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1.0 Introduction 
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Long Bridge Project (the Project) 
jointly with the District Department of Transportation (DDOT).1 The Project consists of potential 
improvements to the Long Bridge and related railroad infrastructure located between the RO 
Interlocking near Long Bridge Park in Arlington, Virginia, and the L’Enfant Interlocking near 
10th Street SW in the District of Columbia (the Long Bridge Corridor). The purpose of this report is to 
summarize the Public Information Meeting on the Preferred Alternative selection for the Project held on 
November 29, 2018. 

2.0 Meeting Overview 
On November 29, 2018, FRA and DDOT hosted a Public Information Meeting to present the Preferred 
Alternative for the Project. The meeting also served as part of concurrent consultation for Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).2 Figure 2-1 details key meeting elements. 

Figure 2-1 | Key Meeting Information 

 

                                                           

1 42 USC 4321 
2 36 CFR 800 

Date
• November 29, 2018

Location
• DCRA Building Room E200, 1100 4th Street SW, Washington, DC 20024
• Meeting held at Americans with Disabilities Act compliant location

Time
• 4:00 PM – 7:00 PM 
• Formal presentations at 4:30 PM and 6:00 PM

Statistics

107 attendees
1 American Sign Language (ASL) interpreter
19 Title VI respondents 
41 questions and comments written on 12 comment cards, 8 Title VI Questionnaires, 
and stated during the presentation question-and-answer sessions
23 emailed comments (as of January 2, 2019)



                                                   
 

Long Bridge Project  
 2 

Summary of November 2018 Public Information Meeting #5 February 2019  
 

The open house format allowed participants the opportunity to review the informational exhibits. The 
exhibits covered the following topics:  

 NEPA and Section 106 processes;  
 Project background;  
 Action Alternatives;  
 Comparison of the Action Alternatives;  
 Selection of the Preferred Alternative;  
 Railroad bridge design options;  
 Potential mitigation for impacts to resources protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (bike-pedestrian crossing);3 and 
 Section 106 adverse effects to historic properties determination. 

The informational exhibits consisted of 18 display boards (Appendix C). At 4:30 PM and 6:00 PM, DDOT 
and FRA gave a presentation elaborating on the information included on the boards. The presentation 
was the same both times (Appendix D). Participants had the opportunity to ask questions and provide 
feedback during two question-and-answer sessions following the presentations, as well as by 
completing comment cards distributed at the meeting (Appendix E). Section 5.0, Comments Received, 
documents the comments and questions raised during the question-and-answer sessions and on the 
comment cards.  

3.0 Outreach and Preparations 
The Project team (FRA, DDOT, and consultant VHB) used several outreach and communication tools to 
inform the public about the meeting and to provide background information about the Project 
(Appendix A includes copies of the outreach materials). Outreach methods included: 

 Posting information on the project website, www.longbridgeproject.com, beginning November 
6, 2018, over three weeks prior to the meeting. 

 Announcing the meeting through a DDOT-issued press release on November 6, 2018.  
 Publishing advertisements in two newspapers—Washington Post Express (English) and El 

Tiempo Latino (Spanish) – on November 8 and 9, 2018, respectively, to inform both the 
English-speaking and Spanish-speaking public of the meeting. 

 Distributing an e-blast notification to the Long Bridge public email listserv recipients on 
November 8, 2018, three weeks prior to the meeting, and sending a reminder e-blast 
notification on November 27, 2018, two days prior to the meeting.  

 Distributing meeting fliers on November 15, 16, and 19, 2018, to the following locations: 
o L’Enfant Plaza and Southwest, DC (200 copies):  

 L’Enfant Plaza Starbucks, 600 Maryland Avenue SW 
 Southwest Business Improvement District (BID) Office, 420 4th Street SW 

                                                           

3 Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 prohibits USDOT agencies from using land from publicly owned parks, recreation areas 
(including recreational trails), wildlife and water fowl refuges, or public and private historic properties, unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative to that use and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such a use, or the use meets the requirements for a de minimis impact (49 USC 303). 
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 Southwest Neighborhood Library, 900 Wesley Place SW 
 DC Office of Planning (lobby), 1100 4th Street SW 
 St. Dominic Church, 630 E Street SW 
 Westminster Presbyterian Church, 400 I Street SW 
 Safeway, 1100 4th Street SW 
 L’Enfant Virginia Railway Express (VRE) Commuter Rail Station 
 Fliers provided to ANC Commissioner Andy Litzky to hand out at ANC 6D 

meeting (November 19, 2018) 
o Crystal City, Arlington, Virginia (100 copies):  

 Crystal City Pop-Up Library, 2100 Crystal Drive 
 Crystal City Commuter Store, 251 18th Street S 
 TechShop, 2100-B Crystal Drive 
 1776, 2231 Crystal Drive 
 Crystal City BID (online event calendar) 
 Additional cafes and businesses near the Crystal City VRE Station  

 Publicizing the meeting via social media, including: 
o Tweets from the DDOT Twitter account on November 20, 28, and 29, 2018 (see Figures 

3-1 and 3-2) 
o DDOT Facebook posts on November 28 and 29, 2018 

 Local organizations and other government agencies also publicized the meeting via social media 
and on their websites: 

o Washington Area Bicyclist Association blog article on the Project and the Public Meeting 
posted on November 16, 2018  

o Article in Greater Greater Washington on the Project and the Public Meeting posted on 
November 28, 2018  

o National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) Facebook post on November 28, 2018 
(Figure 3-3) 

o NCPC tweet on November 27, 2018 
 VRE distributed a VRE Train Talk eNews notice regarding the Public Meeting to their ridership on 

November 26, 2018 (Figure 3-4). 
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Figures 3-1 and 3-2 | DDOT Tweets on the Long Bridge Public Meeting, posted November 28 and 29, 
2018 

      

Figure 3-3 | NCPC Facebook Post on November 28, 2018 Publicizing the Meeting 
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Figure 3-4 | VRE Train Talk eNews notification of the Public Meeting, November 26, 2018 
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4.0 Meeting Format and Materials 
At the meeting entrance, attendees signed in, and staff offered them a factsheet on the Project and a 
Title VI form. A copy of the factsheet is in Appendix B. As they entered, attendees had the opportunity 
to browse the informational exhibits around the room in an open house format (Figure 4-1). The first 
grouping of exhibits provided background on the Long Bridge Project, the NEPA and Section 106 
processes, the Project schedule, the Project Area, and the Purpose and Need for the Project. A second 
grouping of exhibits provided information on the No Action Alternative, the proposed new railroad 
bridge types, and details of the Action Alternatives by segment through the Corridor. A third grouping of 
exhibits presented a comparison of the alternatives, the selection of the Preferred Alternative, an 
explanation Section 4(f), and details of the potential Section 4(f) mitigation (i.e., the bike-pedestrian 
crossing). Additionally, an exhibit provided a summary of the Section 106 adverse effects to historic 
properties determination. A copy of the informational exhibits is in Appendix C. Staff were available to 
provide information on the Project and answer questions during the open house.  

Figure 4-1 | Photo from the Long Bridge Public Information Meeting Open House  

  

Participants had two opportunities to attend the same formal presentation: 4:30 PM and 6:00 PM 
(Figure 4-2). The presentation provided a more in-depth explanation of the information included in the 



                                                   
 

Long Bridge Project  
 7 

Summary of November 2018 Public Information Meeting #5 February 2019  
 

exhibits. A copy of the presentation is in Appendix D. Meeting participants had the opportunity to ask 
questions and offer comments during a question-and-answer period after each presentation, in addition 
to providing written comments on the available comment cards. Section 5.1, Questions and Comments 
during Question-and-Answer Sessions, details the question-and-answer session.  

Figure 4-2 | Photo from the Long Bridge Public Information Meeting Presentation 

 

5.0 Comments Received  
This section summarizes written and verbal comments received at and soon after the public meeting. 
The comments and questions received at the Public Meeting ranged from questions on the aesthetics of 
the new bridge to clarifications on the pedestrian and bicycle bridge as 4(f) mitigation. See Figure 5-1 for 
a breakdown of the comments and questions received at the public meeting by topic. 
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Figure 5-1 | Topics of Comments and Questions Received  

  

5.1. Questions and Comments during Question-and-Answer Sessions 
Summaries of the questions and answers are below. 

5.1.1. 4:30 PM Presentation 
 Aesthetics:  

1. A participant asked if the new bridge piers would match the aesthetic of the existing 
bridge’s stone piers. 

o Response: The materials used for the new bridge piers would be determined during 
final design. An effort would be made to match the aesthetics of the existing bridge, 
especially over the George Washington Memorial Parkway where the bridge is 
visible.  

  
 Purpose and Need:  

2. A participant asked why the new railroad bridge is necessary. 
o Response: There is significant projected demand for train operations (intercity, 

commuter, and freight) in the Long Bridge Corridor. If nothing is done, on-time 
performance will suffer significantly. The Long Bridge Corridor is currently a 
bottleneck as there are three tracks leading up to the Corridor on either side with 
only two tracks crossing the Potomac River, and planning projects are underway to 
expand the corridor on each end to four tracks.   

 
 Bike-Pedestrian Crossing:  

3. A participant inquired on who would be responsible for maintaining, lighting, etc. the new 
bike-pedestrian crossing if it is detached from the railroad bridge. 

o Response: The Project Sponsor would be responsible for constructing the bike-
pedestrian bridge and would outline an agreement regarding who is responsible for 
maintaining the bridge. The Long Bridge Project does not yet have construction 
funding, so a Project Sponsor has not yet been identified. The Project Sponsor would 
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be responsible for determining maintenance responsibilities for the bike-pedestrian 
crossing regardless if it is attached or detached.  

4. A participant noted the bike-pedestrian trail is only being discussed as “potential” 
mitigation. They asked what the likelihood is that the crossing will be adopted as mitigation. 
They also asked if other mitigation measures are being discussed and if anyone objects to 
the bike-pedestrian crossing. 

o Response: FRA and DDOT held an interagency meeting today (November 29, 2018) 
to update the agencies associated with the Project. There were no objections to the 
bike-pedestrian crossing at the meeting. FRA and DDOT conduct regular meetings 
with the National Park Service (NPS) and have received concurrence from NPS that 
the bike-pedestrian crossing should be advanced as potential 4(f) mitigation. Also, 
for the bike-pedestrian crossing to be implemented, construction funding and a 
Project Sponsor needs to be identified. The Project Sponsor would participate in final 
agreements. FRA and DDOT are not considering other major Section 4(f) mitigation 
measures at this time. 

5. A participant asked if it is possible to extend the bike-pedestrian connection farther in each 
direction. 

o Response: As proposed mitigation for the Long Bridge Project, the most feasible 
connection on the north end of the crossing is at East Potomac Park, which is 
impacted by the rail bridge. The crossing was extended on the south end to connect 
with Long Bridge Park in response to public comments, and because this park is also 
affected by the rail bridge.  A bike-pedestrian connection between the impacted 
parks is the appropriate scope for this project. 

6. A participant asked if a height difference is the reason the piers of the existing Long Bridge 
cannot be extended to accommodate two additional tracks of rail as well as a 
bike-pedestrian crossing. This would allow for only one bridge and continued use of the 
existing Long Bridge. The participant inquired whether this was considered and, if so, why it 
was rejected. Additionally, if a new separate bridge is to be constructed, could the 
bike-pedestrian bridge be located under the new, five-foot taller bridge, just as the Wilson 
Bridge has room for the subway underneath?  

o Response: The Project considered a wide range of bridge options, all of which went 
through an exhaustive screening process considering the ability of the options to 
meet Purpose and Need metrics, as well as engineering feasibility. There have been 
five Public Meetings total, and the various options were presented in previous 
meetings. Having a completely independent rail bridge provides redundancy and the 
existing rail bridge piers and deep pile foundations are “battered” upstream, 
meaning they slope outward as they descend into and below the channel so it’s not 
feasible to extend the existing piers without significantly impacting the existing 
foundations, which would require taking the bridge out of service during that period. 
One of the project goals during construction is to maintain two tracks in operation at 
all times during construction, which is not feasible if the existing bridge needs to be 
taken out of service to modify the piers and foundations. The increased bridge height 
and profile is due to new standards and clearance requirements. Also, the increase in 
bridge "height" is really an increase in the top of railroad track profile elevations, but 
the bottom of the bridge superstructures are at minimum vertical clearance 
requirements. The vertical clearances below the bridges must be maintained to 
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allow for nautical and vehicular navigation of the waterway and roadways, so 
there’s no additional vertical space to suspend a bike-pedestrian crossing 
underneath a new bridge. 

