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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
      Custom House, Room 244 
          200 Chestnut Street 

      Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 

June 19, 2015 

9043.1 
ER 15/0286 

Michelle Fishburne 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 20590 

Subject: Environmental Assessment and Draft Section 4(f) Baltimore/Washington 
International (BWI) Rail Station Improvements and Fourth Track Project. 

Dear Ms. Fishburne: 

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Environmental Assessment and 
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the proposed Baltimore/Washington International (BWI) Rail 
Station Improvements and Fourth Track Project in Anne Arundel and Baltimore Counties, MD. 
The US Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration and Maryland 
Department of Transportation, Maryland Transit Administration are proposing to improve the 
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport Rail Station (BWI Rail Station) 
and to add nine miles of fourth track to the mainline of the Northeast Corridor (NEC) centered 
on the station. We offer the following comments on this project for your consideration.  

Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments 

The Department concurs that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed use of 
4(f) lands, which consist of the Patapsco Valley State Park and Reece Road Bridge. The Build 
Alternative would locate the fourth track on the east side of the existing rail alignment and MTA 
would construct the track on a new bridge over the Patapsco River, immediately parallel to the 
existing railroad bridge. Three narrow strips of additional right-of-way, a total of approximately 
0.65 acre, would be required from park property. The Department concurs that this will be a de 
minimus impact, in that it will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of Patapsco 
Valley State Park. The Build Alternative would require the demolition of the Reece Road Bridge 
to accommodate the fourth trace and track design speed curves which will have an adverse effect 
on the historic bridge under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and constitutes 
a Section 4(f) use under Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation Act.  

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Attachment B
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We note that a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is being developed among the Federal 
Railroad Administration, Maryland Transit Administration, the Maryland State Highway 
Administration and the Maryland State Historic Preservation Office. We agree that these are 
appropriate measures to mitigate the Adverse Effect of the Section 4(f) property.  

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Lindy Nelson 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: SHPO-MD (Elizabeth.Hughes@maryland.gov) 
 MD-MTA (jwolfers-lawrence@mta.maryland.gov) 

mailto:Elizabeth.Hughes@maryland.gov
mailto:jwolfers-lawrence@mta.maryland.gov


BWI Rail Station Improvements and Fourth Track Attachment C Environmental Commitments and Mitigation

Regulation/Legislation/Standard Commitment/Mitigation
• Uniform Relocation Assistance Real Property
Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended
• Title 49, Part 24 of the Code of Federal Regulations (49
CFR Part 24)

All applicable Maryland regulations and policies.

All land acquisitions will be completed according to federal and state regulations.

Clean Air Act, as amended Construction consistent with State Implementation Plans (SIPs) SIP Revision 03-14,
SIP Number: 07-04, and SIP Number: 08-04.

MTA to consider short-term construction mitigation measures.

Wetlands and Waters
of the U.S.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
Mitigation Requirements under the Clean Water Act

Section 404 and Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR)
26.23.06

Federal Mitigation Rule and state mitigation guidelines

MTA will prepare Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any
Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Nontidal Wetland in Maryland permit application
during final design.

Mitigation measures employed to compensate for unavoidable project effects to
Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, will follow federal and state mitigation
regulations and guidelines, as well as other recommendations from federal and state
resource agencies.

MTA would mitigate for permanent impacts to streams at ratio determined in
coordination with USACE and MDE to provide functional replacement of impacted
streams. replacement ratio of 1:1 linear feet of stream improvement is anticipated;
however, the resource agencies may adjust this ratio as exact ratios can only be
determined during final design of selected mitigation site.

MTA would determine the ratio of wetland acres replaced to wetland acres lost to
achieve functional replacement of impacted wetlands. Mitigation for emergent
wetlands typically occur on 1:1 replacement basis, while mitigation of forested and
scrub-shrub wetlands typically occur on 2:1 replacement basis, although these
ratios may be adjusted during final mitigation site selection and design. WSSC are
typically mitigated on 3:1 replacement basis; however, this also could increase
during development of the final mitigation plan. The regulatory agencies will
determine the final replacement ratio for WSSC based on the functional replacement
of impacted resources.

