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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 jointly with 
the District Department of Transportation (DDOT). 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 (the Long Bridge Corridor).  

The purpose of this report is to describe and document the Public Information Meeting held on 
December 14, 2017. 

2.0 Meeting Overview 
As noted in the previous section, on December 14, 2017, FRA and DDOT hosted a public information 
meeting to present the proposed alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIS (DEIS) for the Project. The 
meeting also served as part of concurrent consultation for Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) and Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. Key details 
related to the meeting are displayed in Figure 2-1. 

Figure 2-1 | Key Meeting Information 

 

The meeting was conducted in an open house format, where participants had the opportunity to review 
informational exhibits regarding the NEPA and Section 106 processes, the project background, the Level 

Date

• December 14, 2017

Location

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

Time

• 4:00 PM – 7:00 PM 

• Formal presentations at 4:30 PM and 6:00 PM

Statistics

• 42 attendees

• 2 American Sign Language (ASL) interpreters

• 13 Title VI respondents 

• 29 questions and comments written on seven comment cards, four Title VI 
Questionnaires, and stated during the presentation question-and-answer sessions

• 1,629 emailed comments
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2 Concept Screening process executed since the last public meeting in May 2017, the proposed 
alternatives to be analyzed in the DEIS, and potential opportunities for bike-pedestrian crossings and 
landings. The informational exhibits consisted of 19 display boards (Appendix C). At two separate times 
(4:30 PM and 6:00 PM), DDOT gave a presentation on the information. 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) or by contacting the Long Bridge Project team through the 
posted email or mailing addresses through January 16, 2018. Comments and questions provided 
through these methods are documented in this report. Participants could also ask questions and provide 
feedback to staff during the open house, but these interactions were not formally documented.  

3.0 Outreach and Preparations 
The Long Bridge Project team utilized several outreach and communication tools to inform the public 
about the meeting and to provide background information about the Long Bridge Project. Outreach 
methods included: 

• Posting information on the project website, www.longbridgeproject.com, beginning November 
21, 2017, three weeks prior to the meeting. 

• Publishing advertisements in two newspapers—Washington Post Express (English) and El 
Tiempo Latino (Spanish) – on November 21 and 24, 2017 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 22, 2017, three weeks prior to the meeting, and a reminder notification on December 
11, 2017, three days prior to the meeting.  

• Announcing the meeting through a DDOT-issued press release on November 27, 2017.  

• Publicizing the meeting via social media, including the DDOT Twitter account (see Figure 3-1 for 
an example tweet) and the FRA Facebook account. 
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Figure 3-1 | DDOT Tweet on the Long Bridge Public Information Meeting, December 14, 2017 

      

4.0 Meeting Format and Materials 
The meeting occurred from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM on December 14, 2017. Attendees signed in at the door 
and were offered a factsheet on the project. 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. One grouping of exhibits provided background on the Long Bridge Project, the NEPA and Section 
106 processes, and the project schedule. A second grouping of exhibits provided information about the 
Level 2 Concept Screening process and results, as well as details regarding the proposed Action and No 
Action alternatives. A third grouping of exhibits explained the crossing and landing opportunities being 
considered for a potential bike-pedestrian connection across the Potomac River. A copy of the 
informational exhibits is in Appendix C. Staff were available to provide information on the Project and 
answer questions. Photos of the open house are shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2. 

Participants had two opportunities to attend a formal presentation: one at 4:30 PM and one at 6:00 PM. 
The same presentation was given at both times. The presentation provided a more in-depth explanation 
of the information presented in the exhibits. A copy of the presentation is in Appendix D. At the 
conclusion of each presentation, meeting participants had the opportunity to ask questions and offer 
comments during a question-and-answer period in addition to providing written comments on the 
comment cards that were distributed.  



                                                   
 

  4 
Summary of Public Information Meeting #4  February 2018 
 

Long Bridge EIS 
 

Figure 4-1 | Photo from the Long Bridge Public Information Meeting, December 14, 2017 

  

Figure 4-2 | Photo from the Long Bridge Public Information Meeting, December 14, 2017 
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5.0 Comments Received  
This section summarizes written and verbal comments received at the public meeting, as well as all 
comments received through the close of the public comment period on January 16, 2018. 98 percent of 
the comments were received via email during the comment period (Figure 5-1).  

Figure 5-1 | Comment Method 

  

The majority of comments and questions received at the public meeting addressed the opportunity for a 
bike-pedestrian connection across the Potomac River, while other comments addressed railroad 
capacity, navigation, aesthetics, floodplain management, public health and safety, noise and vibration, 
funding, and general comments about the meeting (Figure 5-2). 

Figure 5-2 | Topics of Comments and Questions Received at the Public Meeting 
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5.1. Questions and Comments during Question-and-Answer Sessions 

In addition to the comment cards distributed at the meeting, participants had the opportunity to ask 
questions and provide comments during the question-and-answer period following each presentation.  

The questions and answers from the meeting are summarized below. 

5.1.1. 4:30 PM Presentation 

1. Funding: A participant asked whether the District would be able to fund the Project, since the 
District is not a state. Another participant asked about the source of funding for construction. 

