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The purpose of the Project Management Plan (PMP) is to describe the Washington Department of Transportation’s
(WSDOT) plan for managing all aspects of the Seattle to Blaine Slope Stabilization project. It takes into account
each of the elements required for a PMP set forth by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) in 49 U.S.C. §
24403. The PMP discusses project elements, key project personnel and their roles and responsibilities, and the
management approach that will be used to successfully deliver the project.
The PMP is a dynamic document that will be updated as conditions warrant. Changes to the scope, schedule, and budget
will be captured in a revision to the document.
(3) Project Delivery Approach
Address the likelihood of realizing the proposed project’s benefits:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

The quality of financial planning documentation that demonstrates the financial viability of the HSIPR service that will
benefit from the project;
The availability of any required operating financial support, preferably from dedicated funding sources for the benefiting
intercity passenger rail service(s);
The quality and adequacy of project identification and planning;
The reasonableness of estimates for user and non-user benefits for the project;
The comprehensiveness and sufficiency, at the time of application, of agreements with key partners (including the railroad
operating the intercity passenger rail service and infrastructure-owning railroads) that will be involved in the operation of
the benefiting intercity passenger rail service, including the commitment of any affected host-rail carrier to ensure the
realization of the anticipated benefits, preferably through a commitment by the affected host-rail carrier(s) to an enforceable
on-time performance of passenger trains of 80 percent or greater;
The favorability of the comparison between the level of anticipated benefits and the amount of Federal funding requested;
and
The applicant’s contribution of a cost share greater than the required minimum of 20 percent.
The WSDOT State Rail and Marine Office has been managing capital rail projects since 1993. Since that time, the
State Rail and Marine Office has successfully managed over $175 million in rail capital funds in the program. The
passenger rail capital program has a projected budget of over $249 million for the next 12 years, excluding all
federal and local funds. The state authority is laid out in the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 47.06.040,
47.06.090, 47.06.140, 47.79.030, and 47.82 in its entirety.
The current Amtrak/WSDOT operating agreement provides for the operation of the current service and does not
need to be modified to take advantage of the improvements from this project. The existing agreement is renewed
annually and has been amended frequently to address changes in service, operating conditions, financial conditions,
and statutory conditions.
WSDOT and BNSF Railway have a “Master” agreement that sets out many contractual conditions for both parties,
but provides for authorizing any amount or scope of work related to the north-south corridor that the Amtrak
Cascades service operates and that BNSF Railway owns. This includes preliminary engineering, final engineering,
environmental permitting, and construction. This is currently being renegotiated for the delivery of federally
funded rail projects.

This project has been identified through a thorough and detailed planning process.
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F. Statement of Work
Provide a detailed response for how the PE/NEPA activities will be carried out in the text fields and
tables provided. The tables in this section are unlocked; applicants can add rows, as necessary, for
additional tasks. If you reference a supporting document, it must be listed in Section G.2.
(1) Background. Briefly describe the events that led to the need for the proposed PE/NEPA activities and the underlying issue the
project will address. Also describe the rational planning process used to analyze the investment needs and service objectives of
the full corridor on which the individual underlying project and the PE/NEPA activities are located.
Over the last ten years several studies have been undertaken by BNSF to analyze slope stability along the rail line. These studies have
been comissioned because of the number of service disruptions. The rail line runs along the Puget Sound waterfront in many places
and it is these locations where the bluff above the rail line slides down the hillside. Some of this has been caused by the growth of
large trees but the most common reason is that the weather in the Pacific Northwest is usually wet. Prolonged days of wet weather
almost always result in service disruptions due to landslides in areas with steep slopes and specific geological conditions. The studies
that have been undertaken have shown the locations of these occurrences and the frequency that these locations have suffered a
landslide. WSDOT believes that even though the work falls within the BNSF ROW, because of the proximity of the line to Puget
Sound, an Environmental Assessment may be required.
(2) Scope of Activities. Clearly describe the scope of the proposed PE/NEPA activities and identify the general objective and key
deliverables.
(2a)

General Objective. Provide a general description of the PE/NEPA work to be accomplished through this grant, including
PE/NEPA activities, the underlying project study area, and other parties involved. Describe the end-state of the project, how
it will address the need identified in Background (above), and the outcomes that will be achieved as a result of these
PE/NEPA activities and underlying project.
At each of the likely landslide locations identified, PE will develop and design solutions to prevent landslides or mitigate the
impacts that disrupt the service. The NEPA process will involve the cities on the corridor and the other stakeholders: BNSF,
Amtrak and Sound Transit.
The project will examine each of these locations and project elements and alternatives, develop full preliminary engineering
plans, complete the NEPA environmantal process, and obtain any permits for the preferred alternative at each location.

(2b)

Description of Work. Provide a detailed description of the specific tasks to be accomplished through this grant in a logical
sequence that would lead to the anticipated outcomes and the end state of the activities.
WSDOT will be the lead agency and BNSF will provide an oversight of the work involved.
It is anticipated that the project will be an Environmental Assessment. The steps will be:
1. Develop a detailed project workplan and schedule
2. Examine BNSF rail line plans and other study documents relating to the area under examination.
3. Evaluate any Utility relocation needed
4. Conduct CE and PE for each location to address identified landslide issues.
5. Develop alternative designs and options where possible.
6. Complete technical reports in support of the NEPA Environmental Assessment. These reports will examine the
environmental impacts of the alternatives. Special attention will be given to potential Section 106 and Endangered Species
Act impacts. Consultation with affected tribes and Federal and state regulatory agencies will be ongoing.
7. Prepare an administrative draft EA for FRA review
8. Prepare the EA for public review
9. Print and distribute EA for public comment
10. Coordinate with FRA on the preparation of the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the project
11. Print and distribute FONSI for public comment
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12. Coordinate with tribes and other stakeholders throughout the project.

(2c)

Deliverables. Provide FRA with a list of the deliverables in the table below. List the deliverables, both interim and final, that
are the outcomes of the project tasks. This should include a first deliverable 1 – Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule.
Add rows to the table as necessary.
Deliverable
1

Task

Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule
(Required)

Develop PE/NEPA workplan and schedule.
Workplan will assume an Environmental
Assessment (EA) will be required.

Revised landslide/mudslide hazard identification
report

Examine BNSF rail line plans and other study
documents relating to the area under
examination.

3

Utility relocation report

Evaluate any Utility relocation needed

4

Conceptual and preliminary engineering reports

Conduct CE and PE for each location to address
identified landslide issues

5

Alternatives analysis report

Develop alternative designs and options where
possible

6

Technical reports that support the alternatives analysis
for the NEPA environmental document

Complete technical reports in support of the
EA. These reports will examine the
environmental impacts of the alternatives.
Special attention will be given to potential
Section 106 and Endangered Species Act
impacts. Consultation with affected tribes and
Federal and state regulatory agencies will be
ongoing.

7

Administrative draft EA

Prepare an administrative draft EA for FRA
review

8

Draft EA

Prepare the Draft EA for public review

9

Draft EA mailing list

Print and distribute the EA for public comment

10

FONSI

Coordinate with FRA on the preparation of the
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

11

FONSI mailing list

Print and distribute the FONSI for public
comment.

12

Meeting minutes

Coordinate with tribes and other stakeholders
throughout the project

2
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(3) Project Schedule. In the table below, list all tasks and estimate the approximate duration for completing each task identified
above in Deliverables. For example, “6 months after start date the first task or interim deliverable will be complete.” Add rows
to the table as necessary.
Task

Task Duration

1

Develop PE/NEPA workplan and schedule.
Workplan will assume an Environmental
Assessment (EA) will be required.

1 month after start date

2

Examine BNSF rail line plans and other study
documents relating to the area under
examination.

3 months after start date

3

Evaluate any Utility relocation needed

4 months after start date

4

Conduct CE and PE for each location to address
identified landslide issues

8 months after start date

5

Develop alternative designs and options where
possible

12 months after start date

6

Complete technical reports in support of the EA.
These reports will examine the environmental
impacts of the alternatives. Special attention will
be given to potential Section 106 and Endangered
Species Act impacts. Consultation with affected
tribes and Federal and state regulatory agencies
will be ongoing.

16 months after start date

7

Prepare an administrative draft EA for FRA
review

18 months after start date

8

Prepare the Draft EA for public review

20 months after start date

9

Print and distribute the EA for public comment

21 months after start date

10

Coordinate with FRA on the preparation of the
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

23 months after start date

11

Print and distribute the FONSI for public
comment.

25 months after start date

12

Coordinate with tribes and other stakeholders
throughout the project

Ongoing throughout project

(4) Project Cost Estimate/Budget. Provide an overall cost summary, by phase, of PE/NEPA activity in this section, using Appendix
3 of the NOFA. Ensure that the information below corresponds to the list of tasks provided above. The figures in this section of
the Statement of Work should match exactly with the funding amounts requested in the SF-424 and in Section C of this
application. If there is any discrepancy between the Federal funding amount requested in this section, the SF-424 form, or
Section C of this application, the lesser amount will be considered as the Federal funding request. Round to the nearest whole
dollar when estimating costs.
The total estimated PE/NEPA activities cost is provided below, for which the FRA grant will contribute no more than the
Federal funding request amount indicated. Any additional expense required beyond that provided in this grant to complete
the PE/NEPA activities shall be borne by the Grantee.
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PE/NEPA Activities Overall Cost Summary
#
1

Task

Cost in FY 2011 Dollars

Personnel
Supervisory (2 employees, 420 hours/year each on average, 2
years, average rate $55/hour)

$92,400

Administrative (2 employees, 800 hours/year each on average,
2 years, average rate $28/hour)

$89,600

Technical/Professional (3 employees, 1800 hours/year each

$266,400

on average, 2 years, average rate $37/hour
Project Manager (1 employee, 2000 hours/year on average, 2
years, average rate $47/hour)

$188,000

2

Fringe Benefits (40% of above salary expense)

$254,560

3

Travel Per diem(60 overnight trips for 5 employees @ $150)

$45,000

4

Equipment

$24,000

5

Supplies

6

BNSF Oversight

$500,000

7

Consultants / Contracts
Pre-design investigation and Design Report (3000 hours at
average billable rate of $180)

$540,000

$5,000

Preliminary Engineering (18,000 hours at average billable rate of
$160)
Geotechnical (2000 hours at average billable rate of $200,
plus field work expense of $400,000)

$2,880,000
$800,000

Structural Walls (1200 hours average billable rate of $240)

$288,000

Hydraulic (550 hours at average billable rate of $220)

$121,000

NEPA / Biological Assessment (3,000 hours at average billable
rate of $160,

$480,000
$300,000

plus field work expense of $300,000)
Right of Way document prep estimated Max. of 15 parcels
avg cost per parcel of $15,000)

$225,000

8

Other (Contingency 25% of total)

$1,774,740

9

Indirect Costs (10% of total)

$709,896
$ 9,583,596

Total PE/NEPA activities cost
Federal/Non-Federal Funding
Cost in FY 2011
Dollars
Federal funding request

$ 7,666,877

Percentage of Total
Activities Cost
80 %
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Non-Federal match amount

$ 1,916,719

20 %

Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$ 9,583,596

100 %
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G. Optional Supporting Information
Provide a response to the following questions, as necessary, for the proposed PE/NEPA activities.
(1) Please provide any additional information, comments, or clarifications and indicate the section and question number that
you are addressing (e.g., Section E, Question 3). Completing this question is optional.
This information is general in nature. It is intended to describe the joint development efforts of the Washington State Department
of Transportation (WSDOT) and its project partners that have been critical to the success of WSDOT’s intercity passenger rail
program.
The rail line connecting Portland, Seattle, and Vancouver, B.C. has been the focus of a set of coordinated investments made by
WSDOT, Sound Transit, BNSF Railway, Amtrak, the federal government, the Oregon Department of Transportation, the British
Columbia Ministry of Transportation, and local communities. Over $1 billion has been spent by these entities for new and
upgraded tracks, signal improvements, stations, and road/rail grade separations. This significant investment has led to greater rail
line capacity; freight, intercity, and commuter rail operating efficiencies; better transportation access to and from Washington’s
ports; and increased public safety.
The HSIPR grant program will allow WSDOT and its partners to build upon these past investments and continue to improve
Amtrak Cascades service between the region’s major cities. The HSIPR grant program will enable WSDOT to accelerate its
efforts to add faster, more frequent service in the future. The HSIPR grant program will build upon the existing foundation for
high-speed rail in the Pacific Northwest that will provide a legacy of benefits for future generations.
(2) Please provide a document title, filename, and description for all optional supporting documents. Ensure that these
documents are uploaded to GrantSolutions.gov or that an active link is provided with your application and use a logical naming
convention.
Document Title

Filename

Description and Purpose

Shannon and Wilson 2007 Slope Stability
Study Landslide graphs

S&W 2007 Slope
Stability Study Graphs
.pdf

Landslide density and weighted hazard ratings

USGS MAP SHOWING RECENT AND
HISTORIC LANDSLIDE ACTIVITY ON
COASTAL BLUFFS OF _PUGET SOUND
BETWEEN SHILSHOLE BAY AND
EVERETT, WASHINGTON

USGS Landslide
Records.pdf

US Geological Service information on landslide
activity in Puget Sound

Shannon and Wilson BNSF Slope Stability
Study, 2001

2001-11 BNSF Slope
Stability Study.pdf

Background geological and historical data on
landslides and Slope Stability between Seattle and
Everett, WA Study

WA-PNWRC-Seattle-Blaine Slope
Stabilization Improvements SEA-EVT

WA-PNWRC SeattleBlaine slope stabilization
PE-NEPA Slope Stability
Eval Review 1.pdf

Everett-Seattle potential project locations

WA-PNWRC Seattle-Blaine slope
stabilization PE-NEPA Slope Stability Eval
Review2

WA-PNWRC SeattleBlaine slope stabilization
PE-NEPA Slope Stability
Eval Review2.pdf

Everett-Blaine potential project locations

WA-PNWRC Projects Corridor Map

WA-PNWRC Projects
Corridor Map.pdf

Corridor map identifying all projects

Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range Plan

Amtrak Cascades Mid-

Planning
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Range Plan.pdf
Amtrak Letter of Support for Washington
State HSR projects

Amtrak Letter of Support
for Washington State
HSR projects.PDF

Letter of Support

BNSF Business Process Framework 2009

BNSF Business Process
Framework 2009.pdf

BNSF Business Process Framework

Letter of support - Legislative Transportation
Committee

Letter of support Legislative
Transportation
Committee.pdf

Letter of support - Legislative Transportation
Committee

Long Range Plan for Amtrak Cascades

Long Range Plan for
Amtrak Cascades.pdf

Long Range Plan for Amtrak Cascades

RR-00450

WSDOT-Amtrak
Operating Agreement.pdf

WSDOT-Amtrak Operating Agreement

WSDOT-BNSF Master Agreement

WSDOT-BNSF Master
Agreement.pdf

Master Agreement

Seattle-Blaine slope stabilization PE-NEPA
project map

WA-PNWRC SeattleBlaine slope stabilization
PE-NEPA project
map.pdf

project map

WA-PNWRC Non-Construction Budget
Detail and Budget Narrative

WA-PNWRC NonConstruction Budget
Detail and Budget
Narrative.pdf

Non-Construction Budget Detail and Budget
Narrative

Amtrak Cascades and Economic
Development A Look Ahead 2004

Amtrak Cascades and
Economic Development
A Look Ahead 2004.pdf

Economic development analysis
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H. Checklist of Application Materials
Use this section to determine the thoroughness of your PE/NEPA application prior to submission.

Documents

Format
1. Application Form

HSIPR Individual Project Application Form – PE/NEPA (this form)

Form

2. OMB Standard Forms
SF 424: Application for Federal Assistance

Form

SF 424A: Budget Information-Non Construction

Form

SF 424B: Assurances-Non Construction

Form

3. FRA Assurances Document
FRA Assurances Document (See Section 4.2.4 of the NOFA)

Form

4. Project Development Supporting Documentation
Project Planning Documentation (See Section 4.2.5 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

5. Project Delivery Supporting Documentation
Project Management Documentation (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

Financial Planning Documentation (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

Railroad and Project Sponsor Agreements (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

6. Optional Supporting Documentation
Other Relevant and Available Documentation (See Section 4.2.7 of the
NOFA)
Eligibility Documentation (See Section 3.2 of the NOFA)

n/a
n/a

PRA Public Protection Statement: Public reporting burden for this information collection is estimated to average 32 hours per response, including the time for
reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, a Federal agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, nor shall a person be
subject to a penalty for failure to comply with, a collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number
for this information collection is 2130-0583.
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Individual PE/NEPA Activities Application Form
High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program
Applicants interested in applying for funding of Preliminary Engineering (PE)/National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) activities under the FY10 Individual Project solicitation are required to submit this
application form and other required documents as outlined in Section H of this application. List and describe
any supporting documentation submitted in Section G. Applicants should reference the FY10 Individual
Projects Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for more specific information about application requirements.
If you have questions about the HSIPR Program or this application, please contact the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) at HSIPR@dot.gov.
Applicants must use this form by entering the required information in the gray narrative fields, check boxes, or
drop-down menus. Submit this completed form, along with any supporting documentation, electronically by
uploading them to GrantSolutions.gov by 5:00 p.m. EDT on August 6, 2010.

