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Norfolk Southern Railway Company
Merchant Street Bridge Project 

CP Meeting 2, April 22, 2020
Responses to Comments

Comment # Source Commenter Comments Responses

1 04/30/2020 Letter
Paragraph 3

Barbara 
Frederick
(PA SHPO)

Consulting Party Coordination:  The PASHPO is requesting a written response to 
concerns raised at the April 20, 2020 consulting party meeting specific to the APE 
and project purpose and need, as outlined below.

This document provides written responses to all comments received at the April 
22, 2020 consulting party meeting, including those pertaining to the APE and the 
project purpose and need and responses to any written comments submitted 
after the meeting.

2 04/30/2020 Letter
Paragraphs 4 and 5

Barbara 
Frederick
(PA SHPO)

Area of Potential Effects:  The consulting parties requested consideration of an 
expansion of the APE to address potential noise, air quality, and visual impacts 
related to the increase in the frequency of freight running along the entire 
Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Project Corridor.  The APE is discontinuous and limited 
to those nine locations (including Merchant Street) where the raising or removal of 
obstructions or minor track lowering is required to allow for double stacking of 
freight.  The discontinuous APE includes all potential physical impacts, including 
track and obstruction improvements and construction activity and staging areas. 
Potential changes in height (raising or lowering) at the nine locations varies from 6” 
to 30”, and associated potential visual effects are accounted for in the May 2018 
report.

The proposed project includes planned increases in the number of trains, thereby 
resulting in increases in noise and emissions.  However, the May 2018 report does 
not provide a discussion of changes in noise or air quality associated with increased 
freight traffic.  Please provide documentation of consideration of the potential 
increases of noise and emissions associated with the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance 
Project and the associated indirect effects on historic properties along the corridor, 
and if necessary, revise the APE.

To clarify, the Merchant Street Bridge Project is a separate project that is 
independent of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects and is being 
evaluated under an independent compliance process.  While the PA SHPO Project 
Review Form and Determination of Area of Potential Effects Report (Michael 
Baker International, Inc. 2018) included nine projects, two of the projects were 
removed from PennDOT funding, and therefore from the Pennsylvania State 
History Code and Section 2002 of Act 120 compliance processes.  The Merchant 
Street Bridge Project was separated from the remaining projects since it has 
independent utility, logical termini, and a separate purpose and need based on 
the deteriorated condition of the bridge.  Modifying the bridge has no effect on 
the railroad vertical clearance because the trains run over the bridge, not under 
it.

The PA SHPO concurred with the boundaries of the Merchant Street Bridge 
Project APE and the methodology for the identification of historic properties in a 
letter dated June 5, 2018.  The letter is provided in Appendix I.4, Agency 
Coordination of the Identification of Historic Properties Report (Michael Baker 
International, Inc. 2019).  The APE was drawn to take into account the nature of 
the proposed undertaking and its potential for direct and indirect (including 
secondary and cumulative) effects on historic properties in accordance with 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800.  
Although not specifically stated in the Section 106 regulations, cumulative effects 
are assumed to be included in the delineation of the APE as part of the 
assessment for potential indirect effects of the undertaking.  Cumulative effects 
of undertakings are included in the definition of Adverse Effects at 36 C.F.R. 
800.5.  For this proposed undertaking, no cumulative and other foreseeable 
indirect effects on historic properties are anticipated.  Note that the assessment 
of project effects takes into account those effects that “may occur farther 
removed in distance” from the project location, as stated in 36 C.F.R. § 800.5, so 
an expansion of the APE is not warranted.

The alternatives that have been assessed for the Merchant Street Bridge Project 
would not result in any effect on noise and emissions.  The online replacement of 
the Merchant Street Bridge would not affect emissions except for the minor 
temporary emissions relating to construction equipment.  An online replacement 
of a bridge with one of identical capacity is not a noise-generating source and 
operationally the Merchant Street Bridge Project will not change the noise levels 



2

Comment # Source Commenter Comments Responses

relative to the No-Build condition.  PennDOT guidance adopts the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements in regard to project-level air 
quality analysis outlined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 771.  The 
rehabilitation, reconstruction, or replacement of qualifying bridges is categorically 
excluded by Federal Railroad Administration regulations from additional analysis 
for air quality based on FHWA's past experience that such projects do not have 
significant environmental effects.  See, e.g., 23 CFR 771.116 Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA); 23 CFR 771.117 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); 
and 23 CFR 771.118 Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

While PennDOT rail traffic forecasts do project increased freight traffic on the 
Merchant Street Bridge, the project is intended to address safety for the current 
interstate freight rail traffic and would also serve future demand as anticipated by 
the Commonwealth’s State Rail Plan.  The replacement alternative studied in the 
course of this project was designed to meet freight rail engineering and safety 
requirements including current American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-
of-Way Association (AREMA) recommendations.

It is important to note that the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects 
are being progressed separately and all of the Pennsylvania History Code and 
Section 2002 of Act 120 issues, including cultural resources coordination, relating 
to those projects are being addressed in that proceeding.  Air quality and noise 
are two of several elements within the human environment to be considered as 
part of a NEPA/Pennsylvania Act 120 evaluation for the proposed Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects.  Issues pertaining to the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical 
Clearance Projects will be considered for those projects but it is not appropriate 
to delay the safety critical nature of the Merchant Street Bridge Project to 
address issues that will not affect and will not be affected by this specific–and 
separate–project.

The air and noise analyses being conducted for the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance 
Projects, currently in draft form, covers the geographic area of the Merchant 
Street Bridge Project.  For informational purposes, those analyses indicate that 
while there would be an overall increase in freight trains between 2019 and 2045 
(design year) in light of anticipated freight volume growth through the 
Commonwealth, those increases are not due to the implementation of the 
Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects (and certainly not due to the Merchant 
Street Bridge Project for the above reasons).  On the contrary, the Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects would decrease the number of trains passing through 
Pittsburgh’s North Side on the Ft. Wayne Line when compared to the 2045 No 
Build traffic projections because of the ability to use double-stack cars to allow for 
the anticipated higher volumes of freight, thus requiring fewer trains than the No-
Build/single-stack train alternative.  Therefore, it is anticipated that the Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects would result in a decrease in emissions and noise in 
the area of the Merchant Street Bridge Project for the year 2045 as compared 
with the No Build projections for 2045.  Based on preliminary analyses being 
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conducted for the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects, an average of 36 trains 
per day (34 freight and 2 passenger) traveled along the Ft. Wayne Line on 
Pittsburgh’s North Side at average speeds of 26.7 and 30.8 miles per hour (mph), 
respectively.  In the No Build scenario, 62 trains per day (60 freight and 2 
passenger) are projected to travel along the Ft. Wayne Line on Pittsburgh’s North 
Side in the year 2045 at average speeds of 26.7 and 30.8 mph, respectively.  With 
the implementation of the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects, 58 trains per 
day (56 freight and 2 passenger) are projected to travel along the Ft. Wayne Line 
on Pittsburgh’s North Side in the year 2045 at average speeds of 29.2 and 30.8 
mph, respectively.  Based on preliminary analyses being conducted for the 
Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects, an average of 72 trains per day (68 freight 
and four passenger) traveled along the Ft. Wayne Line on Pittsburgh’s North Side 
at average speeds of 26.7 and 30.8 miles per hour (mph), respectively.  With the 
No Build scenario, 124 trains per day (120 freight and 4 passenger) are projected 
to travel along the Ft. Wayne Line on Pittsburgh’s North Side in the year 2045 at 
average speeds of 26.7 and 30.8 mph., respectively.  With the implementation of 
the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects, 116 trains per day (112 freight and four 
passenger) are projected to travel along the Ft. Wayne Line on Pittsburgh’s North 
Side in the year 2045 at average speeds of 29.2 and 30.8 mph., respectively.  Total 
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, and hydrocarbon levels 
along the Ft Wayne Line were estimated to be approximately 14.1 tons per year 
(TPY) in 2019.  Under the No Build scenario, the projections for those constituents 
on the Ft. Wayne Line in Pittsburgh’s North Side are projected to be 
approximately 18.1 TPY in 2045.  With the implementation of the Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects, these constituents on the Ft. Wayne Line are 
estimated at approximately 15.5 TPY in 2045, which is a reduction over the No 
Build scenario.  Regarding noise, implementation of the Pittsburgh Vertical 
Clearance Projects likewise would be anticipated to have lower noise levels when 
comparing the 2045 build and No Build scenarios because noise levels are closely 
tied to the number of trains per day, and such numbers will decrease under the 
build scenario versus the No-Build scenario in 2045 in light of the ability to use 
double-stack trains to increase the freight volumes to be moved on each train.  
The foregoing information is subject to change pending further analyses and 
refinements to the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects.