• Response: The District is not able to provide money to assets it does not own. Ownership and 
funding for the new bridge is still to be determined. DDOT, the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
and CSX Transportation (CSXT) are partners in this project and continue to discuss how 
construction and operations will be funded and managed. Randy Selleck of the Virginia 
Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) noted that the Commonwealth has 
committed to funding the final design of the bridge. Amanda Murphy from FRA noted that 
completion of the NEPA process is necessary for any Federal funding. 

  
2. Navigation: A participant noted the height of the current Long Bridge as a constraint that 

restricts larger recreational boats from traveling to Georgetown. 

• Response: A navigation study is being conducted as part of this project to review the 
navigable channel associated with Long Bridge and this portion of the Potomac River.  

 
3. Condition of Existing Bridge: A participant inquired about the functional life of the existing 

bridge if it is retained. 

• Response: The existing bridge is owned by CSXT, and they are responsible for keeping it in a 
safe condition. CSXT is confident that the condition of the bridge is acceptable for its current 
use. 

 

4. Section 106: A participant inquired whether the existing bridge has special historic significance.  
• Response: The existing bridge is a contributing element to East and West Potomac Parks 

Historic District. 
  

5. Assessment of Effects: A participant noted that during the Section 106 Consulting Parties 
meeting in October, it was stated that the subject of the next meeting in Spring of 2018 was to 
be on the adverse effects of the alternatives, and questioned why these are being referred to as 
environmental impacts in this meeting. 

• Response: The terminology is different for Section 106 and for NEPA. Effects and impacts are 
the same thing; Section 106 is concerned with adverse effects to historic properties, while 
NEPA considers both adverse and beneficial effects (or impacts) to multiple environmental 
resources, including historic properties.  

 
The participant also asked whether anything beyond environmental issues will be considered as 
part of the EIS. 
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• Response: “Environmental” under NEPA covers a wide range of impacts to the natural, 
human, and built environment, including environmental justice, effects to cultural resources, 
and socioeconomic issues. The participant was directed to look at one of the display boards 
that provided more information on the environmental resources that will be assessed in the 
the EIS. 

 
6. DOD Facility: A participant asked about the location of the DOD Facility. 

• Response: The facility is located next to the parking lot of the National Park Service (NPS) 
National Capital Region (NCR) Headquarters.  

 
7. Public Meeting Materials: A participant requested that meeting notes, questions, and answers 

be posted to the website. 

• Response: The presentation and informational exhibits will be posted to the project website 
(longbridgeproject.com) on Friday, December 15, 2017. A summary of the public meeting will 
also be posted to the website, following the closure of the public comment period.  

 

5.1.2. 6:00 PM Presentation 

8. Bike-Pedestrian Crossing: A participant noted that a bike-pedestrian crossing would be a 
wonderful opportunity to provide something unique that will add to the public acceptance of 
the project. 
 

9. Funding: A participant asked whether the funding division between the District, CSXT, and the 
Commonwealth of Virginia has been defined. 

• Response: The funding is related to the ownership of the proposed project, and neither have 
been determined at this point. DRPT (Randy Selleck) noted that the Commonwealth has 
committed to fund final design, and there are ongoing conversations among the District, 
CSXT, and Virginia on governance, maintenance, and operations. 

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 responding to three questions on a comment card that was 
distributed to all attendees. A blank copy of the comment card is in Appendix E. Questions included: 

1. Do you have any feedback on the Level 2 Screening Process? 
2. Do you have any feedback on the Alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIS? 
3. Do you have any other comments on the Long Bridge Project? 

Some participants also chose to provide comments on the Title VI questionnaires distributed to all 
attendees. A blank copy of the Title VI Questionnaire is in Appendix F. 

All comments received on both comment cards and Title VI questionnaires are documented below. 
Where appropriate, comments are organized according to the NEPA resource topic to which the 
comment applies. 
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Transcriptions of the comments are below. 

5.2.1. General Comments Regarding the Meeting and the Project (3) 

• Great to have a formal presentation. 

• Well done and very informative; information was clearly presented. 

• It is very important regionally. 

5.2.2. Transportation (11) 

Railroad Capacity (1) 

• I think the most acceptable options are now on the table…FOUR tracks for the future! 

Bike-Pedestrian Crossing (9) 

• Retaining the existing bridge and locating a bike/ped bridge downstream is preferable. 

• Decoupling bike/ped accommodation by putting this on a separate structure means that 

accommodation realistically will never be realized, and thus knocks the whole project 

out of alignment with DC, NPS, and other plans. 

• Bike/ped needs to be incorporated. The 14th Street crossing is not pleasant due to auto 

traffic whizzing by. 

• A wonderful opportunity to create a new tourist attraction by adding bike/ped access at 

Long Bridge. 

• Keep bike/ped bridge and access. 

• On bike/ped bridge, create lookout spots (like Wilson Bridge). 

• I view ped/bike infrastructure as a key portion of the project. Future efforts need to 

make this a priority. 

