. For 
uniformity, only steel girders are proposed, but concrete girders could be utilized where t he depth of 
the structure is not l imited by vertical clearance. Additionally, a concrete superstructure wou ld requ ire 
deeper and heavier girders, resu lting in sign ificant ly larger substructures and foundations. The result 
would be an uneconomica l structure. 

The deck girder and through girder bridge types are investigated for t he approach spans as well as the 
channel spans. It is expected that all of the approach spans w ill be of a similar structure type, eit her all 
deck girders or all t hrough girders, unless vertical clearance requirements over the roadway network 
require through girder construction for a specific span. The main navigation channel span structure type 
may deviate from the approach spans. Each of t hese considerations are discussed in t he following 
sections. 

For assessing the structure types in t his study, CSXT Undergrade Bridge Criteria, as specified in t he Public 
Project Information Manual, are followed. These cr iteria include several specific considerations that 
have significant implicat ions on the structural design, including19: 

• Live loads shall consider Cooper E-90 loading'°. 
• Bridges shall be designed w ith non-composite interaction between t he superstructure and 

concrete deck21• 

• Dead load shall consider weight of one foot of ballast plus an add it ional two feet of future 
ba llast below t he tie. 

• Bridge decks shall include a ba llast wa lkway on the outsides of the clearance envelope. 
• Exterior walkways shall be equipped w ith a 72-inch-tall parapet wall. 
• Concrete deck overhang sha ll not exceed 18 inches from center line of girder to edge of deck. 
• For through girder bridges, no intermediate girder is permitted between the tracks. 

Regardless of the superstructure type selected for design, the bridge is expected to ca rry ballasted 
tracks on top of a closed deck syst em. An open deck bridge is not considered for t his study since it will 
not meet t he requirements of CSXT standards and may preclude the use of future high-speed trains. In 

19 The criteria listed is taken directly from various sections of the CSXT Public Project Information Manual, 
Appendix for Undergrade Bridge Criteria. 
20 Cooper live loading is the standard basic l ive load used for railroad bridge design. The American Railway 
Engineering and Maintenance-Of-Way Association (AREMA) typically uses Cooper E-80 loading and is common 
industry-wide for most United States railroads. The Cooper E-90 loading preferred by CSXT is greater than the 
typical E-80 loading by a factor of 90/ 80 = 1.125. The increased load ing results in larger structural members. 
21 Non-composite means t hat the steel girders of the bridge are not fixed to the concrete deck, thereby eliminating 
t he ability of the steel and concret e to share superimposed loads. This design approach results in larger and 
deeper bridge girders. 
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addition, the bridge is expected to allow for maint enance access and emergency passenger egress eit her 
through ballasted walkways or structure-mounted wa lkways on the bridge. The details and locations of 
the walkways will be determined during design. The two evaluated struct ure types are discussed in the 
following sections, followed by a comparison of advantages and d isadvantages of each. 

4.1. Steel Deck Girder Bridge 
The first structure type considered in this study is a steel deck girder bridge. For this type, the 
superstructure is composed of a reinforced concrete deck carried on multiple longitudinal steel plate 
girders. In accordance with the CSXT Undergrade Bridge Criteria, the steel beams and concrete deck are 
designed as non-composite and includes a 72-inch-tall concrete parapet on each side of the bridge. Steel 
cross frames and bracing are expect ed to be integrated into the bridge t o provide stability and 
resistance to lateral loading. 

The load path from t he t racks is through the ballast to the concrete deck, then directly to the girders, 
and finally to the substructures. This load path allows multiple girders to share the load from each t rack. 
As such, an optimal configuration of the bridge superstructure may include six girders per span. 

Typically, deck girders are preferred in locat ions where vertical clearance is not a concern, as they 
provide a redundant structure. For this design type, the t op of the girder can support the deck, thereby 
eliminat ing the need for a floor system (as is required by a through girder bridge). Where the t rack 
profile is limited, the deck girder option presents difficulties in providing sufficient vertical clearance 
beneath the bridge and through girder systems shall be considered. For the new Long Bridge structure, 
there is sufficient vertical clearance for deck girder construction over t he river spans, but the track 
profiles need to be higher across the bridge and along the north and south approaches. Through girder 
construction is anticipated for specific land spans to provide sufficient vertical clearance over Ohio Drive 
SW and the Rock Creek Park Trail . 

The CSXT design crit eria l imits the concrete deck overhang to 18 inches, measured from centerline of 
fascia girder to the edge of concrete. Evaluation shou ld be made during preliminary design to waive t his 
criterion, as the superstructure could be made more efficient w ith larger overhangs. Refer to the 
Appendix for typical sect ions of the steel deck girder bridge concept . 

4.2. Steel Through Girder Bridge 
The second type of structure evaluated in this study is a steel th rough girder bridge. This structure type 
comprises two longitudinal deep fascia girders wit h closely spaced transverse floorbeams spanning to 
the girders. A steel deck plate is supported on the floorbeams and functions to carry the ballasted 
tracks. Additionally, tapered floorbeam brackets, or knee braces, are anticipated to resist lateral loading 
applied to the girders. These brackets infringe on the space between the girder and t he t rack, requiring 
the bridge to be widened to provide sufficient clearance. 

For this design type, the load from the tracks is carried t hrough the ballast to the steel plate, then to the 
floorbeams, to the through girders, then to the substructures. Each of the two girders would essentially 
carry all loading from a single track. As such, the through girders are very deep for the proposed span 
lengths. 
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The advantage of a t hrough girder bridge is the shallow depth of t he structure beneath t he tracks. 
Because t he main load carrying members are placed on the out side of the tracks, the only members 
governing the floor system depth are t he floorbeams. However, this also makes the through girder 
bridge less economica l than deck girders due to the considerable amount of steel and labor needed for 
the floorbeams and deck plat es. To minimize the length of t he floorbeams, t he walkway could be 
mounted along the outer side of t he fascia girders. Refer t o the Appendix fo r typical sections of t he steel 
through girder bridge concept . 

4.3. Previously Studied Structure Types 
A previous long Bridge Study", performed in January 2015, presented four other structure types: t ied 
arch bridge, t hrough arch bridge, extradosed/cable-stayed bridge, and a deck arch bridge. Each of these 
structure types would be considered signat ure bridges, with construction costs expected to be greater 
than a deck girder or t hrough girder bridge. 

A detailed evaluation of the structure types proposed during the previous long Bridge Study is not part 
of this report. However, each of those structure types can be dismissed for being impractical or 
infeasible for t his project, for both approach spans and channel spans, as described in t he following 
sections. 

4.3.1. Tied Arch Bridge and Through Arch Bridge 

The tied arch bridge and t he through arch bridge concepts previously presented had conceptual 
structure depths of 57' -6" and 62' -6", respectively, measured from bottom of tie-girder to t op of t he 
arch. Includ ing t he vertical clearance of the channel, bot h structure types wou ld exceed the FAA 
clearance limits during construction during the erection process and given these are only concept 
structure depths, possibly also in final condition. In addition, these st ruct ure types would be cost-
prohibitive due to t heir complex design and major construct ability challenges. 

4.3.2. Extradosed/ Cable-Stayed Bridge 

The extradosed/cable-stayed bridge concept that was previously presented is technically impractical and 
present s significant struct ural challenges. The modern design and loading requirements wou ld result in 
major fatigue concerns in the cables, which is a reason that this structure type is very uncommon in the 
United States for rail road crossings. This st ruct ure type would also have a height that exceeds the FAA 
clearance limits. Like the tie arch and through arch types, the extradosed/cable-stayed concept would 
be significant ly cost ly when compared to t he deck girder and t hrough girder types. 

4.3.3. Deck Arch Bridge 

A deck arch bridge is infeasible due t o the required height of t he st ruct ure. The arch ribs would requ ire 
the top of deck t o be much higher than existing, result ing in a track profile that is not feasible. Similar to 
the other bridge types previously present ed, t his bridge type would be very cost ly and would require a 
significantly longer const ruction schedule, making it impractical for t his project. 

22 Refer to the " l ong Bridge Study", particularly Appendix G: Engineering Plans, from January 2015, as submitted to 
DDDT. 
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As d iscussed above, t he deck girder and through girder bridge types are prefer red by CSXT and are t he 
typica l structure types used for railroad bridge design in the United States. These structures are 
significantly more cost-effective t han signat ure-type or complex structure spans. Two additional bridge 
types were initially considered for t he proposed struct ures, but each have sign ificant limitations. These 
bridge types include a t hrough t russ bridge and a delta frame bridge. Both are descr ibed in the following 
sections but are not further eva luated in t his report due t o the limitations of t heir design and 
construction for this project, as well as cost implicat ions. 

4.4.1. Through Truss Bridge 

The simplest and most common alt ernative span type fo r railroad loading is t he through truss bridge. 
Th is structure type comprises multiple steel members that connect together t o form triangu lar 
openings. A single truss is provided on each side of the bridge, with transverse floorbeams supporting 
the track st ruct ure. Additiona lly, t ransverse struts span between the t ops of each truss, providing lat eral 
strength and stability. 

A truss bridge is advantageous because it can be composed of efficient ly sized steel members t o carry 
heavy loads over long span lengths. Most railroad ent ities are very familiar w ith t russes wit h rega rd to 
inspect ion, maint enance, and repair work. In addition, a t russ can incorporate a sha llow floor system 
that would essentially match that of the through girder bridge option. This bridge type would have the 
abil ity to eliminat e t he central pier between the two channel spans, resulting in a single, longer span. 
Alternat ively, in t he approach spans, piers could be eliminat ed due t o the ability of the truss to span 
longer lengths. 

Figure 4-1 I Through Truss Bridge Concept 

Several drawbacks t o a t russ bridge exist for t his project. A t russ is only economical for long spans. As 
such, it would only be practica l for spanning over t he channel or in the approaches if piers are 
eliminat ed t o lengt hen the spans. Trusses in t he approach spans wou ld have a significant impact on t he 
aesthet ics of the bridge and the surrounding environment . Also, w hile a t russ over t he channel wou ld be 
similar in appearance to t he exist ing bridge, it may still be undesirable from an aest hetic perspective. 

Another d isadvantage of this bridge type is t hat members of the truss are fract ure critical23 and t russes 
are not as redundant as ot her systems such as the deck girder bridge. 

23 The term " fracture crit ical", as used throughout t his document, refers to steel members in t ension whose failure 
would be expected to result in collapse of the bridge span. In general, structures with fewer main load-carrying 
members are more susceptible to being fracture critical. A span with more than two main load-carrying members 
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In terms of const ructability, the truss w ould have to be stick built over the channel w ith t he use of small 
cranes. The stick building method w ill a require long-term closure of the navigation channel. Another 
construction method could consist of assembling the truss on the shore line and moving it along the 
track alignment to its final location. Regardless of construction methods, t he overhead FAA clearance 
will l imit the size of cranes and may complicate t he ability to construct a truss span. The overall 
structure height of t he t hrough truss w ould be greater t han t he through girder or deck girder options. 

4.4.2. Delta Frame Bridge 

A delta frame bridge would deviate significantly from the deck girder or through girder span types. This 
structure type comprises triangular shaped steel frames with girders spanning between t hem. The 
triangular shapes form a delta frame that would be supported on shallow height concrete piers. 

Figure 4-2 I Delta Frame Bridge Concept 

This bridge type may be able t o span longer lengths than the deck girder bridge wit h shallower girders. 
Since the delta shapes impose on the clear span between piers, it w ould be required to modify the span 
arrangements from existing to a more efficient layout. 

Several challenges with the delta frame bridge seem to make the structure type infeasible for this 
project. First, t he track vertical profile would have to be raised significantly to make the delt a shape 
appealing. Second, the lower portions of the steel superstructure w ould be more readily accessible to 
the public, which has serious safety and security concerns. Third, the vertical clearance at t he navigation 
channel would require the span length to be increased due to t he delta shape at the piers. Lastly, t he 
delta shape is likely to present hydraulic issues during high wat er conditions. 

has greater structural redundancy t han a span with only two load-carrying members. Fracture critical spans require 
additional material testing and fabrication costs, additional steel to provide internal redundancy, and increased 
life-cycle costs due to more stringent inspection requirements. 
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The deck girder bridge and the t hrough girder bridge are the most appropriate structure types t hat 
accommodate this project, and t herefore are the recommended options for further evaluat ion. 
Advantages and disadvantages exist fo r both t he deck girder and t he t hrough girder st ruct ure types 
considered. In particular, variat ions in the geometry, fabricability, constructability, and aesthetics for the 
two types may influence the final structure select ion. 

5.1. Structure Geometry 
The following table lists approximate geometr ic information {based on concept ual-level design) for both 
the deck girder bridge type and the through girder bridge type, and dimensions are provided for the 
typical approach spans and the channel spans. These d imensions may be refined during later phases of 
design. Not e t hat t he through girder depths are significant ly larger than the existing bridge due t o 
widened track spacing, increased design live load ing, and increased dead load due to the ballasted track 
(existing is open-deck). 

Table 5-1 I Approximate Dimensions of Evaluat ed Struct ure Types 

Girder Visible Floor System Superstructure Pier 
Deeth Deeth2A Deeth25 Width26 Width 

Deck Girder 7'-6" 14'-6" 8'-6" 36'-0" 42'-0" 
Approach Through Girder 11'-6N 11'-6N 4'-9" 41'-0"" 48'-0" 
Spans • Existing 10'-6 ½H 10'-6 ½H 4'-11 ½. 36'-0H 60'-0" {±) 
Channel Deck Girder 10'-0" 17'-0" 11'-0" 36'-0" 42-0" 
Spans Through Girder 17-0" 17'-0" 4'-9" 41'-0" 48'-0" 

•Existing structure depths provided for approach spans for comparison. Existing channel span is a through truss and is not 
comparable to proposed spans. 

