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SURFACE TRAJTSPORTATION BOARD 

ECCNCMICS, £NVI?.Cf!f<£.".'T.-.l .-.N'.-.l'/SIC . 

^ 2;;" 3 

Mr, Carl Gerhardstein 
CSX Transportacion 
1331 Pennsylvania Ave., 7̂̂ 1, Suite 560 
Washington, DC 200C4 

Re : Mna.nce ^cc-ce 
Norfolk S; 
Ccnrail -

utnern - cent 
Prcccsed 

'Sub. y,cs . 1-7 - CSX a 
. and Acqui s i t i o n cf 

ns t r u c t i c n at W-llcw Cree<, 

Dear .Mr. Gerhardstein: 

We have received the enclosed rr.atenal frcrr. the C.S. ArT.v 
Corps of Engi.neers concerning th-^ prcccsed CSX constructic.n at 
Willow Creek, Indiana. As ycu w i l l note, the Corps requires t r : 
completion of a cerT,it app 1: c ^ t c n i f cc.nstruct ic.n .r:r.< wit.ni.n 
i d e n t i f i e d wetlands i n the 'AII'.CW Creek area i s anticipated. 

In the Board s f i n a l deci.'ii cr tne oroccseci :c:.aL.i. - i ' 

at Willow Creek, served Ncvember 25, 1337, the Ecara iT.posea a 
condi t i o n r e q u i r i n g CSX to obtain a l l necessary federal, state 
and l o c a l permits i f construction a c t i v i t i e s require the 
a l t e r a t i o n of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, or r i v e r s , or i f 
these a c t i v i t i e s would cause s o i l cr cr-ter materials t : was.n m 
these water re.- .r--.3. 

A • : : 
the Corpo t ; 
prom.pt a t t e : 
hesi" 

. :' .•. :-. . .-"e f orwara _ .11' t.c-i en:._csec m.ateria_ 
ycu i c r appropriate actic.n. Tha.nk ycu f c r y 
;icn. I f you have any questions, pleas^i: uc .'. 

^Oi^n^ ^ C<J^yti 

1^ r"" • 

Enclosure 
cc : Robert T . _ 



DEPARTMENT CF THL'ARMY 
D E ' F . C i ' i:S'F<iCT, CORPS CF ErjGifJEERS 

BOX 1C27 

DETROIT. MICHIGATJ 4 8 2 3 V 1 0 2 7 

November 28, 19 9 7 

Construction-Operations Divis ion 
Regulatory Branch 
F i l e No. 97-200-014-OE / 97 -164 - 015-OE \ 

Surface Transp i r t a t i o n Board 
Vernon A. Williams, Secretary 
1925 K Street, NW, Suite 7GC 
Washington, D i s t r i c t of Colu.mbia 20423 

At t e n t i o n : Dana White 
Environmental Comments 
Finance Docket No. 333 5 

Dear .Ms . White ; 

This i s i n response to Elaine K. Kaiser's l e t t e r dated 
October 2, 1997 and received i n t h i s o f f i c e Octcbc-r 1997. 
Within t h i s l e t t e r comme.ncs regarding proposed r i . . -.-
constructions located i n Madison County, Alexandria;, •.::ana and 
Porter County (T36N, R7W, Sec-ions 11 and 12), Portaj , Indiana, 
adjacent to Willow Creek, v.- . requested. 