• It is clear that ground work is being laid to completely decouple bike/ped from the Long 

Bridge Project. This will knock the entire project out of alignment with relevant plans of 

DC, NPS and others. 

• I am extremely concerned that bike/ped options may not be accommodated as part of 

this project. Given the significant impact on SW DC because of the CSX railroad 

expansion, and the added noise, exhaust pollution, and traffic disruptions, it seems 

reasonable to expect a complete transportation solution that includes bicycle and 

pedestrian access. Realistically, if this access is not provided as part of the Long Bridge 

Project, it will not happen in my lifetime. 

Navigation (1) 

• It is important to ensure pleasure boats can get under the bridge at high tide. Currently, 

the Long Bridge prevents many boaters from reaching areas north of the bridge due to a 

vertical clearance, especially at high tide. Recommend a minimum of 20’ clearance at 

high tide. 
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5.2.3. Aesthetics and Visual Resources (2) 

• Lighting: the aesthetics of the new design would be enhanced by white or colored light. 

• From a representative of the Mandarin Oriental Hotel located at 1330 Maryland Avenue 

SW, Washington, DC 20024: We can see the rusting structures from our establishment. 

Some of our guest rooms have incredible scenic views of the Jefferson Memorial; 

however, some guests find these same rooms objectionable due to the unpleasant sight 

of (and perceived or real noise from) being along train tracks. 

5.2.4. Floodplain Management (1) 

• The options for over water ramps place the bike/ped landing on the DC side at points 

that are regularly flooded due to sea level rise, and therefore are not acceptable. 

5.2.5. Noise and Vibration (1) 

• From a representative of the Mandarin Oriental Hotel: We are located along one of the 
curves of the train track and employees and guests can hear screeching wheels as the 
trains travel alongside our hotel. We hear the occasional horn. We feel rumbling and 
tremors of the freight trains. We are concerned about the negative impact of the 
expansion of rail service (volume and frequency) directly alongside our guest rooms. 
Please consider sound-proofing and beautifying the areas adjacent to our top luxury 
property. 

5.2.6. Public Health, Security, and Safety (1) 

• From a representative of the Mandarin Oriental Hotel: We can read “hot sulfur” on the 
side of some freight trains and wonder what would happen should an accident occur. 

5.2.7. NEPA Resource Areas - No Comments 

No comments were received related to the following NEPA resource areas: 

• Cultural Resources/Section 106 

• Parks and Recreation Areas/Section 4(f) 

• Air Quality 

• Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste Disposal 

• Coastal Zone Management 

• Water Resources and Water Quality 

• Wetlands 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Resilience 

• Natural and Ecological Systems 

• Threatened and Endangered Species 

• Environmental Justice 

• Energy Resources 

• Cumulative Impacts 
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5.3. Comments Received During the Comment Period  

The public was also invited to provide comments to the project email address, 
info@longbridgeproject.com. This section documents comments received through the closing of the 
comment period on January 16, 2018. Most of the comments received via email focused on the 
potential opportunity for a bike-pedestrian crossing and increased height clearances for the railroad 
bridge to allow for additional river navigation (Figure 5-3). 

Figure 5-3 | Topics of Comments Received During the Comment Period 

 

5.3.1. Bike-Pedestrian Crossing (1,605) 

Although not part of the Proposed Action’s Purpose and Need, the Long Bridge Project will explore the 
potential opportunity to accommodate connections that follow the trajectory of the Long Bridge 
Corridor to the pedestrian and bicycle network. The feasibility of this opportunity will be assessed as the 
Project progresses, and will consider whether a path can be designed to be consistent with railroad 
operator plans and pursuant to railroad safety practices. Future efforts to accommodate connections to 
the pedestrian and bicycle network may be advanced as part of the Project, or as part of a separate 
project(s) sponsored by independent entities.  

At the public meeting on December 14, 2017 three potential bike-pedestrian crossing options were 
shown that would land near the Mount Vernon Trail in Virginia and in East Potomac Park in the District. 
Following the public meeting, 1,604 email comments were received in support of a bike-pedestrian 
crossing as part of the Long Bridge Project, and one email comment was received against it. Of the 1,604 
email comments in favor of a bike-pedestrian crossing, 98 percent of commenters supported extending 
bike-pedestrian landings across the George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) to destinations in 
Arlington and across the Washington Channel to destinations in the District.  

The following form email was received from 1,277 people (80 percent of the 1,604 email comments in 
favor of a bike-pedestrian crossing): 

mailto:info@longbridgeproject.com
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“Ms. Chamberlin,  
 
I care about making this region a safer, more connected place to bike, and I write today in regards to the 
Long Bridge project.  
 
This project represents a once in a century opportunity to append a biking and walking trail to the new 
bridge, creating a continuous non-motorized connection across the river and two major highways. This 
connection is an important part of transportation master plans created by DC, Arlington, and the National 
Park Service.  
 