A. Point of Contact and Applicant Information
Applicant should ensure that the information provided in this section
matches the information provided on the SF-424 forms.
(1) Name the submitting agency:
Washington State Department of Transportation

Provide the submitting agency Authorized Representative
name and title.:
Scott Witt, State Rail and Marine Director

Street Address:
310 Maple Park Ave SE

State:
WA

City:
Olympia

Provide the submitting agency Point of Contact (POC) name
and title (if different from Authorized Representative):

Zip Code:
98501

Authorized Representative telephone:
360-705-7900
Authorized Representative email:
witts@wsdot.wa.gov

Submitting agency POC telephone:
Submitting agency POC email:

(2) List the name(s) of additional state(s) applying (if applicable):
None
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B. Eligibility Information
Complete the following section to demonstrate satisfaction of applicant eligibility requirements.
(1) Select the appropriate box from the list below to identify applicant type. Applicant type is defined in Section 3.1 of the
NOFA.
State
Group of States
Amtrak
Amtrak in cooperation with one or more States
If selecting one of the types below, additional documentation is required. Please select the appropriate box to establish applicant
eligibility as described in Section 3.2 of the NOFA and list the supporting document in Section G.2 of this application.
Interstate Compact
Public Agency established by one or more States
(2) Indicate the planning processes used to identify the underlying project.1 As defined in Section 3.5.1 of the NOFA, the
process should analyze the investment needs and service objectives of the service that the underlying project is intended to
benefit. The appropriate planning document must be listed in Section G.2 of this application.
State Rail Plan
Service Development Plan (SDP)
Service Improvement Plan (SIP)
Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP)
Other, please list this document in Section G.2 with “Other Appropriate Planning Document” as the title
The underlying project is not included in a relevant and documented planning process

1

PE/NEPA activities include the specific tasks necessary to complete PE/NEPA documentation and other tasks applied for in this application that relate to this phase of the underlying
project’s development. The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the Final Design (FD)/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA
activities.
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C. PE/NEPA Activities Summary
Identify the title, location, and other information of your proposed PE/NEPA work by completing this section.
(1) Provide a clear, concise, and descriptive project name. Use identifiers such as state abbreviations, major cities, infrastructure,
and tasks of the underlying project (e.g., “DC-Capital City to Dry Lake Track Improvements”).
WA-PNWRC-Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
(2) Indicate the anticipated funding level for the PE/NEPA activities below. This information must match the SF-424 forms, and
dollar figures must be rounded to the nearest whole dollar. When the non-Federal match percentage is calculated, it must meet or
exceed 20 percent of the total project cost.
Federal Funding Request

Non-Federal Match Amount

Total PE/NEPA Activities
Cost

Non-Federal Match Percentage
of Total Activities Cost

$ 9,075,474

$ 2,268,868

$ 11,344,342

20 %

(3) Indicate the activity(ies) for which you are applying. Check all that apply.
Preliminary Engineering

Project NEPA2

(4) Indicate the anticipated duration, in months, for these PE/NEPA activities (e.g., 36).
Number of Months: 36
(5) List the name of the corridor where the underlying project is located.
Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor
(6) Describe the underlying project location, using municipal names, mileposts, control points, or other identifiable features
such as longitude and latitude coordinates. If available, please provide a project GIS .shp file as supporting documentation.
This document must be listed in Section G.2 of this application.
The project is located in the cities of Mount Vernon and Burlington, WA. It is specifically located on the BNSF Bellingham
Subdivision from Approximately Milepost 67.5 to milepost 71.
(7) Provide a project abstract outlining the proposed PE/NEPA activities. Summarize the project narratives provided in the
Statement of Work in 4-6 sentences. Capture the major milestones and outcomes of PE/NEPA activities and the anticipated
benefits that will result from the completion of the underlying project.
The preliminary engineering should be completed in 6 moths and will enable the NEPA documentation to be completed. It is
anticipated that due to the environmentally sensitive nature of the area and the degree of public and tribal consultation that this will
take 30 months.
This section of the Pacific Northwest is very vulnerable to service interuption due to the vulnerability of the bridge that crosses the
Skagit River. Dislodged on more than one occasion the state studied the replacement of the bridge in 2006 and study is attached.
Replacing the bridge with a single track structure is not acceptable given that this area is a botleneck as service of freight and pasenger
trains expands.
The outcome of this project will be the ability to determine final costs for contruction and ensure that environmental clearances are

2

Project NEPA documentation is required for the specific design alternative identified through Preliminary Engineering and related activities. Project NEPA documentation may also be
referred to as site-specific NEPA or Tier II NEPA documentation.
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available to construct the project when the level of service demands it. To wait until then could delay implementation of this project.
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(8) Indicate the source, amount, and percentage of matching funds for the PE/NEPA activities. The sum of the figures below
should equal the amount provided in Section C.2. Click on the prepopulated fields to select the appropriate responses from the
lists provided in type of source, status of funding, and type of funds. Dollar figures must be rounded to the nearest whole dollar.
Identify supporting documentation that will allow FRA to verify the funding source, and list it in Section G.2 of this application.

Non-Federal Funding Sources

New or
Existing
Source?

Status of
Funding3

Type of
Funds

Dollar
Amount

% of Total
Project
Cost

City of Burlington

State of Washington

New

Committed

Cash

$ 350,000

3%

WA-PNWRC Skagit River
Bridge PE-NEPA City of
Burlington Funding
Commitment.pdf

New

Budgeted

Cash

$ 1,650,000

16 %

Letter of commitment

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

Sum of Non-Federal Funding Sources

3

Describe Any Supporting
Documentation to Help FRA
Verify Funding Source

$ 2,000,000

20 %

N/A

Reference Notes: The following categories and definitions are applied to funding sources:

Committed: Committed sources are programmed capital funds that have all the necessary approvals (e.g., statutory authority) to be used to fund the proposed project without any additional
action. These capital funds have been formally programmed in the State Rail Plan and/or any related local, regional, or state capital investment program or appropriation guidance. Examples
include dedicated or approved tax revenues, state capital grants that have been approved by all required legislative bodies, cash reserves that have been dedicated to the proposed project, and
additional debt capacity that requires no further approvals and has been dedicated by the sponsoring agency to the proposed project.
Budgeted: This category is for funds that have been budgeted and/or programmed for use on the proposed project but remain uncommitted (i.e., the funds have not yet received statutory
approval). Examples include debt financing in an agency-adopted capital investment program that has yet to be committed in the near future. Funds will be classified as budgeted when
available funding cannot be committed until the grant is executed or due to the local practices outside of the project sponsors control (e.g., the project development schedule extends beyond the
State Rail Program period).
Planned: This category is for funds that are identified and have a reasonable chance of being committed, but are neither committed, nor budgeted (e.g., proposed sources that require a
scheduled referendum, requests for state/local capital grants, and proposed debt financing that has not yet been adopted in the agency's capital investment program).
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D. Underlying Project Overview
Answer the following questions about the underlying construction project that is the subject of the PE/NEPA application.
(1) Indicate the expected service outcomes of the underlying project.4 Check all that apply.
Additional service frequencies
Improved operational reliability on existing route
Service quality improvements
Improved on-time performance on existing route
Increased average speeds/shorter trip times
Other (please describe) Safety Improvements
Briefly clarify your response(s), if needed:
(2) Quantify the applicable service outcomes of the underlying project. Provide the current conditions and anticipated service
outcomes. Future state information is necessary only for relevant service benefits.
Frequencies5

Scheduled Trip Time
(in minutes)

Average Speed
(mph)

Top Speed
(mph)

Reliability – Provide
Either On-Time Performance
Percentage or Delay Minutes

Current

4

235

39

79

69

Future

4

235

39

79

71

(3) Indicate the type of expected capital investments included in the underlying project. Check all that apply.
Structures (bridges, tunnels, etc.)
Rolling stock acquisition
Track rehabilitation and construction
Support facilities (yards, shops, administrative buildings)
Major interlockings
Grade crossing improvements
Station(s)
Electric traction
Communication, signaling, and control
Other (please describe)
Rolling stock refurbishments
(4) Select and describe the operational independence of the underlying project.6
This project is operationally independent.
This project is not operationally independent.
Briefly clarify your response:

4
5

The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the FD/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA activities.
Frequency is measured in daily one-way train operations. One daily round-trip operation should be counted as two daily one-way train operations.

6

A project is considered to have operational independence if, upon being implemented, it will provide tangible and measurable benefits, even if no additional investments in the same service
are made.
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(5) Provide Right-of-Way ownership in the underlying project area. Where railroads currently share ownership, identify the
primary owner. If Amtrak is the Type of Railroad, the Right-of-Way Owner field does not need to be completed. Click on the
prepopulated fields to select the appropriate response from the lists of railroad types and status of agreements. If more than five
owners, please provide the same information in a separate supporting document, and list it in Section G.2 of this application.
Type of Railroad

Right-of-Way Owner

RouteMiles

TrackMiles

Status of Agreements to Implement

Class 1 Freight

BNSF

4

4

Host Railroad Consulted, but Support not Final

Other/Special Situations

Private/unknown

4

4

No Host Railroad Involved

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

(6) Name the Intercity Passenger Rail Operator and provide the status of the agreement. If applicable, provide the status of the
agreement with the partner that will operate the planned passenger rail service (e.g., Amtrak). Click on the prepopulated field to
select the appropriate response from the status of agreement list.
Name of Rail Service Operator

Status of Agreement

Amtrak

Partner consulted, awaiting support commitment

(7) Identify the types of services affected by the underlying project and provide information about the existing rail services
within the underlying project boundaries (e.g., freight, commuter, and intercity passenger). Click on the prepopulated fields
to select the appropriate response from the list of types of service.
Top Existing
Speeds Within
Underlying
Project
Boundaries

Type of
Service

Name of Operator

Passenger

Freight

Number of
Route-Miles
Within
Underlying
Project
Boundaries

Freight

BNSF

79

60

4

10

Amtrak

79

60

4

4

Intercity Passenger

Average Number of
Daily One-Way
Train Operations7
Within Underlying
Project Boundaries

Notes

Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight

7

One daily round-trip operation should be counted as two daily one-way train operations.
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(8) Estimate the share of benefits that will be realized by nonintercity passenger rail service (e.g., commuter, freight) and select
the approximate cost share to be paid by the beneficiary.8 Click on the prepopulated fields to select the appropriate response
from the lists of type of beneficiary, anticipated share of benefits, and approximate cost share. If more than three types of
nonintercity passenger rail are beneficiaries, please provide additional information in a separate supporting document, and list in
Section G.2 of this application.

8

Type of Nonintercity Passenger Rail

Expected Share of Benefits

Approximate Cost Share

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Other

Less than 50%

26-50%

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Benefits include service improvements such as increased speed, on-time performance, improved reliability, and other service quality improvements.
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E. Additional Response to Evaluation Criteria
Provide a separate response to each of the following categories of potential benefits to identify the ways in
which the proposed PE/NEPA activities and underlying project will achieve these benefits.9
(1a) Transportation Benefits
Describe the ways in which the proposed PE/NEPA activities or underlying corridor program will address the potential of
successfully executing these transportation benefits in a cost-effective manner:
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Supporting the development of intercity high-speed rail service;
Generating improvements to existing high-speed and intercity passenger rail service, as reflected by estimated increases in
ridership (as measured in passenger-miles), increases in operational reliability (as measured in reductions in delays),
reductions in trip times, additional service frequencies to meet anticipated or existing demand, and other related factors;
Generating cross-modal benefits, including anticipated favorable impacts on air or highway traffic congestion, capacity, or
safety, and cost avoidance or deferral of planned investments in aviation and highway systems;
Creating an integrated high-speed and intercity passenger rail network, including integration with existing intercity
passenger rail services, allowance for and support of future network expansion, and promotion of technical interoperability
and standardization (including standardizing operations, equipment, and signaling);
Encouragement of intermodal connectivity and integration through provision of direct, efficient transfers among intercity
transportation and local transit networks at train stations, including connections at airports, bus terminals, subway stations,
ferry ports, and other modes of transportation;
Enhancing intercity travel options;
Ensuring a state of good repair of key intercity passenger rail assets;
Promoting standardized rolling stock, signaling, communications, and power equipment;
Improved freight or commuter rail operations, in relation to proportional cost-sharing (including donated property) by those
other benefiting rail users;
Equitable financial participation in the project's financing, including, but not limited to, consideration of donated property
interests or services; financial contributions by freight and commuter rail carriers commensurate with the benefit expected
to their operations; and financial commitments from host railroads, non-Federal governmental entities, nongovernmental
entities, and others;
Encouragement of the implementation of positive train control (PTC) technologies (with the understanding that 49 U.S.C.
20147 requires all Class I railroads and entities that provide regularly scheduled intercity or commuter rail passenger
services to fully institute interoperable PTC systems by December 31, 2015); and
Incorporating private investment in the financing of capital projects or service operations.
The project underlying this PE/NEPA grant request is to replace a single-track bridge constructed in 1916 with a
two-track bridge meeting modern design standards. The Skagit River is the 3rd largest river on the west coast of
the United States (behind the Columbia and Sacramento rivers), located between Seattle and Vancouver, British
Columbia. These population centers will continue to generate significant new passenger traffic.
Replacing this bridge supports the development of intercity high speed rail because it provides more capacity, first
by potentially providing a new siding option of over two miles in length, and later in the coming decades, by having
the infrastructure in place to support a modern high speed two-track corridor.
The project will improve reliability by avoiding rail corridor closures between Seattle and Vancouver B.C. during
Skagit River flood events. Currently, rail traffic on the old bridge must be halted when the river flood level exceeds
a stage elevation of about 30 feet at the Mount Vernon gauge, or about 90,000 cubic feet per second (a 100-year
flood event discharge at this location is 193,000 cubic feet per second; a 500-year event is 324,000 cubic feet per
second). Rail traffic must be halted initially in order for BNSF to commence debris-removal operations to keep
large woody debris from accumulating upstream of the structure. Later, depending on the severity of the flood, the

9

PE/NEPA activities include the specific tasks necessary to complete PE/NEPA documentation and other tasks applied for in this application that relate to this phase of the underlying project.
The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the FD/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA activities.
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bridge will become unsafe for rail traffic, and subject to pressure flow as the bridge bottom chord girders are
inundated. Again depending on the severity of the flood, the bridge must be inspected to ensure safety before
allowing train traffic to re-commence. The bridge cannot safely be inspected until after the river level has receded
considerably, which may take several days. Over the last 20 years, Skagit River discharge at the BNSF bridge has
exceeded 90,000 cubic feet per second a total 220 hours (9.1 days). The current maximum capacity for the bridge
to convey water is 150,000 cubic feet per second. However, because of debris management requirements and
safety concerns, train traffic is curtailed on the bridge when the discharge exceeds 90,000 cubic feet per second.
It should be noted that this bridge, constructed in 1916, is functionally obsolete. It does not meet modern design
standards and will not safely convey a 100-year Skagit River flood. Although it does not currently present a danger
to freight or passenger train traffic (because train traffic will not be allowed to use the bridge during Skagit River
floods), the bridge will fail under an increasingly likely scenario of Skagit River flooding in which debris buildup
and pressure flow will overstress the horizontal structural members, and scour will undermine the bridge piers.
Recent study related to the impact of climate change on extreme flood events (Hamlet, et. al.) points to an
increasing frequency and severity of Skagit River flooding, with a significant increase (30%) expected within the
next 30 years. So bridge closures due to Skagit River flooding can be expected to become more frequent.
In addition to the safety-related bridge closures that occur during flooding, there is also a significant risk that the
bridge itself will fail during a flood event, necessitating repair that could take days, weeks, or months. This
situation occurred during the flood of November 1995, during which an overbank pier was undermined by river
current and sank. Repairs could not be started until the river had receded significantly (two days); then, the
physical repairs took another five days. All told, the bridge was out of service for more than a week.
As passenger traffic builds in future years and decades, this single-track bridge could increasingly create a
bottleneck. A new bridge would provide for system expansion into the next century; further, the new bridge would
probably eliminate closures during Skagit River flooding, improving reliability and safety.