In order to provide t he required vertical clearances over the Potomac River, t he bottom of girder 
elevations must be held t o specific elevat ions. Therefore, as the floor syst em dept h increases, the track 
profile elevations also must be raised. It is prudent to keep t he track profile as close to existing as 
possible to avoid unnecessarily st eep track grades from t he approaches leading up t o the river bridge. 
Therefore, it is also ideal t o minimize the floor system dept h as much as possible. During Concept ual 

24 Visible Depth is measured from top to bottom of superstructure. This is the resulting depth of superstructure 
t hat is visible in elevation view of t he bridge to an outside viewer. For t he deck girder option, t his is measured from 
top of parapet to bottom of girder. For the through girder option, this is measured from top to bottom of t he 
girder. 
25 Floor System Depth is measured from top of deck to bottom of steel girder. This is the structural depth that 
varies between bridge types and design criteria in meeting vertical clearance over the Mean High Water (MHW) 
elevation and adjusting the track profile elevations. The depth of stone ballast, t imber t ies, and steel rails are all 
constants. 
26 Superstructure Width is the minimum possible dimension on tangent track, measured out-to-out of the 
superstructure. 

Long Bridge Project Draft EIS 

Structures Study Report 
-+ 20 

March 2019 



111 LONG 
BRIDGE 

PROJECT 

Design, the allowable floor system depth will be det ermined based on vertical clearances and track 
profiles. 

Because t he deck girder bridge option comprises deeper longit udinal girders beneat h the tracks, t his 
structure type has a deeper floor syst em dept h (measured from top of deck t o bottom of steel 
superstructure). The result is a track profile w ith higher elevations. Limitations in track profile grades 
may cause design challenges for t he deck girder opt ion. This will be further evaluated during design. 

On t he ot her hand, the steel t hrough girder bridge utilizes deep longitudinal girders on the outside of 
the track envelope (one girder on each side). For the through girder bridge, t he floorbeams dictate t he 
floor system depth, and the result is a shallower syst em. This allows the track profile to be lower, more 
closely matching existing conditions. The lower profile may result in minor cost savings due to slightly 
reduced embankment fill, shorter abut ment heights, and shorter retaining walls in the approaches. 
These cost differences will need t o be compared w ith differences in st eel fabrication and erection costs 
as well as increased superstruct ure and pier widths as out lined in Table 5-1 above. 

At the northernmost span (Span 24) of t he proposed bridge, t he vertical clearance over Ohio Drive SW is 
proposed t o be improved from exist ing conditions. For t his span, and any other spans over roadways 
and trails, t he through girder may prove advantageous. Even if the typical approach spans are deck 
girder spans, through girders can st ill be used over the roadways to improve t he t rack profile, while 
maintaining sufficient vertical clearances. 

The superstructure w idth varies between the deck girder and through girder options. For t he deck girder 
option, the widt h is primari ly dictat ed by the track spacing and t he horizont al clearance to the inside 
face of t he concret e parapet. The t hrough girder superstructure width is similarly determined, but t he 
widt h is increased slight ly to provide clearance for t he knee braces. 

5.2. Structure Fabricability and Material Transportability 
The conceptual deck girder bridge is not expect ed t o face any fabrication or transportation issues for 
either t he approach spans or the channel spans. The plate dept hs and thicknesses are wit hin common 
limits and could be handled and manufactured by a typical steel shop. 

The steel plat e girders for t he t hrough girder approach spans are reaching the size of t he largest girders 
fabricat ed regularly by steel fabricators and transported by t ruck. For t he t hrough girder channel spans, 
however, t he girders are nearly 17' -0" deep. This presents several fabrication and transportat ion 
challenges. The dept h of the web exceeds the maximum size of the plates commonly produced by st eel 
mills. Splicing t he web longitudinally either by field bolting or shop welding will be required. Welds of 
this type may be manageable but are undesirable. To keep the thickness of the web plate reasonable 
and t he weight manageable, longit udinal stiffeners will be required to prevent buckling. In addition, t he 
handing of girders this size would be challenging t o handle in the shop and even more challenging t o 
handle in the field due to t he 81-foot FAA clearance. 

5.3. Constructability 
Constructability is an important considerat ion for selection of st ructure type for t he proposed bridge. 
Environmental protection rules, physical site constraint s, and site accessibility limit the size of the bridge 
members and the type of construction equipment t hat can be mobilized. The proposed bridge is located 
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between the existing Long Bridge and the upstream WMATA Yellow line bridge, result ing in limited 
horizonta l clearance for construction activit ies. 

The navigat ion channel must remain open during most of the construction. It is anticipat ed t hat only 
temporary restrictions of t he use of the navigation channel will be required during delivery of large 
equipment or material, installation of the channel span st eel superst ruct ure, and installation of the 
protection syst em for t he piers adjacent t o the channel. Long-term restrictions to marine traffic w ill only 
be required in the area of the proposed approach spans for safe const ruct ion operations. It is also 
important to note that recreat ional and non-mot orized vessels use t he approach spans extensively and 
access for t hese uses will need to be maint ained during construction. 

Typically, the use of large cranes is required for installing deep foundations, placing rebar cages, lifting 
girders, and moving ot her heavy mat erials. As discussed above in Section 3.3, the FAA has established 
clearances requirements t hat limit the length of the boom of t he cranes. The characterist ics of 80-foot 
boom cranes may not meet the typical requirements for installation of deep foundation and erection of 
steel girders. It w ill also be difficult to maneuver a barge-mounted crane of the size required under the 
exist ing span. 

In addition, shipping in materials on t he Potomac River is limited by t he vertical clearance of the existing 
navigation channel at t he existing Long Bridge, as the exist ing bridge is to remain in service at all t imes. 
Material barged in cannot exceed t he vertical clearance and may be required, in some instances, t o be 
brought int o place from landside access points. 

Other means and met hod of construction may be considered during the design of the structure, 
including t he following: 

• Crane with telescoping booms if t he FAA limit can be increased during short w indows or under 
certain w ind conditions. 

• Temporary t restles and finger piers t o optimize placement of the cranes and reduction of their 
reach. 

• Rolling gantry supported on temporary piles in the wat er. 
• Incrementally- launched bridge spans. 

Temporary closures or diversions of the Mount Vernon Trail may be required during installation of t he 
proposed superstructure in the area. Similarly, temporary closures of t he Rock Creek Park Trail and Ohio 
Drive SW are expected. 

5.3.1. Deck Girder Bridge Constructability 

For the deck girder bridge type, constructability is not a major concern. The superst ruct ures of this type 
of b ridge are erected span by span, girders after girders. Cross frames and lateral bracing would t hen be 
attached. Temporary forms wou ld be inst alled and t he concrete deck poured in place. To accelerate t he 
construction of t he deck, full depth precast panels should be evaluated. They cou ld be delivered by the 
rolling gantry if t his equ ipment was used for earlier construction phases. 

The proposed 7' -6" deep and 10'-0" deep plat e girders can be delivered to t he site by trucks in their final 
vertical posit ion and erected with one of the methods discussed in Section 5.3. Vertical clearance 
beneat h the existing Long Bridge is sufficient for final delivery on barges as well. Compared t o the 
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through girder, this deck girder option w ith its multiple line of beams reduces the weight of the crane 
picks. 

5.3.2. Through Girder Bridge Constructability 

The t hrough girder bridge option faces greater const ructability challenges t han t he deck girder option. 
The 11'-6" deep approach span plate girders reach the limit of sizes that can be transported by truck or 
delivered by barge under the existing Long Bridge. Due to their size and weight, erection by crane under 
the FAA overhead clearance limit is not pract ical. The 17' -0" deep channel through girders cannot be 
delivered by truck or barge in a single piece, and their handling in the field seems infeasible under t he 
FAA vertica l clea rance. 

The channel through girders w ill not fit beneath the existing bridge vertical clea rance in t he navigation 
channel and wou ld have t o be transported in a lay-down position. Transporting t he girders on t heir side 
is not preferred due to the pot ential to induce undesirable lateral-torsiona l loads duri ng handling. As 
such, it is likely that these deep girders would have to be assembled on the shoreline and delivered to 
their final location with a rolling gantry. 

Installat ion of the large number of floorbeams and deck plates is labor intensive. The deck plate has to 
be bolted or w elded to the tops of the floorbeams t hroughout the bridge. This work requires temporary 
work plat forms beneat h t he span for access to the underside of t he bridge. 

5.4. Aesthetics 
Given the locat ion of the bridge and its proximity to major landmarks and trails, the aesthetics of the 
proposed bridge should be considered in t he design. The main difference between t he two structure 
types in terms of aesthetics is the visible st ruct ure dept h. For the deck girder design, roughly half the 
dept h is the steel girder and t he other half is the concret e deck and parapet wall (refer to the Appendix 
for deta il). For the t hrough girder bridge, the entire visible depth is steel. The concrete deck and parapet 
of the deck girder option may be cast with a decorative form liner to economically give an aesthetic 
finish to the parapet. The t hrough girders can be painted to enhance t he bridge appearance, however 
the operating railroad often do not paint their steel bridges. The final details on aest hetics w ill be 
determined in future design phases after a Project Sponsor, construction fun ding sources, and corridor 
ownership are ident ified. 

The visible depths, as l isted in Table 5-1, vary between the approach spans and t he channel spans for 
both eva luated structure types. For t he deck girder design, the bottom of t he channel span would sit 
lower in elevat ion t han t he approaches, while the top of the channel span w ould be uniform wit h the 
approaches. This is because the channel span is deeper, and t he extra depth is made up beneath t he 
deck. On the cont rary, the top of t he channel span for t he through girder option w ould sit higher in 
elevation than the approaches, while t he bottom of the channel span wou ld be uniform w ith t he 
approaches. 

Both evaluated st ructure types wou ld be viewed as traditiona l railroad bridges in appearance. These 
would not have any signat ure spans that would be great ly stand out among the surrounding bridges. 
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Several factors shall be considered when comparing t he deck girder bridge option with the through 
girder bridge opt ion. These considerations include load path, st ruct ural and int ernal redundancy, 
accessibil ity for inspection and maintenance, and life-cycle costs. 

Efficient load path and st ruct ural redundancy are desirable properties of bridge construction to ensure 
safety. In the extreme event of struct ural failu re of one of the main load carrying members, a redundant 
structure is able to redistr ibute the loads and avoid cat astrophic failu re. M ulti-girder bridges, such as the 
deck girder option, are t he most recognized redundant syst em and none of their girders are classified 
fract ure crit ical. The through girder option, on t he ot her hand, is a non-redundant structure because the 
failure of a single girder would result in failure of t he span. The t hrough girders wou ld be classified as 
fract ure crit ical members. Therefore, deck girder construction would provide an additional level of 
redundancy in the event of a marine vessel or debris inadvertent ly st riking t he bridge, when compared 
to t hrough girders. 

Accessibility t o all parts of t he bridge is another important consideration. Bridges requ ire rout ine 
inspect ions t hroughout their service life, so it is important to provide ease of access for inspectors. 
Fracture cri tica l members have more stringent inspection requirements than non-fracture cri tica l 
members. Additionally, over the life of the bridge, maintenance, repairs, repainting, and component 
replacement are very likely. The deck girder bridge allows for simple access t o all component s of the 
bridge due to relat ively w ide spacing between the girders. The through girder bridge contains closely 
spaced floorbeams which make access for inspection, maintenance, and repairs more d ifficu lt . In 
add it ion, t he steel deck plat es and knee braces of t he t hrough girder bridge are very d ifficu lt to access 
for inspection and maintenance. As such, t he resulting life-cycle cost s are greater for the through girder 
option. 
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6.0 Substructure and Foundation Types Considered 
Regardless of the selected superstructure type, the proposed bridge substructures and foundations are 
likely t o be similar. 

6.1. Piers and Abutments 
The substruct ures will comprise reinforced concrete piers in the river and abutments on shore at the 
north and south ends of the bridge. The piers may be construct ed as solid walls. Their height is too small 
to consider the use of hammerhead-type piers. A two-column bent pier may be another feasible 
solut ion. However, the adjacent upstream bridge piers are all solid wall types to handle ice flows on the 
river, so the solid wall type is most likely for t he new Long Bridge. The proposed bridge abut ments are 
expected to be of solid cantilever wall construct ion. Additional eva luation for potential aesthetic 
improvement s to the substruct ures can be perform ed during future design efforts. 

6.2. Foundations 
To support the piers and abutments, two basic types of foundations are expected. These basic 
foundation types include spread footings and deep foundations. Based on the construction of the 
existing bridge, which includes a combination of both spread footings and deep foundations, it is 
possible that the proposed bridge will similarly have a combination of the two foundation types. 
However, in most locations, deep foundations are expected. As a part of the Project, a geotechnica l 
investigation is being performed. Scour and hydraulic ana lyses, which may influence the foundation 
type, will be produced during later engineering design phases. Refined recommendations of foundation 
type will be provided during later phases of design. 

Construction of t he proposed bridge foundations w ill requ ire coordination with existing util it ies in the 
river, as well as proposed utility projects. The original bridge drawings for the existing bridge show 
submarine cables running parallel to t he existing structure. The installation of new foundations will 
require identification, location, and avoidance or relocation of any existing submarine cables. 

Additionally, historical reports suggest that the foundations for previously demolished upstream bridge 
have been removed in their entirety27• However, verification should be made during later design phases 
to confi rm that no obstructions exist in the footprints of any proposed foundations. If any obstructions 
do exist , they may be removed, or t he proposed footings could be relocated or designed t o incorporate 
the obstructions. 

6.2.1. Spread Footings 

Spread footings are shallow, solid reinforced concrete foundations that sit direct ly on stable riverbed 
surface layers. This type of footing is w ider than the bridge pier, allowing the loads from above to be 
spread out over a large area to provide stability. Spread footings requ ire favorable ground conditions 
that can provide sufficient factors of safety for the given loads. It is unlikely that spread footings w ill be 
feasible for the river piers due to subsurface soil conditions, but fu rther geotechnical investigation is 

27 Washington DC Chapter of Nat ional Railway Historical Society. Accessed from 
http://www.dcnrhs.orgnearn/washington-d-c-railroad-history/history-of-the-long-bridge. Accessed May 9, 2018. 
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needed to det ermine the most economical type of foundation. If spread footings are used in the river, 
the top of footing would need t o be locat ed below t he scour elevation. 