I urge DDOT to:  

-- Make the Long Bridge bicycle and pedestrian connection continue across the George Washington 
Parkway to connect to the Long Bridge Park’s multi-use esplanade across the George Washington Parkway 
to the Mount Vernon Trail, as called for in Arlington County’s Long Bridge Park Master Plan, 

-- Make the Long Bridge bicycle and pedestrian trail connect directly to Maine Avenue, instead of requiring 
an indirect, congested or outdated connection across the Washington Channel, as called for in the 
District’s MoveDC plan and State Rail Plan, 

-- Leave space for a future trail connection across Maine Ave to Maryland Ave and Hancock Park, and 

-- Build the bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure simultaneously with the rail span, not as a separate 
project.  

Thank you,” 

Of the 1,604 email comments in favor of a bike-pedestrian crossing, 231 (14 percent) modified form 

emails were received – some with personalized comments or minor adjustments to the form email – 

and 97 (6 percent) unique email comments were received. Figure 5-4 summarizes common themes 

among the personalized and unique comments. The most frequent comment mentioned that it is 

important that the bike-pedestrian crossing “improves commute and travel options.” Several 

commenters said that they commute across the river by bike today or they would if there were more 

direct connections. The second most common comment stated that it is important that the bike-

pedestrian crossing “improves connections to destinations” like Navy Yard-Ballpark, L’Enfant Plaza, The 

Wharf, Pentagon City, Crystal City, and Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport.  
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Figure 5-4 | Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Priorities 

 

Commenters also mentioned that it is important that the bike-pedestrian crossing “improves the 

recreational experience” for leisure activities, and “reduces congestion and pollution” to benefit 

residents in the region. Several commenters said that it is important that the bike-pedestrian crossing 

“creates a cost effective multimodal solution.” They thought it was important for agencies to package 

these related projects into one, and avoid duplicative construction efforts across the river and 

neighboring jurisdictions. Other commenters said that it is important that the project “enhances safety 

and equity for cyclists,” citing dangerous locations for cyclists like Maine Avenue SW and the Mount 

Vernon Trail Connector into Crystal City. Lastly, some commenters said that it is important that the bike-

pedestrian crossing “demonstrates leadership in sustainability.” Examples included building a world-

class bike-pedestrian bridge, and integrating the bridge with the landscape.   

In addition to the points summarized above, these specific comments related to the design of the bike-

pedestrian crossing were provided: 
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• Cantilever the bike-pedestrian bridge from the railroad bridge rather than building a separate 
bridge. A separate structure would add visual clutter across the river. 

• The bike-pedestrian crossing should be a minimum of 16 feet.  

• There are examples of bridges that combine freight lines with trails. Research the Steel Bridge in 
Portland, Oregon, and the Harahan Bridge/Big River Crossing in Memphis, Tennessee. 

• Landing on the shore of East Potomac Park is problematic. That area floods twice daily at each 
high tide, and flooding will only get worse. 

• The sharp U-turn solution for the bike-pedestrian bridge landing is not desirable. 

• Explore the existing elevated pedestrian bridge that crosses Maine Avenue SW, and build a bike-
pedestrian corridor along the Maryland Avenue SW right of way. 

5.3.2. Navigation (17) 

There were 17 email comments received by members of the recreational boater community. All 

comments urged FRA and DDOT to consider sufficient vertical clearance that allow pleasure boaters to 

travel to the upper Potomac River at high tide. Some boaters cannot currently travel or travel safely up 

stream. One commenter recommended that a “no wake” zone is implemented to help with safety 

concerns. Commenters mentioned the desire to travel to popular destinations like the Three Sisters 

Islands and the Georgetown Waterfront, along with more recent development at The Wharf and The 

Yards. Proposed Alternative B was the preferred alternative among boaters because it allows for a new 

railroad bridge and increased vertical clearance. Almost all commenters recommended a 20 feet 

minimum clearance at mean high tide, compared to 18 feet today. Two commenters specially 

mentioned increasing the clearance to 25 feet.  

5.3.3. Additional Comments (7) 

In addition to supporting a bike-pedestrian crossing and increased railroad bridge height clearances, the 

following is a summary of other comments received via email.  

• Two commenters support a four-track bridge, and an additional commenter preferred the 
option that reconditions the existing bridge and adds a 2-track bridge. 

• One commenter mentioned that capacity issues with freight and rail traffic over the Potomac 
River will only get worse, and [this Project] needs to be a priority.  

• One commenter mentioned that a dedicated bus-only lane should be considered.  

• One commenter mentioned that increased train traffic will cause additional pollution and noise 
along the Long Bridge Park, and that the impacts should be studied. 

• One commenter inquired about the budgeting process and potential cost of the project. 

6.0 Follow Up and Next Steps  
The Long Bridge Project website was updated on December 15, 2017, to add the informational exhibits, 
presentation, and factsheet from the public meeting. The home page noted that the public could submit 
comments to the project email and mailing addresses through January 16, 2018. The materials on the 
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website are all compliant with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended in 1998 (29 
U.S.C. § 794 (d)).  

The next public engagement opportunity is expected to occur in Summer of 2018. The purpose of the 
meeting will be to present the recommendation for the Preferred Alternative, based on the analysis 
performed as part of the DEIS. 