(1b) Other Public Benefits
Demonstrate the potential of the proposed PE/NEPA activities or underlying project to achieve other public benefits in a
cost-effective manner:
•

•

•
•

Environmental quality and energy efficiency and reduction in dependence on foreign oil, including use of renewable energy
sources, energy savings from traffic diversions from other modes, employment of green building and manufacturing
methods, reductions in key emissions types, and the purchase and use of environmentally sensitive, fuel-efficient, and costeffective passenger rail equipment;
Promoting interconnected livable communities, including complementing local or state efforts to concentrate higherdensity, mixed-use, development in areas proximate to multi-modal transportation options (including intercity passenger rail
stations);
Improving historic transportation facilities; and
Creating jobs and stimulating the economy. Although this solicitation is not funded by the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5), these goals remain a top priority of this Administration. Therefore,
Individual Project applications will be evaluated on the extent to which the project is expected to quickly create and
preserve jobs and stimulate rapid increases in economic activity, particularly jobs and activity that benefit economically
distressed areas, as defined by section 301 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended (42
U.S.C. 3161) (“Economically Distressed Areas”).
Replacing this 94-year old bridge will have significant positive environmental effects. The current bridge has 3
piers in the water unde normal river flow conditions, including a large turnstyle pier over 30 feet in diameter, and 9
piers in the overbank flood channel area. A new bridge could reduce the in-water and overbank piers by 50% or
more. This will enable more natural geomorphologic processes to occur in this reach of the river.
Replacing a bridge the size of the BNSF Skagit River Bridge is a large public works undertaking and can be
expected to provide a significant impact toward creating jobs and stimulating the economy. Over the anticipated 7
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year design/construction time frame, the $80 million bridge replacement project could be expected to create a total
of 870 job-years based on the White House guidance on estimates of job creation from ARRA. The jobs created
will encompass a wide range of professional, technical and trade crafts.
This PE/NEPA project will create 123 direct and indirect job-years during the project period.

(2) Project Delivery Approach
Consider the following factors to determine the risk associated with the PE/NEPA activities delivery within budget, on time, and as
designed:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The applicant’s financial, legal, and technical capacity to implement the project, including whether the application depends
upon receipt of any waiver(s) of Federal railroad safety regulations that have not been obtained;
The applicant’s experience in administering similar grants and projects, including a demonstrated ability to deliver on prior
FRA financial assistance programs;
The soundness and thoroughness of the cost methodologies, assumptions, and estimates for the proposed project;
The reasonableness of the schedule for project implementation;
The thoroughness and quality of project management documentation;
The timing and amount of the project's future noncommitted investments;
The overall completeness and quality of the application, including the comprehensiveness of its supporting documentation;
The readiness of the project to be commenced; and
The timeliness of project completion and the realization of the project’s anticipated benefits.
The State of Washington, through the Rail and Marine Office of its Department of Transportation, has the financial,
legal, and technical capacity to implement this project in partnership with the operator, BNSF. This project does
not depend upon receiving any waivers of Federal railroad safety regulations.
The Washington State Department of Transportation has extensive experience administering federal grants and
projects, including a wide range of bridge projects. The Department has a demonstrated the ability to deliver FRA
financial assistance programs in a timely manner, on budget.
This PE/NEPA grant application is based on 12.5% of the expected $80 million total investment expense for the
new bridge and associated track work. We believe this cost estimate to produce the PE/NEPA package is
conservative in this case, because the bridge has already been studied in significant detail, and a 2nd bridge
immediately downstream was replaced in 2005. The construction cost estimate for the bridge is a conceptual
estimate at this point and will be fully developed in the preliminary engineering process. A 2004 design study for
replacing this bridge with a single track structure estimated the 2008 replacement cost at $32.1 million. The BNSF
Bridge 70.0 Replace Study –Alternatives and Cost Estimates study is included in Section G.
It is anticipated the Preliminary Engineering/NEPA documentation process for this project will take approximately
four years. We believe this is a reasonable estimate of the time needed, given the substantial amount of
information already available for this bridge corridor.
This schedule for completion of the PE/NEPA package will enable the final design to commence in FY 2015, with
preparation of the bid package completed the project ready to advertise in September 2015. Construction funding is
anticipated to come from local, state, private, and Federal sources. Locally, the adjacent levee districts will design
and construct levee improvements that will be needed to accommodate the new bridge; these contributions will
likely total in the $1 - $3 million range. At the State level, funding is anticipated to be available due to Washinton
State's interest in the High Speed Rail program as well as reducing flood risk.
This PE/NEPA project can begin in July 2011, with consultant selection and work start within 120 days of grant
approval.

(3) Project Delivery Approach
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Address the likelihood of realizing the proposed project’s benefits:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

The quality of financial planning documentation that demonstrates the financial viability of the HSIPR service that will
benefit from the project;
The availability of any required operating financial support, preferably from dedicated funding sources for the benefiting
intercity passenger rail service(s);
The quality and adequacy of project identification and planning;
The reasonableness of estimates for user and non-user benefits for the project;
The comprehensiveness and sufficiency, at the time of application, of agreements with key partners (including the railroad
operating the intercity passenger rail service and infrastructure-owning railroads) that will be involved in the operation of
the benefiting intercity passenger rail service, including the commitment of any affected host-rail carrier to ensure the
realization of the anticipated benefits, preferably through a commitment by the affected host-rail carrier(s) to an enforceable
on-time performance of passenger trains of 80 percent or greater;
The favorability of the comparison between the level of anticipated benefits and the amount of Federal funding requested;
and
The applicant’s contribution of a cost share greater than the required minimum of 20 percent.
This project has multiple benefits and therefore, multiple funding partners. The need to replace the bridge for
reliable high speed rail service, as well as the ancillary benefits of reduced flood risk and two tracks, provide
significant benefits to the passenger rail system, BNSF, Washington State, and the local community.
Once constructed, operating support to maintain the bridge is expected to be provided by the rail line operator,
BNSF consistent with current and future Amtrak operating agreements.
Identifying this bridge for replacement initially came from the local community due to the hazard the existing old
bridge poses during Skagit River floods. The project will be identified in the upcoming update to the region's
Metropolitan Transportation Plan as a priority 1 project, as recently approved by the Policy Board of the Skagit
Council of Governments. Although the project is not identified in the December 2008 Amtrak Cascades MidRange Plan, increasing ridership between Seattle and Vancouver B.C., expected to approach a million passengers
per year by 2023, indicates a new 2-track facility with an increased siding length will be central to maintaining ontime passenger rail service in the future.
Based on information provided by the Seattle District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a cost-benefit study of
replacing the bridge to avoid bridge-induced levee failure resulted in cost to benefit ratios of between 2.6:1 and
7.6:1, depending on the levee failure scenario. Replacing the bridge solely for this purpose provides benefits to the
local community of between $135 million and $414 million. Considering the investment to replace the bridge is
expected to be about $80 million, the benefit to the local community is clear. A synopsis of this cost-benefit
analysis is listed in Section G and included in this submittal.
This project to replace the bridge will provide additional rail capacity which will benefit intercity passenger rail ontime performance by providing two tracks across the river, thereby alleviating this chokepoint that would otherwise
continue to exist for the next several decades. It will enable extension of two tracks both north and south of the
Skagit River as funding and system requirements dictate.
For this PE/NEPA application package, the applicant contribution for the cost share is expected to be 20%. For the
final design and construction, we anticipate the potential for a larger percentage match contribution, perhaps in the
range of 25%, or about $20 million.
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F. Statement of Work
Provide a detailed response for how the PE/NEPA activities will be carried out in the text fields and
tables provided. The tables in this section are unlocked; applicants can add rows, as necessary, for
additional tasks. If you reference a supporting document, it must be listed in Section G.2.
(1) Background. Briefly describe the events that led to the need for the proposed PE/NEPA activities and the underlying issue the
project will address. Also describe the rational planning process used to analyze the investment needs and service objectives of
the full corridor on which the individual underlying project and the PE/NEPA activities are located.
The underlying project for the proposed PE/NEPA activities is to replace the existing single-track BNSF Skagit River Bridge,
constructed in 1916, with a modern, 2-track facility that will enable system capacity expansion between two major population centers
of Seattle and Vancouver, B.C. Although this project is not currently identified in the Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range Plan, the future
need to replace this single-track bridge in order to provide for safe and efficient future passenger rail capacity increase is clear.
In addition, the need to replace this bridge became apparent to the region following the flood of 1995. In this flood, debris buildup on
the bridge piers caused water to be displaced at a higher velocity on either side of the blockage, creating a scouring condition of high
velocity water which undermined the adjacent levee and also undermined one of the north overbank bridge piers, which failed due to
liquifaction, induced by the passage of a freight train in combination with the high water and high water velocity. On the south side of
the bridge, high water velocity induced by the debris blockage scoured under the levee, creating a large area of damage in the levee;
however, the levee held. Had the adjacent levee failed, I-5, the major north-south interstate highway one mile east of the railroad,
would have flooded and closed for several days. Since that time, a significant amount of additional study of the flood impact of this
old bridge has been accomplished, including hydraulic modeling associated with a Corps of Engineers investigation. This information
points to the need to replace the bridge with a modern structure which would reduce flood risk while simultaneously supporting
increased freight and passenger capacity increase in the future.
The planning process for this corridor is documented in Washington State's Long-Range Plan for Amtrak Cascades, February 2006;
and Washington State's Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range Plan, December 2008.
(2) Scope of Activities. Clearly describe the scope of the proposed PE/NEPA activities and identify the general objective and key
deliverables.
(2a)

General Objective. Provide a general description of the PE/NEPA work to be accomplished through this grant, including
PE/NEPA activities, the underlying project study area, and other parties involved. Describe the end-state of the project, how
it will address the need identified in Background (above), and the outcomes that will be achieved as a result of these
PE/NEPA activities and underlying project.
The PE/NEPA work required for replacing this bridge is straight-forward but will include a substantial amount of work and
coordination. The underlying study area is the vicinity within a corridor of 300 feet east and west of the existing railroad
bridge and its approaches. Parties involved will include BNSF, the Washington State Department of Transportation, and
Amtrak as the project owner/proponents, as well as numerous local, state, and Federal agencies with an interest in the project.
PE/NEPA activities will include initial coordination with adjacent and affected jurisdictions and agencies (especially the
permitting agencies: USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, U.S. Coast Guard, Washington Departement of Ecology, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, etc.); consultation with affected tribes; review of existing
relevant design and environmental information available from recent adjacent projects; development of a draft and final
design report; field and office data-gathering and engineering design activities; preparation of engineering plans and design
drawings and specifications; preparation of draft and final Environmental Impact Statements; preparation of a draft, final and
if needed, supplemental biological assessments; public outreach and information; additional coordination with local agencies;
publication of the final plans/specifications; publication of the Biological Assessment; and completion and publication of the
biological opinions and permits from the various state and Federal permitting agencies. At the end of this process, the
engineering design package will be at a completion level of 95%; all required environmental studies will be completed, and
all required permits will be in hand.
The final design/construction phase which follows will include acquisition of necessary right of way (as indicated in the
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PE/NEPA package produced for this phase) and preparation of the bid package.

(2b)

Description of Work. Provide a detailed description of the specific tasks to be accomplished through this grant in a logical
sequence that would lead to the anticipated outcomes and the end state of the activities.
1. Assign a Project Manager from the WSDOT Rail Office
2. Advertise for consultant proposals
3. Select consultant(s) and initiate contract(s) for Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Process
4. Develop consultant work plans and schedules
5. Approve interim and draft preliminary engineering and environmental technical reports
6. Consult with permitting agencies based on the information provided in the draft environmental technical reports
7. Direct revisions as necessary to the engineering and environmental technical reports based on Agency consultation
8. Conduct public outreach consistent with the environmental process
9. Submit additional information to the permitting agencies as required to assist in their development of permits and
biological opinions.
10. Publish final environmental report(s)
11. Receive permits, effects letters and mitigation requirements from the various permitting and resource agencies
12. Prepare engineering work to a 95% level of completion, including design reports, drawings, and specifications,
incorporating the actions and mitigation requirements specified by the permitting agencies.

(2c)

Deliverables. Provide FRA with a list of the deliverables in the table below. List the deliverables, both interim and final, that
are the outcomes of the project tasks. This should include a first deliverable 1 – Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule.
Add rows to the table as necessary.
Deliverable
i

ii
1

2

3
4

Task

Request for consultant proposals; consultant scoring;
consultant selection and notification

Administrative preparation; advertise for
consultant(s); consultant interviews;
consultant(s) selection

Consultant(s) contract(s)

Prepare consultant contract(s)

Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule
(Required)

Develop PE/NEPA work plan and schedule.
Work plan will assume an Environmental
Impact Statement will be required

Letter to Federal Rail Administration stating intent to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and
requesting FRA to be the lead Federal agency
Federal Register Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS
Narrative report outlining relevant technical and
environmental information (including electronic
copies of the relevant reports/documents) from recent
adjacent projects which may be applicable to the
BNSF Skagit River bridge replacement project

Initiate environmental process

FRA will prepare a Notice of Intent to prepare
an EIS for publication in Federal Register
Conduct literature review to catalog existing
environmental and design documentation that
can be incorporated into the PE/NEPA work
for BNSF Skagit River bridge replacement
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Design report including an overview of environmental
issues/concerns

Develop a design report that identifies
expected engineering and environmental
challenges and the expected approach to
ensure successful completion of the PE/NEPA
package

6

Meeting summaries including contact information of
participants, documents discussed, concerns
brought forward

Meet with local representatives of permitting
agencies to provide a project overview, based
upon the Design Report

7

Meeting summaries including contact information of
participants, documents discussed, concerns
brought forward

Meet with representatives of Tribal
governments to provide a project overview,
based upon the Design Report

8

Meeting summaries including contact information of
participants, documents discussed, concerns
brought forward

Meet with representatives of local
governments and agencies to provide a project
overview, based upon the Design Report

9

Meeting materials including design report and
summary of outreach meetings previously conducted

Hold initial scoping meeting for the EIS with
affected state and Federal agencies

10

Public meeting preparation materials; Meeting
summaries including contact information of
participants, documents discussed, concerns brought
forward

Hold a public scoping meeting to provide
preliminary information about the bridge
replacement project to the public

11

30% design documents

Prepare 30% design documents, including
geotechnical information

12

Preliminary Draft Biological Assessment

Prepare Preliminary Draft Biological
Assessment

13

Written meeting summaries

Agency informal consultation: feedback on
adequacy of Draft Biological Assessment
approach and sufficiency

14

Preliminary Draft EIS / Administrative Draft EIS

Prepare Preliminary Draft EIS (FRA uses the
term Administrative Draft EIS)

15

Formal review letters provided by Project Manager
and BNSF

Staff document review

16

Formal comment letter provided by FRA

FRA review of Administrative Draft EIS

17

Draft EIS with Draft Biological Assessment

Incorporate design review and EIS review
comments

18

Signed Draft EIS

FRA review and signature process for Draft
EIS prior to publication (includes legal
sufficiency determination)

19

Federal Register Notice of Availability of Draft EIS

FRA will submit Draft EIS to EPA and EPA
will prepare a Federal Register Notice of
Availability of the Draft EIS

20

Draft EIS Mailing List

Print and distribute Draft EIS

21

Written summary of public hearing and all agency
and public input received during the 45-day public
review period

Hold a public hearing; accept public input

22

Written meeting summaries outlining Agency and

Agency and Tribal consultation. Meet with
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Tribal issues to be addressed in the Final EIS;
Agency letters to FRA documenting required
mitigation measures, if any, to include in the project
design/construction

appropriate local, state, and regional
representatives to provide an update of the
design work and environmental input.
Ascertain likely effects determinations for
listed species under ESA

23

60% design documents, including draft
specifications

Prepare 60% design documents,
incorporating known/expected mitigation
measures resulting from the draft EIS input
to this point in the design process

24

Formal review letters provided by Project Manager
and BNSF

Prepare 60% design review to enable
consultants to provide 90% design
documents

25

Final Biological Assessment

Prepare final Biological Assessment

26

90% design documents and draft Final EIS

Prepare 90% engineering design package and
draft Final EIS

27

Formal review letters provided by Project Manager
and BNSF

Approve 90% design package and draft Final
EIS

28

Letters from Resource Agencies and Permitting
Agencies outlining effects determinations and
mitigating measures

Consult with Permitting Agencies and Tribes
to facilitate receipt of final agency permitting
requirements and effects determinations
(includes Biological Opinion(s) prepared by
Federal ESA agencies)