The construction of spread foot ings in the river would likely requ ire deeper excavation and a larger 
footprint during construction. Temporary cofferdams would be needed sur rounding the proposed 
footing in order t o allow construct ion work to occur below the river wat er line. Cofferdams create a 
watertight enclosure t o ho ld back wat er and would be const ructed w ider t han the proposed footings to 
provide worker access. Since t hese cofferdams may be large in footprint, interference wit h the 
navigation channel and t he proposed Potomac River Tunnel may occur, as descr ibed in Section 3.2.1. 
Th is interference may limit t he abil ity to use spread foot ings at certa in pier locat ions. 

6.2.2. Deep Foundations 

Deep foundations incorporate vertical elements, such as piles or caissons, t o transfer loads from the pier 
or abutment down to specific subsurface layers. The vertical elements would likely extend much deeper 
than the spread foot ings, but they requ ire minimal footprints to construct . Cofferdams would likely not 
be required if deep foundations are used, thus minimizing impacts t o the navigation channel or any 
exist ing utilit ies in the river. Overhead clearances may limit t he use of certain types of piles, but 
accommodations can be made during design phases to ensure efficient installation of deep foundations. 

The use of precast elements for t he foundation and t he piers shall be invest igat ed during t he 
preliminary design phase. Additionally, acceptable const ruct ion means and methods shall be eva luated 
during t he early phase of the Project . 
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Separate st udies associated with the Project evaluated the engineering feasibil ity of a bike-pedestrian 
river crossing. These options include t he following: 

• Option lA: Bike-pedest rian crossing located on the upstream side of the new upst ream rail 
bridge over t he Potomac River with shared superstructures and substructures. 

• Option 18: Bike-pedestrian crossing located on the upstream side of the new upstream rail 
bridge over t he Potomac River with a separat e superst ruct ure on shared substructures. 

Two additional options (Options 2 and 3) include a separat e bike-pedestrian st ruct ure located either 
upstream or downstream of the rail bridge. These two options are not discussed in t his report as they 
are independent st ruct ures of the existing and proposed rail bridges. 

The studies have determined t hat no bike-pedestrian crossing will be connected to t he new railroad 
bridge, and therefore t his aspect is not a consideration for t he bridge type. 

7.2. Future Electrification on Bridge 
As part of t he Project, considerations are being made t o potential fut ure installation (as a separat e 
project along the cor ridor) of electrificat ion through an Overhead Contact Syst em (OCS). The inclusion of 
OCS is not a part of this study but should be considered for the design. It should be noted that CSXT has 
expressed that overhead elect rification st ruct ures will not be permitted over the tracks envisioned to be 
operated primarily by freight trains, nor will CSXT allow overhead electr ification structures on any track 
that it owns and maintains. Considering future ownership and operat ions of ind ividual t racks have not 
been established for the Project, implications of t his potential future installation of OCS is discussed 
below. 

Inst allat ion of OCS st ruct ures could be accommodated in two ways: support catenary poles on the 
bridge piers or support them on cantilevered brackets on the steel girders. Pier-mounted OCS would 
require the proposed bridge piers t o be wide enough to allow for steel baseplates and catenary poles 
outside of the proposed superst ruct ure. In this configurat ion, t he OCS wou ld be carried on a steel frame 
outside t he train clearance envelope, and the steel frame would be supported on the bridge piers. This 
is typically t he preferred met hod to support OCS facilities on bridges. 

The ot her concept, which could accommodate catenary poles on t he steel deck girders, would require 
the girders t o be designed w ith t he possible fut ure OCS loads included. In this configuration, t he poles 
would be supported on steel brackets aligning wit h the bridge cross frames, cantilevered off t he sides of 
the bridge girders. This concept would likely not be feasible w ith the through girder option. 

To not preclude t he fut ure installation of OCS structures, eit her the proposed bridge piers would be 
sufficient ly wide t o accommodat e t he steel frames and base plat es, or t he steel girders would be 
designed to handle OCS loading. In both cases, the structure would be over-designed to a certain extent 
until OCS is added, if ever. Additionally, further consideration will be made during lat er phases of design 
to ensure t he vertical clearances on t he proposed bridge provide sufficient space for future OCS wires. 
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This report serves to provide t he information needed to make an informed decision on bridge type and 
arrangement. The proposed locat ion of the new bridge is upstream from the existing Long Bridge, with 
the precise location t o be determined during Concept ual Design. This location will be as close t o the 
exist ing bridge as feasible, while providing sufficient clearance between t he exist ing and new bridges for 
construction and future maint enance access. 

The span configurations of the new bridge are expected t o mat ch t he exist ing bridge configuration. In 
addition, t he proposed navigation channel will match the exist ing clearances. The new superstructure 
will accommodate 15-foot t rack spacing with a minimum of 9-foot lat eral clearance from centerline of 
tracks t o the nearest obstructions. 

For the proposed bridge, two primary structure types were recommended and evaluat ed. These include 
a st eel deck girder bridge and a steel t hrough girder bridge. Bot h structure types offer advantages and 
disadvantages, particularly for t he channel spans where the structural dept hs are greater . A summary 
matrix comparing the two st ruct ure types follows in Section 9.0. 

At t he proposed bridge channel spans, the deck girder bridge type is feasible, but t he t hrough girder 
bridge reaches toward the upper limits of feasibility due to t he necessary size of the steel plat e girders. 

Long Bridge Project Draft EIS 

Structures Study Report 
-+ 28 

March 2019 



9.0 Structure Type Summary Matrix 
Table 9-1 I Structure Type Summary Matrix 

Structure Geometry • 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Fabricability • 

Constructability • 
• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

steel Deck Girder Bridge 
Approximate floor system depth = 
11' -0" (from top of deck to bottom of 
girder) 
Raised t rack profile required 
Reasonably sized structural members 

Girder depth (approaches) = 7' -6" 
Girder depth (channel) = 11' -6" 
Conventional fabrication, steel plate 
sizes within common limits 
Typical shipping of materials 
Girders can be delivered to site by 
river 

Telescopic boom crane may be able 
to lift girders 

Rolling gantry may be required 
Need to construct concrete deck in 
place 
Temporary dosures of navigation 
channel to erect girders, long-term 
dosures of approach span areas of 
river 

111 LONG 
BRIDGE 

PROJECT 

Steel Through Girder Bridge 
• Approximate structural depth = 4' -9" 

(from top of deck to bottom of girder) 
• Track profile can be closer to existing 
• Extremely deep and heavy girders for t he 

channel spans 
• Girder depth (approaches) = 10' -0" 
• Girder depth (channel) = 17'-0" 

• Complex fabrication, steel plate sizes 
exceed common limits 

• Difficult to ship girders due to size 
• Girders too deep to deliver by river 
• Extensive on-site fabrication and welding 

• Very large crane sizes for lifting steel 
girders will not be able to operate under 
t he FAA requirements 

• Large rolling gantry required 
• No concrete deck needed, but steel deck 

plate must be welded to floorbeams 
• Temporary closures of navigation channel 

to erect girders and floorbeams, long-term 
closures of approach span areas of river 

Aesthetics • Well-proportioned steel and concrete • Very deep steel girders for channel span, 
but in proportion to the approach spans 

Redundancy 

Accessibil ity 

• 

• 
• 

member for approach spans and 
channel spans 
Tall concrete parapets required per • 
CSXT criteria, possible opportunity for 
aesthetic treatments 
Redundant structure due to multiple • 
girders per t rack 
Larger clearances for inspection and • 
maintenance of superstructure 

Long Bridge Project Draft EIS 

Structures Study Report 

No concrete parapets required 

Non-redundant structure due to single 
girder per t rack 
Very narrow access between floorbeams 
for inspection and maintenance 

-+ 29 
March 2019 
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Long Bridge Girder Type Typical Sections 

Long Bridge Project Draft EIS 

Structures Study Report 
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. WlE; ~ ~ff!> (SEE NOTE 2) ACTION ALTERNATIVE A & B 1. PGL SHOWN Al.ONG TRACK •: PROFI.ES 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 45 MPH FOR EN:11 TRACK TO BE "CLUOEO IN PROFILE STA, 305+00 TO 320+00 PRELIMINARY D<C .. EERINC. 
PASSENGER SPEEX> - 50 MPH 50 25 0 50 100 2. SPEE> IMPO\IO<ENTS PI.AHNEO AS PART ~ORZ, 

OF VA ORPT OC2RVA PftOJECT ANO SCALE IN FEET 
AF-RO •TH TRACK PROJ~CT. 

VERI', ·~ i I! '2 20 
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320+00 320+50 321+00 321+ 50 322+00 322+50 323+00 323+ 50 324+00 324+50 

~~ff!> 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 50 MPH 
PASSENGER SPEEO - 50 MPH 

TRACKS 1 & 2 OVER POTOMAC RMR FOR ACllON AI.TERNA11V£ A ONLY: 
F'ROGHT SP£EO - 2~ MPH 
PASSENGER SPEEO • 45 MPH 

325+00 325+ 50 326♦00 326♦50 327♦00 327♦50 328♦00 328♦50 329♦00 329♦50 

ACTION ALTERNATIVE A 
PROFILE STA, 320+00 TO 

& B 
335+00 

330♦00 3J0♦50 3J1♦00 3J1♦50 3.32♦00 3.32♦50 J.31 ♦00 

WlE; 
1. PGL SHOWN ALONG TRACK 4; PROFI.ES 

FOR EN:11 TRACK TO BE "CLU0E0 IN 
PRELIMINARY D<G .. EEAING. 

2. ENO OF 1"1ERLOCK1NG FOR TRACKS 1 
& 2. BEG" IRANSlllON 10 EXISnNG 
PROFl£ FOR ACTION AI.IERNATM'. A. 

J.31 ♦50 334♦00 334♦50 

50 25 
MORZ: 

\/[Rf: 10 i 

0 50 
SCA&.£ IN FIJ:I 

0 10 
SCALE IN FEET 

J.35+00 

100 

20 
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335+00 =~ 33e+OO 336+~ 337+00 337+ 50 '38+00 338+ 50 339+00 339+ 50 340+00 340+ 50 34 1♦00 34 1♦50 342♦00 342♦50 34.3♦00 34.3♦50 344♦00 344♦50 345♦00 345♦50 346♦00 346♦50 34, +oo 34, ♦50 348♦00 348♦50 349♦00 349♦50 -♦00 

. WlE; ~~ff!> ACTION ALTERNATIVE A & B 1, PCL SHOWN Al.ONG TRACK 4; PROFI.ES 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 50 MPH FOR £Al:H TRACK TO BE "CLU0E0 IN PROFILE STA, 335+00 TO 350+00 PRELIMINARY D<C .. EERINC, 
PASSENGER SPEEX> • 50 MPH ~ 25 0 50 100 

MORZ, 
TRACKS 1 & 2 OVER POTOMAC RMR FOR ACllON Al.'l'El'NA1M: A ONLY, SCA&.£ IN F'IET 

F'ROGHT SP£E0 • 25 MPH \/£RT, 1g i i 12 f PASSENCEI' SPEED • 45 MPH SCALE IN FEET 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
CE PLANS - FINAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

May 10, 2019 PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
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~I 
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~Ct1;111r., __ 

os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 

~t l,b. TRACK ALIGNMENTS 
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'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' ct,fit!)if Qtf.f 

TRACK PROFILE GRADE LINE (4 OF 8) 
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350+00 350+50 351+00 351+ 50 352+00 352+ 50 353+00 353+50 354+00 364+50 355+00 355+ 50 356♦00 356♦50 357♦00 357♦50 358♦00 358+50 359♦00 359♦50 360+00 360♦50 361♦00 361♦50 362♦00 362♦50 361 ♦00 361 ♦50 364♦00 364♦50 365+00 

. WlE; ~~ff!> ACTION ALTERNATIVE A & B 1. PGL SHOWN Al.ONG TRACK •: PROFI.ES 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 50 MPH FOR EACH TRACK TO BE "CLUDED IN PROFILE STA, 350+00 TO 365+00 PRELIMINARY D<G .. EERING. 
PASSENGER SPEED - ,o MPH 50 25 0 50 100 

HORZ, 
TRACKS I & 2 OVER POTOMAC R1VER FOR ACllON AI.TERNA11VE A ONLY, SCA&.E IN F'IET 

F'REIGHT SPEED - 2, MPH VERT, 1g i i 12 f PASSENGER SPEED • 45 MPH SCALE IN FEET 
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. WlE; ~~ff!> ACTION ALTERNATIVE A & B ,. PCL SHOWN Al.ONG TRACK •: PROFI.ES 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 50 MPH FOR EACH TRACK TO BE "CLUOEO IN PROFILE STA, 365+ 00 TO 380+ 00 PRELIMINARY D<G .. EEAING. 
PASSENGER SPEEX> • 50 MPH ~ 25 0 50 100 

MORZ, 
TRACKS 1 & 2 OVER POTOMAC RMR FOR ACllON Al.'IERNATIIIE A ONLY, SCA&.E IN FIET 

F'REIGHT SP£EO • 2~ IIPH \/[Rf, •g i i 12 f PASSENGER SPEEO • 45 MPH SCALE IN FEET 
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- 30 

380+00 380+50 381+00 381+ 50 382+00 382+ 50 383+00 383+ 50 384+00 384+ 50 385+00 385+ 50 386♦00 386♦50 387♦00 387♦50 388♦00 388♦50 389♦00 389♦50 390♦00 390♦50 391♦00 391♦50 392♦00 392♦50 391 +00 391 +50 394♦00 394♦50 395+00 

. WlE; ~~ff!> ACTION ALTERNATIVE A & B 1. PGL SHOWN Al.ONG TRACK 4ic2; 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 25 MPH PROFU:S FOR EACH TRACK O BE PROFILE STA, 380+ 00 TO 395+ 00 INCLUOEO IN PflllJWINARY ENGINEERING. 
PASSENGER SPEEO • 30 MPH 50 25 0 50 100 

MORZ, 
SCA&.£ IN FIET 

\/£RT, •g i i •2 f 
SCALE IN FEET 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
CE PLANS - FINAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
May 10, 2019 PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

JI 

~I 

LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 
~Ct1;111r., __ 

os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 
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-- - ·- ~A 

"' .... 
DC I~& n 

60 60 LONG B · IOGE VRE - 2'001 

PROJ ,er P10JE:CT ~ STAa40!5180.89 
~ 

140' "'1 ~; 
~ 

l,i'l1f sn,n ·r ~,onrs. ,ii Plrv_ t'14 
~ . ~- . ., ,--~ ;;; +--: ,--o~ ~· . . . ELEV 42.81-...._ . . ~ P\11 STA• 404+ 7:3.30 ~ ~ J7 ...._ ~£l.£V ., .2~ r..-0.271 ~~ i~ _ : ~rLEV•2u: ~ ! 