Phase II Final Mitigation Plan will be developed as part of the final design and
permitting phase of the project.

The MTA would install wetland protection fencing to protect wetlands and wetland
buffers during construction.

Bridge Permit Section of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 Coordinate, again, with the United States Coast Guard (USCG) regarding the potential
need for Bridge Permit if the project is not constructed within five years.

Floodplains EO 11988, Floodplain Management and United States
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Order 5650.2

All construction occurring within the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) designated 100-year floodplain will comply with FEMA approved local
floodplain construction requirements.

Waterway Construction Permit from MDE.

Maryland Department of the Environment’s Standards
and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control

Sediment and erosion control plans will be prepared in accordance with standards.

Resource
Land Use and Acquistions

Air Quality

Stormwater Runoff and Water Quality

Wetlands and Waters of the
United States and
Floodplains

Page 1 of 2



BWI Rail Station Improvements and Fourth Track Attachment C Environmental Commitments and Mitigation

Stormwater Management Act of 2007
Guidance by MDE in 2010 and 2011 on the technical

procedures and calculations for environmental site
design (ESD)requirements

MTA would design stormwater management facilities required to address water
quality and quantity requirements consistent with ESD criteria to the maximum
extent practicable.

Maryland’s Erosion and Sediment Control (E&SC)
(COMAR 26.17.01)

Stormwater Management regulations (COMAR
26.17.02).

MTA would address potential effects through the MDE stormwater and sediment and
erosion control permitting process as required.

Aquatics Species and
Rare, Threatened and
Endangered Species

Section of the Endangered Species Act Aquatic species will be protected with the Use and Use IV in-stream work
prohibition time-of-year restrictions, through sediment and erosion control
measures, and through other BMPs.

Coordination with DNR-WHS during final design will determine specific mitigation
measures for impacts to the giant cane, as State-listed species.

Forests Maryland Forest Conservation Act Forest Conservation Plans will be prepared during final design and would detail
additional impact avoidance and minimization techniques to be applied during
construction. MTA will submit Forest Conservation Plans to DNR for review and
approval during final design.

During final design, MTA will identify forest mitigation sites in cooperation with
DNR within the LOD, and identify undisturbed portions of the right-of-way. If
mitigation requirements cannot take place wholly or partially on-site, the MTA
would expand the search for mitigation site (or sites) to areas within the project’s
watersheds or into the affected counties.

Tree protection fencing will be installed along the outside edge of the limit of
disturbance where necessary to prevent access by construction equipment, staging,
and stockpiling of materials within forest retention areas.

Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972, as amended (CZMA)

NOAA regulations (15 CFR part 930)

MTA will coordinate with CBCA Commission to define the project-specific mitigation
related for tree clearing any new impervious area within the Critical Area and/or
any planting requirements.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (NHPA) and its implementing regulations at 36
CRF 800

Proper safeguards (e.g., protective fencing, field orientation/education for
construction personnel, and on-site archeological monitoring will reduce potential
effects to the Higgins archeological site. Where impacts to other archeological sites
in the LOD are unavoidable, additional Phase II archeological investigations would
evaluate sites for National Register eligibility. As project planning proceeds, FRA and
MTA will continue to identify design modifications that could further avoid or
minimize potential effects on archeological resources.

MTA will record the Reece Road Bridge in coordination with MHT prior to
construction or demolition. MTA will develop provisions for continued coordination
and site protection during construction in consultation with MHT and other
consulting parties, which are included as commitments in the MOA.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
(RCRA)

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA)

Phase and/or Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be required for
additional right-of-way areas needed for the project. During final design and
construction, if the project encounters contaminated soils, MTA would evaluate off-
site remediation, chemical stabilization, or other treatments and disposal options.