5.1.2. 6:00 PM Presentation 
 Train Volumes:  

7. A participant noted  concern about the increase in rail traffic. They are curious how the 
projected increase in rail traffic fits into overall plan of the rail corridors up and down the 
East Coast. When you channel all this traffic through DC that leads to a lot of extra rail 
traffic. They asked if it would it be better to have another crossing downstream to alleviate 
the traffic in the District and to avoid curvatures that occur in the tracks in the city.  

o Response: The Project team did review and consider other options, including a 
separate downstream crossing, to see if they met all the criteria, including Purpose 
and Need. Alignment options other than Action Alternative A and B did not meet all 
of the criteria and therefore were eliminated from consideration. The operators have 
put together future operations plans, and the rail traffic projections are based on 
those as well as the numbers from the analysis in other railroad corridor EISs 
including the Northeast Corridor (NEC) Future and D.C. to Richmond Southeast High 
Speed Rail (DC2RVA). 
 

 Bike-Pedestrian Crossing:  
8. A participant noted that they appreciate the detail presented on the bike-pedestrian bridge 

connections and landings on the Virginia side of crossing, but asked for more information 
regarding access on the DC side of the crossing. The participant also asked if the project 
team considered extending the crossing farther into DC. 

o Response: The landing on the District-side of the bike-pedestrian crossing includes an 
Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant switchback and connects to Ohio Drive SW 
in East Potomac Park. The bike-pedestrian crossing is a Section 4(f) mitigation 
measure for impacts to recreational parks within the Project Area. DDOT noted that 
the corridor is constrained in the District but that DDOT is looking at bike-pedestrian 
connections into the District as part of separate projects.  

o The participant followed up, stating it is critical to provide infrastructure connecting 
the crossing with existing bike-pedestrian infrastructure, or else it could be 
dangerous. They noted that if the bike-pedestrian crossing is executed as a 
mitigation benefit, then they hope the project team considers the mitigation benefit 
is safe and maximized rather than dropping people off somewhere with hazards and 
that is complicated with bridges. 

 Construction and Timeline: 
9. A participant asked how Amazon’s selection of Crystal City impacts the timeline of the 

Project and if it increases urgency.  
o Response: The Project was underway before Amazon considered and selected Crystal 

City. It is possible that the addition of Amazon will help secure funding with 
increased urgency.  

10. A participant asked when construction would start and end. 
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o Response: Construction alone is anticipated to take five years for Action Alternative 
A, but this does not include the final design phase. A Project Sponsor needs to be 
secured, the EIS needs to be completed, design completed, and then construction can 
commence.  

 Design:  
11. A participant asked if the bridge can be easily retrofitted with an electrical system. 

o Response: The Project is not precluding the ability to electrify in the future. The 
corridor will be designed so that electrification can be added in the future without 
major reconstruction of the infrastructure completed as part of this project. 

12. A participant asked if Action Alternative B were selected and the existing bridge is removed, 
if there is a possibility to connect the two new bridges as one superstructure.  

o Response: This option was considered earlier in the process. There are a lot of 
physical constraints and constructability issues in the Corridor making this difficult.  
The bridges will be separated by approximately 25 feet. 

5.2. Comments from Comment Cards and Title VI Questionnaires 
In addition to the question-and-answer period following each presentation, meeting participants had 
the opportunity to provide comments by filling out a general comment card that was available at the 
sign-in desk. A blank copy of the comment card is in Appendix E. Some participants also chose to 
provide comments regarding the Project on the Title VI questionnaires distributed to all attendees. A 
blank copy of the Title VI Questionnaire is included in Appendix F. See Sections 5.2.1 through 5.2.5 for 
categorized transcriptions of the comment card and Title VI questionnaire comments.  

5.2.1. General Comments Regarding the Meeting and the Project (3) 
 “Presentation went well; was informative and fairly complete.” 
 “Very informative.” 
 “Thanks for the great detail and hard work.” 

5.2.2. Transportation (26) 

Railroad Capacity (3) 

 “Even if I reluctantly conclude ‘redundancy’ is desirable, I seriously question the projections for 
bridge usage by Amtrak and perhaps also CSX. I prefer Alternative A over B. Consideration 
should be afforded to adding a third track to the existing Long Bridge.” 

 “The projection of 8 trains/day for MARC seems too low. I would expect 16 or 24 trains per day 
to be more likely.” 

 “With the growth in population in the region, additional rail and trail (bike/ped) capacity across 
the Potomac will be necessary.” 

Bike-Pedestrian Crossing and Safety (22). 11 of the 21 comments on the bike-pedestrian crossing 
suggest extending the crossing connections farther in the District. 

 “I strongly support the bicycle and pedestrian bridge across the Potomac. I would like to see the 
eastern end of the bridge extended across the Washington Channel.” 

 “I strongly support the bike/ped bridge. Thank you.” 
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 “I support the Bike-Ped Trail Bridges as a 4f mitigating feature.” 
 “Delighted that the trail is included as a mitigation.” 
 “I support the Long Bridge Project moving forward, and I especially support the addition of a 

bicycle and pedestrian bridge, which is being proposed as the solution for 4(f) mitigation.” 
 “I like the mitigation solution of the bike/ped bridge – and that it’ll be a separate structure from 

the RR bridges.” 
 “I support the bike-ped trail as the 4(f) mitigation feature.”  
 “I support the ped-bike bridge. I prefer to have it go to L’Enfant Plaza at its eastern end, 

however.” 
 “Please carefully consider using the bike & pedestrian infrastructure additions not just to span 

the river, but also to improve the connections for bikers in DC.” 
 “The bike/ped trail really needs to be connected to downtown and across East Potomac Park for 

a safer and more usable corridor.” 
 “Please consider extending the bike/ped bridge to the Maine or Maryland Avenues for the 

safety and convenience of those who use it. I understand it is a congested and complex area, but 
that is why providing sufficient infrastructure for cyclists/peds is critical. If not extending the 
bridge please consider alternative ways to support cyclists/peds who are using the bridge to 
travel/commute to DC. Thank you!” 

 “Please include a reasonable bike/pedestrian trail connecting Long Bridge Park all the way to (at 
least) Maine Avenue SW. I am an everyday bike commuter from Southwest DC (where I live) to 
Crystal City (where I work). This is an essential connection to the bike network and the city’s safe 
bike infrastructures. This is a once in a generation opportunity to provide an additional river 
crossing for bikes and pedestrians.” 

 “I live in DC and work in Arlington and view the bike/ped bridge to be a critical component of 
this project. This is a once-in-a-lifetime transportation opportunity to enact DC & VA’s stated 
commitments to the safety and mobility of people walking and biking. Our bridge crossings are 
some of the most dangerous and difficult for people on bikes. Enhancing and expanding these 
crossings, particularly into Crystal City, which is a major hub for commuters and those using 
active transportation and recreating, is critical for the region. I hope FRA, NPS, CSX, DDOT can 
work together to ensure that the bike/ped bridge mitigation remains in the alternatives. Thank 
you!” 

 “I am concerned that the bike-ped trail be wide enough to accommodate BOTH cyclists and 
pedestrians in separate corridors. The volume and speed of cyclists combined with the 
inattention (reading phones, using earbuds, walking dogs) of pedestrians is a recipe for injury 
and possible death. Both are legitimate activities. Please, please, please make it wide enough to 
separate the users into their own corridors. (Then decide where skateboards and electric 
scooters belong).” 

 “For the bike and ped bridge mitigation please give consideration to improve connectivity 
between the DC landing point and the rest of DC including job centers, housing (SW DC below 
the freeway) and attractions (the Wharf, etc.). It needs to be a bridge to somewhere to be an 
actual benefit.” 

 “For the bike/ped bridge, instead of stopping at East Potomac Park, it should extend up past the 
channel into DC proper. One possibility would be to connect it with the path that runs along the 
south side of 395.” 
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 “I am an everyday bike commuter from Southwest DC to Crystal City via the Mount Vernon Trail. 
Please include a bike/ped trail from Long Bridge Park to (at least) Maine Ave SW. Connecting 
only to East Potomac Park is MUCH less useful (because that is almost no one’s destination for 
the vast majority of the people crossing the river by bike or foot every day). Connecting to 
Maine Ave SW would provide an essential connection to the bike network in SW, SE, Capitol Hill, 
etc.” 

 “Very concerned that ending the bridge at Ohio Drive severely limits the utility of the mitigating 
bridge.” 

 “I support the Long Bridge Trail Project and hope DDOT stays firm in the negotiation process. 
Thank you!” 

 “Dear DDOT, FRA, and other concerned project partners. Thank you for presenting the preferred 
Action Alternative today. With the growth in population in the region, additional rail and trail 
(bike/ped) capacity across the Potomac will be necessary. Additionally, I support whatever 
funding is necessary to accomplish the construction of the rail and bike/ped bridges, and for 
construction of both to be concurrent. Furthermore, I support the bike/ped connection into 
Long Bridge Park, and for it to extend as far east as possible. Thank you for your time and I look 
forward to seeing the Project move forward.” 

 “PLEASE ensure that the bridge is wide enough to provide separate lanes of ample width for 
both cyclists and pedestrians. I am both a cyclist and pedestrian. Both deserve their space. 
Disaster results when they are not separate spaces. Cyclists at high speed and pedestrians under 
headphones are an invitation for injury. In short, if you are going to do this (and I hope you do) 
please do it right. Cyclists, skateboards, electric “scooters” (“birds”) all need a lane that moves 
at a different speed than walkers and runners. Please make a SMART space, SAFE space for 
everyone. Thank you.” 

 “Would like more explicit discussion of the qualitative differences between capabilities of the 
old track section (option A) and replacement span (B). I understand the railroad says the old 
bridge is adequate, but it’s hard to believe it has all the structural integrity, projected lifespan, 
etc. of a new bridge, and that would seem worth considering as part of the analysis.” 

5.2.3. Design (1) 
 “This project is great, I hope that electrification in the future is engineered into the project.” 

5.3. Additional Comments  
While there was no formal comment period provided following this informational meeting, below are 
transcriptions of 21 of the 23 comments received via the Project email address following the Public 
Meeting between November 29, 2018 and January 2, 2019. Virginians for High Speed Rail and the 
Southern Environmental Law Center submitted comments via letters to the Project. Comments from the 
two organizations voice support for the Long Bridge Project, the selection of Action Alternative A, and 
the bike-pedestrian crossing. 

 Bike-Pedestrian Crossing 
1. “I strongly support the plan. I hope the pedestrian/bike bridge will separate pedestrians and 

bikes and will be the first part completed.” 
2. “I'm a cyclist and I bicycle to work every day from North Old Town, Alexandria to Foggy 

Bottom.  I cross the river on the sidewalk of the George Mason Bridge (I-395). I've heard that 
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the Long Bridge Project is considering a new bicycle/pedestrian bridge.  I don't understand 
why we would build a new bicycle/pedestrian crossing the river at this point since the 
current option seems sufficient.  I've never had an issue crossing on the George Mason 
Bridge, and there's always plenty of room on the sidewalk.  It seems to me that the money 
would be better spent enhancing pedestrian and cyclist options elsewhere.  For example, 
we could create more options to cross the George Washington Memorial Parkway; the 
planned developments at Potomac Yard would benefit from a pedestrian and bicycle bridge 
over (or tunnel under) the parkway.  There are also countless other projects involving 
bicycle lanes and paths which could benefit from further investment.” 

3. “Greetings, I was wondering if the selected Option 2 for the bike-pedestrian bridge would 
connect Pentagon City/Crystal City to the Wharf. There is a surge of development in both 
Pentagon and Crystal Cities, bring thousands of new residents and employees.  Will they be 
able to walk to the Wharf area?  Where exactly are the proposed entrances ramps for the 
future bike-pedestrian bridge? This is critical in keeping with Arlington’s walkability 
initiatives. Thank you for your response.” 

4. “The new bridge sounds like a terrific solution! The pedestrian/cyclist bridge would certainly 
be immensely popular and would justify the additional expense.  Not only would a great 
deal of people who live and work in the Washington/Arlington area use this bridge, I would 
believe it would be heavily used by tourists frequently during tourist season. Please approve 
this and push for the necessary funding.” 