Figure 6-1 | Steps in the Section 106 and NEPA Processes 
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Appendix A 

Public Meeting Outreach 

  



 

Long Bridge Project Public Meeting Outreach  

Outreach Description Distribution Date 

Website Long Bridge Project website updated 
with public meeting information: 
http://longbridgeproject.com  

November 21, 2017 to 
announce the meeting and 
December 15, 2017 with 
meeting updates and materials 

Long Bridge Project 
E-blast 

Distributed two e-blasts to the Long 
Bridge public email listserv recipients 
(approximately 320 members of the 
public) 

November 22, 2017 (initial 
email) and December 11, 2017 
(reminder email) 

Newspaper 
Advertisements 

Published advertisements in two 
newspapers— the Washington Post 
Express (English) and El Tiempo Latino 
(Spanish) 

The Washington Post Express 
ad ran on November 21, 2017 
and the El Tiempo Latino ad ran 
on November 24, 2017  

Social Media DDOT Twitter account published tweets 
regarding the Public Meeting 

Tweet posted on December 14, 
2017 

Press Release DDOT released a press release 
announcing the Public Meeting 

Released on November 27, 
2017 

 

Advertisement in the Washington Post Express, November 21, 2017 

 

http://longbridgeproject.com/


 

Advertisement in El Tiempo Latino, November 24, 2017 

 

DDOT Tweet on the Long Bridge Public Information Meeting, December 14, 2017 

 



 

DDOT Press Release, November 27, 2017 

 



 

 



 

 

  



 

Long Bridge Project E-blast, November 22, 2017 
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THE LONG BRIDGE

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 
effects 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.

FUTURE PROJECT 
DATES

Preferred Alternative 
Recommendation 

Public Meeting
Spring 2018

Draft EIS Available for 
Comment/Public Hearing Winter 2019

Final EIS/Record of 
Decision Summer 2019

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

At this meeting
Website: www.longbridgeproject.com
Email:  info@longbridgeproject.com
Mail:  Anna Chamberlin, AICP

 Long Bridge Project
 55 M Street, SE
 Suite 400
 Washington, DC 20003

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT 

(EIS) 
FACT SHEET

DECEMBER 2017

WHAT IS NEPA?



THE LONG BRIDGE 
PROJECT

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.

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 insufficient 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. 

 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

EIS EVALUATION TOPICS

The EIS will evaluate ways of meeting the purpose and 
need of the proposed action. The EIS will document 
the effects of the Build Alternatives and the No 
Build 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
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Informational Exhibits 
  



Public Meeting
Thursday, December 14, 2017

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 

• 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
of a proposed undertaking on historic properties.

• Consult
Tribes, and other consulting parties.

• Avoid, resolve, or mitigate adverse 

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



Project Area Update

Previous Project Area Limits Updated Project Area Limits

New limits from RO Interlocking near Long Bridge Park in Arlington, 
Virginia to LE Interlocking near 10th Street SW in the District of Columbia.

• 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 updated based on:
 All changes to infrastructure would 
be between Rosslyn (RO) and 
L’Enfant (LE) interlockings.

 RO Interlocking provides transition 
between the Long Bridge Project 
and the separate and independent 
DC to Richmond Southeast High-
Speed Rail (DC2RVA) project.

 LE Interlocking provides transition 
between the Long Bridge Project 
and the separate and independent 
VRE projects that include the 
addition of a 4th track between LE 
and Virginia (VA) interlockings near 
3rd Street SW.



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 
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

* The Fall 2016 public meeting materials stated that 32 VRE trains travel Long Bridge 
per day. This number did not account for one non-revenue round-trip, which brings 
the total to 34 trains per day.

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

Commuter 91% 25%
Intercity Long 
Distance 70%

12%

Intercity Regional 7%

time performance from what is reported here for two reasons:

(1)  The Current percentage is now based on observed 
  performance, while  previously the percentage was based 
  on modeling results; and
(2)  The No Action (2040) on-time performance has changed due 
  to  revisions in the model related to the tracks around 
  L’Enfant Plaza Station. 



Section 106 and NEPA Coordination



Screening ProcessScreening Process

Step 1 Step 2

Feasibility Feasibility

Purpose 
and Need

Purpose 
and Need

Purpose 
and Need

Capacity 

 
Connectivity 

Resiliency & 
Redundancy

Retained  
Concepts 

(with alignment 
options)

Preliminary 
Concepts  

(without design)

Retained 
Concepts 

(without design)

Alternatives 
(conceptual 

engineering to 
allow assessment of 

impacts)

WE ARE HERE

Level 1 Screening Level 2 Screening Draft EIS

*Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities 
continue to be evaluated, but were not screened as part 

of the Level 2 Screening using Purpose and Need



Purpose and Need

Capacity: Eliminates operational 
bottleneck and prevents development 
of future bottleneck.

• Project area (existing) is 2 tracks with 3-track 
approaches at RO Interlocking in Virginia 
and LE Interlocking in the District.

• Current projects, as well as medium- and 
long-term plans, would expand railroad 
capacity in Virgina and the District.

• New investment should not preclude additional 
railroad capacity to satisfy long-term needs.