29

Final EIS

Finalize EIS, including Preferred Alternative

30

Signed Final EIS

FRA review and signature process for Final
EIS prior to publication (includes legal
sufficiency determination)

31

Federal Register Notice of Availability of Final EIS

FRA will submit Final EIS to EPA and EPA
will prepare a Federal Register Notice of
Availability of the Final EIS

32

Final EIS Mailing List

Print and distribute Final EIS

33

Record of Decision

FRA will prepare the Record of Decision

34

Record of Decision Mailing List

Print and distribute the Record of Decision

35

100% design package and fully permitted NEPA
project documentation

Compile all design documents, reports,
permits, and supporting documentation into
electronic files for ease of retrieval; provide
10 sets of full size paper copies of design
documents; permits, final biological
assessments, biological opinions,
amendments, letters of modification, effects
letters, and other relevant documentation
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(3) Project Schedule. In the table below, list all tasks and estimate the approximate duration for completing each task identified
above in Deliverables. For example, “6 months after start date the first task or interim deliverable will be complete.” Add rows
to the table as necessary.
Task

Task Duration

i

Administrative preparation; advertise for
consultant(s); consultant interviews;
consultant(s) selection

Task time: 60 days
Total time: 60 days

ii

Prepare consultant contract(s)

Task time: 21 days
Total time: 81 days

1

Develop PE/NEPA work plan and schedule.
Work plan will assume an Environmental
Impact Statement will be required

Task time: 14 days
Total time: 95 days

2

Initiate environmental process

Task time: 1 day
Total time: incorporated into task 1 time allotment

3

FRA will prepare a Notice of Intent to prepare
an EIS for publication in Federal Register

Task time: 10 day
Total time: 105 days

4

Conduct literature review to catalog existing
environmental and design documentation that
can be incorporated into the PE/NEPA work for
BNSF Skagit river bridge replacement

Task time: 21 days
Total time: 126 days

5

Develop a design report that identifies expected
engineering and environmental challenges and
the expected approach to ensure successful
completion of the PE/NEPA package

Task time: 21 days
Total time: 147 days

6

Meet with local representatives of permitting
agencies to provide a project overview, based
upon the Design Report

Task time: 45 days (combine task 6 with tasks 7 and 8 below)
Total time: 192 days

7

Meet with representatives of Tribal
governments to provide a project overview,
based upon the Design Report

See above

8

Meet with representatives of local governments
and agencies to provide a project overview,
based upon the Design Report

See above

9

Hold initial scoping meeting for the EIS with
affected state and Federal agencies

Task time: 5 days
Total time: 197 days

10

Hold a public scoping meeting to provide
preliminary information about the bridge
replacement project to the public

Task time: 1 day
Total time: 198 days

11

Prepare 30% design documents, including
geotechnical information

Task time: 90 days
Total time: 288 days

12

Prepare Preliminary Draft Biological
Assessment

Task time: 90 days
Total time: parallel process to task #11

13

Agency informal consultation: feedback on

Task time: 30 days
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adequacy of Draft Biological Assessment
approach and sufficiency

Total time: 318 days

14

Prepare Preliminary Draft EIS document
(FRA uses the term Administrative Draft EIS)

Task time: 90 days
Total time: 408 days

15

Staff document review

Task time: 21 days
Total time: 429 days

16

FRA review of Administrative Draft EIS

Task time: 45 days
Total time: 474 days

17

Incorporate design review and EIS review
comments

Task time: 14 days
Total time: 488 days

18

FRA review and signature process for Draft
EIS prior to publication (includes legal
sufficiency determination)

Task time: 45 days
Total time: 533 days

19

FRA will submit signed Draft EIS to EPA and
EPA will prepare a Federal Register Notice of
Availability of the Draft EIS

Task time: 10 days
Total time: 543 days

20

Print and distribute Draft EIS. Comment
period is 45 days

Task time: concurrent with task #19
Total time: concurrent with task # 19

21

Hold a public hearing; accept public input
during the 45-day comment period

Task time: 45 days (public hearing cannot be held until 30 days
into the comment period)
Total time: 588 days

22

Agency and Tribal consultation. Meet with
appropriate local, state, and regional
representatives to provide an update of the
design work and environmental input.
Ascertain likely effects determinations for
listed species under ESA

Task time: 90 days
Total time: 678 days

23

Prepare 60% design documents, incorporating
known/expected mitigation measures resulting
from the draft EIS input to this point in the
design process

Task time: 90 days
Total time: 768 days

24

Prepare 60% design review to enable
consultants to provide 90% design documents

Task time: 14 days
Total time: 782 days

25

Prepare final Biological Assessment

Task time: 60 days
Total time: in parallel with task #23

26

Prepare 90% engineering design package and
draft Final EIS

Task time: 90 days
Total time: 932days

27

Approve 90% design package and draft Final
EIS

Task time: 21days
Total time: 953days

28

Consult with Permitting Agencies and Tribes
to facilitate receipt of final agency permitting
requirements and effects determinations
(includes Biological Opinion(s) prepared by
Federal ESA agencies)

Task time: 300 days
Total time: 1253 days
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29

Finalize EIS, including Preferred Alternative

Task time: 30 days
Total time: 1283 days

30

FRA review and signature process for Final
EIS prior to publication (includes legal
sufficiency determination)

Task time: 45 days
Total time: 1328 days

31

FRA will submit signed Final EIS to EPA and
EPA will prepare a Federal Register Notice of
Availability of the Final EIS

Task time: 10 days
Total time: 1338 days

32

Print and distribute Final EIS

Task time: concurrent with task #31
Total time: concurrent with task #31

33

FRA will prepare the Record of Decision

Task time: 45 days
Total time: 1373 days

34

Print and distribute the Record of Decision

Task time: 10 days
Total time:1383 days

35

Compile all design documents, reports,
permits, and supporting documentation into
electronic files for ease of retrieval; provide 10
sets of full size paper copies of design
documents; permits, final biological
assessments, biological opinions,
amendments, letters of modification, effects
letters, and other relevant documentation

Task time: 30 days
Total time: 1413days

(4) Project Cost Estimate/Budget. Provide an overall cost summary, by phase, of PE/NEPA activity in this section, using Appendix
3 of the NOFA. Ensure that the information below corresponds to the list of tasks provided above. The figures in this section of
the Statement of Work should match exactly with the funding amounts requested in the SF-424 and in Section C of this
application. If there is any discrepancy between the Federal funding amount requested in this section, the SF-424 form, or
Section C of this application, the lesser amount will be considered as the Federal funding request. Round to the nearest whole
dollar when estimating costs.
The total estimated PE/NEPA activities cost is provided below, for which the FRA grant will contribute no more than the
Federal funding request amount indicated. Any additional expense required beyond that provided in this grant to complete
the PE/NEPA activities shall be borne by the Grantee.

PE/NEPA Activities Overall Cost Summary
#

Task

1

Personnel
Supervisory (3 employees, 120 hours/year each on
average, 3 years, average rate $55/hour)
Administrative (2 employees, 480 hours/year each on
average, 3 years, average rate $28/hour)
Technical/Professional (3 employees, 400 hours/year each
on average, 3 years, average rate $37/hour
Project Manager (1 employee, 1200 hours/year on
average, 3 years, average rate $47/hour)

2

Fringe Benefits (40% of above salary expense)

3

Travel (10 trips out of state for 2 employees; 20 overnight
trips for 6 employees)

Cost in FY 2011 Dollars
$59,400
$80,640
$133,200
$169,200
$176,976
$80,000
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4

Equipment

$24,000

5

Supplies

6

BNSF Oversight

7

Consultants / Contracts
Pre-design investigation and Design Report (3600 hours
at average billable rate of $180)

$6,000
$500,000

Preliminary Engineering (16,000 hours at average billable
rate of $160)
Geotechnical (1200 hours at average billable rate of
$200, plus field work expense of $400,000)
Structural (3120 hours average billable rate of $240)
Hydraulic (750 hours at average billable rate of $220)

$648,000

$2,560,000
$640,000
$748,800
$165,000

NEPA / Biological Assessment (5,700 hours at average
billable rate of $160, plus field work expense of
$450,000)

$1,362,000

Right of Way document prep estimated
Max. of 30 parcels avg cost per parcel of $35,000)

$1,050,000

8

Other (Contingency 25% of total)

$2,100,804

9

Indirect Costs (10% of total)

$840,322
Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$11,344,342

Federal/Non-Federal Funding
Cost in FY 2011
Dollars

Percentage of Total
Activities Cost

Federal funding request

$ 9,075,474

80 %

Non-Federal match amount

$2,268,684

20 %

Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$ 11,344,342

100 %
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G. Optional Supporting Information
Provide a response to the following questions, as necessary, for the proposed PE/NEPA activities.
(1) Please provide any additional information, comments, or clarifications and indicate the section and question number that
you are addressing (e.g., Section E, Question 3). Completing this question is optional.
ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS INCLUDED IN THIS APPLICATION (Continued from Question #2 below):
Amtrak Cascades Market Analysis & Ridership Forecast Final.pdf
WA-PNWRC Rail Inflation Index.pdf
WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Mount Vernon Chamber project support letter.pdf
WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA BNSF Siding site.pdf
WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Flood-Debris Photos from 1995.pdf
WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA project map.pdf
WA-PNWRC-BNSF Skagit River Bridge replacement Skagit Co Dike letter of support.pdf
(2) Please provide a document title, filename, and description for all optional supporting documents. Ensure that these
documents are uploaded to GrantSolutions.gov or that an active link is provided with your application and use a logical naming
convention.
Document Title

Filename

Description and Purpose

Skagit River Bridge-PE-NEPA-3-Bridge
Looking W

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge-PE-NEPA-3Bridge Looking W.pdf

Image of site location

Skagit River Bridge-BNSF Alt Cost Est Report
with Appendices

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge-BNSF Alt Cost
Est Report with Appendices.pdf

Cost Estimate Reports

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA WA Legislature
Support Ltrs

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA WA
Legislature Support Ltrs.pdf

Legislative Support
Letter

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Skagit County
MTP Improvement Project List July 21 2010

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Skagit County MTP Improvement Project List July
21 2010.pdf

Project listing in MTP

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Skagit County
Ltr of Support HSR

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Skagit County Ltr of Support HSR.pdf

Skagit County Support

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA SCOG Ltr of
Support

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
SCOG Ltr of Support.pdf

Skagit Council of
Governments Letter of
Support

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Replacement
Cost-Benefit

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Replacement Cost-Benefit.doc

Bridge Replacement Cost
Benefit

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Railroad
Bridge Profile Bottom Chord

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Railroad Bridge Profile Bottom Chord.pdf

BNSF bridge profile
information

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Mount Vernon Ltr of Support HSR

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Mount Vernon Ltr of Support HSR.pdf

Mount Vernon Letter of
support

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA City of SedroWoolley Support

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA City
of Sedro-Woolley Support.pdf

Sedro-Woolley Letter of
support

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA City of

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA City

City of Burlington
Funding Letter of

Form FRA F 6180.138 (07-09)
Page 21

FY10 Individual Project – PE/NEPA

OMB No. 2130-0584

Burlington Funding Commitment

of Burlington Funding Commitment.pdf

Committment

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Burlington
Chamber Ltr of Support

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Burlington Chamber Ltr of Support.pdf

City of Burlington
Chamber of Commerce
letter of Support

Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA SCOG Ltr of
Support BNSF Bridge Replacement to Sen
Haugen

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
SCOG Ltr of Support BNSF Bridge Replacement
to Sen Haugen.pdf

SCOG Ltr of Support
BNSF Bridge
Replacement to Sen
Haugen

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge-Risk
Assessment

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge-Risk
Assessment.pdf

Risk Issues
Documentation

Cable Stay Bridge Conceptual Drawing

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA Cable
Stay Conceptual.JPG

Illustrative bridge
concept

Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range Plan

Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range Plan.pdf

Eight year planning
document

Long Range Plan for Amtrak Cascades

Long Range Plan for Amtrak Cascades.pdf

20+ year planning
document

WA-PNWRC-WSDOT Cascades High Speed
Rail PROGRAM MANAGEMENT PLAN
FINAL

WA-PNWRC-WSDOT Cascades High Speed Rail
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL.pdf

WSDOT Cascades High
Speed Rail PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT PLAN

WA-PNWRC Non-Construction Budget Detail
and Budget Narrative

WA-PNWRC Non-Construction Budget Detail and
Budget Narrative.pdf

Non-Construction
Budget Detail and
Budget Narrative.pdf

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
CityOfBurlingtonCostEstimateBackup_30Jul10

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
CityOfBurlingtonCostEstimateBackup_30Jul10.pdf

Financial documentation

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Operating Financial Plan

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
Operating Financial Plan.pdf

Operating Financial Plan

Letter of support - Legislative Transportation
Committee

Letter of support - Legislative Transportation
Committee.pdf

Legislative financial
support letter

Amtrak Cascades and Economic Development
A Look Ahead 2004

Amtrak Cascades and Economic Development A
Look Ahead 2004.pdf

Economic development
analysis

BNSF Business Process Framework 2009

BNSF Business Process Framework 2009.pdf

Business process

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
project map

WA-PNWRC Skagit River Bridge PE-NEPA
project map.pdf

Project specific map

WA-PNWRC Projects Corridor Map.pdf

WA-PNWRC Projects Corridor Map.pdf

Corridor map with all
projects identified.
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H. Checklist of Application Materials
Use this section to determine the thoroughness of your PE/NEPA application prior to submission.

Documents

Format
1. Application Form

HSIPR Individual Project Application Form – PE/NEPA (this form)

Form

2. OMB Standard Forms
SF 424: Application for Federal Assistance

Form

SF 424A: Budget Information-Non Construction

Form

SF 424B: Assurances-Non Construction

Form

3. FRA Assurances Document
FRA Assurances Document (See Section 4.2.4 of the NOFA)

Form

4. Project Development Supporting Documentation
Project Planning Documentation (See Section 4.2.5 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

5. Project Delivery Supporting Documentation
Project Management Documentation (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

Financial Planning Documentation (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

Railroad and Project Sponsor Agreements (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

6. Optional Supporting Documentation
Other Relevant and Available Documentation (See Section 4.2.7 of the
NOFA)
Eligibility Documentation (See Section 3.2 of the NOFA)

n/a
n/a

PRA Public Protection Statement: Public reporting burden for this information collection is estimated to average 32 hours per response, including the time for
reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, a Federal agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, nor shall a person be
subject to a penalty for failure to comply with, a collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number
for this information collection is 2130-0583.
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B. Eligibility Information
Complete the following section to demonstrate satisfaction of applicant eligibility requirements.
(1) Select the appropriate box from the list below to identify applicant type. Applicant type is defined in Section 3.1 of the
NOFA.
State
Group of States
Amtrak
Amtrak in cooperation with one or more States
If selecting one of the types below, additional documentation is required. Please select the appropriate box to establish applicant
eligibility as described in Section 3.2 of the NOFA and list the supporting document in Section G.2 of this application.
Interstate Compact
Public Agency established by one or more States
(2) Indicate the planning processes used to identify the underlying project.1 As defined in Section 3.5.1 of the NOFA, the
process should analyze the investment needs and service objectives of the service that the underlying project is intended to
benefit. The appropriate planning document must be listed in Section G.2 of this application.
State Rail Plan
Service Development Plan (SDP)
Service Improvement Plan (SIP)
Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP)
Other, please list this document in Section G.2 with “Other Appropriate Planning Document” as the title
The underlying project is not included in a relevant and documented planning process

1

PE/NEPA activities include the specific tasks necessary to complete PE/NEPA documentation and other tasks applied for in this application that relate to this phase of the underlying
project’s development. The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the Final Design (FD)/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA
activities.
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C. PE/NEPA Activities Summary
Identify the title, location, and other information of your proposed PE/NEPA work by completing this section.
(1) Provide a clear, concise, and descriptive project name. Use identifiers such as state abbreviations, major cities, infrastructure,
and tasks of the underlying project (e.g., “DC-Capital City to Dry Lake Track Improvements”).
WA-PNWRC-Bellingham Mainline Relocation PE-NEPA
(2) Indicate the anticipated funding level for the PE/NEPA activities below. This information must match the SF-424 forms, and
dollar figures must be rounded to the nearest whole dollar. When the non-Federal match percentage is calculated, it must meet or
exceed 20 percent of the total project cost.
Federal Funding Request

Non-Federal Match Amount

Total PE/NEPA Activities
Cost

Non-Federal Match Percentage
of Total Activities Cost

$ 6,400,000

$ 1,600,000

$ 8,000,000

20 %

(3) Indicate the activity(ies) for which you are applying. Check all that apply.
Preliminary Engineering

Project NEPA2

(4) Indicate the anticipated duration, in months, for these PE/NEPA activities (e.g., 36).
Number of Months: 24
(5) List the name of the corridor where the underlying project is located.
Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor
(6) Describe the underlying project location, using municipal names, mileposts, control points, or other identifiable features
such as longitude and latitude coordinates. If available, please provide a project GIS .shp file as supporting documentation.
This document must be listed in Section G.2 of this application.
Bellingham, WA. BNSF Bellingham Subdivision mileposts 94.6-97.1
(7) Provide a project abstract outlining the proposed PE/NEPA activities. Summarize the project narratives provided in the
Statement of Work in 4-6 sentences. Capture the major milestones and outcomes of PE/NEPA activities and the anticipated
benefits that will result from the completion of the underlying project.
The proposed project relocates the main line of the BNSF railroad to the edge of the Port and City of Bellingham's Waterfront District
Redevelopment area and eliminates several at-grade street/railroad crossings. The PE project activities will analyze alternative track
configurations, and develop preliminary engineering plans and drawings for the new and improved railroad alignment and new grade
separations. A NEPA Environmental Assessment will be prepared, and all state and federal environmental approvals will be obtained
for the project. When constructed, the project will improve safety by eliminating several at-grade crossings, add rail line capacity with
a new siding that can accommodate long freight trains, and improve train speeds and reduce travel times for freight and passenger
services operating through the Port and City of Bellingham.