Although this comment was submitted as part of a comment regarding the 
consulting parties meeting for cultural resources review under the Pennsylvania 
History Code, Title 37 of the Pennsylvania Code, 37 Pa.C.S. § 101 et seq. for the 
Merchant Street Bridge Project, the comment is being noted as part of the 
Section 2002 of Act 120 record and will be addressed in the appropriate manner.

3 04/30/2020 Letter
Paragraphs 6 and 7

Barbara 
Frederick
(PA SHPO)

Project Purpose and Need:  The intention of the review process conducted under 
the State History Code and implementing regulations of the Section 106 is to ensure 
the project purpose and need is considered alongside potential effects to historic 
properties during project planning.  The purpose and need of the Merchant Street 
Bridge Project is to maintain safe interstate freight rail operations along the Fort 
Wayne Line to continue the efficient transportation of goods between Chicago and 

In response to paragraph 7, the design of the Merchant Street replacement 
bridge, in particular the track elevation at this crossing, is independent of any 
track lowering that may be undertaken at the W. North Avenue Bridge, located 
approximately 2,100’ northwest of the Merchant Street Bridge.  Even if the tracks 
were lowered to the full depth required to achieve a 22’ clearance under the 
present W. North Avenue Bridge, the track lowering would terminate 
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the New York/New Jersey commercial markets.  The Merchant Street Bridge 
requires replacement due to safety and reliability concerns related to its 
deteriorated condition.  An additional need was identified in the January 2020 
Historic Bridge Rehabilitation Analysis Report:  the City and the Public Utility 
Commission (PUC) have requested the roadway profile at Merchant Street be 
lowered to allow taller vehicles to pass under the bridge.

At the April 20, 2020 meeting, it was acknowledged that decisions related to the 
proposed design of the Merchant Street Bridge are constrained by design decisions 
at other obstruction points along the corridor where the vertical clearance project 
is proposed.  Specific concerns expressed by the consulting parties include the need 
to finalize decision making for the height of the [W.] North [Avenue] Bridge 
(currently part of a PUC initiated mediation) and how that will affect the elevation 
of the Merchant Street Bridge, the selection of preferred alternatives, and potential 
project effects on historic properties.  In addition, should lowering be pursued at 
Merchant Street, the cost of relocating utilities under the roadway at the bridge has 
not been presented.  The undetermined height requirement and other factors at 
Merchant Street have the potential to affect the design of the new structure and 
adjacent features.  This includes the stone-faced retaining wall that runs along 
Merchant Street, associated with the early twentieth-century grade-separation 
project.

approximately 350’ northwest of the W. Ohio Street Bridge and approximately 
1,200’ northwest of the Merchant Street Bridge, as demonstrated in Attachment 
A, which was provided to all consulting parties in an email dated April 29, 2020.  
Stated simply, any elevation changes that may occur at the railroad tracks under 
other bridges as part of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects have 
no bearing on the Merchant Street Bridge project whatsoever.  The above 
information supersedes any verbal statements made during Consulting Party 
Meeting #2 regarding the extent of railroad structures affected by track lowering 
alternatives for the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects.

Regarding the request for underground utilities present at the Merchant Street 
Bridge, this information was initially included in the Determination of Effects 
Report (March 2020) and is shown in Appendix B: Merchant Street Bridge 
Preliminary Replacement Design.  Additional and more detailed information on 
underground utilities was also provided as an attachment to the April 29, 2020 
email to consulting parties and is reproduced here in Attachment B.  In order to 
comply with a request from the City of Pittsburgh for greater underclearance, 
studies have been conducted for lowering the grade of Merchant Street, without 
requiring the need for underground utility relocation.  Because there is no need 
to relocate underground utilities, the cost to do so was not explored.  In addition, 
current plans to lower the roadway do not require alterations to the stone bridge 
abutments or retaining walls along Merchant Street.

4 04/30/2020 Letter
Paragraph 8

Barbara 
Frederick
(PA SHPO)

Determination of Effect Report and Mitigation Measures:  In our opinion it would 
be prudent to wait to advance the project design and assessment of project effects 
on historic properties at Merchant Street until the height requirement of other 
bridges along the vertical clearance corridor is known.  At the April 2020 consulting 
party meeting the local consulting parties expressed an interest in measures to 
minimize visual effects to the community through an increase in the height of the 
retaining wall that runs along the railroad and the addition of landscaping along the 
railroad corridor.  The retaining wall and the decorative fencing atop it are 
contributing features to both the railroad corridor district and the Allegheny 
Commons Historic District.  If elevation of the retaining wall is introduced into the 
project design, then it will be necessary to reassess the potential effect of the 
project on both historic properties.

As stated above, it has been shown that track elevations, even at full track 
lowering at W. North Avenue or any of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical 
Clearance Projects, have no effect on the height of the Merchant Street Bridge.  
Further, the issues of visual and auditory effects of double-stack rail traffic are 
being addressed under separate Pennsylvania History Code and Section 2002 of 
Act 120 compliance processes for the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance 
Projects.  For those reasons, and in light of the safety critical nature of the 
Merchant Street Bridge, the Merchant Street Bridge Project will continue to be 
progressed separately from the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects.  
There are no plans to raise the height of the retaining walls through Allegheny 
Commons or alter the decorative fencing atop the walls as part of the Merchant 
Street Bridge Project.

5 04/30/2020 Letter
Paragraph 9

Barbara 
Frederick
(PA SHPO)

We look forward to continued consultation on this project. Please provide our 
office with copies of any consulting party comments on the effect report or the 
minutes from Meeting #[2].

Copies of consulting party comments on the minutes from Consulting Party #2 are 
reproduced in Attachment C.

6 04/29/2020
Email

Mark Fatla
(NSLC)

As to the Minutes, two corrections please:
 The minutes list the Consulting Parties but I did not hear all of those listed 

respond when their names were called. Perhaps you have more info from 
the video side that I don’t have.  Just want to make sure that the actual 
attendees are accurately noted.

 I specifically noted on at least two occasions that 4 of the Consulting Parties 
on the call had agreed that making any decisions on Merchant St was 
premature at this time. I would like that clearly reflected.

The list of consulting parties listed in the minutes was verified by checking the list 
of the individuals on the call either by the name on the participant list or by the 
roll call.

The minutes were corrected as follows:
 Mark Fatla (NSLC): At the first mediation session, Norfolk Southern 

committed to providing more information by the next session in July.  We 
should be delaying this process until after that mediation session to 
determine if the outcome of that meeting will have any impacts on the 
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Merchant Street Bridge.  I would like to point out that four consulting 
parties on the call have agreed that making any decisions on Merchant 
Street is premature at this time.

7 04/30/2020
Email

Glenn Olcerst
(RP3)

As requested, RP3 has submitted the following corrections to the minutes 
to NSPghMerchant@gmail.com

Please correct the minutes to reflect the following:
 add the word “condition” to my stated request for location, age, and depth 

of subsurface infrastructure.
 add my full quote for the proper standard for review of impact on historic 

properties:
“Full consideration of historic properties includes consideration of all kinds 
of effects on those properties: direct effects, indirect or secondary effects, 
and cumulative effects.  Effects may be visual, audible, or 
atmospheric.  Beyond the effects from physical alteration of the resource 
itself, effects on historic properties may result from changes in such things 
as local or regional traffic patterns, land use, and living patterns.”

The minutes were amended as follows:
 Glen Olcerst (RP3): Mediation aside, we’re not able to come to an 

agreement on Merchant Street.  We are being told there are utilities 
under the road and bridge that preclude any other options.  An email to 
the City from July 2018 requesting information on the location, age, and 
depth, and condition of all of that subsurface infrastructure is still 
unanswered.  How can we determine what the Merchant Street Bridge is 
going to look like without all of that information?  It is not possible.