Network Connectivity and Resiliency 
& Redundancy: Improves ability to 
maintain normal railroad operations and 
network connectivity during planned 
maintenance and unanticipated outages. 

• In order to maintain normal railroad operations 
during construction and later during planned 
maintenance or unanticipated outages, at least two 
tracks must remain in service across the river. 

• The Long Bridge corridor serves as a critical link in the 
freight, commuter, and passenger railroad networks.

• If service across the bridge is interrupted: 
 Freight trains must divert to next closest 
crossing in Harpers Ferry, West Virginia; 
 VRE service between Virginia and 
the District is severed; and 
 Amtrak service between the Northeast Corridor 
and the Southeast Corridor is halted.



Feasibility

• Provides 25 feet clearance 
between bridges over the river
•  Structures over river require periodic 

maintenance and inspection.
•  25

between bridges for access.  

• Does not preclude future replacement 
or rehabilitation of existing bridge
•  Existing bridge will likely need 

rehabilitation or replacement 
before newer infrastructure.

•  Must allow access to existing structure.

• Does not require interlocking 
infrastructure over the river
•  Increased risk of derailment when 

making crossing movements.
•  No interlocking infrastructure permitted 

on bridge, to minimize likelihood of 
derailments over water. 
 

• Avoids DoD Facility
•  Must preserve construction and 

maintenance access to railroad by staying 
10 feet from the fence line of the facility.



Level 2, Step 1 Concept Screening Results

Concept Concept 3 Concept 5 Concept 8

Number of Tracks 3 tracks 4 tracks 5 tracks
Purpose and Need

Eliminates/prevents operational bottleneck No Yes No

Improves ability to maintain normal railroad 
operations and network connectivity during 
planned maintenance and unanticipated outages

No Yes Yes

Feasibility

Provides 25 feet clearance between 
bridges over the river Yes Yes Yes

Does not preclude future replacement 
or rehabilitation of existing bridge Yes Yes Yes

Does not require interlocking 
infrastructure over the river Yes Yes No

Avoids DoD Facility Yes Yes Yes

Retained for 
further analysis

Concept 3 (3 tracks) 
• Would create a long-term bottleneck 
because it would not provide 4 tracks.

• Would not allow 2 tracks to remain in 
service across the river when planned 
maintenance or unanticipated outages 
occur on the middle track. 

Concept 5 (4 tracks) meets Purpose 
and Need and is feasible. 

Concept 8 (5 tracks)
• Would create a new operational 

bottleneck by requiring trains using the 
5th track to switch back to one of the 
4 tracks on either side of the bridge.

• Would require interlocking 
infrastructure to extend onto the Long 
Bridge on the District side of the river. 

*Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities 
continue to be evaluated, but were not screened as part 

of the Level 2 Screening using Purpose and Need



4-Track Alignment Options

• New 2-track bridge upstream 
of existing bridge

• Retain existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge upstream 
of existing bridge

• Replace existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge 
downstream of existing bridge

• Retain existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge 
downstream of existing bridge

• Replace existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge upstream 
of existing bridge

• Demolish or rehabilitate 
existing bridge

• Expand new bridge to 4 
tracks, overlapping footprint 
of previous bridge

• New 2-track bridge 
downstream of existing bridge

• Demolish or rehabilitate 
existing bridge

• Expand new bridge to 4 
tracks, overlapping footprint 
of previous bridge

• New 1-track bridge on either 
side of existing bridge

• Retain or replace 
existing bridge

• New 4-track bridge upstream 
of existing bridge

• Demolish existing bridge

• New 4-track bridge 
downstream of existing bridge

• Demolish existing bridge



Level 2, Step 2 Concept Screening Results

Option A B C D E F G H I
Purpose and Need

Eliminates/prevents 
operational bottleneck 

Improves ability to maintain 
normal railroad operations 
and network connectivity 
during planned maintenance 
and unanticipated outages

Feasibility

Provides 25 feet clearance 
between bridges over the river

Does not preclude future 
replacement or rehabilitation 
of existing bridge

Does not require interlocking 
infrastructure over the river

Avoids DoD Facility

*Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities 
continue to be evaluated, but were not screened as 

part of the Level 2 Screening using Purpose and Need
Retained







*Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities 
continue to be evaluated, but were not screened as 

part of the Level 2 Screening using Purpose and Need



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing Ramps
Potential Ramp Types

Landing with Ramp over Land

Landing with Ramp over Water

*Length of ramp dictated by maximum 5 percent slope required by Americans with Disabilities Act regulations



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing Landings
Potential Ramps on the Virginia Side

Upstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

Downstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

*Maximum 5 percent slope required by Americans with Disabilities Act regulations



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing Landings
Potential Ramps on the District Side

Upstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land
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Landing with ramp over water

Downstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

*Maximum 5 percent slope required by Americans with Disabilities Act regulations



No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative for the Long Bridge 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. 