2

Project NEPA documentation is required for the specific design alternative identified through Preliminary Engineering and related activities. Project NEPA documentation may also be
referred to as site-specific NEPA or Tier II NEPA documentation.
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(8) Indicate the source, amount, and percentage of matching funds for the PE/NEPA activities. The sum of the figures below
should equal the amount provided in Section C.2. Click on the prepopulated fields to select the appropriate responses from the
lists provided in type of source, status of funding, and type of funds. Dollar figures must be rounded to the nearest whole dollar.
Identify supporting documentation that will allow FRA to verify the funding source, and list it in Section G.2 of this application.

Non-Federal Funding Sources

New or
Existing
Source?

Status of
Funding3

Type of
Funds

Dollar
Amount

% of Total
Project
Cost

New

Budgeted

Cash

$ 1,300,000

16 %

Existing

Committed

Cash

$ 300,000

4%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

State of Washington

City of Bellingham

Sum of Non-Federal Funding Sources

3

$ 1,600,000

20 %

Describe Any Supporting
Documentation to Help FRA
Verify Funding Source
Letters of Support from
Legislature, Governor, and
DOT secretary in Section G.2
City of Bellingham Letter of
Support

N/A

Reference Notes: The following categories and definitions are applied to funding sources:

Committed: Committed sources are programmed capital funds that have all the necessary approvals (e.g., statutory authority) to be used to fund the proposed project without any additional
action. These capital funds have been formally programmed in the State Rail Plan and/or any related local, regional, or state capital investment program or appropriation guidance. Examples
include dedicated or approved tax revenues, state capital grants that have been approved by all required legislative bodies, cash reserves that have been dedicated to the proposed project, and
additional debt capacity that requires no further approvals and has been dedicated by the sponsoring agency to the proposed project.
Budgeted: This category is for funds that have been budgeted and/or programmed for use on the proposed project but remain uncommitted (i.e., the funds have not yet received statutory
approval). Examples include debt financing in an agency-adopted capital investment program that has yet to be committed in the near future. Funds will be classified as budgeted when
available funding cannot be committed until the grant is executed or due to the local practices outside of the project sponsors control (e.g., the project development schedule extends beyond the
State Rail Program period).
Planned: This category is for funds that are identified and have a reasonable chance of being committed, but are neither committed, nor budgeted (e.g., proposed sources that require a
scheduled referendum, requests for state/local capital grants, and proposed debt financing that has not yet been adopted in the agency's capital investment program).
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D. Underlying Project Overview
Answer the following questions about the underlying construction project that is the subject of the PE/NEPA application.
(1) Indicate the expected service outcomes of the underlying project.4 Check all that apply.
Additional service frequencies
Improved operational reliability on existing route
Service quality improvements
Improved on-time performance on existing route
Increased average speeds/shorter trip times
Other (please describe)
Briefly clarify your response(s), if needed:
(2) Quantify the applicable service outcomes of the underlying project. Provide the current conditions and anticipated service
outcomes. Future state information is necessary only for relevant service benefits.
Frequencies5

Scheduled Trip Time
(in minutes)

Average Speed
(mph)

Top Speed
(mph)

Reliability – Provide
Either On-Time Performance
Percentage or Delay Minutes

Current

4

235

39

79

69

Future

6

4230

39

79

71

(3) Indicate the type of expected capital investments included in the underlying project. Check all that apply.
Structures (bridges, tunnels, etc.)
Rolling stock acquisition
Track rehabilitation and construction
Support facilities (yards, shops, administrative buildings)
Major interlockings
Grade crossing improvements
Station(s)
Electric traction
Communication, signaling, and control
Other (please describe)
Rolling stock refurbishments
(4) Select and describe the operational independence of the underlying project.6
This project is operationally independent.
This project is not operationally independent.
Briefly clarify your response:

4
5

The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the FD/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA activities.
Frequency is measured in daily one-way train operations. One daily round-trip operation should be counted as two daily one-way train operations.

6

A project is considered to have operational independence if, upon being implemented, it will provide tangible and measurable benefits, even if no additional investments in the same service
are made.
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(5) Provide Right-of-Way ownership in the underlying project area. Where railroads currently share ownership, identify the
primary owner. If Amtrak is the Type of Railroad, the Right-of-Way Owner field does not need to be completed. Click on the
prepopulated fields to select the appropriate response from the lists of railroad types and status of agreements. If more than five
owners, please provide the same information in a separate supporting document, and list it in Section G.2 of this application.
Type of Railroad

Right-of-Way Owner

Class 1 Freight

BNSF

Other/Special Situations

City of Bellingham/Port of
Bellingham

RouteMiles

TrackMiles

1.5

4

1

2

Status of Agreements to Implement
Master Agreement in Place
No Host Railroad Involved

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

(6) Name the Intercity Passenger Rail Operator and provide the status of the agreement. If applicable, provide the status of the
agreement with the partner that will operate the planned passenger rail service (e.g., Amtrak). Click on the prepopulated field to
select the appropriate response from the status of agreement list.
Name of Rail Service Operator

Status of Agreement

Amtrak

Final executed agreement on project scope/outcomes

(7) Identify the types of services affected by the underlying project and provide information about the existing rail services
within the underlying project boundaries (e.g., freight, commuter, and intercity passenger). Click on the prepopulated fields
to select the appropriate response from the list of types of service.
Top Existing
Speeds Within
Underlying
Project
Boundaries

Type of
Service

Name of Operator

Freight

BNSF

Intercity Pass

Amtrak

Passenger

Freight

Number of
Route-Miles
Within
Underlying
Project
Boundaries

35

30

2

35

30

Average Number of
Daily One-Way
Train Operations7
Within Underlying
Project Boundaries
10

Notes
Freight speed drops to
20 mph within the
current route limits

4

Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight

7

One daily round-trip operation should be counted as two daily one-way train operations.
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(8) Estimate the share of benefits that will be realized by nonintercity passenger rail service (e.g., commuter, freight) and select
the approximate cost share to be paid by the beneficiary.8 Click on the prepopulated fields to select the appropriate response
from the lists of type of beneficiary, anticipated share of benefits, and approximate cost share. If more than three types of
nonintercity passenger rail are beneficiaries, please provide additional information in a separate supporting document, and list in
Section G.2 of this application.

8

Type of Nonintercity Passenger Rail

Expected Share of Benefits

Approximate Cost Share

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Other

Less than 50%

0-25%

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Benefits include service improvements such as increased speed, on-time performance, improved reliability, and other service quality improvements.
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F. Statement of Work
Provide a detailed response for how the PE/NEPA activities will be carried out in the text fields and
tables provided. The tables in this section are unlocked; applicants can add rows, as necessary, for
additional tasks. If you reference a supporting document, it must be listed in Section G.2.
(1) Background. Briefly describe the events that led to the need for the proposed PE/NEPA activities and the underlying issue the
project will address. Also describe the rational planning process used to analyze the investment needs and service objectives of
the full corridor on which the individual underlying project and the PE/NEPA activities are located.
The Port of Bellingham and the City of Bellingham have been collaborating on the creation of a master plan to guide the
redevelopment of Bellingham's downtown waterfront since 2005. The long range (30-50 year) vision is to create a new mixed used
neighborhood, featuring residential, commercial, light industrial and institutional uses, as well as parks and trails, and healthy
shoreline habitat. The existing BNSF main line runs right through the middle of a significant portion of the redevleopment area. The
City and Port have proposed moving the BNSF main line out of this area to a new location nearby.
WSDOT has studied the proposal and agrees that the concept has merit and believes the next step is a full PE/NEPA study/analysis.
The track relocation would eliminate a significant section of slow track, and add a new rail siding. These two improvements will
reduce travel time and increase rail line throughput. The new rail siding in Bellingham has been identified in the Amtrak Cascades
Long Range Plan.
The City of Bellingham has started PE activities for portions of the project using funds from FHWA. These are:
-- Cornwall Bridge Construction: Current status - 30% Design complete. .
-- Utility Relocation for BNSF Railway: Current status - Design underway.
In 2006, FRA funds were used by the City of Bellingham to perform an engineering / feasibility study that included conceptual
project engineering and cost estimates for the rail line relocation. This work was completed in 2007.
(2) Scope of Activities. Clearly describe the scope of the proposed PE/NEPA activities and identify the general objective and key
deliverables.
(2a)

General Objective. Provide a general description of the PE/NEPA work to be accomplished through this grant, including
PE/NEPA activities, the underlying project study area, and other parties involved. Describe the end-state of the project, how
it will address the need identified in Background (above), and the outcomes that will be achieved as a result of these
PE/NEPA activities and underlying project.
This project would relocate and realign the BNSF Railway Bellingham Subdivision main line through a former
industrial area in downtown Bellingham between MP 94.42 and MP 97.11. This would allow passenger and freight
trains to move through the area faster and keep freight trains from slowing before beginning to climb a 1.1 percent
grade northward.
Due to a projected increase in intercity passenger rail service needs, an alternative project design for the main line
relocation will be analyzed. The alternative will include an increase in siding length from 4,000 feet to 8,000 feet
and a grade separation at Pine / Wharf Street.
The components of the PE/NEPA work will include:
1. Cornwall Bridge Replacement
2. Utility Relocation
3. BNSF Main Line Relocation
4. Pine / Wharf Street Grade Separation
5. Additional railroad bridge spanning Whatcom Creek at milepost 97.1
6. Design of 2nd mainline between Boulevard Park at MP 94.42 and the existing yard at MP 97.11.
All 6 of these pieces are within the study area, and are part of the overall project scope. The project will have a
number of parties involved including the Port of Bellingham, the City of Bellingham, BNSF Railway, Amtrak,
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WSDOT, the Waterfront District Planning Group, environmental agencies, and tribes..
The project will study each of these project elements and alternatives, develop full preliminary engineering plans,
complete the NEPA environmental process, and obtain all permits for the perferred alternative.

(2b)

Description of Work. Provide a detailed description of the specific tasks to be accomplished through this grant in a logical
sequence that would lead to the anticipated outcomes and the end state of the activities.
The City of Bellingham has been the lead agency for the project, but has limited funding to move the project forward.
WSDOT will assume Lead agency status for the PE/NEPA work as the project scope has changed. It is anticipated that the
project will require an Environmental Assessment.
1. Develop a revised project workplan and schedule.
2. Examine BNSF rail line plans and alternatives assumptions. Review capacity modeling and obtain agreement with BNSF
on the specific railroad scope requirements to be analyzed. Using rail capacity modeling and analysis data, finalize track
alternatives that meet BNSF's business requirements and rail passenger needs.
3. Re-evaluate the Cornwall Avenue Bridge Replacement in context of any change of the railroad track configuration.
Coordinate with FHWA if re-design of the bridge is required.
4. Re-evaluate Utility Relocation scope of work with rail line alternatives assumptions. Re-design as needed.
5. Conduct PE on new railroad bridge, alignment, and configuration.
6. Conduct PE for a new Pine/Wharf Street grade separation. Develop alternatives, plans, drawings and reports.
7. Complete technical reports in support of the NEPA Environmental Assessment. These reports will examine the
environmental impacts of the alternative alignments. Special attention will be given to a cultural resources survey and the
Endangered Species Act.
8. Prepare an administrative draft of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for FRA review.
9. Prepare Environmental Assessment (EA) for public review.
10. Print and distribute the EA for public comment.
11.Coordinate with FRA on the preparation of the Finding of No Signficant Impact (FONSI) for the project.
12. Print and distribute the FONSI for public comment.
13. Consult with tribes throughout the project, per Section 106.
14. Coordinate with stakeholders throughout project.

(2c)

Deliverables. Provide FRA with a list of the deliverables in the table below. List the deliverables, both interim and final, that
are the outcomes of the project tasks. This should include a first deliverable 1 – Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule.
Add rows to the table as necessary.
Deliverable

Task

1

Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule
(Required)

1

2

Draft Bellingham Mainline Relocation Capacity and
Operations Analysis

2

3

Final Bellingham Mainline Relocation Capacity and
Operations Analysis

2

4

Draft Revisions to Cornwall Ave Bridge Design and
Plans

3

5

Final Revisions to Cornwall Ave Bridge Design and

3
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Plans
6

Draft Revisions to Utility Relocation Designs and
Plans

4

7

Final Revisions to Utility Relocation Designs and
Plans

4

8

Draft BNSF Mainline Relocation Preliminary
Engineering plans and report

5

9

Final BNSF Mainline Relocation Preliminary
Engineering plans and report

5

10

Pine Street Grade Separation type size and location
Report.

6

11

Pine Street Grade Separation Conceptual Engineering
Report

6

12

Draft Pine Street Grade Separation Preliminary
Engineering Plans and Report

6

13

Final Pine Street Grade Separation Preliminary
Engineering Plans and Report

6

14

Complete technical Reports in Support of NEPA
Environmental Assessment

7

15

Administrative Draft of EA for FRA Review

8

16

Draft Environmental Assessment for Public Review

9

17

Draft FONSI for public review.

12

18

Draft and Final Stakeholder meeting minutes

14
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(3) Project Schedule. In the table below, list all tasks and estimate the approximate duration for completing each task identified
above in Deliverables. For example, “6 months after start date the first task or interim deliverable will be complete.” Add rows
to the table as necessary.
Task

Task Duration

1

Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule
(Required)

1 month after start date

2

Draft Bellingham Mainline Relocation Capacity
and Operations Analysis

6 months after Start Date

3

Final Bellingham Mainline Relocation Capacity
and Operations Analysis

7 months after start Date

4

Draft Revisions to Cornwall Ave Bridge Design
and Plans

12 months after start Date

5

Final Revisions to Cornwall Ave Bridge Design
and Plans

14 months after start Date

6

Draft Revisions to Utility Relocation Designs
and Plans

12 months after start date

7

Final Revisions to Utility Relocation Designs and
Plans

14 months after start Date

8

Draft BNSF Mainline Relocation Preliminary
Engineering plans and report

12 months after start date

9

Final BNSF Mainline Relocation Preliminary
Engineering plans and report

14 months after start Date

10

Pine Street Grade Separation type size and
location Report.

8 months after start date

11

Pine Street Grade Separation Conceptual
Engineering Report

10 months after start date

12

Draft Pine Street Grade Separation Preliminary
Engineering Plans and Report

14 months after start date

13

Final Pine Street Grade Separation Preliminary
Engineering Plans and Report

18 months after start date

14

Complete technical Reports in Support of NEPA
Environmental Assessment

18 months after start date

15

Administrative Draft of EA for FRA Review

20 months after start date

16

Draft Environmental Assessment for Public
Review

21 months after start date

17

Draft FONSI for public review.

23 months after project start date

18

Draft and Final Stakeholder meeting minutes

Ongoing throughout project
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(4) Project Cost Estimate/Budget. Provide an overall cost summary, by phase, of PE/NEPA activity in this section, using Appendix
3 of the NOFA. Ensure that the information below corresponds to the list of tasks provided above. The figures in this section of
the Statement of Work should match exactly with the funding amounts requested in the SF-424 and in Section C of this
application. If there is any discrepancy between the Federal funding amount requested in this section, the SF-424 form, or
Section C of this application, the lesser amount will be considered as the Federal funding request. Round to the nearest whole
dollar when estimating costs.
The total estimated PE/NEPA activities cost is provided below, for which the FRA grant will contribute no more than the
Federal funding request amount indicated. Any additional expense required beyond that provided in this grant to complete
the PE/NEPA activities shall be borne by the Grantee.