Al• 0.012e2~MPM ,, ~~ Ap• 0, 1039.lOMPN 
40 •no· ~I 

§·co t=-0,.36 ~ I ~: --40 7 £•-0.09' C' ~~ ~J ,t~ Af• Q.04892. in£ -:'.? !;;iii Ao• 0.069e 30 PH ~~ + .767~ -- - - +O.JOOll, 
1 PVI 1 A• J98+ 70.13 -- --.lO : ~~ - _.,..- .lO ♦-~-P\11 £~•·1-4;08 ~1, .. l ... "! j ,-o.,.. I .. I f .. I I I :;; .. LJ E•0.27' ~- I - • 1ooe 25MPH +2.26!>" I .. 

\_ ~ . / 
20 t~ • r •Je.lOT H ~ 

J 20 PGL7 vc- ~ i EXISTING TRACK 2 OR/PROP. 9lH Sm«, s,,, 
I - . 

10 ' R + \.006· I 10 

1M sr .. J,s. 1 o. 10 ~~ ""'= ,;,• o. He)., 
P'1 ELEVj 10.46 :1:: 

0 
r =0.69 ~ 1 0 ~-r.06 ~-, 

Al• 0.09Je25MPM .,;c 1."ENFM NORTH" IN'TtRI.OCI NG - SE ACTION ~ • O. 134 • .lOMPH 
VARIES I ~: I AL,_.ll\lE P ~S FOR TIJRNOUT ~IMITS 

- 10 =· .. I -1 0 .,,1. ~~ ci 

~ ~~ .. ,. .. N011 c "'l',:; " + CI.EARAN< ,E ~I! r1; ., MA'IC/1 PROF'l.l • Of' CSXT li:t -201 
.. ., IMPRQ~MENT ~ROJECT RACK 2 SliOWN) a.+ 

!lc• 3'·1·~j ' . rr-1 - 20 
~ Iii 

~ 
8:;: 2;;; ~ ::! (;; ., ... ~" 8., "' ... .... ~s "' ,0 ., " 8 .. 8,0 8 :g 8 - ~~ "' " ..... i~ ~ .. I~ :;~ .. ., ~ o ... 0 ~ ~ 

.. 
-: oi .. " ~., ~i ., " ., " o • ..... 

13 ~ 
• "1 • "! "'o ., - "'o ": "! ., "' .. "? 

., 
N ..-; .,,: ..; .,,: .. - ..;rt i ~ :! :? ..; . ..;io ..;,..: ..;«; ..: en ;; N <'JN z~ ..:. . ..: ro 10,.,: ti iii gi ?-i 13 ?-i g:;j ;;; :;i !l!::i ~ ~ ;;; ili - .JO ... .... - C\1 - .. - .. - ., - .. - .. - .. - ., _ "' "' "' "' "' "' "'"' ... 

-:.00 - .JO 
395+00 395+~ -~ 397+00 397+ 50 398+00 398+ 50 399+00 399+ 50 400+00 -·~ 401♦00 401♦50 402♦00 402♦50 40.3♦00 40.3♦50 404♦00 404♦50 405♦00 405♦50 406♦00 406♦50 40, ♦00 40, ♦50 408♦00 408♦50 409♦00 409♦50 410+00 

. WlE; ~~ff!> ACTION ALTERNATIVE A & B 1. PGL SHOWN ALONG TRACK 2: PROFI.ES 
F'RDGHf SPEED • 25 MPH FOR EACH TRACK TO BE "CLUDEO IN PROFILE STA, 395+00 TO 410+00 PRELIMINARY D<G .. EERING. 
PASSENGER SPEEX> • JO MPH ~ 25 0 50 100 

MORZ, 
SCA&.E IN F'IET 

~RT, •g i i '2 f 
SCALE IN FEET 
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JI 
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cXISITINC LONG 8RIOG£~ PARK PROU£NADC 
_____ WALKWAY __ _ 

7 
I 
I :'l:: MOW 
: ~ lllfK T~K 4 

RETAIMNC WAl.l ___I VI I I 
·~·--o· 

J,l()W 
TRACK 

£ 

~•3 I . 
I I 
' . 

I 

TRACK J 
f 
I . 

1~< !2 

I I •~·-o· ' •~·-o· 

TRACK 2 
£ 
I 

~K 1 

I 

VA 

\ 1~ TO 12•-2·1 ~!~r~ i I I . 
LL~<!-::CI ;::!•~••:::J=:!J!:i :Jj;::::,,,.,::<::PG':L:Ci :!!•:::;;:;;I c-;;t,J~, :;;!•~~ I .J, i J ~ A I j !J ~ f J -------------

i 
I I 

-~~~, ~)~•=:::;l"~T~l~~=::::::t~b_1 ___ _ 
'::: 7 ------...:-::.:-:,..._ 

PROPOSED GROUNO__./ --

LONG BRIDGE PARK (WALL) 
307+ 00 TO 3 17+ 00 

,, 
cJ(/$/'INC C/1()/jJ-\ t 

lillWj; 

I I 
\,..................... : ROACHES 

RUN 
', I 

...................... _____ J _______________ _ 

1. PROPOSED >1.IGHMENI' IS DRIVEN BY 
PROJECT BY OlHERS. FVTURE 
COORDINATION IS NECESSARY. 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 

~Ct1;111r., __ 
os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 

,,, TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

~ ~··l1b. 
an-.11"( PG 
~""'· 

y 'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 

.Ill OSCMJ:: ,} • 10,_0'.
0 !I.I NTB 0""'"""'" ,_ °'" TYPICAL SECTIONS (1 OF 19) : YNPO PW? 
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~ 

CONSTRUC'IION (BY O'lliERS) 
Ful\JRE LONG BRIDGE PARK!\ PROMENADE W,V,.WAY UNDER 

15•-o· _ I I TRACl J TRAi'K 2 

- I I -- s.~ ......... .;:s;; I 

----- (t ~- • ~- 3 ni.· 2 ~- 1 

--- I I I I I I 
................ 1---..:v,-RES,=:::..::2~1·..:-6~·~w~1~aa.....--~•---~15~•-~o_· ___ • ___ 1~5..:•-~o· ___ +'-..:1~3'..:-o~·..:1~0..:•~~..:-o~·-~• 

--- I PROJEC'lr\ : j j ........... _ 12·- r ACdt ss ROAD PCL l -- -~~"-,"=--'"""'-i 2 • • • • • • • • • 
---- ---___ I_ - J., I2" , -- ,,.._, ,_::::!_~;;::::::!'!::::,r=-""'- -V7~ • ~~·b=-s:;,::::.:_-~t:::::·:::::=:::l::F"s:.--.......,-_-'7_;:..:_:.:_~"="" ...... ~ - -

VA 

ROACHES RUN 
PROPosm GROUND 1/4• PER f OOT- ,..._ 

0RAl,lACE SYS10,t_/ 5• SUB8AUAST_.... -1/◄• P£R F'OOT \.. 12• BM.LAST MIN. ',....,...._ 
10 8£ 0£TERMINEO ........ 

JI O ? 10 

I SCM.£: , • - 10·- o· 

15•- o· 

LONG BRIDGE PARK (FUTURE WALL) 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 

3 17+ 00 TO 326+ 00 

~•3 

I 
' 15•- o· 

TRACK J 
f 
I 

I 
I 

~•2 
15'-0" 

TRACK 2 
f 
I 
' 
irR,,cK 1 
' 'i 
I I 

' I 
' 

---
-- I 

EXIST/NC CROIJN>----- :I ----.... 
...................... ...... ___ _ 

ROACHES RUN 
_,,._~-~~· :;;

1
:;:::!:'!::,:t-:::--..--...-,d•·!:::::::::::::£.'t, -:ra;;;,::::✓t:rl::::: · ~·~:::·:::t·!::r=-----,-.-""'.-::>-..:-=:c-~-':-~==---- -

PROPOSED GROUND 1/4• PER Foot- '-......_ --
LONG BRIDGE PARK (FUTURE WALL) 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 
317+ 00 TO 326+ 00 

~t l,b. 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 
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-- I 
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EXIST/NC CROUNO../ ---- II -----.... ........ ........ ----
D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 
CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 

TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
11'PICAL SECTIONS (2 OF 19) 

~Ct1;111r., __ 

os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 
an-.11"( PG 
~""'· 
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2 

~K 4 

I 
' 

I PROJ:~~ I PGL • 
- ' 

, ~ 2 

~ K 3 I 

1,·- 0· 

' ! ~rJ 
I VARES 17'- o• TO 29'- 9• 

. . I ~::::!!::=::::::!!:J"~ 2 ' 

13•- o· 

1~ 1 

I 
' ~r2 
I 

~ ' :::::::, 1 2 • I 
REfAININC WALL- b=======,=t=::=:=====::_:=':_::,.... ____ ,U_ ~ ;; ,t .,___--=::::; 1/4• PER FOOT\_ Lt2'--8'1.tASrM"'-

~ ~ ~ t ~ I 
I I 10·-!.o-PROP. ROW-1------"'-+=----I 
I j I 

I ! L---
1 L----__ L _______________________ _ 

FILL .,,..,,., ---------~-

~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ I 
~ 0::: I 10·~0· _,.,,, . .,,. I PROP. ROW .,,. 
~ I I --1 ~ -i I ! L---- .__ ____ _. 

I I, --f--L ________________________ --

JI O ' 10 

I SC-'1£: /. 10•-o• 

----§'.:-SOB8AU.AST 

PROFILE RAISE TO GEORGE WASHINGTON 
MEMORIAL PARKWAY UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 
326+00 TO 328+00 

PROFILE RAISE TO GEORGE WASHINGTON 
MEMORIAL PARKWAY UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 
326+00 TO 328+00 

~t l,b. 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,__._"' __ c- -~- ____.____. .. ,. 
., REVISIONS 

VA 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
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TRACK ALIGNMENTS 
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~Ct1;111r., __ 

os:tltl0$1' ....J;!?fL 
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JI O ? 10 

I SCM.£: 1* • 10•- 05 

~ 

KN[[ 
BRACE 

(JYP) 

KNEE 
BRACE 

(lYP) 

ARE:MA 
CLEARANCE 
ENVELOPE 

l.0NGffUOINAL 
OW'HRACM (lYP) 

JB'- o" 

ARE:MA 
CI.EARANCC 
ENVELOP[ 

'IRA(;K • 
9'- 0" 'i 

l.0NGOUOINAL 
OW'HRACM (lYP) 

JB'- 0" 

T~K J 
" 9'- 0" 

I 

30°- 0• MIN. 

SltEL ~ TE 
GIRO~ (m') ~K2 

~KJ 
I 

GEORGE WASHI NGTON MEMORIAL 
PARKWAY UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 
328+00 TO 329+25 

TRACK J 
'i 9'- 0" 

I 

J0'- 0" MIN. 

STEEL PlATE 
GIRO~ (m') 9'-0" 

~K2 

IRACK 1 
'i 

TRACK 2 
f 
I 

cx,snNC srca 
Pt.ATE: CIRO£R 

'IRA(;K I 

'i 9'- 0" 

I 
LONGITUOINAL 
OIAPHRAGM (m') 

GEORGE WASHI NGTON MEMORIAL 
PARKWAY UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 
328+00 TO 329+25 

~t l,b. 

JB'-0" 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,_._"' --0
""'""""-~- ___.____. .. ,. 

., REVISIONS 

snn PLATE 
GIROER (lYP) 

~ 

VA """" n 

1. AROAA CLEARANCE IE><\IELOPE IS SHOWN 
FOR TANGENT TRACK WllHOUT CURVE 
CORRECTIONS. 
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-- - ·- ~A 

"' .... 
DC """" n 

~K • ~K 3 !'RACK 2 TRACK 1 
I I EX. TRACK 3 

£X. 'TCK 2 
' I 

• J' &" 10 54• o· f 
9'- o· I 15• o· I 12'-6" 

I PRQ.J~~ I I 
- . . ' ' - ~ 13•- 0·1 

I I 
' ' ' 

l I 
=-,j~4 f 

I 
& REl'MNINC WALL - - 11•• Pe! FOOT I.. 12" BMJAST MIN. I ii t4i-

._ ________ 
6" SUBEW.LAS'I 2 ,------- ------::::::7 1 ,,. ,,. ,,. ~----,,. .... EXIST/NC ------

,,. ,,. .... ----------,,. ........ -
FILL ,,. ,,. .... ,,. .... 

,,. ,,. ,,. .... ,,. .... 
,,. ,,. --------------- ---~~-------- -----

. ----------------- ,_ 

LONG BRIDGE SOUTH APPROACH 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 

329+ 25 TO 330+ 75 

~K2 
15• o· lR' K 1 

. 
I I 
' ' ~K • ~ K 3 I I 

I I £X. 'FJ ' 
•J'- 6" TO 54'- 0" 

£X. TRACK f? 
' 

t 
' ' 9•- 0· I 15•- o· '1 

I PRQ.J~"I ""\ 

I, , I 
•I 12'-6" J i . • • . I: • . 2 - ~ ls-o·I 13'- 0"1 ./ 

' ; ' ' 
""1 1 3'- 0" ........._ r--'"1 

REl'AININC w,u.- - 11 • • Pe! FOOT I.. 12" 0MJAST MIN. ,,.--~ =-SU~ST 
- ' 2 2 \_ 12" 8ALl.AST 

-
5• SUBBM.LAST ::::::7 1 1r:;:::, ----------,,. --,,. .... y-----,,. .... EXIST/NC CHOI.IND ~ ~ - - ~ -,,. ,,. .... -----------,,. .... 