Project Year Complete

L’Enfant North and South Storage Tracks 2017

Virginia Avenue Tunnel (under construction) 2019

I-395 HOT Lanes 2020

Boundary Channel Drive Interchange 2021

Crystal City-Potomac Yard Transitway Extension 2021

Fourth Track Virginia (VA) to L’Enfant (LE) Interlocking 2021
Project Journey (new commuter concourse 
and security checkpoint at the Ronald 
Reagan Washington National Airport)

2021

Crystal City Metro Station East Entrance 2022

VRE Crystal City Station Improvements 2023

L’Enfant Station Improvements 2024

DC to Richmond High Speed Rail (DC2RVA) 2025

Arlington Complete Streets (Army Navy Drive, Crystal 
Drive, Clark Bell Street, 12th Street South, 18th Street 
South, 23rd Street South, and 27th Street South)

2037

and Circulation Patterns 2040 
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Public Meeting Presentation 
  



Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/ 
Section 106 Public Meeting

Proposed Alternatives

December 14, 2017



Today’s Agenda

• Project Overview

• Project Schedule

• Purpose and Need

• Concept Screening Process

• Level 2 Concept Screening Results

• Proposed Action Alternatives for Draft EIS

• Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Options

• 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



The 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 south

• Contributing element to the East and West 
Potomac Parks Historic District

5



Project Area Limits Update

Previous Project Area Limits Updated Project Area Limits

6



Section 106 and NEPA Coordination 
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• Determine
Effects to
Historic
Properties

2016 2017 2018 2019

Scoping
Purpose 

and 

Need

Project 

Alternatives

Environmental 

Studies and 

Evaluation 
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Meeting
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Pre-NEPA 
(Feb 2016)

Public 
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TODAY
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Memorandum
of Agreement or 
Programmatic
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necessary
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Memorandum of 
Agreement or 
Programmatic
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Resolve Adverse 
Effects if necessary

Recommend 
Preferred

Alternative

Public 
Meeting #5

• Identify and
Invite 
Consulting
Parties



Purpose and Need

9

Railroad 
Capacity

Network 
Connectivity

Railroad Resiliency 
and Redundancy



Current and Future Operations

10

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

* The Fall 2016 public meeting materials stated that 32 VRE trains
travel Long Bridge per day. This number did not account for one non-
revenue round-trip, which brings the total to 34 trains per day.

On-Time Performance*

Current 
(Observed)

No Action 
(2040)

Commuter 91% 25%

Intercity Long 
Distance

70%

12%

Intercity 
Regional

7%

* The Fall 2016 public meeting materials reported different
on-time performance from what is reported here for two
reasons:
(1) The Current percentage is now based on observed

performance, while previously the percentage was
based on modeling results; and

(2) The No Action (2040) on-time performance has
changed due to revisions in the model related to the
tracks around L’Enfant Plaza Station.



Screening Process

11

Level 1 Screening Level 2 Screening

Step 1 Step 2

Draft EIS

Preliminary
Concepts 
(without 
design)

Retained 
Concepts 
(without 
design)

Retained 
Concepts 

(with alignment 
options) 

Alternatives
(conceptual 

engineering to 
allow assessment 

of impacts)

Purpose 
and Need

CAPACITY

CONNECTIVITY

RESILIENCY & 
REDUNDANCY

WE ARE HERE

*Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities continue to be evaluated, but
were not screened as part of the Level 2 Screening using Purpose and Need.



Level 2 Concept Screening 
Considerations 
• All concepts could be implemented and allow for safe railroad 

operations 
• Environmental issues were considered during Level 2 Concept 

Screening, however they did not substantially differentiate 
among the concepts because they all occur within the same 
corridor 
– For example: all concepts would have an impact to water resources and 

wildlife habitat (Potomac River, Roaches Run), 4(f) properties (NPS land, 
Roaches Run), traffic impacts (corridor crosses highways)

– Engineering will progress on the DEIS Alternatives and help inform 
environmental impact analysis

– Environmental impacts of the DEIS Alternatives will be documented in 
the Draft EIS which will be made available for public comment.

7



Level 2 Concept Screening Criteria

• Purpose and Need

– Capacity: Eliminates operational bottleneck and prevents development of

future bottleneck

– Network Connectivity and Resiliency & Redundancy: Improves

ability to maintain normal railroad operations and network connectivity
during planned maintenance and unanticipated outages

• Feasibility
– Provides 25 feet clearance between bridges over the river

– Does not preclude future replacement or rehabilitation of existing bridge

– Does not require interlocking infrastructure over the river

– Avoids DoD Facility

12



Level 2, Step 1
Concept Screening Results

13
Indicates fatal flaw Retained for further analysis

*Feasibility of bike-

pedestrian crossing

opportunities

continue to be

evaluated, but were

not screened as part

of the Level 2

Screening using
Purpose and Need.