PE/NEPA Activities Overall Cost Summary
#

Task

Cost in FY 2011 Dollars

Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule (Required)

$435000

Draft Bellingham Mainline Relocation Capacity and
Operations Analysis

$811000

Final Bellingham Mainline Relocation Capacity and
Operations Analysis

$272000

Draft Revisions to Cornwall Ave Bridge Design and Plans

$800000

Final Revisions to Cornwall Ave Bridge Design and Plans

$275000

Draft Revisions to Utility Relocation Designs and Plans

$265000

Final Revisions to Utility Relocation Designs and Plans

$100000

Draft BNSF Mainline Relocation Preliminary Engineering
plans and report

$1625000

Final BNSF Mainline Relocation Preliminary Engineering
plans and report

$545000

Pine Street Grade Separation type size and location Report.

$550000

Pine Street Grade Separation Conceptual Engineering
Report

$380000

Draft Pine Street Grade Separation Preliminary Engineering
Plans and Report

$300000

Final Pine Street Grade Separation Preliminary Engineering
Plans and Report

$196000

Complete technical Reports in Support of NEPA
Environmental Assessment

$380000

Administrative Draft of EA for FRA Review

$376000

Draft Environmental Assessment for Public Review

$340000

Draft FONSI for public review.

$250000

Draft and Final Stakeholder meeting minutes

$100000

Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$8,000,000
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Federal/Non-Federal Funding
Cost in FY 2011
Dollars

Percentage of Total
Activities Cost

Federal funding request

$ 00000

00 %

Non-Federal match amount

$ 00000

00 %

Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$ 00000

00 %
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G. Optional Supporting Information
Provide a response to the following questions, as necessary, for the proposed PE/NEPA activities.
(1) Please provide any additional information, comments, or clarifications and indicate the section and question number that
you are addressing (e.g., Section E, Question 3). Completing this question is optional.
This information is general in nature. It is intended to describe the joint development efforts of the Washington State Department
of Transportation (WSDOT) and its project partners that have been critical to the success of WSDOT’s intercity passenger rail
program.
The rail line connecting Portland, Seattle, and Vancouver, B.C. has been the focus of a set of coordinated investments made by
WSDOT, Sound Transit, BNSF Railway, Amtrak, the federal government, the Oregon Department of Transportation, the British
Columbia Ministry of Transportation, and local communities. Over $1 billion has been spent by these entities for new and
upgraded tracks, signal improvements, stations, and road/rail grade separations. This significant investment has led to greater rail
line capacity; freight, intercity, and commuter rail operating efficiencies; better transportation access to and from Washington’s
ports; and increased public safety.
The HSIPR grant program will allow WSDOT and its partners to build upon these past investments and continue to improve
Amtrak Cascades service between the region’s major cities. The HSIPR grant program will enable WSDOT to accelerate its
efforts to add faster, more frequent service in the future. The HSIPR grant program will build upon the existing foundation for
high-speed rail in the Pacific Northwest that will provide a legacy of benefits for future generations.
(2) Please provide a document title, filename, and description for all optional supporting documents. Ensure that these
documents are uploaded to GrantSolutions.gov or that an active link is provided with your application and use a logical naming
convention.
Document Title

Filename

Description and Purpose

Bellingham Waterfront Rail Relocation
Project Feasibility Report-Appendices

Bellingham Waterfront
Rail Relocation Project
Feasibility ReportAppendices.pdf

Feasibility Study appendicies

Bellingham Waterfront Rail Relocation
Project Feasibility Report

Bellingham Waterfront
Rail Relocation
Project.pdf

Feasibility Report

Bellingham Mainline Relocation Track Chart
Concept

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation Track Chart
Concept.pdf

Track Chart Concept

Cornwall Ave. Bridge General Layout

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation 12 CW
Bridge Drawings.pdf

30% bridge design plans

Bellingham Mainline Relocation PE-NEPA
Whatcom COG letter of Support

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA
Whatcom COG letter of
Support.pdf

Letter of support

String line capacity - Bellingham sub

String line capacity Bellingham sub.pdf

Planning documentation
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Amtrak Cascades Mid Range Plan

Amtrak Cascades Mid
Range Plan.pdf

Eight year plan for development of intercity
passenger rail service.

Long Range Plan for Amtrak Cascades

Long Range Plan for
Amtrak Cascades.pdf

20+ year plan for corridor development and
operations.

Amtrak Cascades Market Analysis and
Ridership Forecast Update

Amtrak Cascades Market
Analysis and Ridership
Forecast Update
Final.pdf

Market analysis supporting documentation

BNSF Business Process Framework 2009

BNSF Business Process
Framework 2009.pdf

Outline on the project development and construction
process for capital projects on BNSF railway

Letter of support - Legislative Transportation
Committee

Letter of support Legislative
Transportation
Committee.pdf

Letter of support from the Senate and House
chairpersons of the Legislative Transportation
Committee.

WSDOT-Amtrak Operating Agreement

WSDOT-Amtrak
Operating Agreement.pdf

Current operating agreement between WSDOT and
Amtrak

WSDOT-BNSF Master Agreement

WSDOT-BNSF Master
Agreement.pdf

Master agreement for capital improvement projects
on BNSF Railway

Amtrak Cascades and Economic
Development A Look Ahead 2004

Amtrak Cascades and
Economic Development
A Look Ahead 2004.pdf

Describes the relationship between Amtrak Cascades
service, economic development, land use, and
livable communities.

WA-PNWRC Projects Corridor Map

WA-PNWRC Projects
Corridor Map.pdf

Washington State PNWRC corridor map identifying
all projects listed in application.

WA-PNWRC-Bellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA project map

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA
project map.pdf

Project specific map

WA-PNWRC-Bellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA utility relocation NPA

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA
utility relocation
NPA.pdf

PE

WA-PNWRC-Bellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA utility relocation SPA

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation PE-NEPA
utility relocation SPA.pdf

PE

Bellingham Mainline Relocation City of
Bellingham letter of support

WA-PNWRCBellingham Mainline
Relocation City of
Bellingham letter of
support.pdf

City of Bellingham Projec Sponsorship Letter

City of Bellingham adopted-2011-2016-TIP

City of Bellingham
adopted-2011-2016TIP.pdf

Transportation Investment Plannning documentation
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H. Checklist of Application Materials
Use this section to determine the thoroughness of your PE/NEPA application prior to submission.

Documents

Format
1. Application Form

HSIPR Individual Project Application Form – PE/NEPA (this form)

Form

2. OMB Standard Forms
SF 424: Application for Federal Assistance

Form

SF 424A: Budget Information-Non Construction

Form

SF 424B: Assurances-Non Construction

Form

3. FRA Assurances Document
FRA Assurances Document (See Section 4.2.4 of the NOFA)

Form

4. Project Development Supporting Documentation
Project Planning Documentation (See Section 4.2.5 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

5. Project Delivery Supporting Documentation
Project Management Documentation (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

Financial Planning Documentation (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

Railroad and Project Sponsor Agreements (See Section 4.2.6 of the NOFA)

No Specified Format

6. Optional Supporting Documentation
Other Relevant and Available Documentation (See Section 4.2.7 of the
NOFA)
Eligibility Documentation (See Section 3.2 of the NOFA)

n/a
n/a

PRA Public Protection Statement: Public reporting burden for this information collection is estimated to average 32 hours per response, including the time for
reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, a Federal agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, nor shall a person be
subject to a penalty for failure to comply with, a collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number
for this information collection is 2130-0583.
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Individual PE/NEPA Activities Application Form
High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program
Applicants interested in applying for funding of Preliminary Engineering (PE)/National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) activities under the FY10 Individual Project solicitation are required to submit this
application form and other required documents as outlined in Section H of this application. List and describe
any supporting documentation submitted in Section G. Applicants should reference the FY10 Individual
Projects Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for more specific information about application requirements.
If you have questions about the HSIPR Program or this application, please contact the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) at HSIPR@dot.gov.
Applicants must use this form by entering the required information in the gray narrative fields, check boxes, or
drop-down menus. Submit this completed form, along with any supporting documentation, electronically by
uploading them to GrantSolutions.gov by 5:00 p.m. EDT on August 6, 2010.

A. Point of Contact and Applicant Information
Applicant should ensure that the information provided in this section
matches the information provided on the SF-424 forms.
(1) Name the submitting agency:
Wisconsin Department of Transportation

Provide the submitting agency Authorized Representative
name and title.:
Frank Busalacchi, Secretary

Street Address:
4802 Sheboygan Avenue,
Room 120B
PO Box 7910

State:
WI

City:
Madison

Provide the submitting agency Point of Contact (POC) name
and title (if different from Authorized Representative):
Donna Brown, Passenger Rail Planning Manager

Zip Code:
53707-7910

Authorized Representative telephone:
608-266-1114
Authorized Representative email:
frank.busalacchi@dot.wi.gov

Submitting agency POC telephone: 414-750-0495
Submitting agency POC email: donna.brown@dot.wi.gov
Address: 433 West St. Paul Avenue, Suite 300, Milwaukee, WI
53203-3007

(2) List the name(s) of additional state(s) applying (if applicable):
Minnesota
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B. Eligibility Information
Complete the following section to demonstrate satisfaction of applicant eligibility requirements.
(1) Select the appropriate box from the list below to identify applicant type. Applicant type is defined in Section 3.1 of the
NOFA.
State
Group of States
Amtrak
Amtrak in cooperation with one or more States
If selecting one of the types below, additional documentation is required. Please select the appropriate box to establish applicant
eligibility as described in Section 3.2 of the NOFA and list the supporting document in Section G.2 of this application.
Interstate Compact
Public Agency established by one or more States
(2) Indicate the planning processes used to identify the underlying project.1 As defined in Section 3.5.1 of the NOFA, the
process should analyze the investment needs and service objectives of the service that the underlying project is intended to
benefit. The appropriate planning document must be listed in Section G.2 of this application.
State Rail Plan
Service Development Plan (SDP)
Service Improvement Plan (SIP)
Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP)
Other, please list this document in Section G.2 with “Other Appropriate Planning Document” as the title
The underlying project is not included in a relevant and documented planning process

1

PE/NEPA activities include the specific tasks necessary to complete PE/NEPA documentation and other tasks applied for in this application that relate to this phase of the underlying
project’s development. The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the Final Design (FD)/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA
activities.
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C. PE/NEPA Activities Summary
Identify the title, location, and other information of your proposed PE/NEPA work by completing this section.
(1) Provide a clear, concise, and descriptive project name. Use identifiers such as state abbreviations, major cities, infrastructure,
and tasks of the underlying project (e.g., “DC-Capital City to Dry Lake Track Improvements”).
WI-CHI MSP/GB – Milwaukee to Minneapolis High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Service PE/NEPA
(2) Indicate the anticipated funding level for the PE/NEPA activities below. This information must match the SF-424 forms, and
dollar figures must be rounded to the nearest whole dollar. When the non-Federal match percentage is calculated, it must meet or
exceed 20 percent of the total project cost.
Federal Funding Request

Non-Federal Match Amount

Total PE/NEPA Activities
Cost

Non-Federal Match Percentage
of Total Activities Cost

$ 41,414,290

$ 10,353,572

$ 51,767,862

20 %

(3) Indicate the activity(ies) for which you are applying. Check all that apply.
Preliminary Engineering

Project NEPA2

(4) Indicate the anticipated duration, in months, for these PE/NEPA activities (e.g., 36).
Number of Months: 48
(5) List the name of the corridor where the underlying project is located.
Milwaukee to Minneapolis
(6) Describe the underlying project location, using municipal names, mileposts, control points, or other identifiable features
such as longitude and latitude coordinates. If available, please provide a project GIS .shp file as supporting documentation.
This document must be listed in Section G.2 of this application.
The Milwaukee (Wisconsin) to Minneapolis (Minnesota) HSIPR extends from the Milwaukee Intermodal Station to the
Minneapolis/St. Paul station (pending completion of environmental study with station alternatives analysis to determine the preferred
alternatives to be studied as part of the PE/NEPA project). The preferred alternatives will be identified as part of the Milwaukee to
Minneapolis Service Level NEPA project (2009 ARRA HSIPR funded). The PE/NEPA project will further refine the preferred
alternative from an engineering and environmental perspective leading to final design and construction.
(7) Provide a project abstract outlining the proposed PE/NEPA activities. Summarize the project narratives provided in the
Statement of Work in 4-6 sentences. Capture the major milestones and outcomes of PE/NEPA activities and the anticipated
benefits that will result from the completion of the underlying project.
Upon completion of the Milwaukee to Minneapolis HSIPR Service Level NEPA project, the next step is to proceed with the PE/NEPA
study for the corridor to clearly analyze and define the preferred corridor alternative from an engineering and environmental
perspective. It is anticipated that the results of the Service Level NEPA will require the completion of an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor which will define the preferred alternative. The PE/NEPA process is scheduled to
take approximately four years from initiation to completions. The PE/NEPA process will include railroad, public and stakeholder
involvement for the determination of the preferred alternative.
2

Project NEPA documentation is required for the specific design alternative identified through Preliminary Engineering and related activities. Project NEPA documentation may also be
referred to as site-specific NEPA or Tier II NEPA documentation.
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Milwaukee to Minneapolis is a Phase II corridor within within the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MWRRI) system. The proposed
High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) rail service will provide a transportation option for the traveling public providing
connections to the MWRRI network and Amtrak's long distance services. This project can cost -effectively address congestion along
highways, roadways and via air travel while providing benefits related to economic development, jobs creation and reduced fuel
consumption.
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(8) Indicate the source, amount, and percentage of matching funds for the PE/NEPA activities. The sum of the figures below
should equal the amount provided in Section C.2. Click on the prepopulated fields to select the appropriate responses from the
lists provided in type of source, status of funding, and type of funds. Dollar figures must be rounded to the nearest whole dollar.
Identify supporting documentation that will allow FRA to verify the funding source, and list it in Section G.2 of this application.

Non-Federal Funding Sources

New or
Existing
Source?

Status of
Funding3

Type of
Funds

Dollar
Amount

% of Total
Project
Cost

Existing

Committed

Cash

$ 5,176,786

10 %

New

Planned

Cash

$ 5,176,786

10 %

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

New

Committed

Cash

$

%

Wisconsin

Minnesota

Sum of Non-Federal Funding Sources

3

$
10,353,572

20 %

Describe Any Supporting
Documentation to Help FRA
Verify Funding Source
Wisconsin State Statute,
85.061-Rail Passenger Route
Development

N/A

Reference Notes: The following categories and definitions are applied to funding sources:

Committed: Committed sources are programmed capital funds that have all the necessary approvals (e.g., statutory authority) to be used to fund the proposed project without any additional
action. These capital funds have been formally programmed in the State Rail Plan and/or any related local, regional, or state capital investment program or appropriation guidance. Examples
include dedicated or approved tax revenues, state capital grants that have been approved by all required legislative bodies, cash reserves that have been dedicated to the proposed project, and
additional debt capacity that requires no further approvals and has been dedicated by the sponsoring agency to the proposed project.
Budgeted: This category is for funds that have been budgeted and/or programmed for use on the proposed project but remain uncommitted (i.e., the funds have not yet received statutory
approval). Examples include debt financing in an agency-adopted capital investment program that has yet to be committed in the near future. Funds will be classified as budgeted when
available funding cannot be committed until the grant is executed or due to the local practices outside of the project sponsors control (e.g., the project development schedule extends beyond the
State Rail Program period).
Planned: This category is for funds that are identified and have a reasonable chance of being committed, but are neither committed, nor budgeted (e.g., proposed sources that require a
scheduled referendum, requests for state/local capital grants, and proposed debt financing that has not yet been adopted in the agency's capital investment program).
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D. Underlying Project Overview
Answer the following questions about the underlying construction project that is the subject of the PE/NEPA application.
(1) Indicate the expected service outcomes of the underlying project.4 Check all that apply.
Additional service frequencies
Improved operational reliability on existing route
Service quality improvements
Improved on-time performance on existing route
Increased average speeds/shorter trip times
Other (please describe) Completion of the PE/NEPA for the
preferred alternatives for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis HSIPR
corridor.
Briefly clarify your response(s), if needed:
The primary purpose of the MWRRI system is to help meet future regional travel needs through significant improvements to the level
of regional passenger rail service and its integration with its own feeder bus system. The rail and bus service and the MWRRI
stations also provide a stimulus for joint station development, downtown redevelopment, economic development and growth in
travel and tourism. This project will address the PE/NEPA documentation for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis/St. Paul segment of
the MWRRI within the Chicago to Milwaukee to Twin Cities passenger rail corridor, which is part of the federally-designated
Chicago hub netowrk high speed rail corridor.
(2) Quantify the applicable service outcomes of the underlying project. Provide the current conditions and anticipated service
outcomes. Future state information is necessary only for relevant service benefits.
Frequencies5

Scheduled Trip Time
(in minutes)

Average Speed
(mph)

Top Speed
(mph)

Reliability – Provide
Either On-Time Performance
Percentage or Delay Minutes

1

634

60

79

0

Current
Future

(3) Indicate the type of expected capital investments included in the underlying project. Check all that apply.
Structures (bridges, tunnels, etc.)
Rolling stock acquisition
Track rehabilitation and construction
Support facilities (yards, shops, administrative buildings)
Major interlockings
Grade crossing improvements
Station(s)
Electric traction
Communication, signaling, and control
Other (please describe)
Rolling stock refurbishments
(4) Select and describe the operational independence of the underlying project.6
This project is operationally independent.
This project is not operationally independent.
Briefly clarify your response:
This project will build upon the existing Chicago to Milwaukee intercity passenger rail service and planned Milwaukee to
Madison service which is currently in the final design/construction phase funded by the 2009 ARRA HSIPR program.
Collectively the key elements of the MWRRI plan will improve Midwestern travel beyond currently available train service. These
elements include: (1) Upgrading existing rail right-of-ways to permit frequent, reliable, high-speed intercity passenger train
operations; (2) Operation of a hub-and spoke passenger rail system providing through-service and connectivity to Chicago and
locations throughout the Midwest region; (3) Introduction of modern train equipment with improved amentities operating at

4
5

The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the FD/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA activities.
Frequency is measured in daily one-way train operations. One daily round-trip operation should be counted as two daily one-way train operations.