FILL 
,,. .... 

. ,,. ,,. .... 
,,. .... ,,. ............ ,,. .... 

,,. ,,. ------------------41----------------------------------- -
LONG BRIDGE SOUTH APPROACH D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

JI 

~I 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) CE PLANS - FINAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

329+ 25 TO 330+ 75 May 10, 2019 PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

~Ct1;111r., __ 

os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 

~t l,b. TRACK ALIGNMENTS 
_,. .til:i ~""'· 
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l 
9, 
6 
le 
• iii 
;:; 

i 
f 

72" CONCREIE 
PARAPET 

CONCREIE 
OECK 

STEEL PLATE 
CIROER (TYP) 

72" CONCREIE 
PARAPET 

CONCREIE 
DECK 

SIEEL PLAU) 
QROER (TYP 

SIEEL BRACING 
( TYP.) 

BAI.LAST 

AR[ MA CLEARANCE 
E<MLOPE 

t-'i TRACK • 
I 

9'- 0" 

AR[ MA CI.EARANCE 
E<MLOPE 

9•- 0· 

15•- o· 

J2'- o" 

15•- o· 

CONCREJE TIE 
(TrP.) 

J2'- 0" 

9'- 0" 

9•- 0 · 

6,4'- J" 

APPROACH SP AN 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
APPROACH SPAN 

DECK GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 

330+ 75 TO 338+ 50 
34 1+50 TO 357+ 00 

-r 2 

f EXIST. 
fl/ACK J 

~K 1 

i-... f CXIST. 
fl/ACK 2 

DC 

~T ,r-J· r!T ii 11 _[_ n;,ecR TIC ,.1 : ,,-DI/STING OPCN-OCCK I•, 11I (TYP.) 111 I '/ THROVCH CIROCR 8RIOCC 
I I ,1 ,, I I, 
l~i~=====-- - ---=====g::!~I 
I I I I 11 

IJ l' 1 1 11 

l ~--------------◄-------◄------:1:--------- 1.1.1 .,_.--------------~-------------- __________ , 
I I 

.16'- 6" 

I I -m ......... ~ ........................ ~ ........................ ~ ........... m--
•~ 11 // ', / ', / ', 11~ 1 
11111 ; ' ; ' ; ' lji!I l~jl ; ' ; ' ; ' li'U 
'i1u / ', / ', / ', • 111 WI( x' 'x' ,~Iii: CXISTINC 0PcN- 0CCK ,~l, ,, / ," / ,, / ,ln~ THROUGH TRUss swtNC 
1(! 11 , ; , ,- , ,, 11!)1 SPAN 
111)1 ' / ' / ' / HIii lfl' ' ', ./ ', ,,, ', ,,, "R' l~tb--- -~!. ___ - - ----~"'(. ___ - - ----~----din I ·w --------------------------------- ,a?, 
~I: ~ I ~ I ~ I K! II 11!>1 
11111 TRACK 2 TRACK 1 1~ 11 
~••, I 'i 'I '• ~S !~ I ,__ ___ -+-----------~~-----------!it' '+------~ CXIST. ,__ ~ CXJST. I Kl 
I 11 rRACK J fR.i.CK 2 11111 

POTOMAC RIVER BRI DGE 
CHANNEL SPAN 

DECK GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 

338+ 50 TO 34 1+ 50 

W' 1 ' i~I: lli1l 
IC!II 12'-J • !!~I 
l!f ~ I 
H,·

1
1 "" 8CR T1f, 1,a: 

I~ I (TYP.) ...._\_ •~11 
Mb===== ::_ -=r ====-- _ ==r, ====Jl!1! rn)I I I KI ii 

__ PW ___ ---- ------- ----- ---- ~ --ti1:=====::1======~=======z======c=====:ttt 
J2'- 0" 

NOTES: 
1. SO: 8- JOO SElllES FOR BIKE-PEOESTRIAN 

SRI)()£ CROSS SEC110NS. 

2. AR[MA CI.EARANCE [ <Ml.OPE IS SHOWN 
FOIi TANGENT TRACK WIIH<XJI' CURVE 
CORRECIIONS. 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 
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os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 

,,, TRACK ALIGNMENTS an-.11"( PG ~""'·--
'RO" TO "L'ENFANT" ~ .. v.,. l1b. 

JI o ? ,o 11'PICAL SECTIONS (6 OF 19) 

I SCM.£: ,= • 10·- o: ~ NTB cE9CH"lt'.lH tw.E OATE :_: ve:2 n w2 
~ ._ ___________________________________________ ...._ ____ ., _____ :"':::::::::::::R:EV:1S_1-a..s:::::::::::::-:.._ ______________ ._• ... ~...,.•...,.~___,3...._. 



2 

72" CONCRETE 
PAAAPEr 

CONCRCIE 
DECK 

S'IIEL PLA1E 
GIRDER (IYP) 

72• CONCRCIE 
PAAAPEr 

CONCRETE 
DECK 

S'IIEL PJ.A]l: 
GIRDER (IYP) 

JI O ? 10 

I SCM.£: 1• • 10•- 05 

9•-0· 

32•- D· 

9•-0· 

32•- o· 

r---~ TRACK 3 
I 

r---~ TRACK 3 
I 

9•-0· 

64'- .3"' 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
APPROACH SPAN 

DECK GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 

330+ 75 TO 338+ 50 
341+50 TO 357+00 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
CHANNEL SPAN 

DECK GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 

338+50 TO 341+ 50 

~t l,b. 

9•- 0· 

AAE:MA CI.EARAHCE 
ENVELOPE 

9•- 0· 

32•- o· 

15•- o· 

32•- o· 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

r---~ TRACK I 
I 

DC 

72" CONCREIE 
PARAPET 

CONCREIE 
DECK 

STEEL PLATE 
GIRDER (IYP) 

~ 
1. SEE B- 300 SE)ll[S f"OR BIKE- PEDESTRIAN 

BRIDGE CROSS SECTIONS. 

2. AREMA CLEARANCE ENVELOPE IS SHOWN 
FOR TANGENT TRACK WIIHOOT CUIM: 

9•- 0· 

CORR[ CIIONS. 

72• CONCREIE 
PARAPET 

CONCREIE 
DECK 

STEEL ~TE. 
GIRDER (TYP) 
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11'PICAL SECTIONS (7 OF 19) 
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0 
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$, 
0 
le 
• iii 
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i 
f 

KNEE ~ 

n.ooRBEAM 

SlUL PLA1E 
GIRDER (TYP) 

KNEE 8RACE 
(TYP) 

n,ooRB[AM 

SlUL PLA1E 
GIR0ER (TYP) 

JI O ? 10 

I SCM.£: 1* • 10•- 05 

9•- 0· 

I LONGll\JDINAL DIAPHRAGM 
(TYP.) 

9•- 0· 

1-<t. lRACK 4 
I 

! 
15•- o· 

CONCRETE TIE 
(TYP.) 

3e•- o· 

j-<t. TRACK 4 
I 15•- o· 

CONCRETE TIE 
(lYP.) 

3e•- o· 

DC 

1-<t. TRACK J 
I 

! 
9•-0· ~K2 

64"- J " 1------+--.----------=-="-----------------f-i CXIST. 
rRN:K .1 

I 

j-<t. TRACK J 
I 

9•-0· 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
APPROACH SPAN 

THROUGH GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 

330+75 TO 338+50 
341+50 TO 357+00 

~

•\ _[__ ~)R Tl£ Jlrl ~ D<ISTING OP!:N- 0£CK \\ l'"· //1 V THR()IJ(;H C,R()fR 8Rt()(;£ 
\\ I, I I 

;~=====-- ~- - "'=====:f::! : 
11 II :! ,: 
!I --------t;-----~-------~------~---------H .l.lw=-------- -----~-------------- ---------·-I I 

J6' 6" 

--~!!! ... !':_!':_!':..,!!:~~':"~ ... ~-~-~-~-~-!!-!! ... !!"':~~~ ... ~-~-~-~-~-~-~-~-!!~~-!! ........ !':_!':..,!!!!,n -· 
.CII / ', / ', // ', llt l 
!~IU // ' // ' // ' 'jl" 1.hll ; ', ; ', ; ', I ,U 111u, , , , , ''{Ill ~:<f ',/ ';,/ ;I ·H CXISl'INC OPCN- 0£CK 

~
H ', / ', / ', / ,ll~V THROUCH TRVSS SwtNC 
11 , /'' , / , ; 11' SPAN 

IIH ', // ', /' ', // 1(11 mu ' / ' / ' / It~ ~iri=--- ~---------~ ... , -------- ~----,·~r.· :~~ --------------------------------- '~H I WM ICII 111 

II IH ~ K 2 J"RACK 1 I( II 
ff•II 'i. 'i. II 'tt 

i-----l--l--1-----------"64:e.
0

:c-3 ... • __________ ....,'1,..._ ___ --!!- f CXIST. !- f cx,sr. a!}: 
I l1 TRACK J I TRACK 2 111 I 

I 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
CHANNEL SPAN 

THROUGH GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 

338+50 TO 341 +50 

~:n 11,H rn~ i :1111 
•• u~- I 11 '1" II~ "II 

lliri I TIIIBCM,51 i !lit': 
n111 ' ' '!In NOTES: 
~w====_:-"'!"_:-.:::_:-n-.::====- --/r' -~::n-:_====~~~ 1. SEE B- 300 SERIES rDR Bl<E-PEDE 

--~ 11 =====::i======:t=======:t=====::c===== 11')1 2 . ~~~i~~l~U~WN ttl CORRECTIONS. 
. J2' o· 
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l 
~ 
0 

l 
$, 
0 
le 
• iii 
;:; 

i 
f 

KNEE ~ 

FLOORSEAM 

STEEL PJATE 
GIRDER (TYP) 

KNEE BRACE 
(TYP) 

n.ooRBEA"' 

STEEL PIATE 
GIRDER (TYP) 

i-'t. lRACK • 
I 

! 
9'- 0" 

I LONCIIVOl<AI. OW'HRAGM 
(TYP.) 

AROIA Cl.EARANCE 
EN\IELOPE 

9•- 0· 

,s·- o· 
CONCR~ Tl~ 

I (TYP.) 

JB'- 0" 

,s·- o· 

CONCR~ TIE 
(TYP.) 

JB'- 0" 

i-'t. TRACK J 
I 

! 

I 

j-1t. TRACK J 
I 

9•-0· 

I 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
APPROACH SPAN 

THROUGH GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 

330+ 75 TO 338+ 50 
34 1+50 TO 357+ 00 

6•·- J· 

POTOMAC RIVER BRIDGE 
CHANNEL SPAN 

THROUGH GIRDER OPTION 
(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 

338+ 50 TO 341 + 50 

AAEMA CI..EAIW<CE 
ENVELOPE 

i-'t. TRACK 2 
I 

! 

AAEMA CI..EAIW<CE 
ENVELOPE 

9•- 0· 

,s·-o· 

JB'- 0" 

,s·-o· 

JB'- 0" 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

DC 

i-'t. TRACK 1 
I 

! 
9'- 0" 

LONGll\JOl!IAI. I OIAPHRAGM 
(TYP.) 

KNEE BRACE 
(TYP) 

STEEL ~1[ 
GIR0£R (TYP) 

j-<t TRACK I 
I 

9•- 0· 

~ 

KNEE BRACE 
(TYP) 

STEEL PIAlE 
GIRO£R (TYP) 

I, SEE 8- 300 SERIES F'OR BIKE-PEOESTRIAN 
BRIOCE CROSS SECTIONS. 

2. AAEMA CLEARANCE ENVELOPE IS SHOWN 
FOR TANGENT TRACK WllltOOT CUR\IE 
CORRECllONS. 
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-- - ·- ~A 

"' .... 
54•- o· to 65'- S' 

T~ K 2 T,,,K 1 DC 1""1110 n 

T~K 4 ~· 3 
I 12'- S' TO 15'-0" I 9•-0· 

I I 
I I 

I I ' ' 5' 3" to 20' 6° ' ' I I 
I 

9•-0· 

I 
15'-0" I I M<W~ \ 

ex. TRACK J £X. r2 000 FACJUTY FFNCC . 2 . I . - . _f . ·, . --- . . . "-1.v . . . 
~ 1" - 0"1 ls - 0·1 / 

. . . . . . -• 1 1/ 4" 1'£Ji lF'001-

- 114" PER FOC1r ._/ '-12• IIAUAST MIN. i IJ'-Q" I -R£1'AINI G WAU. R£1'AINING WAU.- 6° SUB8'1.Lo\ST - . . -- ....__ __ 
2 2 

,.,,., 
::::::::7 1 1 r:;:; Flu. ,.,.✓ ---- ----- DOD FACILITY --,., ;:;--FLL 

,.,,., • ,., ,.,,., 1:iT:: EXISTING CROu. ....., ...._...., ,.,,., 
I"' ,., ,., --,., ,., ~>~ --,.,,.,,., --~~ --,.,,., -NPS ,.,,., --,., ---,.,,., 

PARKING LOT ------------~----------------- 1-------------- ------------------
LONG BRIDGE NORTH APPROACH 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE A) 
357+ 00 TO 361+00 ~ 
362+ 50 TO 363+ 00 1. AC110N ALTERNATIVE A BEGINS TO TIE INTO 

Ex1STING TRACK AUGNM[Nl AND PROfl.E. 

64' o· to 65' ,. 
T~K 2 T,,,K 1 

TRACK 4 ~K3 I 1s·- o· I 9•- 0· 
~ I I I I . . !)-3• to 20 •-5• ' ' I I 

I 
sr-o· 

I 
15 '-0" I 

~ 000 F/IC/(./TY FFNCe I PRW~\ ' EX. TRACK .J ex. 'r"x 2 . 2 . I . . _f - ·i • ...- ~ ~ ls -0·1 13'- 0"I ./ -• I I 14" l'£Ji IF'OOT-

- 11•• PER FOOT ,_/ '-12• IIAUAST MIN. ' IJ'-0" I ~R£1'AINI G WAU. RETAINING WAil.- 6° SU88'1.Lo\ST - • • .--- ....__ __ 
2 2 ,., ,., ,., 

;;;;:] 1 I I/ -✓ --FU --- --- -- DOD FACILITY -- ~ ,.,,., ,.,,., J--,., ,., ,., i~ (XJ$11N(; CROtJ, '--....._ 
Flu. 

