
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 

DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION, CONSERVATION, AND DEVELOPMENT POLICY AND PLANNING 

December 9, 2016 

Mr. Mark W. Alexander 
State of Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Bureau of Policy and Planning 
2800 Berlin Turnpike, Newington, CT 06131 

Re: Environmental Impact Evaluation: 
Norwalk River Railroad Bridge (Walk Bridge) Replacement - Norwalk, Connecticut 

Dear Mr. Alexander: 

The Office of Policy and Management (OPM) has reviewed DOT's Environmental Impact 
Evaluation (EIE) for the Norwalk River Railroad Bridge (Walk Bridge) Replacement and submits 
the following comments: 

• The EIE states the following: 

CTDOT and FTA have determined that the project purpose and need is to restore 
or replace the existing deteriorated bridge with a resilient bridge structure 
which will enhance the safety and reliability of rail service; offer operational 
flexibility and ease of maintenance; and provide for increased capacity and 
efficiencies of rail transportation along the New Haven Line/ Northeast 
Corridor, while maintaining or improving navigational capacity and 
dependability for marine traffic in the Norwalk River. 

However, the Notice of Scoping CTDOT posted in the Environmental Monitor back on 
February 3, 2015 does not mention marine navigation, saying only: 

The purpose of this project is to replace the existing, deteriorated bridge with a 
resilient bridge structure which will enhance the safety and reliability of 
commuter and intercity passenger rail service, offer operational flexibility and 
ease of maintenance, as well as provide for increased capacity and efficiencies 
of rail transportation along the New Haven Line/ Northeast Corridor. 

OPM's response to CTDOT's Notice of Scoping included the following: 

People appreciate the state considering how it can maintain and even improve 
access to Long Island Sound when undertaking coastal area projects and the 
CEPA process is an opportunity for considering the benefits and costs. Given 
that it does not appear that maintaining maritime navigation is an essential 
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element of this project, as it would be if the bridge separated the Thames River 
from Long Island Sound, for example, perhaps DOT should also evaluate the 
alternative of securing the existing bridge in closed position, despite the Joss of 
navigability for vessels too large to pass beneath the bridge. 

Given the significant cost associated with each of the existing alternatives, the 
CEPA process seems well-suited to evaluating the environmental (including 
socio-economic) impacts of a secure-in-position alternative. An EIE would help 
estimate the extent to which any cost savings from this alternative might be 
offset by additional costs to mitigate impacts on those who currently depend on 
the bridge opening. An EIE could also provide a better understanding of future 
anticipated costs associated with maintenance and repair activities for each 
alternative and how the timing and frequency of bridge operations might affect 
the reliability and safety of the passenger rail system. 

According to the EIE, CTDOT considered, but then apparently dismissed any option of a 
low-level or mid-level fixed replacement bridge, saying such options would not meet 
purpose and need with regard to dependability and capacity for marine traffic. Given 
that the capacity for marine traffic was not originally identified as a purpose of this 
project, it was expected that the EIE would treat impacts on marine access as one of the 
potential adverse effects associated with the proposed action. As such, the EIE would have 
more thoroughly considered such impacts and identified possible mitigation measures. 

Please explain why CTDOT decided to modify the project purpose and need after the 
public scoping period to include the clause about maintaining and improving navigational 
capacity and dependability for marine traffic in the Norwalk River, instead of proceeding 
as OPM suggested in its scoping comments. Doing so not only raises procedural concerns; 
it also seems to inappropriately elevate marine navigation to a status higher than other 
things that could be impacted by the project. A moveable bridge, furthermore, would 
likely reduce future rail service reliability, which is contrary to a basic goal of this project. 

• OPM is aware of what appears to be a growing local concern about the proposed bridge 
and interest in a fixed bridge, perhaps even just permanently locking the existing bridge in 
place and making any needed repairs to the bridge structure. Not only might that be 
preferred locally, the cost of such approaches could be considerably less than DOT's 
preferred alternatives, even after compensating those affected by the loss of maritime 
navigation capacity. OPM recognizes that the state has received $161 million of federal 
funding towards the Walk Bridge project but, given the cost of CTDOT's preferred 
alternative, the state would still pay a majority of the costs. 

OPM notes that even CTDOT's chosen alternative requires a significant number of 
property takings. One of those takings, furthermore, is a marina that apparently would 
not be affected if the existing bridge were to remain in place. The EIE suggests that the 
marina would likely become a marina again when CTDOT sells the property following 
construction, but points out that there would be no restriction at the time it resells the 
land and that the land use could change. 
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Although the EIE presents what appears to be a thorough review of movable bridge design 
options, OPM is of the opinion that it does not sufficiently consider and evaluate other project 
alternatives that many people appear to consider prudent and feasible. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this EIE and please feel free to contact me if you have 
any questions. 

Sincerely: 

Bruce Wittchen 
Office of Policy & Management 
450 Capitol Ave, MS# 540RG 
Hartford, CT 06106 
(860) 418-6323 
bruce.wittchen@ct.gov 
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