5. “Having a dedicated bicycle bridge across the Potomac River to link bicycle paths on both 
sides of the river would be a very welcome addition to the bike trails in the DC area. So 
many people commute across the river as well that this makes a safe crossing for people 
who would otherwise use cars to drive. It also links the parks on both sides of the bridge for 
pedestrians.” 

6. “I’m writing to express my support for including the bicycle and pedestrian bridge in the 
project, as announced at the Nov. 28 meeting. I urge all project partners—including D.C., 
Virginia, and the Federal Railroad Administration to come together to find funding for the 
project, including the trail bridge. In addition, construction of the rail and trail bridges 
should occur at the same time. Please consider all options to create safe and seamless 
bicycle and pedestrian access from Ohio Drive, SW to the DC waterfront.” 

7. “You are going to be receiving hundreds of comments and letters, but let me give you one 
small snapshot view of my personal feelings. As a registered nurse, the inclusion of safe 
biking/walking paths underscores health, safety and the prevention of disease. We need as 
many interconnected biking and walking paths as possible support this. Secondly, as a nurse 
who is an active biker and within a few years of retirement, my husband and I want to stay 
here after we retire BECAUSE of the many options for biking. This new biking options across 
the Potomac via The Long Bridge is exciting and compelling. The bike/walking trail greatly 
adds to the quality of life here, as well as socioeconomic and health value. We are well 
aware that there are other ways to bike into DC from Alexandria (where we live), but the 
closest one is crowded and dangerous (14th Street).” 

8. “I’m writing to express my support for including the bicycle and pedestrian bridge in the 
project, as announced at the Nov. 28 meeting. I urge all project partners—including D.C., 
Virginia, and the Federal Railroad Administration to come together to find funding for the 
project, including the trail bridge. In addition, construction of the rail and trail bridges 
should occur at the same time. I urge partners to lobby the VA Governor's office to dedicate 
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a piece of the $195 million transportation investment he's promised as part of the Amazon 
deal to the pedestrian bridge.” 

9. “This opportunity cannot be missed! Build it and they will come!” 
10. “I urge the long bridge project to include a pedestrian and bike trail as part of this project.” 
11. “I strongly support the Long Bridge Project as a desirable and functional way to support 

bicycle and pedestrian traffic between Northern Virginia and DC.  I am a recreational rider 
who frequently uses the Capital Crescent Trail, C&O Towpath, Mt Vernon Trail, and the 
W&OD Trail. The Long Bridge Project would help connect these trails in a very logical way.” 

12. “I would like to lend my support to a dedicated pedestrian and bicycle bridge across the 
Potomac river with safe connections between the Virginia and Washington DC bicycle 
routes.” 

13. “Good day -- I'd like to add my nickel's worth of backing about including the Pedestrian/Bike 
Path.   I'm someone who might very well find myself commuting to Crystal City and would 
definitely appreciate the option for a clear and easy cycling path from the WO&D into DC 
and over to Crystal site.  There is no doubt that this bridge needs done.  I'm not sure why 
this is a debate.  The only considerations should be on where the ramps are placed.  I 
wonder why the plan doesn't drop in onto the Rock Creek Trail on the Ohio St side.” 

14. “I am writing to express my support for the construction of a bicycle and pedestrian crossing 
as part of the Long Bridge project.  I was sorry to see that the cost effective shared facility 
has been ruled out due to safety issues. I wonder if that can be revisited, surely there is a 
way to fence the trail away from the tracks. We cross the Potomac currently on the 14th 
Street and I-66 bridges on nothing more than a sidewalk and railings separating us from 
often chaotic traffic. But if a separate facility is the only option being considered I strongly 
support that.  The Long Bridge project offers a great opportunity to connect DC to Virginia. 
This will be particularly valuable if there is an easy ground connection for cyclists and 
pedestrians from both DC and Virginia ends of the project.  The street access from DC and 
the connection to the Mt. Vernon Trail will provide a first class new connection for cyclists 
and pedestrians. Please consider my and the others support for a new bike and pedestrian 
crossing and communicate this to the decision makers.” 

15. “I'm pleased to see this long awaited project moving forward. As a cyclist and former city 
councilman in Hyattsville I look forward to the beneficial affect this bridge will have on 
bicycle traveling for myself and the many newer commuters throughout the DC region. 
Bravo!” 

16. “When the Long Bridge is rehabilitated for use by train traffic (passenger and freight), please 
don't forget to also incorporate a way for people to cross the Potomac River at the same 
spot in a non-motorized fashion--whether by walking, running, or biking. While a river is a 
thing of beauty, it can also be an impediment to connection. Go the extra mile for the sake 
of people's mental and physical health and incorporate a pedestrian-type bridge into the 
plans for a "new" Long Bridge. And thank you for taking the long view!” 

17. “I support including the bicycle & pedestrian bridge in the Long Bridge Project. Please work 
to secure funding for this important project.” 

 Navigation 
18. “Sorry I could not make last night’s meeting. On behalf of a couple of local boating 

organizations, can you tell me the proposed height of the new bridge over the water? Some 
of us aspire to more of what is called air draft for boats than exists with the current Long 
Bridge.”  
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 Cultural Resources/Section 106 
19. “I would like to know what arrangements have been made to inform local residents, 

pedestrians, & commuters using the bridge that its original incarnation was a part of the 
slave trade & the Underground Railroad? Sources: ‘An Ambitious Slave’ by Reginald 
Rowland; 1897. ‘A Dream of Church-Windows, Etc.,’ by John James Platt, 1888. (poem, ‘A 
Tragedy of Long Bridge’). ‘Slave Narratives After Slavery,’ William L. Andrews (ed.). 2011. ‘A 
Slave In The White House, Paul Jennings and the Madisons.’ by Elizabeth Downing Taylor. 
2012. Blacks have made America great and shall be acknowledged and compensated for 
their greatness.” 

 Construction and Timeline 
20. “Where can I find the plans that support the rail traffic expected for this new bridge? Why 

does it take so long to build and what are the annual projections four future passengers?”  
 Aesthetic 

21. “I greatly appreciate and support the project to eventually upgrade the Long Bridge over the 
Potomac.  However, this is a project that will take years to come to fruition.  Meanwhile, the 
current bridge has been an eyesore for more than a decade, marring a major highway 
entryway into our nation's capital. Can anything be done to encourage CSX Transportation 
or other stakeholders to invest in some fresh paint for the present, while the larger project 
is slowly moving forward?” 

6.0 Media Coverage 
The online news outlets and blogs listed below covered the information presented at the Public Meeting 
in the days following:  

 Washington Post 
 Curbed DC 
 DC Commute Times 
 Greater Greater Washington 
 WashCycle 
 WTOP 

All the articles described the selection of the Preferred Alternative as well as the option to include a 
bike-pedestrian crossing as Section 4(f) mitigation. Appendix G includes copies of the articles. The local 
transportation news segment of WAMU, American University Radio, the DC regional National Public 
Radio station, also covered the Public Meeting and the Project on November 30, 2018. 

7.0 Follow Up and Next Steps  
FRA and DDOT updated the Long Bridge Project website with the informational exhibits and 
presentation from the Public Meeting on November 29, 2018. The home page and past meetings page 
contain links to the meeting materials. The materials posted on the website are all compliant with 
Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended in 1998 (29 USC 794 (d)).  
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The next steps for the project are shown in the timeline below. FRA and DDOT will consider the 
comments received on the information presented at the Public Meeting as they continue to prepare the 
DEIS. The next public outreach will occur when FRA and DDOT hold a public hearing on the DEIS in 
Summer 2019. The public hearing is one of the opportunities available for interested parties to provide 
oral and written comments on the DEIS. A stenographer will record and enter the comments presented 
at the hearing into the public record. The DEIS will also be published for public review on the Project 
website (www.longbridgeproject.com) and printed copies will be available in several repositories, as 
listed on the Project website. The public comment period is open for 45 days after the publication of the 
DEIS, as specified in the Notice of Availability for the Project. FRA and DDOT will prepare responses to 
comments, and will present the comments and responses in the combined Final EIS/Record of Decision 
(ROD). 

Figure 7-1 | Steps in the Section 106 and NEPA Processes 
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Public Meeting Outreach 

 

 

Appendix A includes: 

 Long Bridge Project website homepage announcement 
 DDOT press release  
 Washington Post Express and El Tiempo Latino ads 
 E-blast notification to the Long Bridge public email listserv  
 Public meeting flyer  
 DDOT tweets  
 DDOT Facebook posts  
 VRE Train Talk eNews notice  
 Washington Area Bicyclist Association blog post 
 Greater Greater Washington article 
 NCPC Facebook post 
 NCPC tweet  
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Long Bridge Project website homepage announcement 

  



11/17/2017 Long Bridge Project

http://longbridgeproject.com/ 1/1

HOME PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROJECT SCHEDULE PUBLIC INVOL VEMENT PROJECT RESOURCES CONTACT

. 
Click for more meeting information »

Welcome to the Long Bridge Project
The District Department of Transportation (DDOT), in coordination with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), is completing a comprehensive

study for the rehabilitation or replacement of the Long Bridge over the Potomac River. The existing two-track railroad bridge, owned by CSX

Transportation (CSXT), serves freight, (CSXT), intercity passenger (Amtrak) and commuter rail (Virginia Railway Express [VRE]). The 1.8-mile study

area is between the Rosslyn (RO) Interlocking near Long Bridge Park in Arlington, Virginia and the L’Enfant (LE) Interlocking near 10th Street SW in

Washington, DC.

HOME | CONTACT 

© Long Bridge Project 2017. All rights reserved.
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Public Meeting Outreach 

 

Washington Post Express and El Tiempo Latino ads 
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Only in D.C. would 
Brooks’ job be safe

ANALYSIS
Despite the horrendous start for 
a Wizards team that expected to 
contend in a LeBron James-less 
East, it appears Scott Brooks, in 
his third season as the Wizards’ 
coach, has more than enough col-
lateral within the organization 
to remain protected from social 
media uprisings and hot-seat ru-
mors. He also has the unwavering 
support of his players.

“He’s a guy who’s coming in 
and doing a job like the rest of 
us,” Markieff Morris said. “Sh-- 
happens. You take losses but it’s 
like, we started like this before. 
You know what I’m saying? We’re 
just trying to find it.”

Even more, Brooks has the 
security of working in Washing-
ton. In just about any other NBA 
market, a 2-8 start from a veteran 
team that has been together too 
long to be this disjointed might 
cast serious doubts on the job 
security of the coach. But in 
Washington, things are different.

This is not simply because the 

soared past the luxury tax de-
spite its roster holes. 

He heads a revamped staff with 
only one assistant experienced 
enough to take over top duties. 

And most of all, he works for 
an owner who may be willing 
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Coach Scott Brooks has gone 94-80 in two-plus seasons with the Wizards. 

After horrible 2-8 start, 
Wizards dismiss critics 
questioning the coach

Wizards have already batted 
down the non-story of Brooks 
not being in the line of fire. No, 
Brooks will likely remain the Wiz-
ards’ leader for several reasons:

He’s guaranteed $21 million 
from an organization that has 

to press the eject button on his 
NHL coaches but practices the 
patience of a monk when it comes
to making changes to his basket-
ball operations.

Last fall, owner Ted Leonsis 
gave Ernie Grunfeld a contract 
extension despite the 538-686 
franchise record he has amassed
in his 15-plus years as the Wiz-
ards’ lead executive.

After the Wizards got smoked 
by 19, the fourth blowout loss this 
season, to a rebuilding Mavericks 
team on Tuesday night, Bradley 
Beal admitted that he’s aware of 
talk about Brooks’ job security.