In a l l waters of t:.-
discharge of dredged spoi! 
authorized by th-• C'̂ -partm.-
Corps of Eng:;. ; . • • : 

•:.;:ed States incluc.;. 
and/or f i l l m aterial 

:- the Arm.y. The a 
: • • :. ̂  discharcre o 

anv 

f i l l material i s ccntair.ed i n Section 404 of the 
and regulations prom.ulgated pursuant to that Act 
advised that f i l l i . . g and ' ;ing work, m.-v 
di t c h i n g or other excav<:<- . - - i v i - y , ana p..̂ -;. 
co n s t i t u t e or otherwise :.. :. ̂ raes of dr 

are 
Cl 

rdg 

dge 
ean 
Pie 
ind • 
•:sta 
ed a 

Wat-=; 
se bf 
I e a r: 
. 1 ' : 

r i t y , 

Please be advise 
outside of the Det r o i i 

• :.• . located i:. Alexa.ndri . . 
L i s t r i c t s j u r i s d i c t i o n . 1' : .-• .-ugges; 
•ui?v:: Ie D i s t r i c t ^zrr.F cf , ;;eer.= 

. ... ̂  V ... . 

.. — -"pi.^ne .".err at r z . c . ^ . - z ' ^ ^ /. Lorresp..̂ nc;-rnc--- m regarui: • 
the Alexandria s i t e should reference ID Number 199701220-bkc, 

O f ^ ' c s 0* t h e S e c f o t a r y 

DEC 5 <coT 

Li_j f jOiK. n^njuid 
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This o f f i c e previously responded to the proposed 
construction at Willow Creek in a l e t t e r dated June 16, 1997. 
This l e t t e r advised Mr. Gary S. Cipriano of Da.mes and Moore that 
any development w i t h i n wetlands would require a Federal permit 
p r i o r to the i n i t i a t i o n of any work. A copy of t h i s l e t t e r can 
be found i n Appendix E of the Environmental Assessment, Decision 
No. 28330. The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Map f o r t h i s 
area i d e n t i f i e s wetlands to be located w i t h i n the immediate 
v i c i n i t y of the proposed r a i l connector. Consequently, t h i s 
o f f i c e requires that you or your designee comiclete and ret u r n the 
enclosed permit a p p l i c a t i o n i f work w i t h i n these wetlands i s 
an t i c i p a t e d . Plan view and cross - sectional view drawings, i n 
8 1/2" x 11" format, shoald accompany the a p p i i c a t i o n . Drawings 
and the a p p l i c a t i o n should include a de s c r i p t i o n of a l l 
q u a n t i t i e s , dimensions, and nature of m.ateria". • , ; rlaced and 
s o i l to b-̂  moved w i t h i n wetland '-.r-'as. 

Furthermore, i t i s suggested tnat you contact both the 
Indiana Department of Envirorjr.ental Management (IDEM) as well as 
the Indiana Depart:-• •.• -jt .Mat.: P.esources IDNR) f o r possible 
State a u t h o r i z a t i o n s . IDEM ca.n be reached at P.C. Box 6015, 
Indiana p o l i s , Indiana 46206-6015 and the IDNR can be reached at 
402 West Washington Street, Room W-273, Indiananclis, Indiana 
46204. 

Should you have any questic: . , : " :se contact .Mary C. M i l l e r 
at the above addre.^s -.-r telephon-. 226-2220, A l l 
correspondence she.. ; reference F i l e Numbers: • . . • ; 
and/or'97-1(^4 - 01 ,1-.. 

Enclosures 

IDEM / Maunin 
COE . 

Robert Tucker 
Chief, Enf crc^.r.en-
Regulatory :••: ;:. :. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DETROIT DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

BOX 1027 

DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48731 1027 

November 28, 1997 
IN REPLY RtFER TO 

Construction-Operations D i v i s i o n 
Regulatory Branch 
F i l e No. 97-2G0-014-0E / 97 -164 - 015-OE 

Surface Transportation Board 
Vernon A. Williams, Secretary 
1925 K Street, NW, Suite 700 
Washington, D i s t r i c t of Columbia 

A t t e n t i o n : Dana White 
Environmental Comments 
Finance Docket No. 33388 

Dear Ms. White: 

(Sub Nos. 