 Glenn Olcerst (RP3): The state process is supposed to follow and mirror 
the 106 process [quoting from Section 110 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, Guidelines for Federal Agency Activities] “Full 
consideration of historic properties includes consideration of all kinds of 
effects on those properties: direct effects, indirect or secondary effects, 
and cumulative effects.  Effects may be visual, audible, or atmospheric.  
Beyond the effects from physical alteration of the resource itself, effects 
on historic properties may result from changes in such things as local or 
regional traffic patterns, land use, and living patterns.”  Consideration 
shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, 
including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse 
effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance 
or be cumulative…Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements that diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic 
features.”  Your view of your obligations is much too narrow and should 
include visual, audible, and atmospheric impacts from increased traffic 
and double-stack trains.  There will be a huge impact on the Allegheny 
Commons, and this will result in an indirect taking of Allegheny 
Commons.

8 04/22/2020
Verbal Comments

Cheryl Nagle Technically the adverse effect is on the Railroad Corridor Historic District 
resulting from the demolition of a contributing resource, the Merchant Street 
Bridge.

Comment noted.  No response necessary.

mailto:NSPghMerchant@gmail.com
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9 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Susan 
Rademacher 

(PPC)

What will the bridge design look like? The proposed replacement bridge will be very similar to existing bridge in size, 
scale, and appearance, subject to final design following completion of the 
consulting party and public processes.  Minimal but unavoidable visual 
differences will result from how the new bridge is fabricated using modern 
fabrication techniques.  There will be no trough floor system, rather a series of 
modern rolled beams.  The new bridge will not use riveted built up members but 
will use welded and bolted connections.  Preliminary design plans are included in 
Appendix B of the Determination of Effects Report.

10 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

Regarding PA SHPO’s comment letter on the HBRA Report, the reviewer asked what 
was the load posting of this bridge and what’s the anticipated loading increase for 
the project?  NS statement of need anticipates an increase in train volume by 2040.  
Is the proposed new bridge going to be able to carry the 2040 anticipated load 
capacity?  What will the new bridge capacity be?

The PA SHPO Western Project Reviewer indicated that she wrote the comment 
and was asking for a clarification of the report and not the load capacity of the 
bridge in 2040.

The replacement alternative studied in the course of this project was designed to 
meet current freight rail engineering and safety requirements including AREMA 
recommendations.  The design loading of rail bridges is governed by the E-80 axle 
loading and spacing.  Fatigue considerations are controlled by the number of 
stress cycles, which is dependent on the length of the span.  Spans under 100 feet 
long fall into the “greater than 2,000,000 cycles category”, which is the worst-
case scenario and is intended to provide an infinite fatigue life.  An increase in 
traffic volumes would not change the design.

11 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

Norfolk Southern has never had four trains crossing this bridge simultaneously. The volume of traffic over the bridge has nothing to do with load capacity.  There 
are currently four tracks on the Merchant Street Bridge that can carry four trains 
simultaneously.

12 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

I am confused about why the historic reviewer was asking if the loading will be 
increased by 2040 if we aren’t concerned with the loading then.

See response to comment 10

13 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

Why did the historic reviewer inquire about the load and whether it can be 
increased?

See response to comment 10.

14 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Cheryl Nagle Because there is an adverse effect, the consultation process provides the consulting 
parties with the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed bridge design.

Comment noted.  Consulting parties comments on the proposed bridge design 
are being solicited as part of these consulting party meetings.
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15 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

[Regarding bridge replacement] This assumes the structure is on the existing 
abutments and the same height/same track elevations?

The replacement bridge is essentially a superstructure replacement using existing 
abutments on the existing alignment.

16 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

To that point, if the bridge were lowered as part of the larger project [Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects] in order to gain 6” or a foot of track lowering to reduce 
the height of the W. North Avenue Bridge, aren’t we premature here?

As stated above, the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects are separate 
and independent of the Merchant Street Bridge Project.  The height of the 
Merchant Street Bridge is independent of any actions that may be undertaken at 
W. North Avenue.  See responses to comments 3 and 4 and Attachment A for 
additional detail.

17 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

That assumes Merchant Street would remain open.  Putting this in larger context, if 
we lower Merchant by a foot to enable us to have a crossing at W. North Avenue that 
was better, the community would want to close Merchant to vehicular traffic.  There 
are enough other routes around the railroad for bus traffic that Merchant Street 
could be sacrificed if it provided a better crossing for W. North Avenue.

Again, the height of the Merchant Street Bridge is independent of any actions 
that may be undertaken at W. North Avenue.  See responses to comments 3 and 
4 and Attachment A for additional information regarding track lowering at W. 
North Avenue and non-applicability to the elevation of a Merchant Street 
replacement structure.  Regarding the closure of Merchant Street to vehicular 
traffic, the City of Pittsburgh was given the opportunity to respond to comments 
related to City matters and provided the following:  “For the past 5 years, at the 
request of the community and inspiration of Mr. Fatla, the Department has been 
working to restore what we can of the traditional urban grid that once existed in 
this part of the city.  Urban renewal definitely taught us–and this neighborhood 
most particularly–the consequences of eliminating redundant connections and 
operations.  Merchant Street is an important connection for all modes of travel 
(vehicles, bikes, pedestrians).  The only other remaining connections under the 
SR65/I279 highway are Federal Street or Allegheny Avenue—each about a third of 
a mile away.  This is an important connection for transportation resiliency and 
emergency response and the city is not supportive of closing the street or limiting 
any viable modes of use.”

18 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

It is difficult to say how we move forward with Merchant Street Bridge until we have 
an agreed-upon solution for the North Avenue Bridge.  What’s the situation with 
that?

Again, the Merchant Street Bridge Project is independent of any actions that may 
be undertaken at W. North Avenue.  The Merchant Street Bridge Project is also 
before the Pennsylvania PUC.  While it is not relevant to this project, the W. 
North Avenue Bridge Project separately is in PUC-initiated mediation with 
intervening party community groups.  The first session was held in February 2020; 
the next session will be in July.  The Pennsylvania History Code and Section 2002 
of Act 120 processes will proceed consistent with the PUC process.

19 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

The W. North Avenue Bridge will not be able to be raised after the mediation session, 
and the tracks will have to be lowered to clear under the existing bridge.  If that 
happens, and it’s almost a certainty to avoid creating dangerous approaches on all 
four sides of the intersection at W. North Avenue.  We will then have to lower 
Merchant Street.

The statement is presuming an outcome of the mediations sessions and the 
selection of an alternative prior to the conclusion of the appropriate procedures.  
There have been no decisions to date as a result of the mediation sessions 
regarding the proposed height of the W. North Avenue Bridge.  Ultimately, the 
PUC will issue a decision on that issue.

The height of the Merchant Street Bridge is independent of any actions that may 
be undertaken at W. North Avenue.  See response to comment 3 and Attachment 
A for additional detail.
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20 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

[Regarding changes to approach roadways of the W. North Avenue Bridge] That’s 
because the road profile changes would extend for a quarter of a mile.

This consulting party meeting pertains to the Merchant Street Bridge Project, and 
this comment is not relevant to this project.  Nevertheless, for clarification,  the 
length of the APE for the W. North Avenue Project, which was based on potential 
elevation changes to local streets, is 0.16 mile along W. North Avenue and 0.18 
mile along Brighton Road.  Although this comment was submitted as part of a 
comment regarding the consulting parties meeting for cultural resources review 
under the Pennsylvania History Code, Title 37 of the Pennsylvania Code, 37 
Pa.C.S. § 101 et seq. for the Merchant Street Bridge Project, the comment is being 
noted as part of the Section 2002 of Act 120 record and will be addressed in the 
appropriate manner.

21 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla
(NSLC)

At the first mediation session, Norfolk Southern committed to providing more 
information by the next session in July.  We should be delaying this process until after 
that mediation session to determine if the outcome of that meeting will have any 
impacts on the Merchant Street Bridge.  I would like to point out that four consulting 
parties on the call have agreed that making any decisions on Merchant Street was 
premature at this time.

The mediation session pertains to the W. North Avenue Bridge Project, which is 
one of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects and is separate and 
distinct from the Merchant Street Bridge Project.  The Merchant Street Bridge 
Project has independent utility and logical termini as a bridge replacement 
project based on the bridge’s age, condition, and required future maintenance 
and is not a subject of that mediation.  The height of the Merchant Street Bridge 
is independent of any actions that may be undertaken at W. North Avenue.  See 
responses to comments 3 and 4 and Attachment A for additional detail.

22 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glen Olcerst 
(RP3)

Mediation aside, we’re not able to come to an agreement on Merchant Street.  We 
are being told there are utilities under the road and bridge that preclude any other 
options.  An email to the City from July 2018 requesting information on the location, 
age, depth, and condition of all of that subsurface infrastructure is still unanswered.  
How can we determine what the Merchant Street Bridge is going to look like without 
all of that information?  It is not possible.