“It’s on TV, people are talking 
about it. No truth to it at all,” Beal 
said. “He’s a well-experienced 
coach. … So you’ve got to re-
spect what he’s done. You can’t 
just shoot a man in his foot.” 
CANDACE BUCKNER (THE WASHINGTON POST)

MARYLAND
University fires 2 trainers 
in wake of McNair death  
The University of Maryland fired 
two high-ranking athletic trainers 
whose actions had come into 
question in the wake of Jordan 
McNair’s death in June. Steve 
Nordwall, assistant athletic director 
of athletic training, and Wes 
Robinson, the head trainer for the 
football program, had been on paid 
administrative leave since Aug. 10. 
Both were informed Tuesday 
that their employment had been 
terminated, according to a person 
familiar with the situation. (TWP)

MLS
D.C. United back Kemp 
announces his retirement
Taylor Kemp, D.C. United’s 
starting left back for three years 
who missed this season with 
injuries, announced his retirement 
Wednesday. The former Maryland 
Terrapin underwent hernia 
surgery in September 2017 and, 
after struggling to return, had 
labrum hip surgery this summer. 
Neither he nor the team was 
optimistic about a recovery 
that would have allowed him to 
perform at peak level. (TWP)

“That’s my guy. 
Very selfless. He was 

actually supposed 
to be here, but 

something came up. 
He told me 

to go anyways.”
TYUS JONES, thanking 

Timberwolves teammate Jimmy 
Butler for getting a chartered 

private plane so he could go see his 
brother Tre Jones’ college debut 

for Duke on Tuesday night — 
a 118-84 win over No. 2 Kentucky

verbatim

   ESPN: Cowboys LB Sean Lee (hamstring) could miss 4-6 weeks      

About Long Bridge Project:
The Long Bridge Project consists of potential improvements 
to the bridge corridor and related railroad infrastructure 
located between the RO Interlocking near Long Bridge Park 
in Arlington, Virginia and the L’Enfant Interlocking near 10th 
Street SW in Washington, DC. The two-track Long Bridge is 
owned and maintained by CSX Transportation. Amtrak and VRE 
also currently use the bridge, in addition to freight trains.

For more information about the Long Bridge Project, please 
visit: www.longbridgeproject.com

programs, activities, and services on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, age, or disability as provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the

et seq. (Act), the District of Columbia does not discriminate on the basis of actual or perceived: race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, marital status, per

disability, source of income, status as a victim of an intrafamily offense, or place of residence or business. Sexual harassment is a form of sex discrimination which
is prohibited by the Act. In addition, harassment based on any of the above protected categories is prohibited by the Act. Discrimination in a violation of the Act

Long Bridge Public Information Meeting

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the 
District Department of Transportation (DDOT) invite the 
public to an informational meeting to present the Preferred 
Alternative for the Long Bridge Project. FRA and DDOT are 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for the Project 
to consider alternatives and evaluate the potential impacts of 
those alternatives on the environment in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. This meeting is also a part 
of the concurrent consultation for Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.

Public Meeting

Thursday, November 29, 2018
Open House format: 4 p.m. to 7 p.m.
Formal presentations: 
4:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.  
(same presentation at both times)

DCRA Building, Room E200 
1100 4th Street SW
Washington, DC 20024

Location Details: Room E200 is located 

adjacent to the elevators. Bring an ID to 
show at the entrance in order to access 
the building. Please allow an additional 15 
minutes to go through security. 

Getting to the Meeting:
Metrorail: Waterfront Station (Green Line). 
Take the escalator/elevator to the ground 
level and walk straight, the building will 
be on your right.

 Metrobus routes 74, A9, P6, and V1; 
Circulator (Eastern Market-L’Enfant Plaza 
route).
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E-blast notification to the Long Bridge public email listserv  
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âV/b V̂[/WOĉVbNUŴO/N\̂]U/UY[/d̂OX/eVWPX[

fV̂g[hUZ/iR[NT[/jWTWUk

lmnopqrsotuqmvtwxywmz

{|}/~�������/~}�����}��/��/{�������������/�~~�{�/��/�������}�/��

}�������/�|��/��/�}����/��/}�����}�/����/�������������/���/��/�}��}�

�|}/�}�}���/���/���/����}����/���������/��������}��/���/�}����}�/��/�|}

�����/��/���}�/������/��������/�������/�}��}��/��}�/��/����������/��

������}�/��/{���}/��/��/�|}/�����/���|��/���/��/��� �/�|}/��}������

¡��|/~���������}�/���/���/��|}�/�}���}�/������}�¢/��/���������}/¡��|

�|}/~¢�¢/£����/���|��/���/��/��¤¤�/��/��}��}��/~¢�¢/�¥����/���}

�}�¢/¦§� ̈�¢̈�/}�/�}©¢/������/�|}/~�������/��/��������/��}�/���

�����������}/��/�|}/�����/��/������/��/�}��}��}�ª/���}�/������/�}�������

��������/�������/�}��/��}�/�������/�������/�}������/���}�����}�

�}����/���}��������/�}��}�/��}�����/��/}���}������/��������/�������

������/�}������������}��/��������������/���������/�¥��������/�}�}���

������������/�����������/�����}/��/�����}�/������/��/�/������/��/��

�����������/�«}��}�/��/����}/��/�}���}��}/��/�����}��¢/¬}����

|������}��/��/�/����/��/�}�/��������������/¡|��|/��/���|����}�/��

�|}/���¢/��/���������/|������}��/���}�/��/���/��/�|}/����}

����}��}�/���}����}�/��/���|����}�/��/�|}/���¢/~�������������/��/�

���������/��/�|}/���/¡���/���/�}/���}���}�¢/���������/¡���/�}/����}��/��

������������/������¢

��/���/�}}�/��}����/���������������/��}��}/�������/�}���/���}��

��/�¦̈¦�/�¤�§¦®¦�/��/̄[TNV̀eNVV[Û°Ph̀X̂j/±�}/�²�/����/��
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Public meeting flyer 
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DDOT tweets and Facebook posts 
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VRE Train Talk eNews notice 
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Washington Area Bicyclist Association blog post 
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Appendix A: 
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Greater Greater Washington article 

  





                                                   
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Appendix A: 
Public Meeting Outreach 

 

NCPC Facebook post and tweet 
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THE LONG BRIDGE FUTURE PROJECT 
DATES

WHAT IS NEPA?

The Long Bridge is a two-track steel truss railroad 
bridge that was constructed in 1904. The bridge is 
owned by CSX Transportation (CSXT) and serves freight 
(CSXT), intercity passenger (Amtrak), and commuter 
railroad service (VRE). The Long Bridge is the only 
railroad bridge connecting Virginia to the District. The 
next closest crossing is at Harpers Ferry, WV. The Long 
Bridge is a contributing element to the East and West 
Potomac Parks Historic Districts.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
requires Federal agencies to assess the environmental 
eරects of their proposed actions prior to making 
decisions. NEPA is an “umbrella” law that encourages 
integrated compliance with other environmental 
laws so that a proposed project’s impacts are 
comprehensively evaluated before implementation. 

The Long Bridge Project’s compliance with NEPA will 
include preparation of an Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) that will be made available for public 
review and comment. 

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is the lead 
Federal agency for the EIS. The District Department of 
Transportation (DDOT) is the joint lead agency for the EIS.

Preferred Alternative 
Recommendation 

Public Meeting
Fall 2018

Draft EIS Available for 
Comment/Public Hearing Summer 2019

Final EIS/Record of 
Decision Summer 2020

CONTACT US
Comments can be provided any of the following ways:

At this meeting
Website: www.longbridgeproject.com
Email:  info@longbridgeproject.com
Mail:   Katherine Youngbluth, AICP
  Long Bridge Project
  55 M Street, SE
  Suite 400
  Washington, DC 20003

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT 

(EIS) 
FACT SHEET

NOVEMBER 2018



THE LONG BRIDGE 
PROJECT

PURPOSE AND NEED EIS EVALUATION TOPICS

The Long Bridge Project consists of potential 
improvements to the Long Bridge and related railroad 
infrastructure located between the RO Interlocking near 
Long Bridge Park in Arlington, Virginia and the L’Enfant 
(LE) Interlocking near 10th Street SW in the District.

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide 
additional long-term railroad capacity to improve the 
reliability of railroad service through the Long Bridge 
corridor.  

Currently, there is insucient capacity, resiliency, and 
redundancy to accommodate the projected demand in 
future railroad services. The Proposed Action 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. 

The EIS will evaluate ways of meeting the purpose and 
need of the proposed action. The EIS will document 
the eරects of the Action Alternatives and the No 
Action Alternative on the natural, cultural, and human 
environment including:
• Existing and Planned Land Use
• Transportation
• Navigation
• Air Quality
• Green House Gas Emissions and Climate Change
• Noise and Vibration
• Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste Disposal
• Coastal Zone Management

• Water Resources and Water Quality
• Wetlands
• Floodplains
• Natural and Ecological Systems
• Threatened and Endangered Species
• Communities and Demographics
• Environmental Justice
• Public Health, Security, and Safety
• Cultural Resources
• Parks and Recreation Areas
• Visual and Aesthetic Resources
• Utilities and Energy Resources

 Long Bridge Corridor

The Long Bridge Corridor consists of the Long Bridge as well as 
related railroad infrastructure located between the VRE Crystal City 
Station in Arlington, Virginia and the Virginia Interlocking near 3rd 
Street SW in DC.

LEGEND



                                                   
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C: 
Informational Exhibits  



Public Meeting
Thursday, November 29, 2018

Open House Format: 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Formal Presentations: 4:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.
(same presentation at both times)



Project Overview

What is the Project?
• The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the District 

Department of Transportation (DDOT) are preparing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

• The Long Bridge Project consists of potential improvements 
to the Long Bridge and related railroad infrastructure located 
between the Rosslyn (RO) Interlocking near Long Bridge Park in 
Arlington, Virginia and the L’Enfant (LE) Interlocking near 10th 
Street SW in the District of Columbia.  

• The two-track Long Bridge was built in 1904 and is owned and 
maintained by CSX Transportation (CSXT).  

• Virginia Railway Express (VRE) and Amtrak also currently use 
Long Bridge. 

• Long Bridge is a contributing element to the East and West 
Potomac Parks Historic District.



Project Overview

What is NEPA?
• The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 

requires Federal agencies to assess the environmental 
eරects of their proposed actions prior to making decisions.

• NEPA encourages integrated compliance with other 
environmental laws so that a proposed project’s impacts 
are comprehensively evaluated before implementation.

• To comply with NEPA, FRA and DDOT are preparing an EIS 
that will be made available for public review and comment.

What is Section 106?
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
requires Federal agencies to:

•  Consider and determine the direct AND indirect eරects 
of a proposed undertaking on historic properties.

• Consult with State Historic Preservation Oces, 
Tribes, and other consulting parties.

• Avoid, resolve, or mitigate adverse 
eරects to historic properties.

• See: 36 CFR Part 800 (Protection of Historic Properties).



Project Overview
What is Section 4(f)?
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act 
of 1966 prohibits projects funded or approved by a USDOT agency 
from using publicly owned park and recreational areas, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, or historic sites and structures unless...

• There is no feasible or prudent avoidance alternative, and
• The project includes all possible planing to minimize harm 

to the property resulting from use.
• Or, the Project would have a de minimis impact on Section 

4(f)-protected resources.

There are several Section 4(f)-protected historic sites 
and parks within the Long Bridge Project Study Area

*Section 4(f)-protected historic properties are illustrated on the Section 106 Summary 



Section 106 and NEPA Coordination



Project Area
The Project: 
• Connects logical termini;
• Has independent utility even if no additional transportation 

improvements in the area are made; and 
• Does not restrict consideration of alternatives for other 

reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements in the area.

Project limits extend from RO Interlocking near Long 
Bridge Park in Arlington, Virginia to LE Interlocking near 

10th Street SW in the District



Purpose and Need
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to 
provide additional long-term railroad 
capacity to improve the reliability of railroad 
service through the Long Bridge corridor.  

Currently, there is insucient capacity, 
resiliency, and redundancy to accommodate 
the projected demand in future railroad 
services. The Proposed Action 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.   