,.,,., ... --,., ,.,,., i == --,.,,., ---,., ,.,,., .. ~! --. NPS ,.,,., ---,., ,., --PARKING LOT 
______________ .,,,,. 

~---------------- '-------------- -----------------
LONG BRIDGE NORTH APPROACH 

(ACTION ALTERNATIVE B) 
357+ 00 TO 361+00 D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
362+ 50 TO 363+ 00 CE PLANS - FINAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

May 10, 2019 PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

~Ct 1;111r., __ 

os:tltl0$\' ...J;!?:!IL 
CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 0-tba:0 t,r.....Jl121:L.. 
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~ AREt.lA Cl£ARANCE 
ENI/ELOPE 

j--<t TRACK • j--<t TRACK 3 

ii j' g•-o· ,s·- o· g•- o· -r7 i--------''--''--+-----=---=----+---=---=---~ . 
-- i i ~-

KNEE BRAC~ ~ PGL I • I (TYP.) I STEIL 
' oz ' DECK 

l RACK 2 <t 
I 
i 1s·- o· 
I I I I 

,x. r,rcK .J 
PROJECT-, , CONCRETE nEi \ , 

(TYP) I I .~ 'i I I Pt.AlE 

R.00fl8!:AM ....._..""' ...... -i~i'!iiii I • • ........ i3"-0 •1 /,,,,,,-t:!!::::=::!f!::r--._ 
. l 

I 

DC 1-.111 n 

l RACK 1 <t 
I 
i g•- o· 
'I 
11 

£X. ,.CK 2 I I . . 
5'- J" to 20'- 6" 

V OOD FACILITY FFNC£ 

11•• PER 
-

FOOT- DOD FACILITY 
SIEEL l'LA'll----- '"I' I I ,I I i IJ'-0" 

CIROER (lYP) ,------,t.-----+------------1 2 ~ ~ • 
TOP OF Ex,s nNG~ "" = LONGII\JOINAL_/ I -""'-~ ,r::;:: FU I J I -- --WMATA TUNNEL OIAPHRACM Z ______ ,-----

PORTAL (T'(P.) .38' o• 2 
------PROPOSED GROUND _ -

i-- --- ------ --------- , r 7 ----
1 1 l .., ----- rOP or TUNNCL 

--- .... --
J-- ---EXIST/NC CROu. - ...._ ...._ ----I I I - - - - - - - - ------ ~- ~ 

~--------, ~------------~,l--~--+· -------- ------------------- ------------------------ --------------------------,, r ·1 ,11 I -------------------------------------
---

, --------------------------------~ I 

WMATA TUNNEL UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 
361+ 00 TO 362+ 50 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

.tQIE:i; 
1. AR[t.lA CLEARANCE ENI/ELOPE IS SHOWN 

FOR TANGENT TRACK WIIHOUT CUR\IE 
CORR£cnONS. 
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~ 
0 
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0 
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• iii 
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i 
f 

KNEE BRACE 
(lYP) 

FLOORSEAM 

STED. PlATE 
GIRO£R (lYP) 

KNEE BRACE 
(lYP) 

FLOORSEAW 

STED. PlATE 
GIRDER (lYP) 

9•- 0· 

I l.ONGII\JOINAL OIAPHRACW 
(lYP.) 

~ i TRACK 4 

i 
I 

15•- o· 

CONCRElt TIE 
(lYP.) 

38'- 0" 

AREIIA CLEARANCE 
ENVELOPE 

j-i TRACK 4 

' g•-o· •~·-o· 
CONCREIE TIE 

(TYP.) 

l.ONGIIVOINAL 
DIAPHRAGM 

(lYP.) 
:is·- o· 

~ i TRACK 3 
I 

9•- 0· 

I 

'-i TRACK 3 

g•-o· 

I 

I 

rrh, 

£ CXIST. 
TRN:K J 

/,/'- ()" 

f- £ CXIST. I TRN:K 2 
I 

I 

DC 

I 

--n-
Ll 1-~- --"\ 

: ,F. ,~, --n--
i ,10·, 
1 // I I r-- - H-- L .~CXISTING THROUGH _ -n-- , _ -n- , l r CJROfR BRlDG£ . --- ,.. __ I 

; I I ! ; 
l.,1',.-------------------4,,1 

1-395 UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 
INITIAL CONDITION 
363+ 00 TO 365+ 00 

54•- o· 10 s5•- o· 

1-395 UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 
FI NAL CONDITION 
363+ 00 TO 365+ 00 

.U'- 6" 

AR£MA CLEARANCE 
E!Ml.OPE 

g•-o· 
I 
' 

BAI.LAST ! 
I 

j-i TRACK I 

' ,s·- o· g•-o· 

:is·- o· 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

~ 
1. TEMPORARY CONSIRUCTION EASEMENT 

NEEDED WllltlN 000 FACILITY TO 
CONSTRUCT 1-395 UG SOVTH ASUl'MEM'. 

2. ARE MA CLEARANCE ENVELOPE IS SHOWN 
FOR TANGENT TRACK WITHOUT CUR\IE 
CORRECIIONS. 

KNEE BRACE 
(IYP) 

FLOORBEAM 
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9•- 0· 

I PROJ~"\ 

TRACK 4 
'i 
I 15•- o· 

I TRACK J • f 
I ' 

15•- o· ro 33'- ,o· 

I 
TRACK 3 

'i 
I 9•- 0· 

I TRACK 2 
• • f -

I 
TRACK 2 TRACK 1 

'i 'i 
vAR1ES I 15•- o· I 9•- 0· 

II . I . 2 • I . 
1-_,,,-C~~~~ •D ---C~~~-

DC 

... ------,-•1•· liER ,oor '-12· BAlJAST t,11N. L12· BAUAST MIN. s· sue" ... •=- '.-'-------l REJAINING WAI.I.- I I t'--- ~ • 
Ci _;;!•~•,=-=:i:,t,t::::rl--·-- , ~I ,t,__ ➔---~'&,~~RSHEED<C 1---REJAINING WAI.I, 

141H ST. SW/ROUIE 1 

REIAINING WALL -

,/ 
14111 ST. SW/ROUTE I 

---------- --,,,,, -- ,,,,.,,,.. 

// 
// 

// 

-- / ---- ,,,,,---

.,,.---1-- COHSTRIJC]JOH STAGING _,,,,, --
-,,,',,,:L~ 

.,........,. ....... _____ _ 
RETAINING WALL FOR CONSTRUCTION 

365+ 00 TO 369+ 00 

~K 4 

9•- 0· I 

: 
' . I - • 

1~3 ~K2 

15•- o· I 15•- o· I 

~ 2 . I • • 
' .............. ' 

'-12• BAUAST MIN. 

RETAINING WALL FILL 
369+ 00 TO 373+ 25 
374+ 50 TO 377+ 50 

15•- o· 

2 
ID 

~Kl 

I 9•- 0· 

• I . 
, 

--;;;;;;,;;;.r------------£XISTINC -------------------------

-
I-R£1'AININC WALL 

-------- ___________ _I_____ 1-395 RAMP I 
'7 --

£XiSTINt; ~ ------------------
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JI O ? 10 

I SCM.£: 1• • 10•- 05 

z 

EXISTING THROUGH 
CIRO£R 8RIOC£ 

I: 

I- £ £XIST. 
TRACK J 

IJ'- 0" 

26'- 0" 

I-£ EXIST. TRACK 2 I (OUT OF SCFMC£} 
, (SEE NOlE 1) 
I 
' 
' ! 'IDAPORARY I BAI.LAST 
, REl'AINE:R 
I 
' I 
' _ j __ ,i,.... 

IJ'- 0" 

: I 

31•- 2 1/4" 

29' 0 1/8" 

OHIO DRIVE SW UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 
INITIAL CONDITION 

AA£MA Cl.EARANCE 
ENI.U.OPE 

373+25 TO 374+50 

!-i TRACK 2 

9'- 0" ! 1~·-0· 

CONCRET[ TI[ 
(T'/P.) 

s,·-o· 

OHIO DRIVE SW UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 
FI NAL CONDITION 
373+ 25 TO 374+50 

g•- o· 

72• CONCRE:TE 
PNW'U 

CONCRETE 
DECK 

STEEL PL.A1E 
GIRDER (TYP.) 

STEEL DIAPHRAGM 
(TYP) 

12• CONCRETE 
PNW'U 

CONCRETE 
DECK 

STEEL PL.A1E 
GIRDER (T'IP.) 

STEEL DIAPHRAGM 
(TYP) 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

DC 

NOTES: 
1. EXISTING BRIDGE OEMOL.fflON ANO NEW 

BRl>GE WIDENING WILL BE STAGED TO 
PROVIDE 1"'0 TRACKS DURING 
CONSTRI.IC11ON. 

2. AREMA CLEARANCE ENI/ELOPE IS SHOWN 
FOR TANGENT TRACK WllHOUT CUR\IE 
CORRECTIONS. 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
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• D(IST. 
fRACK J 

AREMA CI.EARANCE 
D<VELOPE 

9'- 0" 

20·- o· 

15'-0" 

{ EXIST. TRACK 2 
(OUT or S£f/VIC£:) 

(SEE NOIE 1) 

30•- 10 1 a· 

AREMA Cl.EARANCE 
ENVELOPE 

9'- 0" 

2e·- o· 

1 ... TRACK 1 

9•-0· 

15• - o· 15• - o· 
l-t TRACK 1 

9•-0· 

CONCREII TIE 
(lYP.) 

63'- 0" 

72" CONCREII 
PARAPEI' 

CONCREJE 
OECK 

SIEEL ~ IE 
CIROE:R (TYP) 

SltEL BRACING 
(TYP) 

72" CONCREII 
PARAPEI' 

CONCREJE 
OECK 

SltEL PU,1[ 
U..---CIROE:R (TYP) 

SltEL BRACING 
(TYP) 

WASHINGTON CHANNEL 
UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 

INITIAL CONDITION 
377+50 TO 379+00 

WASHINGTON CHANNEL 
UNDERGRADE BRIDGE 

FINAL CONDITION 
377+50 TO 379+00 

DC 1"""11S 7'1 

NOTES: 
1. EXIS'IING BRIOCE DEMOL.lllON AND NEW 

8Rl)GE WIDENING WILL BE STACED TO 
PROVIDE l'WO TRACKS DURJ<G 
CONSTRUC110N. 

2. AREMA CI.EARANCE ENVELOPE IS SHOWN 
FOR TANGENT TRACK WllllOOT CURVE 
CORREC110NS. 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 
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141H ST. SW/ ROVTC 1 -------------------------1 
I 

' I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 

' 
I 
I l __ 

~K 4 ~K 3 TRACK 2 
<t 
I I TRACK./ 12·- r ro 1J'- o" ' ·.-1• - e· ro 15•- o· r¼K 2, 5' - o· TO 15'- J" ' 1s·- o· ro 1s·- s" 9•- 0 · 

PROJ~~ "\ I J 
REl'AININC WAU.- L-----'--C::!!~====:T......_ 

(TO BE REBUILl) I I • 

: I : .I i . 2 .l. 
.,...,:::!!:=;;:!!::r-.. 1r:::-c!?:=:=::::!!!:::::r-..... 

- I • 
. ! . 

' · -
- / ........ - 12· l3AlLAS1 MIN. 1/4" p= Foor-..,_ ___ .... 

DC 1""1116 n 

6" SUB8AI..LAST..../ '-----·------- - ~ 
- ...... ..._ F\LL - RETAINING WALL 

(XISTJNC ~ ...._ ...._ ..._ ...._ RETAIN/NC WAU-
20' o· 11 6' g• • • .-

14TH ST. SW/RO\/TC 1 RAMP 
(SEC NOT[ 1) 

-----------------

WASHINGTON CHANNEL TO MAINE AVENUE SW 
379+00 TO 381+35 

---- --

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

-----------------------------------

NOTES: 
1. ltMPOfW!Y RAMP CLOSURES DURING 
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II "'VIRGINIA• \ "RO" fl MOW YARD 

I 11 11 11 11 I I 1111 11 11 
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~ ~ ~ ~ !l ? FUTURE NO-BUILD 

g a ~ !!! a ~ 

i ,~ !l ~ ~ ~ 
~ "' ... '-ii ~ i ASSIJMPIIONS ~ 

1111 $; I: ~ ~, ~ 1. L 'D<rANT STATION PROJECT COMPl£1E Wlllt 
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THACK 2 \/ \ . ../ TRACK 0 I \ I 

8. BUILD UP CRASHWALLS UNDER WRYlANO 
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"RO" fl l. rur. TRACK 1 / "'VIRGINIA• BRIDGE OVER THE POTOMAC RI\IER. 
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I 1111 11 11 
•Lt NORTH• 

MOW YARD 

AllTRAK TO 
J UNION 

~ - SOlJlll 10 •,r 
fl STATION 

I I 
,' I 

TRACK 4 
CRYSTAL CITY 

STATION -
CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 

txlSTINC TRACI< 
- RAIS[ ANO SURr ACt 

CONSTRUCT N[W 

TRACI( 10 BE SHFTEX> 
•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REWOVt 

I/OW TRACK 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED IN EARl.£R Pli'SE 

txlSTINC STRUCTURE 
PROPOSED STRUCTURE 

STRUCTURE CO"PLEIEXl IN tARl£R PHASt 

•Ro• II 

LONG 
BAIOCE 

11 

TRACK .J 

THACK 2 

fUT. TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"II: sOlJIII· 

I 1111 11 11 
"Lt NORTH• 

~tl,b. 

"- I ST STREET --,-..~ TUNNEL 
L'[NFANT 
S1A110N STATION TRACK - TRACK • 

FUT. TRACI< 2 THACK .J 

FUT. TRACK I THACK 2 

MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,_._"' --0
""'""""-~- ___.____. .. ,. 