The Merchant Street Bridge Project is a proposed bridge replacement with no 
changes to the railroad alignment.  Additional information on subsurface 
infrastructure relating to the roadway under the bridge was provided to all 
consulting parties along with the meeting minutes in an email dated April 29, 
2020.

23 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Susan 
Rademacher 

(PPC)

Will there be coordination with DOMI on pedestrian and bike path design under the 
bridge?

Yes, DOMI has provided direction on the use of “advisory” bike lanes where there 
will be a center shared lane for vehicles and flanking lanes for bicycles.

24 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

[Regarding bike lanes under the bridge] There needs to be a conversation with the 
neighborhoods.  I don’t see the comparison here between parking to calm traffic and 
bike lanes to calm traffic.  The North Side doesn’t want to be the subject of this 
experiment.  Perhaps the Merchant Street Bridge should be lowered and eliminate 
vehicular traffic altogether, then you end up with a beautiful trail/bike lane.  Forget 
about lowering the roadbed and lower bridge instead.

Regarding coordinating with the neighborhoods on the bike lanes under the 
Merchant Street Bridge, the City of Pittsburgh was given the opportunity to 
respond to comments related to City matters and provided the following: 
“Advisory bike lanes are a traffic calming feature more than anything else.  This is 
a very narrow underpass that is already used by both vehicles and people on 
bicycles.  The advisory bike lanes do just that–they advise motorists to expect 
people on bicycles–very similar to the sharrow treatment used throughout the 
city but with the perception of a narrower travel path which helps to slow traffic.  
They have no impact on street capacity.  This is a safety feature deemed 
appropriate using engineering judgment.  Without the COVID restrictions in place, 
we had anticipated meeting with local groups regarding the pavement markings. 
Installing advisory bike lanes on Merchant Street is not an integral component of 
the bridge replacement project, and they can be removed from the project.”  See 
also response to comment 17.

There is no need to lower the elevation of the Merchant Street Bridge.  See 
responses to comments 3 and 4 and Attachment A for additional information 
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regarding track lowering at W. North Avenue and non-applicability to the 
elevation of a Merchant Street replacement structure.

25 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Eric Setzler 
(DOMI)

There are many streets in the City that operate similarly.  The outside bike lanes are 
similar to on-street parking, but instead of parked cars , there will be dashed line on 
either side of the street.

Comment noted.  No response necessary.

26 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

The City wants clearance for first responder vehicles.  The current Merchant Street 
Bridge with its center pier bent along the sidewalk protects pedestrians.

The City of Pittsburgh was given the opportunity to respond to comments related 
to City matters and provided the following: “Merchant Street is an important 
connection for all modes of travel (vehicles, bikes, pedestrians).  The only other 
remaining connections under the SR65/I279 highway are Federal Street or 
Allegheny Avenue–each about a third of a mile away.  This is an important 
connection for transportation resiliency and emergency response and the city is 
not supportive of closing the street or limiting any viable modes of use.”

The design of the replacement bridge will take into account pedestrian safety.

27 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

[Regarding bike lanes and a shared vehicle lane under the bridge] I don’t understand 
how that’s going to fly with the neighborhoods.

Comment noted.  No response necessary.

28 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Susan 
Rademacher 

(PPC)

I agree that proximate bridges should be handled in a coordinated way and with Mark 
Fatla’s point about pausing until July's W. North Avenue bridge mediation session.

It has since been demonstrated and shared with consulting parties that the 
elevation of the Merchant Street Bridge will be unaffected by any of the proposed 
Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects.  See responses to comments 3 and 4 and 
Attachment A for additional information regarding track lowering at W. North 
Avenue and non-applicability to the elevation of a Merchant Street replacement 
structure.

29 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Lynne Lehrer 
(DLCB)

Has the information Glenn is requesting been studied?  Why can’t that be shared with 
the group?

Information regarding underground utilities, current track elevations, and length 
of track lowering required for 22’ vertical clearance under the present elevation 
of the W. North Avenue Bridge was provided to all consulting parties along with 
the meeting minutes in an email dated April 29, 2020.

30 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

Information needs to be provided in order to reach a decision.  Information from the 
mediation session is confidential, but everyone here should be able to have the 
information necessary to make decisions.

All requests for information originating from and relating to the Merchant Street 
Bridge Project consulting party consultation process have been honored by 
providing the requested information via email or by posting to the Norfolk 
Southern project website.
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31 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

I requested information years ago about utilities and subsurface infrastructure 
throughout the corridor and we still don’t have it.  This information needs to be 
provided.

The requested information pertains to the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance 
Projects; the information requested is still in the process of being obtained 
through additional studies and will be compiled in future reports relating to those 
projects.  Information on utilities and subsurface infrastructure that is currently 
available relating to the Merchant Street Bridge Project was provided to all 
consulting parties along with the meeting minutes in an email dated April 29, 
2020.

32 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

We should wrap up now and reconvene after the mediation after July. The mediation session pertains to the W. North Avenue Bridge Project, which is 
part of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects.  It has been 
demonstrated that the Merchant Street Bridge Project has independent utility 
and logical termini as an online bridge replacement project for an aging bridge 
that is in poor condition.

33 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

If the situation changes as a result of the mediation session, will we have to start over 
after July?

The Merchant Street Bridge Project will not be affected by the mediation for the 
W. North Avenue Bridge Project.  When the next consulting party meeting for the 
Merchant Street Bridge Project occurs, the process will continue, not start over.

34 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

We need the engineering information before we can make any decision on the design 
at Merchant Street.

Information regarding underground utilities, current track elevations, and length 
of track lowering required for 22’ vertical clearance under the present elevation 
of the W. North Avenue Bridge was provided to all consulting parties along with 
the meeting minutes in an email dated April 29, 2020.

35 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

Does anyone know the elevation difference between W. North Avenue and Merchant 
Street?

Information regarding current track elevations was provided to all consulting 
parties along with the meeting minutes in an email dated April 29, 2020.  See 
responses to comments 3 and 4 and Attachment A for additional information 
regarding track lowering at W. North Avenue and non-applicability to the 
elevation of a Merchant Street replacement structure.

36 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

We can’t say that there will be no adverse effect on the park.  You could impact trees 
and need temporary construction easements from within the park.

Currently, there are no anticipated impacts to the park or a need to remove any 
trees.  If temporary construction easements are required, the affected portion of 
the park would be restored to its present condition.

37 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

We can’t make the conclusion that there are no effects on Allegheny Commons if this 
project happens as it is outlined now.

The Merchant Street Bridge Project is currently a bridge replacement project as 
the rehabilitation alternative has been dismissed.  The replacement bridge will be 
constructed at the same elevation on the same alignment.  Anticipated effects to 
the park were identified and assessed to determine if they were adverse in the 
Determination of Effects Report.  The agency, in this case PennDOT, determined 
that the project effects to the Allegheny Commons Historic District were not 
adverse.

38 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

Independent of construction type or materials, it would be easy enough to replicate 
the side panels of the bridge girders currently on the north and south approach, 
specifically the flat panels that have raised structural members.  These members 
could be replicated to appear to be riveted.  This would maintain the visual elements 
visible from of the park that currently exist.

The current girder has riveted stiffeners that create a paneled look.  The current 
design of the replacement structure incorporates welded stiffeners on the face of 
the girder that will create a similar appearance.  While bolted vertical shear 
stiffeners are an acceptable alternative, it is not preferred because it is a less 
efficient fabrication technique and increases maintenance costs.
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39 04/22/2020 Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

Quoting from the PA SHPO review letter, the reviewer was asking if the web 
strengthening plates could be placed on the inside instead of the outside of the girder 
to still allow the same strengthening.

The comment pertained to the rehabilitation alternative, which has been 
dismissed from further consideration because of its failure to meet the Secretary 
of Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Properties.

40 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

I am worried about the Allegheny Commons and the inextricably intertwined 
connection of the other bridges.  If theoretically we come to an agreement where the 
W. North Avenue Bridge is raised a little and the tracks lowered a little, maybe the 
height of the retaining walls through the park could be raised so the visual impact of 
the double-stack trains is lessened.  Can that be added here as a mitigation measure?

The height of the Merchant Street Bridge is independent of any actions that may 
be undertaken at W. North Avenue.  See responses to comments 3 and 4 and 
Attachment A for additional detail.