Train Operator Current # of 
Trains per Day

2040 # of Trains 
per Day

Percent 
Increase

VRE 34 92 171%

MARC 0 8 --

Amtrak 24 44 83%

CSXT 18 42 133%

Norfolk Southern 0 6 --

Total 76 192

On Time Performance
Current (Observed) No Action (2040)

Commuter 91% 25%
Intercity Long 
Distance 70%

12%

Intercity Regional 7%



No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative for the 

Long Bridge Project EIS consists of the 
existing transportation network, plus all 
projects within the Project Area that are 
predictable by the planning year of 2040

The No Action Alternative does 
not include the Long Bridge Project



New Railroad Bridge Type Options

 > Consists of multiple steel 
I-shaped girders with a steel or 
bridge deck at the top of the 
girders

 > Bridge type generally preferred 
when clearance below the 
structure is not an issue

Steel through girder bridges & 
steel deck girder bridges

• Common railroad bridge structure 
types

• Standard types used by CSXT

• More cost eective than other 
structure types

• Allow for shallow structure depth over 
the Potomac River to retain existing 

vertical clearance over the navigation 
channel without signiÀcant increase to 

the bridge proÀle

 > Consists of two main girders 
on the outsides of the bridge 
with smaller Áoorbeams 
spanning perpendicular to the 
main girders to support the 
transportation load, allowing for 
railways to pass “through” the 
girders 

 > Bridge type generally preferred 
when clearance below the 
structure is critical



Action Alternatives
Long Bridge Park to the George Washington Memorial Parkway

Action Alternative A Action Alternative B

Key Di  
• Action Alternative A retains the existing historic railroad bridge 
over the George Washington Memorial Parkway

• Action Alternative B replaces the existing historic railroad bridge 
over the George Washington Memorial Parkway



Action Alternatives
Spanning the Mount Vernon Trail and the Potomac River

Action 
Alternative A

Action 
Alternative B

 
• Action Alternative A retains 
the existing historic Long 
Bridge over the Potomac River

• Action Alternative B replaces 
the existing historic Long 
Bridge over the Potomac River



Action Alternatives
Ohio Drive SW and WMATA Metrorail Tunnel Portal

Action Alternative A Action Alternative B

Key  
• Action Alternative A retains the existing historic Long Bridge 
over the Potomac River and Ohio Drive SW

• Action Alternative B replaces the existing historic Long 
Bridge over the Potomac River and Ohio Drive SW



Action Alternatives
I-395 to Maine Avenue SW
Action Alternatives A & B



Action Alternatives
Maryland Avenue SW Overbuild to LE Interlocking

Action Alternatives A & B 



Selection of Preferred Alternative - Action Alternative A 

FRA and DDOT have selected Action Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative

Action Alternative A has a lower capital cost, shorter construction duration, and fewer impacts

• Selection of the Preferred Alternative occurred after consideration of all comments from agencies 
and the public on the Project to date

• Both Action Alternatives support the Purpose and Need and provide the same anticipated beneÀts



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing 

> Connection to Long Bridge Park
> Prefabricated truss superstructures
> Extended railroad piers
> Larger permanent footprint
> Additional railing and screening required

between bridges for security and safety
> Construction cost approximately 20% greater

than Option 2

> Connection to Long Bridge Park
> Prefabricated truss superstructures
> Single column piers
> Smaller permanent footprint
> 25-foot separation from upstream railroad bridge
> Simpler inspection and maintenance
> Preferred by railroad operators and property owners
> Construction cost approximately 20% less than Option 1

Option 2 - Independent structure 
upstream of railroad bridge

Potential Section 4(f) Mitigation

Option 1 - Shared structure with 
upstream railroad bridge

Option 2 selected as the crossing option to be 
considered as potential mitigation



Comparison of Alternatives
No Action 
Alternative

No

--

--

Yes

Yes

Support of Purpose and Need

Capital Costs and Construction Duration

Dierentiating Infrastructure Elements

Increases capacity; facilities connectivity; and 
expands resiliency and redundancy

Capital Costs*

Existing railroad bridge over George Washington 
Memorial Parkway (GWMP) retained 

Construction Duration

Existing Long Bridge retained

Action 
Alternative A

Yes

Approx. $1.3 to $1.6 billion

Approx. 5 years

Yes

Yes

Action 
Alternative B

Yes

Approx. $2.0 to $2.3 billion

Approx. 8.25 years

No

No

 

Compared to Action Alternative A, Action 
Alternative B would have...

> More permanent environmental impacts due to 
replacement of existing Long Bridge and the railroad 
bridge over the GWMP
> More temporary construction impacts due to 
demolition of existing bridges, construction of replacement 
bridges, and longer construction duration (up to 3.25 years 
longer)
> Greater Section 106 impacts due to replacement of 
existing historic bridges - Long Bridge and the railroad 
bridge over the GWMP
> Greater Section 4(f) impacts to historic properties 
protected under Section 4(f) due to replacement of the 
existing historic bridges and greater Section 4(f) impacts 
to parks protected under Section 4(f) due to additional 
construction staging areas and wider right-of-way required 
in East Potomac Park
> Greater temporary beneÀcial impact on jobs due to 
construction

  



Section 106 Summary of Adverse Eects Determination

GW Memorial ParkwayMount Vernon Memorial Hwy

0 0.25 0.5 Miles

Limits of Disturbance

Area of Potential Effects

Long Bridge Project 

St. Elizabeths HospitalRock Creek & Potomac Pkwy

Fort McNairE&W Potomac Parks

Washington Monument Grounds National Mall

Designated Historic Properties

Properties Determined Eligible

Arlington HouseArlington National Cemetery

Hi
st

or
ic 

Di
st

ric
ts

Vi
ew

sh
ed

 S
ite

s
Ke

y

1

3

9

6

7

2

Kennedy Center
Upper Terrace1

Lincoln Memorial
Viewing Platform2

Arlington Nat’l Cemetery
Tomb of the Unknown Soldier6

Arlington House
within Arlington Nat’l Cemetery7

The Netherlands Carillon
within Arlington Ridge Park8

Washington Monument
Observation Deck3

Old Post Office
Old Post Office Tower4

The Pentagon
River Terrace5

5

8

4

9
St. Elizabeths West Campus
Golden Raintree Drive

George Washington Memorial Parkway 
Historic District

Mount Vernon Memorial Highway 
Historic District

National Mall Historic District East and West Potomac Parks Historic District
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 A
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 B
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3h\sical Eઊects� Construction of a new railroad bridge would 
remove contributing vegetation. DIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
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ry

3h\sical Eઊects� Same as Action Alternative A. DIRECT 
ADVERSE EFFECT. 
Visual Eઊects� Removal of existing Long Bridge and truss 
would diminish integrity of setting and feeling. INDIRECT 
ADVERSE EFFECT.

Construction of a bike-pedestrian crossing and access ramp 
would remove contributing vegetation. DIRECT ADVERSE 
EFFECT.

Construction staging, access, and trail relocation would 
diminish integrity of feeling, association, and setting of the 
historic district. DIRECT AND INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.

Ac
tio

n 
Al

te
rn

at
ive

 A
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 B

3h\sical Eઊects� Construction of a new railroad bridge would 
remove contributing vegetation. DIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
Visual Eઊects� Addition of a new bridge would obstruct views 
of the existing Long Bridge, diminishing the visual integrity of 
the contributing structure. INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
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 B
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m
ul

at
ive
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ry

3h\sical Eઊects� Removal of Long Bridge represents a total loss 
of contributing feature. Construction of a new railroad bridge 
would remove contributing vegetation. DIRECT ADVERSE 
EFFECT.
Visual Eઊects� Removal of contributing visual element 
Long Bridge would diminish integrity of setting, feeling, and 
association. INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
Construction of a bike-pedestrian crossing and access ramp 
would remove contributing vegetation and obstruct views of 
the Long Bridge, diminishing the visual integrity of the historic 
district. DIRECT AND INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.

Construction staging and access would diminish integrity 
of feeling, association, and setting of the historic district. 
Temporary construction noise has potential to diminish 
integrity of contributing U.S. Engineers’ Storehouse. DIRECT 
AND INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
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 B
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3h\sical Eઊects� No contributing features within railroad 
corridor. NO ADVERSE EFFECT.
Visual Eઊects� No signiÀcant views or visual resources in this 
portion of the historic district. NO ADVERSE EFFECT.

Ac
tio

n 
Al

te
rn

at
ive

 B
Cu

m
ul

at
ive

Te
m

po
ra

ry

3h\sical Eઊects� Same as Action Alternative A. NO ADVERSE 
EFFECT.
Visual Eઊects� Same as Action Alternative A. NO ADVERSE 
EFFECT.

No contributing features within railroad corridor nor potential 
to alter signiÀcant views or visual resources. NO ADVERSE 
EFFECT.

Construction staging and access would diminish integrity 
of feeling, association, and setting of the historic district. 
INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
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3h\sical Eઊects� Construction of a new railroad bridge would 
remove contributing vegetation. DIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
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3h\sical Eઊects� Construction of a new railroad bridge would 
remove contributing vegetation and contributing railroad 
bridge. DIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.
Visual Eઊects� Removal of existing Long Bridge and truss 
would diminish integrity of setting and feeling. INDIRECT 
ADVERSE EFFECT.

Construction of a bike-pedestrian crossing and access ramp 
would remove contributing vegetation. DIRECT ADVERSE 
EFFECT.

Construction staging, access, and trail relocation would 
diminish integrity of feeling, association, and setting of the 
historic district. DIRECT AND INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECT.



                                                   
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D: 
Public Meeting Presentation  



Public Meeting
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

and Section 106 Consultation
Preferred Alternative Selection

November 29, 2018



Agenda
• Project Overview

• No Action Alternative and Action Alternatives

• Preferred Alternative Selection for EIS

• Proposed Mitigation (Bike-Pedestrian Crossing)

• Next Steps

2



What is NEPA?
• The National Environmental Policy 

Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires Federal 
agencies to assess the environmental 
effects of their proposed actions 
prior to making decisions.

• NEPA encourages integrated 
compliance with other 
environmental laws so that a 
proposed project’s impacts are 
comprehensively evaluated before 
implementation.

• To comply with NEPA, FRA and DDOT 
are preparing an EIS that will be 
made available for public review and 
comment.

3



What is Section 106?

• Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) 
requires Federal agencies to: 
– Consider and determine the direct 

AND indirect effects of a proposed 
undertaking on historic properties

– Consult with State Historic 
Preservation Offices, Tribes,  and 
other consulting parties

– Avoid, resolve or mitigate adverse 
effects to historic properties

– See: 36 CFR Part 800 (Protection of 
Historic Properties)

4



Long Bridge

• Two-track steel truss railroad bridge
constructed in 1904

• Owned by CSX Transportation (CSXT)
• Serves freight (CSXT), intercity passenger

(Amtrak), and commuter rail (VRE)
• Only railroad bridge connecting Virginia to

the District – next closest crossing is at
Harpers Ferry, WV

• Typically serves 76 weekday trains
• Three tracks approaching the bridge from

the north and the south
• Contributing element to the East and West

Potomac Parks Historic District

5



Condition of Long Bridge 
CSXT owns Long Bridge and states that they:
• Are responsible for annually inspecting all their bridges;
• Completed Long Bridge rehabilitation in October 2016;
• Maintain Long Bridge in proper condition for railroad purposes; and
• Confirm that Long Bridge is sufficient to meet the needs of their freight 

customers for the foreseeable future.

6



Project Area

7

• Project limits: RO Interlocking near 
Long Bridge Park in Arlington, 
Virginia to LE Interlocking near 
10th Street SW in the District

• The Project:
– Connects logical termini;
– Has independent utility even if no 

additional transportation 
improvements in the area are made;

– And does not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for other reasonably 
foreseeable transportation 
improvements in the area

7



Train Volumes

8

Train Operator
Current # 
Trains per 

Day

2040 # 
Trains per 

Day

Percent 
Increase

VRE 34 92 171%

MARC 0 8 --

Amtrak/DC2RVA 24 44 83%

CSXT 18 42 133%

Norfolk Southern 0 6 --

TOTAL 76 192

On-Time Performance

Current 
(Observed)

No Action 
(2040)

Commuter 91% 25%

Intercity Long 
Distance

70%

12%

Intercity 
Regional 7%



Purpose and Need

9

Railroad 
Capacity

Railroad Resiliency 
and Redundancy

Network 
Connectivity



Agenda
• Project Overview

• No Action Alternative and Action Alternatives

• Preferred Alternative Selection for EIS

• Proposed Mitigation (Bike-Pedestrian Crossing)

• Next Steps

10



No Action Alternative
Planning Year 2040

11



Action Alternatives 

12

Long Bridge Corridor



Action Alternatives 
Long Bridge Park to the George Washington Memorial Parkway

13

Action Alternative A Action Alternative B



Action Alternatives 
Spanning the Mount Vernon Trail and the Potomac River

14

Action 
Alternative 

B

Action 
Alternative 

A



Action Alternatives
Ohio Drive SW and WMATA Metrorail Tunnel Portal

15

Action Alternative A Action Alternative B



Action Alternatives
I-395 to Ohio Drive SW

16

Action Alternatives 
A & B



Action Alternatives
Washington Channel to Maine Avenue SW

17

Action Alternatives 
A & B



Action Alternatives
Maryland Avenue SW Overbuild

18

Action Alternatives 
A & B



Action Alternatives
12th Street SW to LE Interlocking

19

Action Alternatives 
A & B



Comparison of Alternatives

20

No Action 
Alternative Action Alternative A Action Alternative B

Support for Purpose and Need
Increases capacity; facilitates 
connectivity; and expands resiliency 
and redundancy

No Yes Yes

Capital Costs and Construction Duration

Capital Costs* -- Approx. $1.3 to 
$1.6  billion

Approx. $2.0 to 
$2.3 billion

Construction Duration -- Approx. 5 years Approx. 8.25 years

Differentiating Infrastructure Elements**
Existing railroad bridge over George 
Washington Memorial Parkway 
retained

Yes Yes No

Existing Long Bridge retained Yes Yes No
*Approximate costs are based on conceptual engineering and subject to change as design advances. Costs in 2018 dollars.