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA)

Cultural Resources

Hazardous Materials

Ecological Resources

Page 2 of 2



BWI 4th Track and Station Improvement Project – Public Comments and Responses Attachment D  

Person and 
Contact 

Comment 
Date 

Comment 
Format 

Comment Response Response 
Date 

Nancy J. Reed 
Senior 
Administrative 
Assistant to 
Executive Dean, 
Continuing 
Education 
CCBC 
 
nreed@ccbcmd.edu 

May 13 
2015 

Email I was at the information session last 
night in Severn.  The last poster board 
that was displayed showed a possible 
timeline for getting funding, etc. with 
dates of 2015, 2016, and 2017.  I don’t 
see that information on the link that was 
provided.  Is it possible to get a snapshot 
of that information? 

Please know that I do not have a 
copy handy of the actual Board 
that was on display concerning 
dates, but I was responsible for 
providing the dates that went on 
the board.  Please see below for 
the dates. Please also note that 
the below dates assume funding 
is found in the next few months to 
start final design which is not 
likely so the dates at this point are 
theoretical.   
 
--Initiate Final Design = October 
2015 
--Begin Construction = October 
2017  
--Open Busway, New Station 
Building, & Pedestrian Bridge = 
March 2020  
--Open Center Platform and all 
Four Tracks in Operation = April 
2021 
 

May 13 
2015 

Sherell Brooks 
 
Knapps Way 
Odenton MD 21113 

May 12 
2015 

Comment 
card at 
public 
meeting 

My concerns would be how this affects 
existing and up and coming 
communities situated near the tracks. 
How will this affect taxes (will tax 
payers some how have to eat the cost?) 
How cost effective is this for the State of 
MD, will it bring in revenue during and 

The funding source for the project 
beyond the Environmental 
Assessment process has not yet 
been determined.  
 
Construction of the project would 
likely provide many construction 

 

mailto:nreed@ccbcmd.edu


Person and 
Contact 

Comment 
Date 

Comment 
Format 

Comment Response Response 
Date 

after the project. 
If noise is a factor, how will this be 
resolved. 
Is CSX in agreement with the project? If 
not how will that affect the plans moving 
forward? 

jobs. The project’s proposed 
improvements to the station 
facilities and fourth track would 
likely encourage increased 
ridership and ticket sales with 
more reliable service and 
improved amenities. However, a 
cost benefit analysis has yet to be 
completed for the project.  

As described in Section 3.5 of the 
Environmental Assessment, there 
will be no impact to the 
surrounding communities due to 
short-term or long-term noise.  

CSX does not operate on this 
portion of the Northeast Corridor. 

Mark Muha 
1228 Pine Cone 
Court 
Severn MD 21144 

May 12 
2015 

Comment 
card at the 
public 
meeting 

Would like MTA to consider 
visitor/observation room or area at new 
BWI Station. There are many rail fans in 
the area but Amtrak security does not 
allow casual train viewing. Note – 
airports have observation areas! There 
currently is no known Amtrak viewing 
area – only CSX in state park. 

The recommendation for an 
observation area will be 
considered during the final design 
portion of this project.  

John V. Edwards 
General Director 
Passenger Policy 
Norfolk Southern 
Corporation 
Three Commercial 
Place 

August 7 
2015 

Email NS traffic currently moves through the 
station 6 days per week, generally at 50 
mph, which barely allows the necessary 
freight work to be done during a 
constrained night operating window.  If 
a high level platform is added next to 
each track at the BWI station, NS 

Installing gauntlet tracks at all 
high level platforms for passenger 
train use would result in 
unacceptable delays to passenger 
train operations and fail to meet 
the purpose and need of the 
project.  In addition, the proposed 