The retaining walls and the decorative fencing are contributing elements of both 
the Allegheny Commons Historic District and the Pennsylvania Railroad: Main Line 
(Pittsburgh to Ohio State Line) Railroad Corridor Historic District.  Any alterations 
to the walls or fence could constitute an adverse effect on both historic districts 
as noted in the PA SHPO letter dated April 30, 2020.

41 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Susan 
Rademacher 

(PPC)

We would like to see historic fencing repaired from the Post Office property to the 
western edge of APE. I suggest new plantings adjacent to the bridge that would 
provide screening and continuity of the Allegheny Commons landscape character.  I 
think there should be a planting plan for the bridge abutments and along Merchant 
Street as well as along park edges.

Repair of the fencing was one of the suggested mitigation options considered in 
the discussion of the resolution of adverse effects on historic properties.  The 
plantings along the park edges would effectively obscure the fence, a character-
defining feature of both historic districts as noted in the response to comment 40.  
Vegetative screening was not historically a part of the Allegheny Commons 
planting scheme.  This change could also constitute an adverse effect on the 
Allegheny Commons Historic District (see comment 44).

42 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Frank Stroker 
(PHLF)

I agree with Susan about the existing fencing as this would mitigate some of the loss 
of the bridge and enhance the rail corridor

Comment noted.  No response necessary.

43 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

I suggest that Norfolk Southern provide a capital and maintenance endowment for 
Allegheny Commons.

Comment noted.

44 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Cheryl Nagle 
(PA SHPO)

I agree about context sensitive design.  However, the suggested plantings and 
increase in wall height could result in an adverse effect on the park.  The resource 
being adversely affected is the railroad, so the mitigation should be related to the 
railroad, not about maintenance items.  Maintenance is the responsibility of the 
railroad since it’s their property.  Appropriate mitigation for the adverse effect on the 
railroad could be such things as interpretive signage on the history of the railroad.

Comment noted.  No response necessary.

45 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

Regarding the removal of vegetation on railroad property, it should be replanted with 
nicer landscaping.

Comment noted.
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46 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

The bridge is being replaced to bring more rail traffic so the mitigation should be 
designed to mitigate for that traffic increase.  The only historic district of interest is 
Allegheny Commons.

To clarify, as stated in the purpose and need statement, the purpose of the 
Merchant Street Bridge project is related to safety in light of the structure having 
reached the end of its useful life and engineering inspections have identified a 
need to address these problems in order to maintain safe interstate rail 
transportation along the Pittsburgh Line.  The Merchant Street Bridge Project 
would replace the current bridge due to its age, condition, and required future 
maintenance.  The historic property being adversely affected by the removal of 
the bridge is the Pennsylvania Railroad: Main Line (Pittsburgh to Ohio State Line) 
Railroad Corridor Historic District.  The Merchant Street Bridge was part of a 
massive grade-separation project undertaken in the early twentieth century and 
is a contributing element of the railroad corridor historic district.  The Merchant 
Street Bridge is not a contributing element of the Allegheny Commons Historic 
District (see comment 8).

47 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

The Commons will be impacted so it is not unreasonable to suggest mitigation within 
the park.

The Determination of Effects Report applied the Definition of Effect and the 
Criteria of Adverse Effect and found that the replacement of the Merchant Street 
Bridge with a modern bridge of similar design, at the same height, and on the 
same alignment will not substantially alter the viewshed of the Allegheny 
Commons Historic District.  The Allegheny Commons is a National Register of 
Historic Places- (NRHP-) listed historic district.  Any proposed mitigation measures 
within the park boundaries will need to be compatible with the landscape and 
must not result in an adverse effect on the Allegheny Commons Historic District 
(see comment 44 and responses to comments 40 and 41).  The purpose of 
Consulting Party Meeting # 2 was to provide consulting parties the opportunity to 
comment on historic property effects determinations resulting from the proposed 
Merchant Street Bridge Project as identified in the proceedings and the 
Determination of Effects Report, which has been provided to consulting parties.  
The comment does not identify an effect from the project on the Allegheny 
Commons Historic District.

48 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Cheryl Nagle 
(PA SHPO)

Mitigation ideas should be related to the history of the railroad. Comment noted.  No response necessary.

49 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

The real impact is not on the railroad but on the park.  That’s what everyone is 
concerned about.

It has been demonstrated in the Determination of Effects Report that the 
application of the Definition of Effect and the Criteria of Adverse Effect resulted in 
an adverse effect finding for the Pennsylvania Railroad: Main Line (Pittsburgh to 
Ohio State Line) Railroad Corridor Historic District.  We understand the public’s 
concern for the Allegheny Commons, but it has been determined that the 
replacement of the Merchant Street Bridge will not adversely affect the qualities 
of the Allegheny Commons Historic District that qualify it for inclusion in the 
NRHP.  The purpose of Consulting Party Meeting # 2 was to provide consulting 
parties the opportunity to comment on historic property effects determinations 
resulting from the proposed Merchant Street Bridge Project as identified in the 
proceedings and the Determination of Effects Report, which has been provided to 
consulting parties.  The comment does not identify an effect from the project on 
the Allegheny Commons Historic District.
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50 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Susan 
Rademacher 

(PPC)

It would be great to provide an interpretive sign, using park standards, that tells the 
story of the railroad and its changes over the years.  [In response to Cheryl Nagle’s 
statement about the plantings]:  Screen plantings are going to mitigate visual impacts 
on the park, protect plant communities within the park, and mitigate erosion within 
the railroad corridor.  Also, a densely planted border will help to mitigate increased 
noise and air pollution.

Comment regarding interpretive signage is noted.  See comment 44 from PA 
SHPO and responses to comments 40, 41, and 47 for additional information 
regarding vegetative screening.

51 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Eric Setzler 
(DOMI)

Since the removal of the Merchant Street Bridge will have an adverse effect on the 
historic rail corridor, there are mutual mitigation benefits from some of the 
suggested mitigation measures that benefit both the park and the railroad corridor 
such as the railing and the wall improvements.

Comment noted.  No response necessary.

52 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

Regarding maintenance, the railroad hasn’t done any maintenance of its corridor 
resulting in overgrowth that leads to homeless encampments.  This should not be 
considered mitigation but should just be a part of Norfolk Southern’s general 
maintenance of its property.  Also, the existing bridge pier under the bridge currently 
separates the travel lanes from pedestrians will be removed.  There needs to be 
better pedestrian safety incorporated into the replacement bridge design.  As we 
know, there will be finite resources for mitigation.  We should put this money 
towards lowering the tracks and improving the design of the W. North Avenue Bridge 
rather than waste it on small mitigation measures related to the Merchant Street 
Bridge.

Comment regarding maintenance of railroad corridor noted.

The design of the replacement bridge will take into account pedestrian safety.

Consultation on the project’s effects on historic properties is required by the 
Pennsylvania History Code.  Please refer to the guidelines for mitigation of 
adverse effects on historic properties in the Consulting Party Meeting #2 
PowerPoint presentation.  Consultation under the Pennsylvania History Code is 
progressing separately for the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects, 
which includes the W. North Avenue Project.  Separate mitigation for the 
resolution of any adverse effects on historic properties resulting from the 
independent Merchant Street Bridge Project is appropriate.

53 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

We need to take the time to understand the impacts to the larger corridor. Impacts to the larger corridor are being considered as part of the Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects’ environmental and cultural resources review 
processes as appropriate in accordance with the Pennsylvania History Code and 
PennDOT’s Section 2002 of Act 120 process.

54 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

Will there be another round of discussion with a proposed design or plan with these 
mitigation measures? Will we have a chance to review and offer comment on that?

Yes, one of the goals of Consulting Party Meeting #2 was to generate possible 
mitigation ideas.  This discussion will continue during Consulting Party Meeting 
#3, when we will refine our ideas and commit to them in a Memorandum of 
Agreement.

55 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

The state process is supposed to follow and mirror the 106 process [quoting from 
Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Guidelines for Federal Agency 
Activities] “Full consideration of historic properties includes consideration of all kinds 
of effects on those properties: direct effects, indirect or secondary effects, and 
cumulative effects.  Effects may be visual, audible, or atmospheric.  Beyond the 
effects from physical alteration of the resource itself, effects on historic properties 
may result from changes in such things as local or regional traffic patterns, land use, 
and living patterns.”  Your view of your obligations is much too narrow and should 
include visual, audible, and atmospheric impacts from increased traffic and double-
stack trains.  There will be a huge impact on the Allegheny Commons, and this will 
result in an indirect taking of Allegheny Commons.