**All other infrastructure elements are the same for Action Alternatives A and B.



Comparison of Alternatives
Environmental Impacts, Section 106, Section 4(f)

21

Compared to Action Alternative A, Action 
Alternative B would have more:

Permanent environmental impacts 
Temporary construction impacts 
Impacts to historic properties
Impacts to parklands



Agenda
• Project Overview

• No Action Alternative and Action Alternatives

• Preferred Alternative Selection for EIS

• Proposed Mitigation (Bike-Pedestrian Crossing)

• Next Steps

22



Selection of Preferred Alternative: 
Action Alternative A

• Action Alternative A has lower capital costs, shorter construction
duration, and fewer impacts than Alternative B

• Selection of the Preferred Alternative occurred after consideration of all
comments from agencies and the public on the Project to date

23

FRA and DDOT selected Action Alternative A as the 
Preferred Alternative



New Railroad Bridge Type Options

24

• Both options feasible under either Action Alternative
• Structure type to be determined in final design



Agenda
• Project Overview

• No Action Alternative and Action Alternatives

• Preferred Alternative Selection for EIS

• Proposed Mitigation (Bike-Pedestrian Crossing)

• Next Steps
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What is Section 4(f)?
• Requires special consideration of publicly-

owned park and recreational areas, wildlife
and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites and
structures for Federal transportation projects.

• USDOT agencies may approve or fund a
transportation project using a Section 4(f)
resource ONLY if:
– There is no feasible or prudent avoidance

alternative, and
– The project includes all possible planning to

minimize harm to the property resulting
from use.

– Or, if the project would have a de minimis
impact on Section 4(f)-protected resources.

• After all minimization efforts have been
explored, mitigation measures are typically
pursued.

26

FRA and DDOT are conducting a 
Section 4(f) Evaluation for the 

Long Bridge Project.



Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Option 
Potential Section 4(f) Mitigation

27

Independent structure upstream of the new railroad bridge 
spanning the Potomac River 



Bike-Pedestrian Crossing 
Potential Section 4(f) Mitigation

Option 1: Shared railroad 
bridge substructure 

28

Bike-pedestrian bridge Railroad Bridge
• Preferred by railroad operator, property

owners, and design review agencies
• Smaller permanent footprint
• Fewer security measures required
• Construction cost approximately

20% less than Option 1

• Extended railroad piers
• Larger permanent footprint
• More security measures required
• More expensive than Option 2

Option 2: Independent bridge

Bike-pedestrian bridge Railroad Bridge



Agenda
• Project Overview

• No Action Alternative and Action Alternatives

• Preferred Alternative Selection for EIS

• Proposed Mitigation (Bike-Pedestrian Crossing)

• Next Steps
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Next Steps

30



Thank You
For more information visit:

longbridgeproject.com

or contact us at:
info@longbridgeproject.com

31



                                                   
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E: 
Example of Comment Card  



Do you have any comments on the Long Bridge Project?

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Do you have any comments on the Long Bridge Project?

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 LONG BRIDGE PROJECT PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

 LONG BRIDGE PROJECT PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING NOVEMBER 29, 2018

NOVEMBER 29, 2018



                                                   
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix F: 
Example of Title VI Questionnaire 

 

  



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 
 

 

Title VI Form  
Office Civil Rights 

October 2016 

DDOT Sponsored/Co-Sponsored Meeting and Event 

TITLE VI PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

The District Department of Transportation is committed to providing all citizens, regardless of race, color, age, gender, 
or national origin, the opportunity to participate in and respond to transportation plans, programs, and activities that 
may affect their community.  To help us make sure we are reaching our goal and maintaining compliance with Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and all relevant federal and local nondiscrimination laws, we ask that you voluntarily 
complete the following information.  DDOT’s Title VI Coordinator will handle the information you provide with 
confidentiality.  For more on DDOT’s Title VI Program, please contact DDOT’s Civil Rights Office at 202.671.2700 or 
ddot.titlevi@dc.gov.  
 
Please print your responses: 

Project/Meeting Name: 

Date (Month, Day, Year):   

Location of the Meeting (Address):   

Was this meeting held at a convenient time?     Yes      No   
If no, what time of day would be more convenient for you?   10am – 12pm          3pm – 5pm          6pm – 8pm 

How did you travel to get here today? (Please circle all that apply)      

Car Bus Metro Taxi /Uber Bicycle Walked Circulator Capitol Bikeshare Other_______________ 

How did you find out about this meeting?  (Please circle all that apply) 
DDOT Website        Project Website         Listserv        Blog           Flier             Newspaper     Facebook     Twitter      
Other________________________________________________ 

Did you find the meeting location to be accessible?  (Location, access to transportation and/or disability) 
Yes _____         No_______ (If no, please explain)____________________________________________________ 

Name:  Gender (Please circle)        Female        Male  

Ward:   Email: Zip Code: 

What is your race/ethnicity?  (Please circle as many as apply) 

American Indian/Alaskan Native African-American                     Asian/Pacific Islander 

Caucasian Hispanic Other______________________ 

What is your age?  (Please circle)          

Under 18 yrs.    18-24 yrs.    25-34 yrs.     35-44 yrs.    45-54 yrs.     55-64 yrs.     65-74 yrs.      senior citizen 

What is your primary language spoken at home: (Please circle one)  

English Spanish French Amharic Chinese Korean Vietnamese 

Tagalog Other (please specify)___________________________________________________________ 
Did you require special accommodations (ADA, language translation, etc):   Yes    No  
(If yes indicate type of accommodation provided) 

Were ADA features satisfactory?    Yes     No If no, please explain 

Were Language Access 
accommodations satisfactory? 

 
Yes     No    

 
If no, please explain 



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 
 

 

Title VI Form  
Office Civil Rights 

October 2016 

DDOT Sponsored/Co-Sponsored Meeting and Event 

Comments/Concerns regarding this meeting or the project: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                   
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Appendix G: 
Media Coverage 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix G includes articles from the following outlets: 

 Washington Post 
 Curbed DC 
 DC Commute Times 
 Greater Greater Washington 
 WashCycle 
 WTOP 
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Washington Post article 

 
 

  



1/22/2019 Expanding the Long Bridge is key to region’s growing rail needs, officials say - The Washington Post

https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/expanding-the-long-bridge-is-key-to-regions-growing-rail-needs-officials-say/2018/12/22/1… 1/4

The Washington Post

Transportation

Expanding the Long Bridge is key to region’s growing rail needs,
officials say

By Luz Lazo

December 22, 2018

For more than a century, the Long Bridge has carried freight and passenger trains across the Potomac River

between Crystal City and the District’s Southwest Waterfront, facilitating rail transportation along the Eastern

Seaboard.

Officials say the bridge, a key piece of the Interstate 95 corridor’s rail network, needs to double its capacity if it

is to continue to support commerce and the increasing demands for passenger rail along the East Coast.

The bridge’s two-track configuration creates a bottleneck in the system as trains funnel from three tracks to

two, slowing the movement of freight and passengers along the corridor. A fourth track is planned to be added

south and north of the bridge, which would create an even more significant choke point, transportation officials

said.

The only solution, they say, is to add two tracks and create a four-track crossing over the Potomac to handle

more commuter and intercity rail service as well as expected increases in freight transportation over the next

decades.

ADVERTISING



1/22/2019 Expanding the Long Bridge is key to region’s growing rail needs, officials say - The Washington Post
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“Within the next five to 10 years, we need to be able to run more trains to keep up with the demand,” said

Jennifer Mitchell, director of the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation. “But until we expand

that bridge, we are not going to be able to expand passenger rail in the region.”

The Federal Railroad Administration and the District Department of Transportation are leading a federal

environmental study that could determine the future of the bridge. They recently unveiled a plan to keep the

Long Bridge and build a two-track bridge next to it to create a four-track crossing. The project would take five

years and cost $1.3 billion to $1.6 billion.

Another alternative is to build two, two-track bridges to replace the Long Bridge. However, that option would

cost between $2 billion and $2.3 billion — and would take up to eight years of construction, according to

government estimates.

Earlier this year, officials ruled out the idea of building a four-track bridge. A study determined that four tracks

on a single structure would result in more slowdowns during planned maintenance or for an unanticipated

outage on any one track.

The plan favored by FRA and DDOT — keeping the Long Bridge and building a second bridge next to it —

would not only keep costs lower, but it would also lessen the impact on the environment, historic property and

parkland in the area, they say.

A stand-alone bike and pedestrian bridge would be built upstream from the new rail bridge, allowing people to

walk or bike across the Potomac between two of the region’s fastest growing areas — the city’s thriving

waterfront and Crystal City in Arlington, which will be home to a new Amazon headquarters and an anticipated

25,000 jobs.

“This project is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to provide the safest option for bicycles to cross the Potomac

on the day it opens,” said Robert Gardner, advocacy director at the Washington Area Bicyclist Association.

Improving the Long Bridge for future use is a good investment for the U.S. economy and for safety and

mobility, especially with Washington’s traffic congestion, railroad and transportation officials say.

The bridge is a literal connection between the Northeast and Southeast corridors, and restrictions on the

number of passenger trains allowed to use it affects plans for the growth of intercity service across the region.

Virginia’s vision for more robust passenger and commuter rail service across the state depends on the Long

Bridge expansion, Mitchell said.

“The Long Bridge is really at capacity, especially during the peak hours, and it is our biggest bottleneck in the

state,” she said. “For us to expand anywhere, we really need to expand the bridge.”

Adding more passenger service over the Potomac in the next decade, she said, will be necessary to meet the

demand driven by population growth, economic growth and congestion. Highway projects such as the addition
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of high-occupancy toll lanes on interstates 95 and 66 in Northern Virginia are not going to be enough to handle

the growth, and building more lanes is not feasible, officials say.

“The best ways for us to provide transportation capacity in those corridors is through rail,” Mitchell said.

DDOT Director Jeff Marootian agrees the project is important for congestion relief. The expectation is that

improvements to commuter rail coupled with the addition of the pedestrian and bike path will help reduce the

volume of cars entering the District, he said.

“It’s a win for us and our neighbors,” Marootian said.

The Federal Railroad Administration is expected to release a draft environmental assessment next summer and

a final recommendation in 2020. If the project wins federal approval, it could be another two years of design

before construction begins, officials said.

Funding for the project has not been identified. But as the study moves forward, officials in the District and

Virginia say they will be working as a region to secure grants and have a funding plan in place by the time the

study is complete. Virginia rail officials say $30 million has been budgeted for design and engineering — $15

million from state rail funding and a $15 million pledge from CSX Transportation, which owns the bridge.

A demand for more

The Long Bridge first opened in 1809 and was used during the Civil War. It was damaged by fires and floods

several times during the 19th century and rebuilt. The current steel-truss two-track bridge opened in 1904,

spanning just over 2,500 feet.

Railroad officials say the 114-year-old bridge is sound and can handle freight traffic for the foreseeable future.

CSX, which acquired the bridge in 1999, completed a rehabilitation in 2016, lengthening its life span. But it is

still outdated and at about 98 percent capacity. Because of its condition, there are speed restrictions on the

tracks approaching it, further limiting operational capacity, according to a DDOT report.

“The Long Bridge in its current form is sufficient for our freight volume,” CSX spokeswoman Laura Phelps said.

But, she said, the railroad supports federal and local efforts to increase capacity over the Potomac for passenger

trains.

The tracks are used by CSX, Virginia Railway Express and Amtrak. On a typical weekday, 76 trains travel across

it, of which nearly half carry Northern Virginia commuters into the District.

By 2040, volume on the bridge is projected to increase by 150 percent, according to a project report.

Each day, VRE transports about 20,000 passengers on 34 trains to and from the District, a number that is

projected to grow to 92 trains by 2040. Amtrak’s daily trips could grow to 44 trains from 24 as plans advance

for higher-speed intercity trains between Washington and Richmond.
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If nothing is done, the reliability of the passenger service in the corridor could significantly decline. Federal

reports project VRE’s on-time performance could drop to 25 percent by 2040, from 91 percent today, while

Amtrak’s on-time performance could drop to 12 percent from 70 percent.