6

A project is considered to have operational independence if, upon being implemented, it will provide tangible and measurable benefits, even if no additional investments in the same service
are made.
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speeds up to 110 mph; (4) Provision of multimodal connections and feeder bus sytems to improve system acces; (5) Introduction
of a contracted rail operation that will provide improvements in efficiency, reliability and on-time performance..
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(5) Provide Right-of-Way ownership in the underlying project area. Where railroads currently share ownership, identify the
primary owner. If Amtrak is the Type of Railroad, the Right-of-Way Owner field does not need to be completed. Click on the
prepopulated fields to select the appropriate response from the lists of railroad types and status of agreements. If more than five
owners, please provide the same information in a separate supporting document, and list it in Section G.2 of this application.
Type of Railroad

RouteMiles

Right-of-Way Owner

TrackMiles

Status of Agreements to Implement

Class 1 Freight

Canadian Pacific

Host Railroad Consulted, but Support not Final

Class 1 Freight

Burlington Northern &
Santa Fe Railway

Host Railroad Consulted, but Support not Final

Class 1 Freight

Union Pacific Railroad

Host Railroad Consulted, but Support not Final

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

Amtrak

Master Agreement in Place

(6) Name the Intercity Passenger Rail Operator and provide the status of the agreement. If applicable, provide the status of the
agreement with the partner that will operate the planned passenger rail service (e.g., Amtrak). Click on the prepopulated field to
select the appropriate response from the status of agreement list.
Name of Rail Service Operator

Status of Agreement

Amtrak

No agreement, but partner supports project

(7) Identify the types of services affected by the underlying project and provide information about the existing rail services
within the underlying project boundaries (e.g., freight, commuter, and intercity passenger). Click on the prepopulated fields
to select the appropriate response from the list of types of service.
Top Existing
Speeds Within
Underlying
Project
Boundaries

Number of
Route-Miles
Within
Underlying
Project
Boundaries

Average Number of
Daily One-Way
Train Operations7
Within Underlying
Project Boundaries

Type of
Service

Name of Operator

Freight

Canadian Pacific

Service Level NEPA
will define preferred
alterantives.

Freight

Burlington Northern &
Santa Fe Railway

Service Level NEPA
will define preferred
alternatives.

Freight

Union Pacific Railroad

Service Level NEPA
will define preferred
alternatives.

Passenger

Freight

Notes

Freight
Freight
Freight

7

One daily round-trip operation should be counted as two daily one-way train operations.
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(8) Estimate the share of benefits that will be realized by nonintercity passenger rail service (e.g., commuter, freight) and select
the approximate cost share to be paid by the beneficiary.8 Click on the prepopulated fields to select the appropriate response
from the lists of type of beneficiary, anticipated share of benefits, and approximate cost share. If more than three types of
nonintercity passenger rail are beneficiaries, please provide additional information in a separate supporting document, and list in
Section G.2 of this application.

8

Type of Nonintercity Passenger Rail

Expected Share of Benefits

Approximate Cost Share

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Freight

Less than 50%

0-25%

Benefits include service improvements such as increased speed, on-time performance, improved reliability, and other service quality improvements.
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E. Additional Response to Evaluation Criteria
Provide a separate response to each of the following categories of potential benefits to identify the ways in
which the proposed PE/NEPA activities and underlying project will achieve these benefits.9
(1a) Transportation Benefits
Describe the ways in which the proposed PE/NEPA activities or underlying corridor program will address the potential of
successfully executing these transportation benefits in a cost-effective manner:
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Supporting the development of intercity high-speed rail service;
Generating improvements to existing high-speed and intercity passenger rail service, as reflected by estimated increases in
ridership (as measured in passenger-miles), increases in operational reliability (as measured in reductions in delays),
reductions in trip times, additional service frequencies to meet anticipated or existing demand, and other related factors;
Generating cross-modal benefits, including anticipated favorable impacts on air or highway traffic congestion, capacity, or
safety, and cost avoidance or deferral of planned investments in aviation and highway systems;
Creating an integrated high-speed and intercity passenger rail network, including integration with existing intercity
passenger rail services, allowance for and support of future network expansion, and promotion of technical interoperability
and standardization (including standardizing operations, equipment, and signaling);
Encouragement of intermodal connectivity and integration through provision of direct, efficient transfers among intercity
transportation and local transit networks at train stations, including connections at airports, bus terminals, subway stations,
ferry ports, and other modes of transportation;
Enhancing intercity travel options;
Ensuring a state of good repair of key intercity passenger rail assets;
Promoting standardized rolling stock, signaling, communications, and power equipment;
Improved freight or commuter rail operations, in relation to proportional cost-sharing (including donated property) by those
other benefiting rail users;
Equitable financial participation in the project's financing, including, but not limited to, consideration of donated property
interests or services; financial contributions by freight and commuter rail carriers commensurate with the benefit expected
to their operations; and financial commitments from host railroads, non-Federal governmental entities, nongovernmental
entities, and others;
Encouragement of the implementation of positive train control (PTC) technologies (with the understanding that 49 U.S.C.
20147 requires all Class I railroads and entities that provide regularly scheduled intercity or commuter rail passenger
services to fully institute interoperable PTC systems by December 31, 2015); and
Incorporating private investment in the financing of capital projects or service operations.
Expanded Regional Mobility: The MWRRI system will connect the major metropolitan areas and urban centers
within nine Midwest states. It will encompass a rail network of more than 3,000 route miles and serve a population
of almost 60 million people. More than 80 percent of the region’s population will reside within an hour’s drive of a
MWRRI rail station or feeder bus terminal. The MWRRI will also fill the void created by the continuing decline of
commercial air service to smaller urban areas in the Midwest region.
The Tri-Cities Corridor has been officially designated as a high-speed corridor by the U.S. DOT and is also a key
component of Phase 2 of MWRRI network. There is a growing market for high-speed rail service in the Madison
to Minneapolis corridor
Multimodal Connectivity: MWRRI station development will bring together many modes of travel – trains, planes,
taxis, private automobiles, and regional, intercity, and airport buses – at a single location to maximize benefits and
efficiencies. Savings in time and increase economic activity will assure the highest return on infrastructure
investment, along with increased property value and joint development potential. The proposed rail service between

9

PE/NEPA activities include the specific tasks necessary to complete PE/NEPA documentation and other tasks applied for in this application that relate to this phase of the underlying project.
The underlying project is the larger area and/or infrastructure that will be become the FD/Construction project following completion of the PE/NEPA activities.
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Milwaukee and Minneapolis would provide another mode of transportation to the existing network.
Reliability and On-Time Performance: Ridership depends on trains that arrive and depart on time. With a vision of
the predictable by-the-minute train service that exists abroad, MWRRI will provide track and signal improvements
to achieve the same level of on-time performance (64% to 95%).
Environmental Benefits and Energy Efficiency: It is estimated that 5.1 million auto trips will be diverted to
MWRRI from highways, resulting in reduced congestion and delay along several major highway corridors during
peak travel times. This will reduce projected auto vehicle miles for the region and significantly reduce auto
emissions levels. The 2006 MWRRI study estimated an emissions benefit, based on vehicle miles saved by
implementation of the MWRRI of $0.6 billion. Additional environmental benefits and energy efficiency will be
realized through more efficient land use and development patterns.
Economic Benefits: The MWRRI will generate significant user benefits and provide reasonable levels of resource
savings in auto operating costs and in airport and highway congestion relief. The MWRRI 2006 plan reported a 1.8
ratio of total benefits to total capital costs, the highest level of economic benefit associated with investment in a
passenger rail service outside of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor.
Community Benefits: The MWRRI Economic Analysis conducted in 2006, showed that the system will generate
significant economic growth in the region. Nearly 58,000 permanent new jobs across the nine Midwest states,
$1.096 billion of extra household income, and $4.911 billion of increased joint development potential in the 102
station cities served by the MWRRS system.
Construction Spending: The MWRRI Economic Analysis conducted in 2006, showed that the investment of federal
funds in the Midwest region generates a regional economic impacts of 152,000 person years of work, $5.3 billion of
increased earnings and $16.9 billion of increased output by the region’s businesses during the construction period.
Safety Benefits: MWRRI infrastructure improvements will increase rail safety for both its operations as well as
commuter, long-distance, and freight rail services in the region. Provision of improved railway crossings and
signaling equipment as well as closing of some grade crossings on MWRRI rights-of-way will increase highway
safety.

(1b) Other Public Benefits
Demonstrate the potential of the proposed PE/NEPA activities or underlying project to achieve other public benefits in a
cost-effective manner:
•

•

•
•

Environmental quality and energy efficiency and reduction in dependence on foreign oil, including use of renewable energy
sources, energy savings from traffic diversions from other modes, employment of green building and manufacturing
methods, reductions in key emissions types, and the purchase and use of environmentally sensitive, fuel-efficient, and costeffective passenger rail equipment;
Promoting interconnected livable communities, including complementing local or state efforts to concentrate higherdensity, mixed-use, development in areas proximate to multi-modal transportation options (including intercity passenger rail
stations);
Improving historic transportation facilities; and
Creating jobs and stimulating the economy. Although this solicitation is not funded by the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5), these goals remain a top priority of this Administration. Therefore,
Individual Project applications will be evaluated on the extent to which the project is expected to quickly create and
preserve jobs and stimulate rapid increases in economic activity, particularly jobs and activity that benefit economically
distressed areas, as defined by section 301 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended (42
U.S.C. 3161) (“Economically Distressed Areas”).
In addition to fostering regional mobility, generating substantial new economic growth and contributing to
improved congestion management and air quality, the MWRRI system will also:
• Provide a competitive passenger rail system with vastly improved travel times, service frequencies and fares that
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can compete with the air and auto modes
• Offer its passengers a level of comfort and convenience superior to that of air travel
• Generate revenue surpluses after paying its operating costs that can offset part of the states’ share of the capital
costs
• Improve the performance and travel times of long-distance Amtrak service by its use of the same improved track
infrastructure and stations
(2) Project Delivery Approach
Consider the following factors to determine the risk associated with the PE/NEPA activities delivery within budget, on time, and as
designed:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The applicant’s financial, legal, and technical capacity to implement the project, including whether the application depends
upon receipt of any waiver(s) of Federal railroad safety regulations that have not been obtained;
The applicant’s experience in administering similar grants and projects, including a demonstrated ability to deliver on prior
FRA financial assistance programs;
The soundness and thoroughness of the cost methodologies, assumptions, and estimates for the proposed project;
The reasonableness of the schedule for project implementation;
The thoroughness and quality of project management documentation;
The timing and amount of the project's future noncommitted investments;
The overall completeness and quality of the application, including the comprehensiveness of its supporting documentation;
The readiness of the project to be commenced; and
The timeliness of project completion and the realization of the project’s anticipated benefits.
Management Experience: This project will be managed by WisDOT's High Speed Rail Program Planning Office,
acting on behalf of the Minnesota Department of Transportation. The staff of the High Speed Rail Program
Planning office are currently particpating in the management and administration of the MWRRI Steering
Committee, Milwaukee to Madison HSIPR Corridor Stations program and representing WisDOT for the
Milwaukee to Minneapolis/St. Paul Service Level NEPA project.
WisDOT and MnDOT are in the process of executing the written agreement outlining the DOT's respective roles in
funding and administering the Service NEPA project (2009 ARRA HSIPR funded). While MnDOT is the key
administrative agency for the Service Level NEPA project (issuing RFP and contracting for Service NEPA
consulting firm, and administering the contract), both DOTs will have roles in guiding substantive environmental
work for the study.
For the PE/NEPA project, WisDOT and MnDOT expect to enter into a written agreement outlining the DOT's
respective roles in funding and administering the project. While WisDOT will be the key adminstrative agency for
the PE/NEPA project, both DOT's will have roles in guiding substantive environmental and engineering work for
the project.
Donna Brown, WisDOT HSIPR Planning Program Manager will serve as Project Manager for the PE/NEPA work
and will be supported in the timely execution and administration of a consultant contract by the Department's
Contract Management Office, Financial Management Office and Chief Counsel's Office. Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources will aslo offer subject matter expertise in workkng with the FRA on this PE/NEPA Project.
Financial Management Capacity and Capability: WisDOT will manage this contract through its standard processes
that carefully manage expenditures and project progress. WisDOT will manage the contract to meet the milestoes
for project execution and monitor contract expenses on a regular basis. WisDOT anticipates entering into a
consultant contract that will limit any compensation to the amounts specified in the consultant contract. The written
agreement between the two DOTs will specify provisions, if any, for funding any contractual compensation for the
consultant that exceeds contract limits. WisDOT has sufficient planning programming authority to apply to any
contract payments that exceed the originally contracted amount.
Risk Assessment: While WisDOT and MnDOT have initiated the planning for the Milwaukee toMinneapolis/St.
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Paul HSIPR Service Level NEPA, work has not commenced on the project. Therefore, the preferred alternatives
have not been identified in order to progress into the PE/NEPA project for the corridor. Information developed
during the Service Level NEPA project will provide the details on the preferred alternatives to further devine the
PE/NEPA project for the corridor.
To date, MWRRI has not engaged the Class I railroads in the planning process for the HSIPR network. It is critical
to engage the railroads in the planning for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor. Both WisDOT and MnDOT
have strong relationships with the Class I railroads that operate within their respective states. Through the years,
WisDOT has worked closely and developed strong relationships with CP and Amtrak for improvements and service
enhancements on the corridor between Chicago to Milwaukee to Minneapolis.
(3) Project Delivery Approach
Address the likelihood of realizing the proposed project’s benefits:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