The quoted language is the National Historic Preservation Act’s (NHPA’s) 1998 
guide for Section 110 of the NHPA, re-codified at 54 U.S.C. § 306101 et seq., and 
is applicable to federal agencies implementing the NHPA.  The Section 106 
regulations, which are being followed to comply with the Pennsylvania History 
Code are found at 36 C.F.R. § 800.5, which provide for assessment of effects on 
historic properties including direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.  While both 
Sections 110 and 106 of the NHPA contain similar language, Section 106 is the 
appropriate guidance to follow.

See response to comment 2 for further details on why no expansion of the APE is 
warranted and why the implementation of the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance 
Projects is anticipated to reduce emissions and noise when the build and No Build 
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projections for the year 2045 are compared.  The project will not adversely affect 
Allegheny Commons. 

As noted above, the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects are being 
progressed separately and all of the Pennsylvania History Code and Section 2002 
of Act 120 issues, including cultural resources coordination and the visual and 
auditory effects of double-stack trains relating to those projects, are being 
addressed in that proceeding.

56 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

[Regarding a presenter comment about confusing perceived effects of the Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects with effects of the Merchant Street Bridge Project] No, 
we’re not.  We didn’t reach any consensus.  It’s too early to make any conclusions.  
We will not agree to anything until after the next mediation session.

The mediation session pertains to the W. North Avenue Bridge Project, which is 
one of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Projects.  The Merchant Street 
Bridge Project has independent utility as a bridge replacement project due to its 
age, condition, and required future maintenance and is not the subject of that 
mediation.

57 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

Another element needs to be considered—the increased rail traffic that the project 
is going to cause.  This bridge is only being considered for replacement because of 
the double-stack trains, otherwise it would be ignored for another 25 years.

The Merchant Street Bridge Project has independent utility as a bridge 
replacement project due to its age, condition, and required future maintenance.  
It has no vertical clearance restrictions and is currently capable of handling 
double-stack trains.

58 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

John DeSantis 
(Property 
Owner)

Norfolk Southern owns plenty of structurally deficient bridges. Norfolk Southern maintains its bridges to operate its railroad responsibly and 
safely, and other bridges are irrelevant to this project.

59 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Mark Fatla 
(NSLC)

The only reason this bridge is being replaced is because Norfolk Southern wants to 
run double-stack trains over it.

The Merchant Street Bridge has no vertical clearance restrictions and is currently 
capable of handling double-stack trains.  It is being replaced due to age, 
condition, and required future maintenance.  The Merchant Street Bridge needs 
to be replaced regardless and independent of the proposed Pittsburgh Vertical 
Clearance Projects.

60 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

There is a finite amount of money available for mitigation; I heard that Norfolk 
Southern has $5 million reserved for mitigation.  That’s a starting point.  This is the 
most important route from oil refineries to Chicago, saving 2-3 hours per train.  That’s 
a great deal of profit.  They have more than enough money to get this done and make 
everyone, including the park, whole.

There has been no mention of dollar amounts for mitigation at any of the 
consulting party meetings for the Merchant Street Bridge Project.  It is 
acknowledged that the Pittsburgh Line is a more-direct route and will save 2-3 
hours of travel time per train. 

61 04/22/2020
Verbal Comment

Glenn Olcerst 
(RP3)

Does Norfolk Southern have an agreement with the City regarding the under 
clearance at the Merchant Street Bridge?

Norfolk Southern and the City of Pittsburgh (DOMI) have been working to address 
the clearance issues under the Merchant Street Bridge.  The City of Pittsburgh 
was given the opportunity to respond to comments related to City matters and 
provided the following:  “Merchant Street is an important connection for all 
modes of travel (vehicles, bikes, pedestrians).  The only other remaining 
connections under the SR65/I279 highway are Federal Street or Allegheny 
Avenue–each about a third of a mile away.  This is an important connection for 
transportation resiliency and emergency response and the city is not supportive 
of closing the street or limiting any viable modes of use.”
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Pennsylvania Ave. OH
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Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Merchant Street Bridge Replacement

Consulting Party Review Meeting #2 – NSR Response to Comment 

Exhibit Depicting Top-of-Rail Elevation Information 

* Feasibility of track lowering is not agreed to by Norfolk Southern 

(Prepared by NSR D&C – 4/29/2020)
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Test Hole 
Number Date

Type of 
Utility or 
Structure

Utility 
Size

Utility 
Material

Cross 
Section 

View 
(Facing N)

Utility 
Direction 

Existing 
Ground 

Elev.

Top of 
Utility 
Field 
Depth    
(Feet)

Top of 
Utility 
Elev. 
(Feet)

Surface 
Type - 
Natural 
Ground/ 
Asphalt/ 

Concrete/
Brick

Surface 
Thickness 
(Inches)

Reference Point 
Information - X-
Cut/ PK Nail & 

Disc/ Rod & Cap

COMMENTS

M-1 7/30/19 Wall Footer No Footer (Stone - 
Block Wall) --- Natural 

Ground No Ref. Point set    Wall Footer was not found: +/- 4.60 ft depth is to visible bottom of wall. Shale-
rock soils layered under wall bottom

Gas Pipe 8" Steel 2.00' Natural 
Ground Rod & Cap Rod & Cap set over center 8" Gas running at east edge of concrete sidewalk

FO Conduit 4" PVC 2.79' Concrete 
Sidewalk 3" Conc. Chiseled "X" Rod & Cap set over center 4" Conduit running at +/-middle of concrete sidewalk

M-2 7/31/19 Wall Footer 10" / 7" Concrete / 
Slurry-pour

4.41' 
(Conc.)

Natural 
Ground No Ref. Point set Wall footer appeared to be 10" wide formed concrete with rough pour slurry 

underneath. Top of Slurry = 4.85' deep / Approx. Bottom = 6.28' deep*

Gas Pipe 8" Steel 1.73' Natural 
Ground Rod & Cap Rod & Cap set over center 8" Gas running at east edge of concrete sidewalk

M-3 7/31/19 Wall Footer 81/2" W x 
101/2" H Concrete 5.08' Natural 

Ground Rod & Cap Rod & Cap set over edge of Footer exposed 0.7 ft west of face of wall

8/1/19 FO Conduit 4" PVC 3.06' Concrete 
Sidewalk 3" Conc. Chiseled "X" Rod & Cap set over center 4" Conduit running at +/-middle of concrete sidewalk

M-4 8/1/19 Wall Footer 13" Concrete 4.84' Asphalt / 
Cobbleston 5" / 9" Pk Nail & Disc Rod & Cap set over edge of Footer 

8/2/19 Electric Duct 20" Wide Concrete 5.15' Asphalt / 
Cobbleston 6" / 7" Pk Nail & Disc Rod & Cap set over center of 20" width of concrete.                       

Bottom of structure was not exposed

M-5 8/1/19 Wall Footer 13" Slurry 3.48' Asphalt / 
Cobbleston 5" / 9" Pk Nail & Disc Rod & Cap set over approx. edge of rough-pour slurry 

M-6 8/2/19 Wall Footer No Footer (Stone - 
Block Wall) --- Asphalt  5" Pk Nail & Disc Wall Footer was not found: *Ref Pin set over edge of Boulder rock visible at 

bottom of wall = 3.30 ft deep. Shale-rock sloping upwards = 2.30 ft deep (top)

MH008-
F074 8/1/19 Sewer MH 78" Gunite/Br Invert In = +/-15.37 ft / Invert Out = +/-15.39 ft (Depths from Rim of MH)           

MH008-
F102 8/1/19 Sewer MH 78" Gunite/Br Invert In = +/-11.73 ft / Invert Out = +/-11.28 ft (Depths from Rim of MH)           

MH008-
B027 8/1/19 Sewer MH 24" ---- Invert In = +/-10.71 ft / Invert Out = +/-10.72 ft (Depths from Rim of MH)  

*See Plan Sheet for section view detail of M-2 & M-6 Wall Footer

Face of Wall to Edge of Footer = 0.9 ft

Face of Wall to Ref. Pin set* = 1.3 ft

E-side Merchant FOC to Center 8" G = 8.4 ft

E-side Merchant FOC to Edge of Footer = 6.2 ft

E-side Merchant FOC to Center 4" FO = 5 ft

Face of Wall to Edge of Footer = 1.6 ft

Face of Wall to center of Elec-Duct = 4.4 ft

E-side Merchant FOC to Face of Wall=10.2 ft

Field Tie Measurement

E-side Merchant FOC to Center 8" G = 8 ft

E-side Merchant FOC to Center 4" FO = 5 ft

E-side Merchant FOC to Face of Wall=11.5 ft
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Quick Report