VRE is counting on the bridge expansion to fulfill its long-term vision to not only add more trains to its peak-

direction service from Manassas and Fredericksburg to the District and back, but also reverse-peak and express

trains by 2030.

The expanded capacity also would open the possibility for Maryland MARC trains to travel past Union Station

into Virginia and VRE trains to serve stations in Maryland, transportation officials say.

“Without that extra capacity, we are limited in being able to run any more trains,” VRE chief executive Doug

Allen said, noting that its trains are already largely at capacity. “There is a real demand for more of our service,

which is why this project is critical for us to be able to run more trains and provide more people the options for

getting into D.C. and getting back out again.”

Luz Lazo
Luz Lazo is a transportation reporter at The Washington Post covering passenger and freight transportation, buses, taxis and
ride-sharing services. She also writes about traffic, road infrastructure and air travel in the Washington region and beyond.
She joined The Post in 2011. Follow 
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over the Potomac RiverThe Long Bridge as seen from the Metro bridge 

D.C.’s Long Bridge 
redevelopment will likely 
include cyclist and pedestrian 
access
The plans for the 1904 rail bridge to Virginia take a new turn
By Edward Russell  Dec 4, 2018, 2:26pm EST 

AMAZON HQ2 ARLINGTON DC DEVELOPMENT NEWS

Federal and District officials have an updated plan to expand Amtrak and 

commuter rail service across the Potomac River that also benefits cyclists and 

WASHINGTON DC



pedestrians, as part of the Long Bridge redevelopment project. Just don’t expect 

construction anytime soon.

The District Department of Transportation (DDOT) and the U.S. Federal 

Railroad Administration (FRA) want to build a second span of the Long Bridge 

between the existing 1904 structure and an adjacent Metro bridge, to double 

train capacity between D.C. and Arlington County, Virginia. The new span would 

add two tracks primarily for passenger rail service, including Amtrak and 

Virginia Railway Express (VRE), while the existing span would continue to carry 

freight trains. The project has been in the works for the past several years.

But under the latest designs, which planning officials unveiled at a public 

meeting last week, a new bike and pedestrian bridge would also be built to 

mitigate the second span’s impact on National Park Service land located on both 

sides of the Potomac. Advocates welcomed the news, having criticized the final 

two design options presented earlier this year for lacking pedestrian and cyclist 

access.

By signing up, you agree to our Privacy Policy and European users agree to the data transfer policy. 

“This is a critical link between the north and the south, between the Northeast 

Corridor and Southeast rail plans,” said Amanda Murphy, an environmental 

protection specialist for the FRA, during the Nov. 29 meeting. The Long Bridge 

is the only rail connection between the Northeast and the South to the east of 

Harpers Ferry, West Virginia, she added.

Curbed DC Newsletter 

email@example.com

SUBSCRIBE



Growing demand for rail service across the Potomac is driving the project. 

DDOT and the FRA forecast an increase of more than 150 percent in train traffic 

across the current Long Bridge by 2040, or about 192 daily trains as compared 

with about 76 today.

That’s because VRE, Amtrak, and CSX, which owns the Long Bridge, all plan 

service increases in the coming years. The former anticipates the most growth, 

with its service jumping to roughly 92 daily trains by 2040 from roughly 34 

today. Connecting Union Station in D.C. to Manassas and Fredericksburg in 

Virginia, VRE also has long-term plans to expand to all-day rail service.

bridgeThe planned bike and pedestrian 

DDOT and the FRA have opted for two dual-track structures as officials believe 

such a design will cost less, be completed more quickly, and maintain current 

rail service. Other alternatives included two new dual-track spans, one four-

track span, or making no changes. The agencies estimate that their preferred 

design will cost up to $1.6 billion and can built in approximately five years.

Still, neither DDOT nor the FRA yet have a timeline for when construction will 

begin. They expect to complete the environmental approvals process in 2020, 

but then have to identify a project leader and funding. Murphy and other 

officials suggested that the overall process could stretch past the original 

completion target of 2025.



Funding the new span in particular may prove to be complicated. Amtrak, CSX, 

and VRE are all involved in the Long Bridge project, as are the federal, District, 

and Virginia governments.

But Anna Chamberlin, a neighborhood planning manager working on the 

project for DDOT, said Amazon’s recent decision to put half of its second 

headquarters in Arlington’s Crystal City could be a catalyst for securing financial 

commitments. The company is set to bring 25,000 jobs to the freshly branded 

“National Landing” area of Northern Virginia over the next decade. (State and 

local incentives that were offered to Amazon, though, did not include

improvements to the Long Bridge.)

The planned pedestrian and cyclist structure would be separate from the rail 

bridge due to security and cost issues. It would be accessible by way of D.C.’s 

East Potomac Park as well as Virginia’s Mount Vernon Trail and Long Bridge 



Park. The access point in Long Bridge Park was added to the designs after 

residents said it was essential to the region’s trail network, Murphy noted.

Robert Gardner, the advocacy director for the Washington Area Bicyclist 

Association, says this is “a big win for the community.” But it remains to be seen 

whether the District’s network of bike lanes, which terminates well before East 

Potomac Park, would be linked with the new bridge, he adds.

“There are so many questions right now,” Gardner says. “On the Virginia side, 

the connection is very good. We just have to make sure the plans that DDOT has 

for East Potomac Park get people into [D.C.] safely.”

• Repairs close Metro’s Yellow Line for two weeks [Curbed DC]

• D.C.’s Long Bridge will begin renovation or replacement by 2020 [Curbed DC]

• Amazon selects Virginia’s Crystal City as site of new corporate hub: what to know

[Curbed DC]

• ‘National Landing’: Yes or no? [Curbed DC]
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DC & federal officials presented design alternatives for an improved and expanded crossing of the Potomac 
River along the existing Long Bridge. Both designs feature a separate bike/pedestrian bridge.

Gordon Chaffin/DC Commute Times

Train MARC Train VRE Train Bike Arlington DC

DC WILL REVIEW ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF 
NEW POTOMAC RAIL & BIKE BRIDGE 
BY GORDON CHAFFIN 

At a public hearing this week, officials from the Federal Rail Administration and DDOT 
presented design alternatives for an improved and expanded crossing of the Potomac 
River along the existing Long Bridge. Both designs feature a separate bike/pedestrian 
bridge North of the rail tracks that connects Virginia’s Long Bridge Park with the Mount 
Vernon Trail, then crosses to Ohio Drive in East Potomac Park. The next step for the Long 
Bridge Project is an environmental study through 2019, delivered in 2020. Funding has not 
been secured for construction.

Design Options for the New Long Bridge

From TheWashCycle:

“The plan is to expand the number of rail lines crossing the Potomac from two to four, and 
the options were to build two new bridges or build one new and rehabilitate the other. They 
chose the latter.”

During the presentation, project officials described the two new bridge option as more 
expensive with longer construction time (eight vs. five years), and more significant 
environmental impact.

Most Read Latest Posts

EXPECT TRAFFIC DELAYS FOR 
BUSH 41 MOTORCADE ON 
WEDNESDAY

VIRGINIA SENDING $3.2 
MILLION FOR W&OD TRAIL

MONTGOMERY COUNTY WANTS 
1K MILES OF BIKE LANES AND 
TRAILS

DDOT STUDYING REMOVAL OF 
CONNECTICUT AVE 
REVERSIBLE LANES

VIRGINIA CRACKING DOWN ON 
I-66 TOLL VIOLATIONS

Overcast 34° 

IN THE NEWS:

NOVEMBER 30, 2018

Metro Train Bike Car Bus Arlington DC Fairfax County Montgomery County Full Menu 



The next step for the Long Bridge Project is 
an environmental study through 2019, 
delivered in 2020.
Gordon Chaffin/DC Commute Times

Bike Commuters and Pedestrians Get a New Bridge 
Regardless

Again, TheWashCycle:

“In addition, they’re [project officials are] proposing to include a separate multi-use trail 
bridge connecting Long Bridge Park, the Mt. Vernon Trail and East Potomac Park as a 
potential Section 4(f) Mitigation. While DDOT wouldn’t say how likely it was that the MUT 
would be built, they noted that there was support from everyone relevant and no 
opposition. All they need is the money (and a project sponsor which will likely be DDOT).”

In short, the mixed-use bridge is an 
offset for the environmental damage 
done by re-constructing the existing 
Long Bridge. The bridge for human-
powered transportation won’t extend 
across the Washington Channel toward 
The Wharf/Waterfront. DDOT’s 
presenters mentioned that the airspace 
above that channel is too cramped with 
other bridges and rights of way. 
However, the project offers decent 
connectivity as a consolation prize:

“The trail bridge would be a separate 
bridge north of the railroad bridge, 
between it and the Metro Bridge. 
Separating it from the railroad bridge 

will reduce the costs by about 20%, reduce security needs, simplify inspection and 
maintenance, reduce the footprint and is what the railroads prefer. It will be on the 
upstream side to allow for an easy connection to the Long Bridge Park. It will have three 
connections, one at Long Bridge Park, one at the Mt. Vernon Trail and one at Ohio Drive, 
SW in East Potomac Park. In that way it’s really doing the work of two separate bridges.” 

Another Bad News/Good News Aspect for DC Cyclists:

“the project will require the demolition of the current pedestrian bridge across Maine [Ave] 
from the Mandarin [Hotel] to the Anacostia Riverwalk, which I think was named the Rosa 
Parks Bridge during a contest after it opened ... The current bridge, which opened in 2004, 
has stairs on the Washington Channel side and isn’t particularly useful.”

A New Bridge Is Necessary Because More Trains Are 
Coming to DC Soon

The current Long Bridge with its two tracks is inadequate to carry present-day rail traffic. 
Without improvements to the bridge, like doubling the tracks as proposed, leaves the 
existing bottleneck to get much worse as more trains approach and leave DC via the 
crossing. From WTOP:

“Today, there are 34 one-way trips over the bridge each weekday by VRE trains, 24 by 
Amtrak trains and 18 by CSX freight trains. ... The study projects there could be 92 VRE trips, 
8 MARC tips, 44 Amtrak trips and 48 freight trips each day by 2040, which would take 
significant pressure off traffic-clogged roads such as I-95 and U.S. 1.”

“The additional tracks, which could at least partially be dedicated to passenger rail traffic, 
would contribute to a long-planned expansion of Amtrak service in Virginia, allow for 
increased VRE commuter rail service, and potentially smooth discussions about extending 
some MARC train service that currently ends at Union Station through to Arlington or 
Alexandria.”

Sign up for our Newsletter

Email Subscribe

DC Commute Times will consider 
all transit, commuter and traffic 
news releases for publication. Free 
registration is required.



Be the first to know about major events, 
transit disruptions and road closures. Our 
free Capital Shortcut newsletter is served up 
for breakfast on Monday and Friday 
mornings.

Put another way: the bigger Long Bridge will allow greater goods shipping through DC via 
rail, as opposed to 18-wheel haulers. That would mean less traffic across the existing auto 
crossings of the Potomac. Also, increased regional rail for commuters—an important goal 
of local business and policy groups—is possible because of the two extra tracks.

The Long Bridge Project Has Environmental Funding and 
Needs Construction Funding

Again, from WTOP:

“The study is funded in part by a federal grant, but it is not yet clear how bridge 
construction would be paid for or whether the bridge would be publicly or privately owned. 
More precise cost estimates for construction are still being developed. CSX owns and 
controls the current bridge. Virginia, D.C. and the rail operators that use the bridge would 
likely foot parts of the construction bill. They hope federal funding is available to cover at 
least part of construction, too.”

“The new bridge is projected to take five years to build once construction starts. Final 
federal approvals for the project are currently expected in early 2020, which would allow for 
contracting to begin then if funding is available.”

CLICK for Presentation Slides and Poster Boards
CLICK for Long Bridge Project Website
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(910) 381-4941.
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The Long Bridge today. Image by DDOT.



New plans call to double the number of railroad tracks over the Potomac 
River between DC and Arlington, and to build a new pedestrian/bicycle 
bridge between Southwest Washington and Crystal City.

Plans would add two new structures parallel to the existing Long Bridge
railroad bridge, which today carries two railroad tracks over the river. One 
new twin bridge would add two new railroad tracks, doubling the two for a 
total of four. The second new structure would add a separate dedicated 
bridge for people biking or walking only.