., REVISIONS 

DC 

PHASE A 
STAGE 4 

CONSTRUCJJON WORK 
1. CONNECf/SHFT M . TK I INTO 

SDMC£ NOR1lt or 1-395. 

QP[RAJIONS NOTES 
TRACK 2 OUT- OF-SERVICE NORTH Of' .RO. 
CSXT SINGLE TRACK 10 VIRGINIA AV[NU[ TUNNEL 

OlJBAIION 
ON[ NIGHT 

PHASE A 
STAGE 5 

CONSIBlJCJJON WORK 
I . RE:MOVE EX. 1K 2 rROM 1-395 TO 

MAINE AVENUE SW N£J REMOVE MMNE 
AV[NU[ BAIOCE UNOER EX. 'l'K 2. 

2. CONSTRUCT OHIO DRIVE SW, 
WASIINGTON CHANNEL. ANO MAIN[ 
AVENUE SW TO SUPPORT M . Tl< 2. 
BUILD FUT. TK 2 FROM 1-395 TO 
MAIN[ AVO,U[ SW. 

3. CONNECT ANO SHIFT M . TK 2 FRO" 
MAIN[ AVD<U[ SW TO U NORTH." 

•· BUILD "\.E SOU'TN• 128 SWll'CM. 

5. BUILD BRIOCES OVER WMAfA TUNNEL 
ANO 1-395 OFRJN[. 

6. BUILD WEST GEORGE WASIIING'ION 
"£UOR1AL PARl<WAY BRIOC[ . 

OPERATIONS NOTES 
NORMAL OP£AA110NS 

DURATION 
21 .5 MONIHS 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
PHASING DIAGRAM -

PHASE A, STAGE "'5 

~Ct1;111r., __ 
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IIOW THACK 

TRACK .J 

TRACK 4 

t 
-SOIJIN 10 "Ar 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

t 

TRACK 0 

I/OW TRACK 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 
EXISTING TRACK 

- RAISE ANO SURr ACE 
CONSTRUCT NEW 
TRACK 10 BE SHFTEX> 

•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REMOVE 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED I N EARl.£R Pli'SE 

EXISTING STRucruRE 

PROPOSEX> STRUCTURE 

STRUCfURE COMPLEIEXl IN EARl£R PHASE 

•Ro• 

•Ro• 

t ,~ 
!ti~~ 
II ti~ 

II 

t ~!l , .. ~ ii ~ 
~ I$~ 
II Ii~ 

LONG 
BAIOCE 

fl I 

LONG 
BRIOCE 

<:: 
! ~ ~ "' I ~ 1~ g 

i:!:~ ~ 
l ~ j~ i 
~ 

11 

.... 

11 

~ g a ~ 

i ~ ,~ !l 
~~ ~ 

l ~ j ~ i 
~ 

11 

............................ 
7 .-•----··----·--·--··--··~ 

II 
11 

1 a g a 
!!! lt a ~ a 
'< "' ). ;:; ~ g i ~ ~ ~1 \ ~ 

~g 11 ;~ ~~ "' "' ~ "' 
~ a .i !a :la ~ ~ ... ~ ., 

11 11 11 I 11 1111 11 

TRACK .J 

Fur. l'RACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I I 1111 11 
"I.E sOlJIII• •Lt NORTM• 

1~! 
a ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ a 
~ ... '-ii la ~ ~, ~ !l ii "g t:\ 

~a li G la a ~ ~I;\ ~ ~ ., 
11 11 11 I 11 1111 11 

g 
a 
~ 
"' 
~ 

" 
11 

11 

!l 
~ 

i 
"' 
~ 

11 

? 
L'ENFANT 
STATION STATION TRACK - TRACK 4 

TRACK .J 

TRACK 2 

"'VIRGINIA• 

? 

Aloll'IW< TO I UNION STA110N 

/ I 
I I 

"-. 1 ST STREET 
TUNNEL 

CSX ro VIRGINIA 
AVE TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

AllTRAK TO 
J UNION 
jl STATION 

I I 
,' I 

"-. 1 ST STREET --,,....___ TUNNEL 
L'ENFANT 
STA110N 

l'RACK 4 / -,,,--- -r''-------........ --"""T-T' 
TRACK 3 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"II: sOlJIII· 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

I 1111 11 11 
"LE NORTH• 

~tl,b. 

"vlRGINIA • 

CSX TO VIRGINIA 
AVE. TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,_._"' __ c- -~- ___.____. .. ,. 
., REVISIONS 

-- ·- ~A 

"' .... 
DC 1-e!S n 

PHASE A 
STAGE 6 

CONSIBUCJJON ~OB~ 
1. CONNECf SHIFT FVT. TK 2 ltffO 

SDMC£ HOR1lt o r 1-395. 

QP[RAJIONS NOTES 
TRACK 3 OUT- OF-SERVICE "'RO. TO "l.E SOlJIII. 

OlJBAIION 
ONE NIGHf 

PHASE B 
PREWORK 

CONSIBlJCJJON WORK 
1, RE:MOI,£ EX. fK 3 F'ROM 1-395 TO 

MAINE AVENUE SW. REi.c>'v£ REMAINING 
STRUCfURts OF 0100 ORM: SW, 
WASIINGTON CHANNEL. ANO MAINE 
AVENUE SW. BULD FUT. TK 3 & 4 
STRUCfURts ANO TRACK MR SAME 
LIMITS INCWOINC RETAIN,.C WALLS. 

2. ~-5'\~~L.E~Wts]' REl'AININC WALLS 

3. FINISH CONSl'RUC110N OF NEW WEST 
RAIL BRIOCE MR ~ POl'OMAC. 

4. CONSTRUCT FVT. fK 3 & 4 FROM 
•Ro• 10 •l.E NORTH.• 

5. BUILO "RO• 34 CROSSOVER. 

OPERATIONS NOTES 
NORMAL 01'£AA110NS 

DURATION 
18 MONTHS 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
PHASING DIAGRAM -

PHASE A. STAGE SPHASE B PREWORK 

~Ct 1;111r., __ 
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t <:: 
! ~ ~ "' I ~ 1~ g ,~ 

!ti ~~ i:!:~ ~ 
l ~ j~ i 
~ 

II ti~ 11 
IIOW THACK 

TRACK .J 
LONG 

BAIOCE .......................... 
TRACK 4 

t 
- SOIJIN 10 "Ar 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

t 

TRACK t 

TRACK 0 

I/OW TRACK 

TRACK 4 
CRYSTAL CITY 

STATION 

TRACK -
CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 

txlSTINC TRACK 

- RAISE ANO SURr ACE 
CONSTRUCT NEW 

TRACK 10 BE SHFTEX> 
•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REWOVE 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED IN EARl.£R Pli'SE 

txlSTINC S'IRUCTURE 

PROPOSEX> STRUCTURE 

\ 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

S'IRUCTURE COMPLETED IN EARl£R PHASE 

......................... 0, 
•Ro• II 

11 

t ~ g a ~ 

i ~ ,~ !l ~!l , .. 

TRACK• 

•Ro• 

~ ii ~ ~~ ~ 
~ I$~ l ~ j ~ i 

~ 

II Ii~ 

II 

LONG 
BAIOCE ............................ 

........................... 

11 

11 

1 ~ g i 
~g 11 ;~ a .i !a 
11 11 11 I 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"'I.E sOlJIII· 

1~! 
!l ii "g ~a li G la 

11 11 11 I 

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
-u: sOlJIII· 

~ ~ g g 
!!! lt ~ ~ a a 
'< "' ). ;:; 

~ ~ ~ ~1 \ ~ 
~~ "' "' ~ "' "' 

~ ~ :la ~ ~ ... ~ ., " 
11 1111 11 11 

I 1111 11 11 
•Lt NORTM• 

~ ~ ~ !l 
~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ 

~ i ... '-ii la ~ ~, ~ t:\ "' a ~ ~I;\ ~ ~ ~ ., 
11 1111 11 11 

I 1111 11 11 
"LE NORTH• 

~tl,b. 

L'ENFANT 
STATION 

L'ENFANT 
STA110N -

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

AI.ITIW< TO 
J UNION 
fl STA110N 

/ I 
I I 

"- , sr S'IREE'I 
TUNNEL 

CSX TO VIRGINIA 
AV[ TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

AllTRAK TO 
J UNION fl STATION 

I I 
,' I 

"-. 1 ST S'IREE'I --,,....___ TUNNEL 

"'viRGINIA • 

CSX TO VIRGINIA 
AVE. TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,_._"' --0
""'""""-~- ___._____. .. ,. 

., REVISIONS 

DC 

PHASE B 
STAGE 1 

CONSTRUCJJON WORK 
1. REM<M: EX. 1l< 3 "RO. SWITCH. 

2. BUILD REIURN CURVE 10 EX. TK 2. 

QP[RAJIONS NOTES 

1-816 n 

W· N~~ 3 & • OUT-or-SERVICE ·sLATERS LANE. ro 
NO ACCESS TO CRYSTAi. CRY STAllON 

OlJBAIION 
ONE 55- HOUR WEEKEND OUTAGE 

PHASE B 
STAGE 2 

CONSIBlJCJJON WORK 
1. BUILD 1l< • Al "'RO. AHO RELOCATE 

MOW TRACK lURNOUT. 

2. BUILD 1l< • Al "'u: NOR'lll•. 
3. CONSTRUCT ~ CROSSOV[R. 

OPERATIONS NOTES 
TRACK • OUT- OF-SERVICE '"SLATERS LANE• TO "'1RCINIA• 
SINQ.E TRACK ACCESS TO CRYSTAL CRY STAmN 
SINGLE TRACK ACCESS TO L.ENFANT STATION 

DURATION 
lHREE 55-HOUR MEKENO OUJACE 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
PHASING DIAGRAM -

PHASE B, ST AGE 11.2 

~Ct1;111r., __ 
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TRACK 4 

l 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

IIOW THACK 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

~ - SOlJlll 10 •,r 

TRACK 4 
CR"ISTAL CITY 

STATION -
CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 

EXIS1INC TRACK 

- RAISE ANO SURr ACE 
CONSTRUCT N[W 

TRACK 10 BE SHFTEX> 
•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REWOVE 

I/OW TRACK 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED I N EARl.£R Pli'SE 

EXIS1INC STRUCTURE 
PROPOSEX> STRUCTURE 

STRUCTURE COMPLElED IN EARl£R PHASE 

"RO" II 

II 

LONG 
BAIOCE .......................... 

.......................... 

LONG 
BRIOCE ............................ 

........................... 

11 

11 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"I.E sOlJIII· 

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"LE sOlJIII· 

I 1111 11 11 
•Lt NORTM• 

I 1111 11 11 
"LE NORTH• 

~tl,b. 

L'[NFANl 
STATION - TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

L'[NFANl 
STAllON TRACK "4 

- TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

AI.ITRAI< TO 
J UNION 
fl STA110N 

/ I 
I I 

"-1 ST STREET 
TUNNEL 

CSX TO VIRCINIA 
AV[ TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

AllTRAK TO 
J UNION fl STATION 

I I 
,' I 

"- 1 ST STREET --,,....___ TUNNEL 

CSX l'O VIRCINIA 
AVE. TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,_._"' --0
""'""""-~- _._____. .. ,. 

., REVISIONS 

DC 

PHASE B 
STAGE 3 

CONSTRUCJJON WORK 
1. CONNECT TK 3 AT "RO." 

QP[RAJIONS NOTES 

1-a11 n 

TRACK 3 OUT- OF-SERVICE •sLAIIRS LANE" TO "RO. 
SINGLE TRACK ACCESS ro CR"ISTAL cm STAllON 

OlJBAIION 
ONE 55- HOUR WEEKEND OUTAGES 

PHASE B 
STAGE 4 

CONSIBlJCJJON WORK 
1, RE:MOI,£ EX. "RO. TURNOOT. 

2. RE:MOI,£ •Ro• 12 CROSSOVER ON[ 
SWITCH PER OUTAGE. 

3. INSTALL R[....,NINC "Ro• CROSSOVERS 
ONE SWITCH PER OUTAGE. 

OPERATIONS NOTES 
TWO TRACKS IN ~ ICE EACH OUTAGE 

DURATION 
D.£\IEN 55-HOUR WEEKEND OUTAGES 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
PHASING DIAGRAM -

PHASE B, STAGE 314 

~Ct 1;111r., __ 
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TRACK 4 

l 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

~ - SOlJlll 10 •,r 

TRACK 4 
CRYSTAL CITY 

STATION -
CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 

txlSTINC TRACK 

- RAISE ANO SURr ACE 
CONSTRUCT N[W 
TRACK 10 BE SHFTEX> 

•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REWOVE 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED IN EARl.£R Pli'SE 

txlSTINC STRUCTURE 

PROPOSEX> STRUCTURE 
STRUCTURE COMPLElEO IN EARl£R PHASE 

II 

II 

LONG 
BAIOCE .......................... 

.......................... 

LONG 
BR10CE ............................ 

........................... 

11 

11 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"I.E sOlJIII· 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"II: sOlJIII· 

L'[NFANT 
STATION - TRACK 4 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

AI.ITIW< TO 
J UNION 
fl STA110N 

/ I 
I I 

"-. 1 ST STREET 
TUNNEL 

TRACK 1 CSX TO VIRGINIA 
_,--.I----------------,---- AV[ TUNNEL 

I 1111 11 11 
•Lt NORTM• 

L'[NFANT 
STAllON TRACK "4 

- TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

MOW YARD 

AllTRAK TO 
J UNION fl STATION 

I I 
,' I 

"-. 1 ST STREET --,--.... TUNNEL 

TRACK 1 CSX fO VIRGINIA ~--...1-----------------,---- AVE TUNNEL 

I 1111 11 11 
"LE NORTM• 

MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

DC 

PHASE B 
STAGE 5 

CONSTRUCJJON WORK 
1. REMOVE TK3/2. 
2. CONSTRUCT lEMPORARY TK 3 OVER 

1-39~ Wllll 1£MPORARY SH[E:TINC ANO 
NEW ROAll8ED. 