Proposed Action Alternatives for Draft EIS

14

• New 2-track bridge upstream of
existing bridge

• Retain existing bridge
• Allows for safe railroad operations

• New 2-track bridge upstream of
existing bridge

• Replace existing bridge
• Allows for safe railroad operations



4-Track Alignment Options A - C

15

• New 2-track bridge
upstream of existing
bridge

• Retain existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge
upstream of existing
bridge

• Replace existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge
downstream of existing
bridge

• Retain existing bridge



4-Track Alignment Options D - F

16

• New 2-track bridge
downstream of existing
bridge

• Replace existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge
upstream of existing
bridge

• Demolish or rehabilitate
existing bridge

• Expand new bridge to 4
tracks, overlapping
footprint of previous
bridge

• New 2-track bridge
downstream of existing
bridge

• Demolish or rehabilitate
existing bridge

• Expand new bridge to 4
tracks, overlapping
footprint of previous
bridge



4-Track Alignment Options G - I

17

• New 1-track bridge on
either side of existing
bridge

• Retain or replace existing
bridge

• New 4-track bridge
upstream of existing
bridge

• Demolish existing bridge

• New 4-track bridge
downstream of existing
bridge

• Demolish existing bridge



Level 2, Step 2 
Concept Screening Results

Options advanced for evaluation as 
Proposed Action Alternatives for Draft EIS

Indicates fatal flaw
*Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing

opportunities continue to be evaluated,

but were not screened as part of the Level 

2 Screening using Purpose and Need.



Proposed Action Alternatives for Draft EIS

19

• New 2-track bridge upstream of
existing bridge

• Retain existing bridge

• New 2-track bridge upstream of
existing bridge

• Replace existing bridge



Pedestrian/Bicycle Connectivity

• Although not part of the Proposed Action Purpose and Need,
the Project will explore the potential opportunity to
accommodate connections that follow the trajectory of the Long
Bridge Corridor to the pedestrian and bicycle network.
– The feasibility of this opportunity will be assessed as the Project

progresses, and will consider whether a path can be designed to be
consistent with railroad operator plans and pursuant to railroad safety
practices.

– Future efforts to accommodate connections to the pedestrian and bicycle
network may be advanced as part of the Project, or as part of a separate
project(s) sponsored by independent entities.

20



Feasibility of Bike-Pedestrian Crossings

• Feasibility of bike-pedestrian crossing opportunities
continues to be evaluated

• Criteria for initial identification of opportunities for bike-
pedestrian crossings:
– Provides 25 feet clearance between bridges over the river

– Avoids DoD Facility

– Connects to existing bike-pedestrian network

– Ramps from crossing to existing connections cannot have more
than a 5 percent slope (required by Americans with Disabilities Act
regulations)

• The opportunity for a bike-pedestrian crossing could
potentially be feasible with either of the Proposed Action
Alternatives

21



Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Opportunities

22



Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Ramps
Potential Landings in Virginia

23

Upstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

Downstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

* Maximum 5 percent slope required by Americans with Disabilities Act regulations



24

Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Ramps
Potential Landings in the District

Upstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

Downstream of Railroad Bridges

Landing with ramp over land

Landing with ramp over water

* Maximum 5 percent slope required by Americans with Disabilities Act regulations



Bike-Pedestrian Crossing Ramps

25

Potential Ramp Types

Landing with Ramp over Land

Landing with Ramp over Water

* Length of ramp dictated by maximum 5 percent slope required by Americans with Disabilities Act regulations



No Action Alternative

26

Project 
Planned 

Completion Year

L’Enfant North and South Storage Tracks 2017

Virginia Avenue Tunnel (under construction) 2019

I-395 HOT Lanes 2020

Fourth Track Virginia (VA) to L’Enfant (LE) Interlocking 2021

Crystal City-Potomac Yard Transitway Extension 2021

Project Journey (new commuter concourse and security checkpoint at the Ronald Reagan 
Washington National Airport)

2021

Boundary Channel Drive Interchange 2021

Crystal City Metro Station East Entrance 2022

VRE Crystal City Station Improvements 2023

L’Enfant Station Improvements 2024

Fourth Track RO to AF Interlocking 2025

Arlington Complete Streets (Army Navy Drive, Crystal Drive, Clark Bell Street, 12th Street 
South, 18th Street South, 23rd Street South, and 27th Street South)

2037

Reconfigure Crystal City Street Network and Circulation Patterns 2040



Next Steps

• Accept comments on alternatives through January 16, 2018

• Publish Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (Spring 2018)

• Document affected environment

• Develop engineering design for alternatives

• Evaluate environmental consequences of alternatives

• Determine effects to historic properties

• Recommend and select preferred alternative (Spring 2018)

• Develop Draft Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreement to
resolve adverse effects to historic properties, if necessary (Fall 2018)

• Publish Draft EIS for public review and comment (Early 2019)

• Public Hearing on Draft EIS (Early 2019)

27



Thank You

For more information visit:

longbridgeproject.com

or contact us at:

info@longbridgeproject.com

28
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Example of Comment Card 
  



Do you have any feedback on the Level 2 Screening Process?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Do you have any feedback on the Alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIS?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Do you have other comments on the Long Bridge Project?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

  LONG BRIDGE PROJECT PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING DECEMBER 14, 2017

Do you have any feedback on the Level 2 Screening Process?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Do you have any feedback on the Alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIS?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Do you have other comments on the Long Bridge Project?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

  LONG BRIDGE PROJECT PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING DECEMBER 14, 2017
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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 
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Comments/Concerns regarding this meeting or the project: 
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