MH008F074

Position Observation Grade

MH008F102

PITTSBURGH PA

MERCHANT ST

7/29/2019

Survey Direction: Downstream

BR

78 "Date:

City:

Street:

Pipe Diameter:

MH008F102_MH008F074_29072019_093208.mpg

Pipe Material:

Upstream Manhole, Survey Beginsft.0

Water Level, 5 %of cross sectional areaft.0

Tap Factory Made, at 10 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 15"ft.41.5

Tap Factory Made, at 12 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 15"ft.43.4

Survey Abandonedft.76.9
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Robinson Pipe Cleaning Company 412-921-2100



Quick Report

MH008F102

Position Observation Grade

MH008B079

PITTSBURGH PA

MERCHANT ST

7/29/2019

Survey Direction: Upstream

BR

78 "Date:

City:

Street:

Pipe Diameter:

MH008B079_MH008F102_29072019_100400.mpg

Pipe Material:

Downstream Manhole, Survey Beginsft.0

Water Level, 5 %of cross sectional areaft.0

Tap Factory Made, at 04 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 24"ft.162.4

Alignment Left, 45 %ft.162.4 M4

Survey Abandonedft.162.4
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Quick Report

MH008F074

Position Observation Grade

MH008B080

PITTSBURGH PA

MERCHANT ST

7/29/2019

Survey Direction: Upstream

BR

78 "Date:

City:

Street:

Pipe Diameter:

MH008B080_MH008F074_29072019_104029.mpg

Pipe Material:

Downstream Manhole, Survey Beginsft.0

Water Level, 5 %of cross sectional areaft.0

Tap Factory Made, at 02 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 24"ft.7.8

Tap Factory Made, at 01 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 15"ft.208.7

Tap Factory Made, at 02 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 10"ft.293.4

Tap Factory Made, at 11 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 15"ft.351.7

Tap Factory Made, at 09 o'clock, -, within 8 inches of joint: NO, 15"ft.362.6

Upstream Manhole, Survey Endsft.369.2
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Robinson Pipe Cleaning Company 412-921-2100
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MH008F104

Position Observation Grade

MH008P074

PITTSBURGH PA

MERCHANT ST

7/29/2019

Survey Direction: Downstream

BR

78 "Date:

City:

Street:

Pipe Diameter:

MH008P074_MH008F104_29072019_120628.mpg

Pipe Material:

Upstream Manhole, Survey Beginsft.0

Water Level, 5 %of cross sectional areaft.0

Downstream Manhole, Survey Endsft.287
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Quick Report

MH008B027

Position Observation Grade

MH008B028

PITTSBURGH PA

MERCHANT ST

7/29/2019

Survey Direction: Downstream

VCP

24 "Date:

City:

Street:

Pipe Diameter:

MH008B028_MH008B027_29072019_125252.mpg

Pipe Material:

Upstream Manhole, Survey Beginsft.0

Water Level, 5 %of cross sectional areaft.0

Downstream Manhole, Survey Endsft.15
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This is an auto generated report.  Please contact the office if you need a more detailed report with pictures.                      
Robinson Pipe Cleaning Company 412-921-2100



Quick Report

MH008P074

Position Observation Grade

MH008B027

PITTSBURGH PA

MERCHANT ST

7/29/2019

Survey Direction: Downstream

VCP

24 "Date:

City:

Street:

Pipe Diameter:

MH008B027_MH008P074_29072019_130031.mpg

Pipe Material:

Upstream Manhole, Survey Beginsft.0

Water Level, 5 %of cross sectional areaft.0

Alignment Right, 20 %ft.200.7 M2

Alignment Left, 20 %ft.213 M2

Downstream Manhole, Survey Endsft.289.6
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Robinson Pipe Cleaning Company 412-921-2100



 

 
 

 

Attachment C 

Consulting Party Comments and Corrections on Minutes 
from Merchant Street Bridge Project Consulting Party 

Meeting #2 



 
 

April 30, 2020 
 

Timothy Zinn 
Michael Baker International, Inc. 
100 Airside Drive 
Moon Township PA 15108 

 
ER 2018-1595-003-J: PennDOT Multimodal, Norfolk Southern Railway Company, Pittsburgh 
Vertical Clearance Projects, Pittsburgh, Allegheny County, Merchant Street Bridge, Determination 
of Effect Report and Consulting Party Meeting #3 Notes 

 
Dear Mr. Zinn, 

 
Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Pennsylvania 
State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the implementing 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is the primary 
federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et 
seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include consideration of the project's 
potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 

 
Above Ground Resources 
We are in receipt of the Determination of Effect Report for the Merchant Street Bridge, received 
on Wednesday, March 18, 2020. On April 29, 2020, we also received the draft meeting notes from 
the April 20, 2020 consulting party meeting (meeting # 3) which included a presentation and 
discussion of the assessment of effect and mitigation for the Market Street Bridge. 
 
Consulting Party Coordination 
The PASHPO is requesting a written response to concerns raised at the April 20, 2020 
consulting party meeting specific to the APE and project purpose and need, as outlined 
below. 
 
Area of Potential Effect 
 
The consulting parties requested consideration of an expansion of the APE to address potential 
noise, air quality, and visual impacts related to the increase in the frequency of freight running 
along the entire Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Project Corridor. The APE is discontinuous and 
limited to those nine locations (including Merchant Street) where the raising or removal of 
obstructions or minor track lowering is required to allow for double stacking of freight. The 
discontinuous APE includes all potential physical impacts, including track and obstruction 
improvements and construction activity and staging areas. Potential changes in height (raising or 
lowering) at the nine locations varies from 6” to 30”, and associated potential visual effects are 
accounted for in the May 2018 report. 
 
The proposed project includes planned increases in the number of trains, thereby resulting in 
increases in noise and emissions. However, the May 2018 report does not provide a discussion of 
changes in noise or air quality associated with increased freight traffic. Please provide 
documentation of consideration of the potential increases of noise and emissions associated with 
the Pittsburgh Vertical Clearance Project and the associated indirect effects on historic properties 
along the corridor, and if necessary, revise the APE. 
 

  Commonwealth Keystone Building | 400 North Street | 2nd Floor | Harrisburg, PA 17120 | 717.783.8947 
 



 
Project Purpose and Need 
 
The intention of the review process conducted under the State History Code and implementing 
regulations of the Section 106 is to ensure the project purpose and need is considered alongside 
potential effects to historic properties during project planning. The purpose and need of the 
Merchant Street Bridge Project is to maintain safe interstate freight rail operations along 
the Fort Wayne Line to continue the efficient transportation of goods between Chicago 
and the New York/New Jersey commercial markets. The Merchant Street Bridge requires 
replacement due to safety and reliability concerns related to its deteriorated condition. An 
additional need was identified in the January 2020 Historic Bridge Rehabilitation Analysis Report: 
the City and the Public Utility Commission (PUC) have requested the roadway profile at Merchant 
Street be lowered to allow taller vehicles to pass under the bridge. 
 
At the April 20, 2020 meeting, it was acknowledged that decisions related to the proposed 
design of the Merchant Street Bridge are constrained by design decisions at other 
obstruction points along the corridor where the vertical clearance project is proposed. 
Specific concerns expressed by the consulting parties include the need to finalize 
decision making for the height of the North Street Bridge (currently part of a PUC-
initiated mediation) and how that will affect the elevation of the Merchant Street Bridge, 
the selection of preferred alternatives, and potential project effects on historic properties. 
In addition, should lowering be pursued at Merchant Street, the cost of relocating utilities under 
the roadway at the bridge has not been presented. The undetermined height requirement and 
other factors at Merchant Street have the potential to affect the design of the new 
structure and adjacent features. This includes the stone-faced retaining wall that runs 
along Merchant Street, associated with the early twentieth-century grade-separation 
project.  
 
Determination of Effect Report and Mitigation Measures 
In our opinion it would be prudent to wait to advance the project design and assessment 
of project effects on historic properties at Merchant Street until the height requirement of 
other bridges along the vertical clearance corridor is known. At the April 2020 consulting 
party meeting the local consulting parties expressed an interest in measures to minimize visual 
effects to the community through an increase in the height of the retaining wall that runs along the 
railroad and the addition of landscaping along the railroad corridor. The retaining wall and the 
decorative fencing atop it are contributing features to both the railroad corridor district and the 
Allegheny Commons Historic District. If elevation of the retaining wall is introduced into the project 
design, then it will be necessary to reassess the potential effect of the project on both historic 
properties.  
 