August 10 
2015 



Person and 
Contact 

Comment 
Date 

Comment 
Format 

Comment Response Response 
Date 

Northfolk, VA 
23510 

standard dimensional loads will have a 
clearance of only 3 inches.  With this 
significantly diminished clearance, NS 
would be forced to operate through the 
station at walking speed in order to 
operate through the station safely, 
severely diminishing our capacity and 
our ability to provide freight service to 
our customers.  In addition, and as a 
separate matter, the current proposal 
would preclude the wide loads without 
the addition of new infrastructure.  We 
welcome the fact that the FRA does not 
want the passenger rail service 
enhancements at BWI to reduce or 
impact that potential service. 
The high level platform on all tracks 
moving through the BWI station would 
cause a close clearance situation that 
would cause a reduction in the 
acceptable speed for standard 
dimensional traffic, and preclude the 
movement of extra-dimensional 
traffic.  Therefore, the proposal, if 
implemented as presented, would cause 
an immediate and material 
diminishment in freight capacity 
through the BWI location. 

design of a gauntlet track for 
freight train use past a high level 
platform at normal operating 
speed has been successfully used 
at other stations for many 
decades. 



BWI Rail Station Improvements and Fourth Track Project FAA Errata Attachment E

# Page Comment Commenter Date Received Response

1 General The BWI Airport Property Line should be shown on the project
maps so that an understanding of where the rail line falls
within BWI Airport Property can be developed.  Right now, the
language just references that part of the line goes through
part of the airport property.

Marcus Brundage 6/11/2015 Revised appropriate EA figures to show the BWI
Airport Property Line as well as enhanced figure
clarity by using contrasting coloration. Figures
illustrating the details of proposed station
improvements revised to included detailed property
lines. Section 3.1 revised to include a description of
the BWI Airport runways.

2 General A concise discussion of the Federal Actions being sought
would be helpful.  This would facilitate our decision making
process in the long run.

Marcus Brundage 6/11/2015 Document revised to include a new Section 2.4 which
lists the Federal Actions required.

3 Chapter 3 In Chapter 3, language should be added that specifies the rail
embankment transects the Runway 10 ALSF; however,
widening of the embankment to accommodate the additional
rail line will not impact any of the ALSF towers.  Without this
clearly spelled out, in remains ambiguous.  It should also
acknowledge that the rail line transitions through the Runway
RPZ.

Marcus Brundage 6/11/2015 Section 3.1 revised to include the requested
discussion.

4 General Please be sure that all of the FAA’s resource categories are
covered in the analysis because we need to issue a separate
FINDING prior to construction.

Marcus Brundage 6/11/2015 In February 2015, MTA sent FAA a document entitled
"Locations of Environmental Impact Category
Information in Draft EA" to demonstrate where each
FAA resource category is located in the document.
Please see the attached document for reference.

FAA
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RESPONSE TO FAA COMMENTS:

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1:

2.4  REQUIRED FEDERAL ACTIONS TO IMPLEMENT BUILD
ALTERNATIVE

Implementation of the Build Alternative would require the following actions to be taken by
FRA:

Acquire land in accordance with Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended; Title 49, Part 24 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (49 CFR Part 24); and all applicable Maryland regulations and policies.
Execution and implementation of the MOA, including all mitigation measures, to
conclude the Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA).
Obtain appropriate United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 permit.
Coordinate with United States Coast Guard (USCG) if project is not constructed prior to
June 20, 2019 for compliance with United States Coast Guard (USCG) Bridge Permit,
Under Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.
Obtain permits from Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) to comply with
USACE 404 Permit for projects altering a floodplain, waterway, or tidal or nontidal
wetland and EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
regulations.
Document the federal consistency requirements have been satisfied to comply with
Coastal Zone Consistency Determination.



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 2 AND 3:

3.1.2  Affected Environment

Air

The BWI Thurgood Marshall Airport is located adjacent to the project corridor. The BWI Airport
has two primary runways (RW). One is located in the East-West direction (RW 10-28) and one
in the Southeast-Northwest direction (RW 15-33L). The NEC is located within the Runway
Protection Zone (RPZ) at the western approach to RW 10-28. The NEC is located within the
glide path at the northwestern approach to RW 15-33L.