The quality of financial planning documentation that demonstrates the financial viability of the HSIPR service that will
benefit from the project;
The availability of any required operating financial support, preferably from dedicated funding sources for the benefiting
intercity passenger rail service(s);
The quality and adequacy of project identification and planning;
The reasonableness of estimates for user and non-user benefits for the project;
The comprehensiveness and sufficiency, at the time of application, of agreements with key partners (including the railroad
operating the intercity passenger rail service and infrastructure-owning railroads) that will be involved in the operation of
the benefiting intercity passenger rail service, including the commitment of any affected host-rail carrier to ensure the
realization of the anticipated benefits, preferably through a commitment by the affected host-rail carrier(s) to an enforceable
on-time performance of passenger trains of 80 percent or greater;
The favorability of the comparison between the level of anticipated benefits and the amount of Federal funding requested;
and
The applicant’s contribution of a cost share greater than the required minimum of 20 percent.
WisDOT expects to execute a contract with an consultant within 90 days of grant award, and expects the PE?NEPA
project. The two DOTs expect this PE/NEPA project to qualify the states to apply for subsequent Ccrridor
development funding for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis final design and construction of the preferred alternative.
As Service NEPA is underway progressing to the PE/NEPA project, the MWRRI Steering Committee will be able
to work with the FRA to demonstrate that its planning activities meet the requirements of a Service Development
Program to fully enable funding for PE/NEPA and final design/construction of this and other segments of the
MWRRI.
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F. Statement of Work
Provide a detailed response for how the PE/NEPA activities will be carried out in the text fields and
tables provided. The tables in this section are unlocked; applicants can add rows, as necessary, for
additional tasks. If you reference a supporting document, it must be listed in Section G.2.
(1) Background. Briefly describe the events that led to the need for the proposed PE/NEPA activities and the underlying issue the
project will address. Also describe the rational planning process used to analyze the investment needs and service objectives of
the full corridor on which the individual underlying project and the PE/NEPA activities are located.
It is essential for the completion of a PE/NEPA study to take place for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor to further the progress
of MWRRI. The study will allow Wisconsin and Minnesota to advance this high speed rail corridor segment to the next stage of
engineering and environmental studies and will further Wisconsin's and Minnesota's goals of improving intercity passenger rail.The
study will set the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor in pace with the adjacent HSIPR segment, Chicago to Milwaukee to Madison.
Only two passenger rail lines and eight stations serve the state of Wisconsin. The proposed passenger rail service would costeffectively address transportation and other needs. This rationale is based on current and forecasted travel demand and capacity
condition. The proposed service can cost-effectively address congestion along highways, roadways, and in air travel.
The PE/NEPA project will consider the preferred altneratives and opportunities to create multimodal system alternatives between
highway, air, and the proposed passenger rail.
Purpose: The Tri-Cities Corridor has been officially designated as a high-speed corridor by the U.S. DOT and is also a key component
of Phase 2 of MWRRI network. This corridor, at approximately 300 miles, is one of the longest corridors in the MWRRI network.
There is a growing market for high-speed rail service in the Tri-State Corridor from Chicago to the Twin Cities (Minneapolis/St.
Paul). High oil prices in the summer of 2008 have shown the need for developing an alternative to petroleum-dependent
transportation, both auto and air modes. High-speed intercity passenger rail (HSIPR) could provide an efficient and effective travel
alternative in the corridor. The purpose of this study is to determine the optimal rail service that would most benefit this region, the
financial and institutional support required, and a realistic timetable for successful evaluation, implementation, and completion.
Phase 2 of the MWRRI implementation includes the Milwaukee-Minneapolis/St. Paul corridor. The purpose of HSIPR service along a
segment of the Tri-Cities Corridor (Chicago to Milwaukee to Twin Cities) between Milwaukee and Minneapolis is to help meet travel
demands by re-establishing reliable, efficient, frequent, and cost-effective rail service. In order for HSIPR service to be a competitive
alternative to highway and air travel, it needs to be more reliable, more frequent, and provide amenities that are attractive to potential
rail travelers. HSIPR service in this corridor will also serve the purpose of promoting intermodal connections within the region. The
Tri-State III alternative development evaluated three routes. These routes would provide services ranging up to 110 mph with six daily
round trips. These trains will ultimately be an extension of the existing Chicago to Milwaukee and potentially the planned Milwaukee
to Madison HSIPR corridor.
The proposed rail service between Milwaukee and Minneapolis would provide another mode of transportation to complete the existing
transportation network. The existing network in the study corridor includes auto, bus, and air. Currently, Amtrak operates the Empire
builder from Chicago to Milwaukee to Minneapolis to Seattle/Portland daily. Existing highways between Milwaukee and Minneapolis
allow for automobile and bus travel along I-94 with connections to I-39 and I-90.
HSIPR is not expected to replace air and auto travel, but offers a complementary, attractive alternative for trips between 50 and 400
miles. HSIPR transportation is generally considered the logical choice for the “gap” between comfortable, convenient trip lengths for
auto travel (0-150 miles) and air travel (400+ miles). As the volume of trips between 50 and 400 miles continues to expand rapidly,
there is an ever-increasing need for a more effective interregional transportation system.
NEED: Highway and air travel modes are greatly affected by traffic congestion and weather conditions. As congestion increases in
major travel corridors, fuel prices continue to rise and demographics of the region change, a transportation alternative in the
Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor is needed to meet the growing travel demand. Rising fuel prices will result in passengers opting
for lower-cost alternatives to highway and air travel. Along with fuel costs, congested transportation networks cost travelers and
businesses money in the form of lost time and productivity. Changing demographics of the region are also expected to affect travel
demand. Between 2000 and 2030, the population of Wisconsin and Minnesota is expected to rise by 15 and 28 percent, respectively,
with the largest growth occurring in the over 65 age group (90 percent increase). This group is an aging demographic that is still active
and has a growing need to travel longer distances comfortably. High speed intercity passenger rail service between Milwaukee and
Minneapolis is needed to improve regional mobility and enhance intermodal connections, which in turn can promote economic
development.
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Regional Mobility Issues and Challenges: The following paragraphs describe mobility challenges of the auto, bus, and air travel
modes. HSIPR on the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor can help address and mitigate these issues by providing transportation
mode alternatives.
Auto: Between Madison and Minneapolis, the major transportation facility is I-94 with connections to I-39 and I-90. Out of Madison,
these three interstates are converged running together for approximately thirty miles. I-90/I-94 continues west towards Tomah where
I-94 diverges northwest towards Minneapolis/St. Paul. The entire driving distance of 270 miles would take a typical driver
approximately 5 hours driving at a speed of 55 mph. Growing traffic demand on this facility is a result of recreational travel,
commuter travel, freight-trucking, and other economic generators between the two metropolitan areas. s residential and commercial
development continues to grow, greater demand will be placed on these interstates, which continue to increase congestion in the
corridor. This congestion decreases regional mobility especially in urban areas.
In 1998, the annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on Wisconsin interstates was approximately 9 million , where as ten years later,
Wisconsin interstates experienced approximately 10.4 million miles traveled . This represents an increase of 15 percent. From 1980 to
2007, the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on Wisconsin roadways increased 79 percent. During a similar time frame (1980 to 2006) the
miles of roadway in Wisconsin increased only 6 percent. The construction of additional roadway miles has not kept pace with
increases in VMT in Wisconsin, resulting in congestion on area roadways. This trend of increasing VMT is expected to continue.
Between 2007 and 2030, the vehicle miles traveled on Wisconsin roadways is expected to increase another 34 percent. The increase
in VMT across the state will further burden the roadway network and inhibit efficient regional mobility. Challenges facing the
highway system include maintaining conditions at current levels, addressing needs of aging population, securing adequate funding,
and ensuring adequacy of intermodal connectors . In addition to congestion from traffic demand, the roadway network is vulnerable to
changes in weather. Inclement weather can cause delays on the roadways and further compound the congestion issues. A
transportation alternative is needed to provide a reliable mode of transportation that is relatively unaffected by inclement weather and
congestion.
Bus: Extremely long intercity bus travel times between some of Wisconsin’s largest metropolitan areas, although these intercity buses
are an alternative to automobiles for passenger travel, are also sensitive to the same weather variables and roadway congestion as
automobiles. Traditionally, intercity bus travel was used to connect rural communities with urban areas. However, over the past 50
years intercity bus travel has declined significantly. Intercity bus service is well-known for infrequent service and only providing one
daily round trip or less. Decreased ridership has resulted in less frequent service, reduced number of routes, and less opportunity for
intermodal connections. Fewer routes now exist serving fewer communities due to Greyhound’s decision to abandon some routes. As
of 2007, there are only eight private companies in Wisconsin that provide intercity bus service. For residents of smaller communities
who are no longer served by intercity bus operations, they are dependent on automobiles as their only choice of transportation. Bus
transportation is provided out of Milwaukee to Minneapolis by several different coach companies including Greyhound, Jefferosn Bus
and Mega Bus.
Air Travel: Air travel corridors are also affected by congestion, delay, and weather conditions. At airports, inclement weather such as
low ceilings, poor visibility, unfavorable winds, and precipitation can cause delayed or cancelled flights. According to Wisconsin
Department of Transportation, air travel is expected to increase up to 23 million passengers by 2030, versus 2007s 12 million
passengers . The increase in air travel will demand the upgrade and improvements to Wisconsin’s airports. This forecasted growth
may be quickly surpassed as more Wisconsin airports relieve Chicago air travel congestion. The nearest major hub airport to Madison
is Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport. In 2008, O’Hare ranked as the second busiest airport in the world, serving over 69 million
passengers. Between 2008 and 2025, enplanements at O’Hare are projected to increase 42 percent. According to FAA’s 2004 Airport
Capacity Benchmark, capacity at O’Hare airport is reduced by 28 percent during inclement weather. This and other factors often cause
flight delays and cancellations, particularly for regional flights from O’Hare to other Midwestern cities, including Milwaukee,
Madison and Minneapolis. More than 40 percent of flights out of O’Hare are operated by regional carriers. Increasing air travel
demand places greater pressure on the existing air travel infrastructure, resulting in increasing congestion and delay for air travel.
Enhance Intermodal Connections and Improve Regional Mobility: Amtrak operates the Empire Builder on Canadian Pacific Railway's
corridor through communities north and west of Milwaukee including Portage, Tomah, and Winona, continuing northwest into Red
Wing and Hastings, Minneapolis. One round trip daily occurs through Wisconsin. The 2007 ridership indicates that ridership exceed
94,000 trips to and from Wisconsin stations. Access from communities in the corridor to existing Amtrak service is primarily
accomplished by automobile.
Wisconsin's Connections 2030, Wisconsin’s long-range, statewide multimodal plan, sets the framework for developing a coordinated
multimodal transportation system that will enhance Wisconsin’s quality of life and promote economic growth. The plan calls for a
transportation system that provides choices for people and connections between modes. An increase in intercity travel options can be
accomplished by improving intercity passenger rail service. WisDOT envisions an integrated multimodal transportation system that
maximizes the safe and efficient movement of people and products throughout the state. Infrastructure needs and investments would
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be studied as part of the NEPA study to ensure that passenger rail service does not negatively impact Wisconsin’s freight rail service.
Minnesota's Statewide Rail Plan provides a long-range vision for the rail system in the state including the intitiation of HSIPR. The
plan includes the Milwaukee to Minneapolis HSIPR corridor along with the conneciton with the MWRRI network and Amtrak's long
distance services.
HSIPR on the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor will also enhance connections between existing rail service and the air travel
network available at the Milwaukee and Minneapolis airports. Air service will benefit from rail station connections at airports which
feed passengers to airports more efficiently and in a more environmentally-friendly manner. The Milwaukee to Minneapolis service
will enable some short trips to be completed by rail as opposed to short-haul regional flights, which could help mitigate congestion at
airports.
Several of the existing Amtrak stations along the Empire Builder service line including La Crosse and Tomah connect to intercity
buses. The new passenger rail service between Milwaukee and Minneapolis will provide opportunities for more feeder intercity bus
services to connect with rail at the stations. Wisconsin's Connections 2030, Minnesota's Statewide Rail Plan and the MWRRI business
plan both call for a network of feeder bus routes for intercity passenger rail. Stations will provide opportunities for drivers to transfer
onto trains for part of their trip as stations will have excellent highway and local road access and adequate parking.
Promote Economic Development: HSIPR service is essential in providing an alternative transportation mode between the business
centers of Milwaukee and Minneapolis. Introducing HSIPR service between these metropolitan areas offers business travelers a
transportation alternative that is competitive with highway and air travel modes. More choices for passengers mean more competition
for transportation businesses. In turn, transportation rates are lowered, services are improved, and options for businesses and travelers
are increased. The benefits of HSIPR can also be viewed as a catalyst to stimulate economic development in proposed station areas.
For example, the 2006 MWRRI Economic Analysis study estimates that Wisconsin communities would see $704 million in increased
joint development potential, and $173 million in extra household income with full build out of the MWRRI system.
The tourism industry is one of the top three industries in the State of Wisconsin. Tourists from Wisconsin, Illinois, Minnesota, and
Michigan account for almost 90 percent of the tourists; in-state residents make up approximately 58 percent of all tourists . There are
many special events within the region that generate large volumes of traffic including University of Wisconsin-Madison sporting
events. A transportation system that promotes travel and tourism on the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridors will also enhance
economic development.
(2) Scope of Activities. Clearly describe the scope of the proposed PE/NEPA activities and identify the general objective and key
deliverables.
(2a)

General Objective. Provide a general description of the PE/NEPA work to be accomplished through this grant, including
PE/NEPA activities, the underlying project study area, and other parties involved. Describe the end-state of the project, how
it will address the need identified in Background (above), and the outcomes that will be achieved as a result of these
PE/NEPA activities and underlying project.
The planning project would involve the development of the PE/NEPA documentation which would include the
analysis of cities and stations to be served, route alternatives, service levels, types of operations, ridership
projections, and identification of major infrastructure components. With 2009 ARRA HSIPR funding, the Service
Level NEPA will be completed. The PE/NEPA project will progress the development of the preferred corridor
alternative. It is anticpated that due to the complexity of the corridor alternatives that an Environmental Impact
Statement will need to be completed for the Milwaukee to Minneapolis corridor which will include extensive
railroad, stakeholder and public involvement. Analysis of enviornmental resources will follow NEPA guildelines to
ensure that a thorough evaluation is completed. The preliminary engineering will design the preferred corridor
alternative that can then be progressed to final design/construction.

(2b)

Description of Work. Provide a detailed description of the specific tasks to be accomplished through this grant in a logical
sequence that would lead to the anticipated outcomes and the end state of the activities.
The preliminary engineering/NEPA documentation will include:
•
Environmental Resources Identification
•
Preliminary Design
•
Agency Coordination
•
Public/Stakeholder Involvement
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•
•
•
•
•
(2c)

OMB No. 2130-0584

Environmental Impacts Assessment
Mitigation Measures and Commitments Determination
Environmental Evaluation Documentation
Record of Decision (ROD)
FY 2010 DOT Appropriation Reporting

Deliverables. Provide FRA with a list of the deliverables in the table below. List the deliverables, both interim and final, that
are the outcomes of the project tasks. This should include a first deliverable 1 – Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule.
Add rows to the table as necessary.
Deliverable

Task

1

Detailed PE/NEPA Workplan and Schedule (Required)

2

NEPA Environmental Process

3

Preliminary Engineering

WisDOT and MnDOT Planning document
which defines scope, schedule and budget
for PE/NEPA

-

Environmental Resources Identification
Agency Coordination
Public/Stakeholder Involvement
Environmental Impact Assessment
Mitigation Measures and commitments
Determination
- Environmental Evaluation Documentation
- Record of Decision (ROD)
-

Railroad Coordination
Preferred Alternatives Design

4
5
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(3) Project Schedule. In the table below, list all tasks and estimate the approximate duration for completing each task identified
above in Deliverables. For example, “6 months after start date the first task or interim deliverable will be complete.” Add rows
to the table as necessary.
Task

Task Duration

1

Detailed Work Plan and Schedule

3 months after start date the deliverable will be complete

2

Environmental Impact Statement

Ongoing during Years 1, 2 and 3 after acceptance of the
Detailed Work Plan and Schedule

3

Preliminary Engineering

Ongoing during Years 1, 2 and 3 after acceptance of the
Detailed Work Plan and Schedule

4

Record of Decision

After completion of the Environmental Impact Statement,
Record of Decision will be prepared with completion in Year 4.

5

Project Closeout

Year 4 final activity

(4) Project Cost Estimate/Budget. Provide an overall cost summary, by phase, of PE/NEPA activity in this section, using Appendix
3 of the NOFA. Ensure that the information below corresponds to the list of tasks provided above. The figures in this section of
the Statement of Work should match exactly with the funding amounts requested in the SF-424 and in Section C of this
application. If there is any discrepancy between the Federal funding amount requested in this section, the SF-424 form, or
Section C of this application, the lesser amount will be considered as the Federal funding request. Round to the nearest whole
dollar when estimating costs.
The total estimated PE/NEPA activities cost is provided below, for which the FRA grant will contribute no more than the
Federal funding request amount indicated. Any additional expense required beyond that provided in this grant to complete
the PE/NEPA activities shall be borne by the Grantee.

PE/NEPA Activities Overall Cost Summary
#

Task

Cost in FY 2011 Dollars

1

Preliminary Engineering, Project Environmental

2

Contingency (10%)

$45,000,000
$4,500,000

Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$49,500,000

Federal/Non-Federal Funding
Cost in FY 2011
Dollars

Percentage of Total
Activities Cost

Federal funding request

$39,600,000

80%

Non-Federal match amount

$9,900,000

20%

Total PE/NEPA activities cost

$49,500,000

100 %
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