We look forward to continued consultation on this project. Please provide our office with copies of 
any consulting party comments on the effect report or the minutes from Meeting #3. 
 
If you need further information on above ground resources please consult Barbara 
Frederick at 717.772.0921 or bafrederic@pa.gov  

 

Sincerely, 

Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Environmental Review 
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Zinn, Timothy

From: Mark Fatla <mark@pittsburghnorthside.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 5:12 PM
To: Zinn, Timothy; chnagle@pa.gov; frank@phlf.org; mfalcone@preservationpgh.org; 

Thomas.barbush@rrd.com; gkenderes@embarqmail.com; srademacher@pittsburghparks.org; 
Sarah.quinn@pittsburghpa.gov; StephanieJoy.Everett@pittsburghpa.gov; Ricks, Karina; 
eric.setzler@pittsburghpa.gov; doneisha.myers@pittsburghpa.gov; bobby.wilson@pittsburghpa.gov; 
jwheatle@pahouse.net; llehrer@ngkf.com; Pgh.home@verizon.net; glennolcerst@gmail.com; 
keatinga@yahoo.com; johnrepgh@gmail.com; bjtalerico12@gmail.com

Subject: EXTERNAL: RE: NS Merchant Street Bridge Consulting Party Meeting #2 Minutes and Follow-Up 
Documents

Thank you Tim. Much appreciated. 
 
As to the Minutes, two corrections please: 
 

‐ The minutes list the Consulting Parties but I did not hear all of those listed respond when their names were 
called. Perhaps you have more info from the video side that I don’t have. Just want to make sure that the actual 
attendees are accurately noted. 

‐ I specifically noted on at least two occasions that 4 of the Consulting Parties on the call had agreed that making 
any decisions on Merchant St was premature at this time. I would like that clearly reflected. 

 
MTF 
NSLC 
 

From: Zinn, Timothy <Tzinn@mbakerintl.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 4:44 PM 
To: chnagle@pa.gov; frank@phlf.org; mfalcone@preservationpgh.org; Thomas.barbush@rrd.com; 
gkenderes@embarqmail.com; srademacher@pittsburghparks.org; Sarah.quinn@pittsburghpa.gov; 
StephanieJoy.Everett@pittsburghpa.gov; Ricks, Karina <karina.ricks@pittsburghpa.gov>; eric.setzler@pittsburghpa.gov; 
doneisha.myers@pittsburghpa.gov; bobby.wilson@pittsburghpa.gov; jwheatle@pahouse.net; llehrer@ngkf.com; 
Pgh.home@verizon.net; glennolcerst@gmail.com; keatinga@yahoo.com; johnrepgh@gmail.com; 
bjtalerico12@gmail.com; Mark Fatla <mark@pittsburghnorthside.com> 
Subject: NS Merchant Street Bridge Consulting Party Meeting #2 Minutes and Follow‐Up Documents 
 
Dear Consulting Party Members: 
 
Thank you for participating in the second consulting party meeting for the Merchant Street Bridge Project held on April 
22, 2020.  We appreciate your continued interest in the project and your patience with the video conference format of 
the meeting.  We are planning the third meeting to be an in‐person meeting in late June or early July and are waiting for 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the CDC to give guidelines for gatherings. 
 
Minutes from the meeting are attached.  Please note that any clarifications or corrections to these minutes are to be 
sent to NSPghMerchant@gmail.com by May 13, 2020.  No response implies that information presented is an accurate 
representation of the meeting proceedings and recipients have no objection as written. 
 
Additional information related to the Merchant Street Bridge project resulting from Consulting parties’ requests is 
attached and listed below. 
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 Consulting Party Meeting #2 Minutes and PowerPoint Presentation 
 Merchant Street Sub‐Surface Utility Information 
 Norfolk Southern Railroad Corridor Grade Information and W. North Avenue Track Lowering Limits 

 
In addition, please be reminded that any comments on the Merchant Street Bridge Determination of Effects Report are 
due by April 30, 2020.  Comments should be sent to NSPghMerchant@gmail.com. 
 
Tim 
 
Timothy Zinn | Senior Associate, Department Manager ‐ Historic Preservation 
100 Airside Drive, Airside Business Park | Moon Township, PA 15108 | [O] 412‐269‐4619 | [M] 412‐260‐7389 | [F] 412‐
375‐3981 
tzinn@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com     
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Zinn, Timothy

From: Glenn Olcerst <glennolcerst@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2020 10:43 AM
To: Zinn, Timothy; chnagle@pa.gov; frank@phlf.org; mfalcone@preservationpgh.org; 

Thomas.barbush@rrd.com; gkenderes@embarqmail.com; srademacher@pittsburghparks.org; 
Sarah.quinn@pittsburghpa.gov; StephanieJoy.Everett@pittsburghpa.gov; Ricks, Karina; 
eric.setzler@pittsburghpa.gov; doneisha.myers@pittsburghpa.gov; bobby.wilson@pittsburghpa.gov; 
jwheatle@pahouse.net; llehrer@ngkf.com; Pgh.home@verizon.net; keatinga@yahoo.com; 
johnrepgh@gmail.com; bjtalerico12@gmail.com; mark@pittsburghnorthside.com

Subject: EXTERNAL: RE: NS Merchant Street Bridge Consulting Party Meeting #2 Minutes and Follow-Up 
Documents

Hi Tim 
 
As requested, RP3 has submitted the following corrections to the minutes to NSPghMerchant@gmail.com 
 
Please correct the minutes to reflect the following: 
‐add the word “condition” to my stated request for location, age, and depth of subsurface infrastructure. 
‐add my full quote for the proper standard for review of impact on historic properties: 

“Full consideration of historic properties includes consideration of all kinds of effects on those 
properties: direct effects, indirect or secondary effects, and cumulative effects.  Effects may be visual, 
audible, or atmospheric.  Beyond the effects from physical alteration of the resource itself, effects on 
historic properties may result from changes in such things as local or regional traffic patterns, land use, 
and living patterns.” 

 
 
From: Zinn, Timothy [mailto:Tzinn@mbakerintl.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 4:44 PM 
To: chnagle@pa.gov; frank@phlf.org; mfalcone@preservationpgh.org; Thomas.barbush@rrd.com; 
gkenderes@embarqmail.com; srademacher@pittsburghparks.org; Sarah.quinn@pittsburghpa.gov; 
StephanieJoy.Everett@pittsburghpa.gov; Ricks, Karina; eric.setzler@pittsburghpa.gov; 
doneisha.myers@pittsburghpa.gov; bobby.wilson@pittsburghpa.gov; jwheatle@pahouse.net; llehrer@ngkf.com; 
Pgh.home@verizon.net; glennolcerst@gmail.com; keatinga@yahoo.com; johnrepgh@gmail.com; bjtalerico12@gmail.com; 
mark@pittsburghnorthside.com 
Subject: NS Merchant Street Bridge Consulting Party Meeting #2 Minutes and Follow-Up Documents 
 
Dear Consulting Party Members: 
 
Thank you for participating in the second consulting party meeting for the Merchant Street Bridge Project held on April 
22, 2020.  We appreciate your continued interest in the project and your patience with the video conference format of 
the meeting.  We are planning the third meeting to be an in‐person meeting in late June or early July and are waiting for 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the CDC to give guidelines for gatherings. 
 
Minutes from the meeting are attached.  Please note that any clarifications or corrections to these minutes are to be 
sent to NSPghMerchant@gmail.com by May 13, 2020.  No response implies that information presented is an accurate 
representation of the meeting proceedings and recipients have no objection as written. 
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Additional information related to the Merchant Street Bridge project resulting from Consulting parties’ requests is 
attached and listed below. 
 

 Consulting Party Meeting #2 Minutes and PowerPoint Presentation 
 Merchant Street Sub‐Surface Utility Information 
 Norfolk Southern Railroad Corridor Grade Information and W. North Avenue Track Lowering Limits 

 
In addition, please be reminded that any comments on the Merchant Street Bridge Determination of Effects Report are 
due by April 30, 2020.  Comments should be sent to NSPghMerchant@gmail.com. 
 
Tim 
 
Timothy Zinn | Senior Associate, Department Manager ‐ Historic Preservation 
100 Airside Drive, Airside Business Park | Moon Township, PA 15108 | [O] 412‐269‐4619 | [M] 412‐260‐7389 | [F] 412‐
375‐3981 
tzinn@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com     
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