This map shows the existing railroad bridge, its proposed twin just 
upstream, and the proposed bike/pedestrian bridge just upstream from 
that.

Image by DDOT.

More rail capacity

The District Department of Transportation (DDOT) presented the plans at 
a meeting November 29, following a years-long study of railroad crossing 
needs.



Long Bridge carries freight rail, Amtrak, and VRE over the Potomac into 
DC. Its two-track layout is at maximum capacity, and is one of the most 
serious bottlenecks on the east coast. Amtrak and VRE would like to run 
more trains, and MARC might like to extend its commuter trains into 
Virginia, but before any of that can happen, there need to be more tracks 
over the river.

Thus DDOT's study, which ultimately recommended keeping the existing 
Long Bridge and adding a new second rail bridge parallel to it to double the 
number of tracks.

Existing and future rail traffic over Long Bridge. Image by DDOT.

Trail users get a bridge too

DDOT's plans also call for a dedicated bike and pedestrian bridge just 
upstream from the new rail bridge. The bike bridge would be built to 



benefit to the National Park Service in order to mitigate impacts to NPS 
parkland caused by the new rail.

The new rail bridge would cross over national parkland. Image by DDOT.

On the DC side, the bike bridge would end at Ohio Drive on the East 
Potomac Park island. To cross Washington Channel and reach mainland 
DC, users would have to go a couple of blocks on surface streets and then 
pick up the sidewalk on the Case Bridge.

On the Virginia side, the bike bridge would have two landings: One down to 
the Mount Vernon Trail, and a second to Arlington's Long Bridge Park,
where users can pass through on their way to Crystal City.

WashCycle has more details on the bike bridge.

More planning and money are needed



These plans are DDOT's initial “prefered alternative,” meaning their 
favored option out of the many they studied. But the study isn't over. 
DDOT will next look more closely at the potential environmental impacts, 
hoping to be done in 2020.

After that, it's up to the accountants. The new railroad twin bridge alone is 
estimated to cost $1.3 to $1.6 billion. The bike bridge would be extra, and 
although DDOT hasn't released cost estimates for it yet, as a lighter 
separate structure it would be only a fraction of the rail bridge's cost.

Construction would take five years. Taking into consideration time needed 
for detailed engineering, that puts the new bridge's opening at probably no 
sooner than 2026. Even that assumes no delay in securing funding, which 
is far from guaranteed.

Continue the conversation about urbanism in the Washington region and 
support GGWash’s news and advocacy when you join the GGWash 
Neighborhood!

Tagged: amtrak, arlington, bicycling, bridges, csx, dc, long bridge, pedestrians, trails,
transit, virginia, vre

Julie Strupp is Greater Greater Washington's Managing Editor. She's 
a journalist committed to building inclusive, equitable communities 
and finding solutions. Previously she's written for 
DCist, Washingtonian, the Wisconsin Center for Investigative 
Journalism, and others. You can usually find her sparring with her 
judo club, pedaling around the city, or chatting with her neighbors on 
her Columbia Heights stoop.
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TheWashCycle

Long Bridge Project proposes trail bridge too

The expansion of the Long Bridge is likely to include a new multi-use trail bridge from Long Bridge Park to East 
Potomac Park that could be available by 2025.

Last night project members presented the preferred alternatives for the bridge. The plan is to expand the number 
of rail lines crossing the Potomac from two to four, and the options were to build two new bridges or build one 
new and rehabilitate the other. They chose the latter. In addition they're proposing to include a separate multi-use 
trail bridge connecting Long Bridge Park, the Mt. Vernon Trail and East Potomac Park as a potential Section 4(f) 
Mitigation. While DDOT wouldn't say how likely it was that the MUT would be built, they noted that there was 
support from everyone relevant and no opposition. All they need is the money (and a project sponsor which will 
likely be DDOT). I'll add that DDOT has shown sustained interest in the MUT bridge so I'm more optimistic than 
pessimistic that it will happen.

For cyclists the railroad bridge options are identical. The main impacts are that the 2nd bridge will cross over the 
Mount Vernon Trail, a wider railroad bridge will go over the Anacostia Riverwalk and the current pedestrian 
bridge over Maine will be removed and replaced creating a better connection between the Riverwalk and 
Maryland Avenue. 

I'd proposed that the trail be extended to Maine Ave or even L'Enfant Plaza but that isn't going to happen and it 
would be incredibly expensive to do so. I didn't realize that the trackage would be expanded on the east end and 
the additional 4th track is in the space where I'd thought a trail could go. The real tight spot is at Maine Ave where 
the tracks abut the ramp from "14th Street" to Maine on the "north" side and the Mandarin hotel on the south 
side. Fitting a trail in that area would be difficult. And extending the trail would require four more bridges. I'm not 
saying it can't be done, but it would neither easy nor cheap. 



The trail bridge would be a separate bridge north of the railroad bridge, between it and the Metro Bridge. 
Separating it from the railroad bridge will reduce the costs by about 20%, reduce security needs, simplify 
inspection and maintenance, reduce the footprint and is what the railroads prefer. It will be on the upstream side 
to allow for an easy connection to the Long Bridge Park. It will have three connections, one at Long Bridge Park, 
one at the Mt. Vernon Trail and one at Ohio Drive, SW in East Potomac Park. In that way it's really doing the work 
of two separate bridges. 

The trail bridge will be 14' wide and 25' from the railroad. It's considered 4(f) mitigation in exchange for using 
NPS land.



Interestingly, the project will require the demolition of the current pedestrian bridge across Maine from the 
Mandarin to the Anacostia Riverwalk, which I think was named the Rosa Parks Bridge during a contest after it 
opened, but the article announcing the name is no longer online as near as I can tell. The current bridge, which 
opened in 2004, has stairs on the Washington Channel side and isn't particularly useful. As the Post noted

But it's a niggling thing, hard to find and, for wheelchair users, impossible to navigate.

The replacement will have a ramp which should make it more useful for cyclists who want to get to/from 
Maryland Avenue. Not sure if they'll move and re-use the historic railroad bridge or build something new.

Who knows, maybe the two new bike bridges will serve as the down payment on a direct connection. The Rosa 
Parks could be extended to Ohio Drive SW, where it would be on the opposite side of the railroad tracks, which is 
not much of a detour for a cyclist. Maybe someday...

November 30, 2018 in Anacostia Riverwalk Trail (ART), Long Branch Trail, Long Bridge, Mount Vernon Trail 
(MVT) | Permalink 

Comments

 You can follow this conversation by subscribing to the comment feed for this post.

I didn't know they put the standalone ped/bike bridge upstream, last i had seen they had contemplated a downstream version. 

The missing link still appears to be from the Ohio Dr landing, through East Potomac Park, to the existing Case Bridge landing. 
The grander plan needs to be to carry people 100% off-street from Crystal City (and points south) straight to The Wharf (and 
points south and east) without having to traverse the various shortcomings of the Tidal Basin

Posted by: darren | November 30, 2018 at 12:43 PM 
Yeah, here's what I'm toying with:
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Fun & Games (http://games.wtop.com/?arkpromo=site_hamburger)
Lottery Results (https://wtop.com/lotteries/)
Contests (https://wtop.com/contests/)

Listen Live (https://wtop.com/listen-live/)
Podcasts (https://wtop.com/podcast-dc/)

New DC-Va. bridge plan would 
add more trains, bike paths over 
Potomac

By Max Smith (https://wtop.com/author/max-smith/) | @amaxsmith
(https://twitter.com/amaxsmith)
November 29, 2018 4:00 pm

WASHINGTON — In a crucial step toward expanding train service for 

D.C.-area commuters and longer-distance travelers avoiding Interstate 95 

traffic, the District Department of Transportation has chosen a preferred 

layout to double the number of tracks over the Potomac River to Arlington, 

Virginia, and also add a new way to walk or bike across the river.

The preferred alternative revealed Thursday would retain and repair the existing two-track 

Long Bridge built in 1904, while adding a new two-track bridge just to the north between the 

existing bridge and Metro’s Yellow Line bridge.

The new bridge is projected to take five years to build once construction starts. Final federal 

approvals for the project are currently expected in early 2020, which would allow for 

contracting to begin then if funding is available.

The study is funded in part by a federal grant, but it is not yet clear how bridge construction 

would be paid for or whether the bridge would be publicly or privately owned. More precise 

cost estimates for construction are still being developed. CSX owns and controls the current 

bridge.



The selected rail alternative. (Courtesy District Department of 

Transportation)

Virginia, D.C. and the rail operators that use the bridge would likely foot parts of the 

construction bill. They hope federal funding is available to cover at least part of construction, 

too.

Once the new bridge opens, it will open up a bottleneck (http://wtop.com/dc-

transit/2016/12/crumbling-capital-regions-rail-system-relies-100-year-old-

infrastructure/slide/1/) for both freight and passenger rail traffic that has limited service 

between Richmond and D.C.’s Union Station, potentially supporting more than double

(http://wtop.com/dc-transit/2017/12/long-bridge-rail-expansion-may-allow-biking-walking-

between-dc-and-arlington/slide/1/) the number of trains each weekday by 2040.

Today, there are 34 one-way trips over the bridge each weekday by VRE trains, 24 by Amtrak 

trains and 18 by CSX freight trains.



The additional tracks, which could at least partially be dedicated to passenger rail traffic, 

would contribute to a long-planned expansion of Amtrak service in Virginia

(http://wtop.com/dc-transit/2018/05/amtrak-boost-in-va-no-extra-track-through-ashland-

part-of-final-dc2rva-recomendations/), allow for increased VRE commuter rail service, and 

potentially smooth discussions about extending some MARC train service that currently ends 

at Union Station through to Arlington or Alexandria.

The study projects there could be 92 VRE trips, 8 MARC tips, 44 Amtrak trips and 48 freight 

trips each day by 2040, which would take significant pressure off traffic-clogged roads such as 

I-95 and U.S. 1.

Walk, bike over the river without struggling over 14th Street 
Bridge
The final Draft Environmental Impact Statement also responds to an outpouring of support 

for a new way to walk or bike across the river by keeping the option to build a separate bicycle 

and pedestrian bridge about 25-feet upriver from the new tracks.

The selected bike and pedestrian alternative. (Courtesy District Department of 

Transportation)

It would connect Ohio Drive SW near the Jefferson Memorial to the area of Long Bridge Drive 

near Long Bridge Park in Arlington, not far from Pentagon City and Crystal City, with a 

connection also possible on the Virginia side to the Mount Vernon Trail.

Today, the only way to walk, jog or bike across the river in that area is the sidewalk next to 

traffic on the 14th Street Bridge, or going about 1 mile north to the Memorial Bridge.



The bicycle and pedestrian bridge is being considered to mitigate any lost Arlington park and 

National Park Service land that would be taken for the new rail bridge.

The rail bridge over the Potomac would require a new bridge over the George Washington 

Parkway next to the existing bridge that crosses near the exit from the northbound parkway 

to I-395 North to cross the river.

The additional tracks could also require a bit of land currently part of Arlington’s Long Bridge 

Park.

On the D.C. side, the rail expansion would also require a new two-track rail bridge over I-395, 

Ohio Drive SW/Washington Channel, and Maine Avenue SW.

The preferred designs were revealed at an informational meeting Thursday evening, 

eliminating other options that remained under consideration to completely replace the 

existing Long Bridge for rail traffic and to build a bike and pedestrian connection more closely-

connected to the new upstream rail bridge.

Completely rebuilding the existing bridge would have made construction last up to three 

years longer, required more construction over the GW Parkway, and cost $500 million more 

upfront, the analysis concluded.

The separate bike and pedestrian bridge was chosen over one more closely connected to the 

new rail bridge because it has a smaller footprint, is easier to inspect and helps keep National 

Park Service and railroad properties separate. It is also about 20-percent cheaper.

Comments can be emailed to info@longbridgeproject.com

(mailto:Info@longbridgeproject.com).

The current two-track Long Bridge was built in 1904. Most of the structure was renovated in 

the 1940s to support heavier trains. A middle piece of the structure that once spun to open to 

allow boats through has not been opened since March 1969.

Like WTOP on Facebook (https://www.facebook.com/wtopnews) and follow @WTOP

(https://twitter.com/WTOP) on Twitter to engage in conversation about this article and others.

© 2018 WTOP. All Rights Reserved. This website is not intended for users located within the 

European Economic Area.
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