QP[RAJIONS NOTES 
NORMAi. Ol'El!ATIONS 

OlJBAIION 
THREE W!D<S 

PHASE B 
STAGE 6 

CONSIBlJCJJON WORK 
1, CONNfXT SHIFT TRACK 3 10 TRACK 1. 

OPERATIONS NOTES 
TRACKS 1, 2 ac 3 OUT-01'-SEFMCE "RO• TO '\IRCINIA• 

DURATION 
ONE NICHf 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
PHASING DIAGRAM -

PHASE B, STAGE 56 

~Ct 1;111r., __ 
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TRACK 4 

l 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

IIOW THACK 

~ - SOlJlll 10 •,r 

TRACK 4 
CRYSTAL CITY 

STATION -
CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 

tx1S11NC TRACK 

- RAISE ANO SURrACE 
CONSTRUCT NEW 

TRACK 10 BE SHFTEX> 
•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REWOVE 

A/OW TRACK 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED IN EARl.£R Pli'SE 

tx1S11NC STRUCTURE 
PROPOSEX> STRUCTURE 
STRUCTURE COMPLElEO IN EARl£R PHASE 

II 

II 

LONG 
BAIOGE .......................... 

.......................... 

LONG 
BR10GE ............................ 

........................... 

11 

11 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"I.[ SOUIM• 

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 I 
"II: sOUIM• 

I 1111 11 11 
•Lt NORTM• 

I 1111 11 11 
"LE NORTH• 

~tl,b. 

L'ENFANT 
STATION - TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

L'ENFANT 
STAllON TRACK "4 

- TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK I 

AI.ITRAI< TO 
J UNION 
fl STA110N 

/ I 
I I 

"-1 ST STREET 
TUNNEL 

CSX TO VIRGINIA 
AVE TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

AllTRAK TO 
J UNION fl STATION 

I I 
,' I 

"- I ST STREET --,,....___ TUNNEL 

CSX 10 VIRGINIA 
AVE. TUNNEL 

MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,._._"' __ c- -~- ____.______. .. ,. 
., REVISIONS 

DC '""""n 
PHASE C: ACTION ALTERNATIVE A 

STAGE 1 
CONSTRUCJJON WORK 
1. DEMO 1-395 EAST BRIDGE. CONSIRtJCT 

NEW BRIDGE. 

2. REMO,£ TRACK 1; BUILD RE:rAININC 
WAU.S. NEW ROAOllED ANO OFFIJNE 
PORTIONS OF' TRACK 1 ANO 2. 

QP[ RAJIONS NOTES 
NORMAi. 01'£1!ATIONS 

OlJBAIION 
17 MONTHS 

PHASE C: ACTION ALTERNATIVE A 
STAGE 2 

CONSIBlJCJJON WORK 
1, RECONNECT TRACK I 10 EAST BRIDGE 

SHFT TRACK 1 TO flt,IAl. AUGNMENT, 

OPERATIONS NOTES 
TRACKS 1, 2 ac 3 OUT-0F- SERV1CE "RO• 10 '\IRCINIA• 
Witi. TRACK TO 'v1RCINIA AVENUE lUNNEL &: TO UNION 

DURATION 
ONE NICHf 

D.C. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
LONG BRIDGE PROJECT EIS 

CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING PLANS 
TRACK ALIGNMENTS 

'RO" TO "L'ENFANT' 
PHASING DIAGRAM -

ACTION ALTERNATIVE A, STAGE 1,2 

~Ct1;111r., __ 
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TRACK 4 

l 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

IIOW THACK 

~ - SOlJlll 10 •,r 

l 
~ 
le 
• iii 
;:; 

i 
f 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 

CRYSTAL CITY 
STATION -

CONSJRLJCTION LEGEND 
EXISTING TRACK 

- RAISE ANO SURr ACE 
CONSTRUCT NEW 
TRACK 10 BE SHFTEX> 

•••• • AS SHIF'TtO 

REWOVE 

I/OW TRACK 

- 'TRACK COMPLETED IN EARl.£R Pli'SE 

EXISTING STRUCTURE 

PROPOSEX> STRUCTURE 

STRUCTURE COMP1£1Ul IN EARl£R PHASE 

t ~ ~ I ,~ ~ !ti ~~ l ~ ~ 

II ti~ 
LONG 

BRIDGE .......................... 
.......................... 

II fl I 
t g a 

i ~ ~!l , .. ~ I ~ l ~ ~ I$~ ~ 

II Ii~ 
LONG 

BRIDGE ............................ 
.......................... 

II H 

<:: 1 ! "' 1~ g ~ g i 
i:!:~ ~ ~g 11 ;~ j~ i a 1 !a 

11 11 11 11 

TRACK 4 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

11 11 11 11 
"I.E sOlJIII· 

~ 

1~! 
~ 

,~ !l 
~~ ~ !l ii "g 
j ~ i ~a li G la 

11 11 11 11 

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 

s, rrE , 
11 11 11 

"II: sOlJIII· 

~ g g ? ~ 
!!! lt ~ ~ a a 
'< "' ). ;:; 

~ ~ ~ ~1 \ ~ 
~~ "' "' "' "' )ii ~ ~ A"1'1W< TO :la t'\j ~ ~ I UNION .... .... t., ..... ., " STA110N 

I 11 1111 11 11 / I 
I I 

"-. 1 ST STREET 
TUNNEL 

L'ENFANT 
STATION TRACK • - TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 CSX ro VIRGINIA 
AVE TUNNEL 

"'VIRGINIA• 
MOW YARD 

I I 1111 11 11 
•Lt NORTM• 

~ ~ ~ ~ !l ? !!! a ~ ~ ). ~ " ... '- ii ~ i I: ~ ~, ~ t:\ "' "' "' ~ AllTRAK TO 
~ ~~ :.., ~ ~ I UNION ., 

STATION 

I 11 1111 11 11 I I 
,' I 

I"1ERLOCKING COOROINATION NECESSARY "-. 1 ST STREET BETWEEN ACTIVE PROJECTS IN NEXT PROJECT PHASE TUNNEL 

I 

SEE NOTE 1 
L'ENFANT 
STA110N -

I 1111 11 11 
"LE NORTH• 

~tl,b. 

TRACK • 

TRACK 3 

TRACK 2 

TRACK 1 CSX ro VIRGINIA 
AVE. TUNNEL 

"v!RGINIA • 
MOW YARD 

CE PLANS - FINAL 
May 10, 2019 

!UNTB,_._"' __ c- -~- __.____. .. ,. 
., REVISIONS 

-- ·- ~A 

"' .... 
DC '1""821». n 

PHASE C: ACTION ALTERNATIVE A 
STAGE 3 

CONSIBUCDON ~OB~ 
1. CONNECf TRACK 2 & 3 10 FINAL 

AUGNMENT. 

QP[RAJIONS NOTES 
NORMAL OFEl!ATIONS 

Ci!BAIIO~ 
TWO OAYS 

PHASE C: ACTION ALTERNATIVE A 
F'INAL 

CO~SIBi~CDO~ :tiOBtS 
1. -~ENFANT NOA'IH" INrERLOCKINC ANO 

•L ENFANT SOUlH" MERLOO<INC 
CONJ'IGURA110N IS ASSUMEO FOR 
CONSTRUC'IION STAGING PURPOSES 
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~REF\.YTO ~ ATTENn)N a: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

2 HOPKINS PLAZA 
BALTIMORE, MD 21203 

March 19, 2019 

Operations Divism 

Mr. Michael Johnsen 
Supervisory Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administrafun 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20S90 

Dear Mr. Johnsen: 

This is in response to your request for requesting a preliminary determination of the 
presence or indications of the approximate location(s) of waters of the United States, including 
wetlands for the Long Bridge Project study area heated between RO Interheking near Long 
Bridge Park in Arlington County, Virginia and L 'Enfant Interheking near 10th Street SW in the 
Distri:t of Columbia. 

A field inspection was conducted on February 25, 2019. This preliminary jurisdictional 
determination fmds that there "may be" waters of the United States, inchlding wetlands within 
the review area as indicated by the approximate location(s) of waters of the United States, 
including wetlands within the review area on the encbsed maps dated November 2018 and 
identifies all potential jurisdicfunal waters and wetlands within the review area. 1hese areas 
may be regulated by this office pursuant to Secfun 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Actof 1899 
and/or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

This preliminary jurisdictional determination is based on the information inchlded on the 
encbsed Preliminary Jurisdicfunal Determinafun Form and is not appealable. If you do not 
agree with the extent of waters or wetlands and this preliminary JD, you are hereby advised of 
your q,tion to request and obtain an approved JD from this office at the address above. An 
approved JD is an offJCia~ written Corps determination stating the presence or absence of 
jurisdictional waters of the United States and identifies the limits of waters of the Unites States 
on a project site. An approved JD can be relied upon for a period of S years and can be appealed 
through the Corps' administrative appeal process set out at 33 CFR Part 331. 

You are reminded that any gradiog or filling of waters of the United States, including 
wetlands, is subject to Department of the Army authorization. State and heal authorizations may 
be required to conduct activities in these heations. Wetlands under the jurisdiction of the 
Distri:t of Columbia Department of Energy and Environment (DDOE) may be heated on the 
parcel You may contact the DDOE for informafun regarding jurisdicfun and permitting 
requirements. In addifun, the Interstate Land Sales Full Discbsure Act may require that 
prospective buyers be made aware, by the seller, of the Federal authority over any waters of the 
United States, including wetlands, being purchased 



In future correspondence and permit applications regarding this parce~ please inchxle the 
file number located in the first paragraph of this letter. 

A copy of this letter will be furnished to DDOE for infonnational purposes. If you have any 
questions concerning this matter, please contact the undersigned at ( 410) 962-6082. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Harman 
Project Manager 
Maryland Secfun Northern 
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ATTACHMENT 

PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL 
DETERMINATION (JD): 

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PRELIMINARY JD: 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 205903 

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: 
Baltimore / CENAB-OP-RM (FRNLONG BRIDGE PROJECT) 2016-00088 

D. PROJECT LOCATION($) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
State: District of Columbia 
County: 
City: Washington 
Center coordinates of site Lat.38 52 32.32"N; Long. -77 02 23.25"W 
Universal Transverse Mercator: 
Name of nearest water body: Roaches Run, Potomac River and Washington 
Channel 
Identify (estimate) amount of waters in the review area: 
Non-wetland waters: WC 1 17.50 acres, WC 2 54.89 acres and WC 3 8.58 
acres 
Cowardin Class: Riverine 
Stream Flow: Perennial 
Wetlands: W 1 0.70 acres, W2 1.27 acres and W3 1.84 acres 
Cowardin Class: 
Name of any water bodies on the site that have been identified as Section 10 
waters: 
Tidal: Roaches Run, Potomac River and Washington Channel 
Non-Tidal: 

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY): 

D Office (Desk) Determination. Date 
~ Field Determination. Date(s) February 25, 2019 

1. The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional waters of the 
United States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other affected party 
who requested this preliminary JD is hereby advised of his or her option to 
request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for that site. 
Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this 



preliminary JD has declined to exercise the option to obtain an approved JD in 
this instance and at this time. 

2. In any circumstance where a pennit applicant obtains an individual pennit, or 
a Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general pennit verification requiring 
"pre-construction notification" (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting 
NWP or other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an 
approved JD for the activity, the pennit applicant is hereby made aware of the 
following (1) the permit applicant has elected to seek a pennit authorization 
based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an official determination of 
jurisdictional waters; (2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved 
JD before accepting the terms and conditions of the pennit authorization, and 
that basing a permit authorization on an approved JD could possibly result in less 
compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) that 
the applicant has the right to request an individual pennit rather than accepting 
the tenns and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4) 
that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply 
with all the terms and conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation 
requirements the Corps has detennined to be necessary; (5) that undertaking 
any activity in reliance upon the subject pennit authorization without requesting 
an approved JD constitutes the applicant's acceptance of the use of the 
preliminary JD, but that either fonn of JD will be processed as soon as is 
practicable; (6) accepting a pennit authorization ( e.g., s igning a proffered 
individual pennit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any fonn of Corps 
permit authorization based on a preliminary JD constitutes agreement that all 
wetlands and other water bodies on the site affected in any way by that activity 
are jurisdictional waters of the United States, and precludes any challenge to 
such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance or enforcement 
action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7) whether 
the applicant elects to use either an approved JD or a preliminary JD, that JD 
will be processed as soon as is practicable. Further, an approved JD, a proffered 
individual permit (and all tenns and conditions contained therein), or individual 
permit denial can be administratively appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331, 
and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be raised (see 33 
C.F.R. 331.5(a)(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary 
to make an official detennination whether CWAjurisdiction exists over a site, or 
to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will 
provide an approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable. 
This preliminary JD finds that there "may be" waters of the United States on the 
subject project site, and identifies all aquatic features on the s ite that could be 
affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information: 
SUPPORTING DAT A. Data reviewed for pre liminary JD (check all that apply 

- checked items should be included in case file and, where checked and 
requested, appropriately reference sources below): 
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~ Naps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the 
applicant/consultant: Plans submitted by the Consultant, Coastal Resources 
dated November 2018. 
D Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the 
applicant/consultant. 
~ Office concurs w ith data sheets/delineation report. 
D Office does not concur w ith data sheets/delineation report . 

D Data sheets prepared by the Corps: 
D Corps navigable waters' study: . 
~ U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas: Alexandria, VA 
□ USGS NHD data. 
□ USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps. 

D U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name 
~ USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. 
Citation: . 
~ National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name: 
D State/Local wetland inventory map(s): 
□ FEI\WFIRM maps: . 
D 100-year Floodplain Elevation is: (National Geodectic Vertical Datum 
of 1929) 
~ Photographs D Aerial (Name & Date): . 

or~ Other (Name & Date): On-site photos in Delineation Report 
D Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response letter: 
D Other information (please specify): 

IMPORT ANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not 
necessarily been verified by the Corps and should not be relied upon for 
later jurisdictional determinations. 

Signature and date of 
Steve Harman 
Regulatory Project Nenager 
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Signature and date of 
person requesting preliminary JD 
(REQUIRED, unless obtaining 
the s ignature is impracticable) 
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