3.1.3  Probable Consequences

Air Transportation. The Build Alternative is consistent with the goals of the BWI Airport
Layout Plan (February 2011), to provide improved intermodal connectivity between airport
and rail services.

Runway 10-28. Construction of the fourth track would be within the RPZ of BWI Airport
runway RW 10-28. Widening of the embankment to accommodate the fourth track will be
accomplished without impacting the Approach Lighting System Flashing Lights (ALSF)
towers and tower foundations. Although the elevation of the fourth track is to be
substantially below the BWI Airport established airport elevation, construction
specifications will be written to require the contractor to adhere to FAR Part 77 regulations
concerning the use of any construction equipment including cranes.

RW 15-33R. Construction of the fourth track and BWI Rail Station improvements would be
within the northwest approach of runway RW 15-33R. As the elevation of the fourth track
and the BWI Station property is substantially below the glide path of runway RW 15-33R,
there should be no issues with construction or construction techniques in this area in
relation to FAR Part 77 regulations.



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3:
FIGURE ES.1-1, 1.2-1, and 2.1-1: PROJECT STUDY AREA



FIGURE 1.2-2:  EXISTING BWI STATION CONFIGURATION



FIGURE 2.1-2:  TRACK DIAGRAM OF EXISTING BWI RAIL STATION CONFIGURATION



FIGURE 2.2-6: PLAN VIEW OF PROPOSED STATION

.



FIGURE 3.1-1: REGIONAL AND LOCAL TRANSPORTATION



FIGURE 3.2-2: COMMUNITIES AND MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS



FIGURE 3.7-1: PRIMARY SURFACE WATERS AND WATERBODIES



FIGURE 3.11-1:  VISUAL RESOURCES



FIGURE 3.16-1: INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS (ICE)
GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARY



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4:
Locations of Environmental Impact Category Information in Draft EA:

The following table was prepared to provide the locations of the Environmental Impact Categories as
outlined in the Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions (October 2007) in the Draft
Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Baltimore/Washington International (BWI)
Rail Station Improvements and Fourth Track Project (January 2015).

Table ES.3-1 Environmental Consequences of the Build Alternative and Table 4.1-1 Summary of
Environmental Consequences of the Environmental Assessment (EA) summarize each section and any
potential impacts.

Environmental Impact Category Section in EA Page
Air Quality Section 3.4 Air Quality pg. 3-32

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.2 Air Quality

pg. 4-11

Biotic Resources Section 3.9 Ecological Resources pg. 3-84

Section 4.2.4 Forests pg. 4-8

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.5 Ecological Resources

pg. 4-12

Coastal Barriers This project does not occur on or near
a coastal barrier island; therefore
impacts to coastal barriers were not
evaluated.

NA

Coastal Zone Management Section 3.9.5 Coastal Zone
Management and Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area

pg. 3-95

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.6 Chesapeake Bay Critical Area

pg. 4-12

Compatible Land Use Section 3.5 Noise and Vibration

Pg 3-52 specifically states there would
be no impact to noise and vibration
levels due to the Build Alternative.

Pg. 3-40

Construction Impacts Section 3.15 Construction Impacts pg. 3.-135
Section 4(f) Resources Chapter 6 Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation pg. 6-1

Section 4.2.6 Section 4(f) Resources pg. 4-10

Federally-listed Endangered or
Threatened Species

Section 3.9.1 Rare, Threatened, and
Endangered Species

pg. 3-84



Environmental Impact Category Section in EA Page
Section 4.2.3 State-listed Rare,
Threatened, and Endangered Species

pg. 4-8

Energy Supplies, Natural Resources,
and Sustainable Design

Section 3.6 Energy and Sustainable
Design

pg. 3-53

Environmental Justice Section 3.3.4 Environmental Justice
and the Public Involvement Process

pg. 3-31

Section 5.1.3 Environmental Justice
Outreach

pg.  5-4

Farmlands Section 3.13.3 Prime, Unique, and
Special Farmlands

pg. 3-126

Floodplains Section 3.8.2 Floodplains pg. 3-80

Section 4.2.2 Floodplains pg. 4-7
Hazardous Materials Section 3.14 Hazardous Materials pg. 3-127

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.8 Hazardous Materials

pg. 4-13

Historic Properties Section 3.12 Cultural Resources pg. 3-110

Section 4.2.5 Cultural Resources Pg. 4-9

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.7 Cultural Resources

pg. 4-12

Induced Socioeconomic Impacts Section 3.3 Socioeconomic and
Community Impacts, Environmental
Justice, and Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks

pg. 3-23

Light Emissions and Visual Effects Section 3.11 Visual Impacts and Light
Emissions

pg. 3-105

Noise Section 3.5 Noise and Vibration pg. 3-40
Social Impacts Section 3.1 Regional and Local

Transportation
pg. 3-1

Section 3.2 Land Use, Neighborhoods,
and Community Facilities

pg. 3-10

Section 3.3 Socioeconomic and
Community Impacts, Environmental
Justice, and Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks

pg. 3-23

Solid Waste Section 3.15 Construction Impacts, pg. 3-135
Water Quality Section 3.7.3 Water Quality pg. 3-62



Environmental Impact Category Section in EA Page
Section 3.7.4
Groundwater/Aquifers/Wells

pg. 3-65

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.4 Stormwater Runoff and Water
Quality

pg. 4-11

Wetlands Section 3.8.1 Wetlands pg. 3-68

Section 4.2.2 Wetlands pg. 4-6

Environmental Commitments: Section
4.3.3 Wetlands and Waters of the
United States and Floodplains

pg. 4-11

Wild and Scenic Rivers Section 3.7.2 Wild and Scenic Rivers Pg. 3-61
Cumulative Impacts Section 3.16 Indirect and Cumulative

Effects
pg. 3-136



United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay 

July 30, 2015 

Mr. Dan Reagle 
Maryland Transit Administration 
Env. Planning Div.  
6 St. Paul Street, Rm 923  
Baltimore, MD 21202  

RE: NLAA Determination for Northern long-eared bat for BWI Rail Station Improvements and 
4th track to Railway, Anne Arundel County, and Baltimore County, MD 

Dear Mr. Reagle: 

This responds to your July16th, 2015 e-mail requesting review of the proposed BWI Rail Station 
improvements and 4th track to railway. This project proposes to add a 4th track to the Northeast 
Corridor between approximately Odenton and Halethorpe MARC Stations, adding a 3rd platform 
to the BWI Rail Station and constructing a new BWI Rail Station.  The following comments are 
provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 661 et seq). 

The proposed project occurs in both Anne Arundel and Baltimore County, MD which are 
both considered to be part of the range for northern long-eared bats (Myotis septentrionalis), a 
federally listed threatened species.  The northern long-eared bat is a temperate, insectivorous 
migratory bat that hibernates in mines and caves in the winter and summers in wooded areas.  
Since the tree clearing will occur within 100’ of pavement along a linear corridor; there are no 
records of northern long-eared bats in the project vicinity; and the project is located in an highly 
urbanized area, the project is not likely to have an adverse effect on this species.  Except for 
occasional transient individuals, no other Federal proposed or listed endangered or threatened 
species under our jurisdiction are known to exist within the project impact area.  Should project 
plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed species 
becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered.   

We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relevant to threatened and 
endangered fish and wildlife resources.  This ESA determination does not exempt this project 
from obtaining all permits and approvals that may be required by other state or federal agencies.  

Attachment F



2 

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Julie Slacum of 
my Endangered Species staff at (410) 573-4595 or by email at Julie_thompson@fws.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Genevieve LaRouche 
Field Supervisor 
Author: Julie Slacum 