20423 

7) 

This i s i n response to Elaine K. Kaiser's l e t t e r dated 
October 2, 1997 and received i n t h i s o f f i c e October 15, 1997. 
Withi:i t . i i s l e t t e r comments regarding proposed r a i l l i n e 
constructions located i n Madison County, Alexandria, Indiana and 
Porter County (T36N, R7W, Sections 11 and 12), Portage, Indiana, 
adjacent to Willow Creek, were requested. 

In a l l waters of the United States including wetlands, any 
discharge of dredged s p o i l and/or t i l l material must be 
authorized by the Department of the Army. The a u t h o r i t y of the 
Corps of Engineers to regulate the discharge of dredged and/or 
f i l l material i s contained i n Section 404 ot the Clean Water Act 
and regulations promulgated pursuant to that Act. Please be 
advised that f i l l i n g and grading work, mechanized landclearing, 
d i t c h i n g or oth- r excavation a c t i v i t y , and p i l i n g i n s t a l l a t i o n 
c o n s t i t u t e or otherwise involve discharges '~f dredged and/or f i l l 
m aterial under the Corps' regulatory a u t h o r i t y . 

Please be advised that the s i t e located i n Alexandria i s 
outside of the D e t r o i t D i s t r i c t s j u r i s d i c t i o n . I t i s suggested 
that you contact the L o u i s v i l l e D i s t r i c t Corps of Engineers, Ms. 
Brenda Carter at P.O. Box 59, L o u i s v i l l e , Kentucky 40201-0059 or 
telephone her at (502) 582-5607. Correspondence i n regards to 
the .z^lexandria s i t e should reference ID Number 199701220-bkc. 

m S 1997 

Public Raoard 
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This o f f i c e previously responded to the proposed 
construction at Willow Creek i n a l e t t e r dated June 16, 1997. 
This l e t t e r advised Mr. Gary S. Cipriano of Dames and Moore that 
any development w i t h i n wetlanr'j would require a Federal permit 
p r i o r to the i n i t i a t i o n of any work. A copy of t h i s l e t t e r can 
be found i n Appendix B of the Environmental Assessment, Decision 
No. 28330. The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Map f o r t h i s 
area i d e n t i f i e s wetlands to be located w i t h i n the immediate 
v i c i n i t y of the proposed r a i l connector. Consequently, t h i s 
o f f i c e requires that you or your designee complete and return the 
enclosed permit a p p l i c a t i o n i f work w i t h i n these wetlands i s 
an t i ' i p a t e d . Plan view and cross - sectional view drawings, i n 
8 1/2" X 11" format, should accompany the a p p l i c a t i o n . Drawings 
and the a p p l i c a t i o n should include a des c r i p t i o n of a l l 
q u a n t i t i e s , dimensions, and nature of material to be placed and 
s o i l to be moved w i t h i n wetland areas. 

Furthennore, i t i s suggested that you contact both the 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) as well as 
the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) f o r possible 
State authorizations. IDEM can Le reached at P.O. Box 6015, 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46206-6015 and the IDNR can be reached at 
402 West Washington Street, Room W-2 73, Indianapolis, Indiana 
46204 . 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mary C. M i l l e r 
at the above address or telephone (313) 226-2220. A l l 
correspondence should reference F i l e Numbers: 97-200-014-OE 
and/or 97 -164 - 015-OE. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Tucker 
Chief, Enforcement Sectior 
Regulatory Branch 

Enclosures 

CF: South Bend F i e l d O f f i c e 
IDNR / Jose 
IDEM / Maupin 
COE L o u i s v i l l e D i s t r i c t / Carter 
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DEPARTMErjT OP fHE ARMY 
D t T R G i i ' ::; iSTmcT. C O R P S o f ErjGirjEERS. 

BOX 1027 

DETROIT M I C H ' G A r j 4 8 2 3 1 1 0 2 7 

November 25, 199 7 
IN Htf'l r OFF > II TO 

Construct ion-Operat ions D i v i s i o n 
Regulatory Branch 
F i l e No. 97-200-014-0E / 97-164-015-:; 

\ -

Surface T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Board 
Vernon A. W i l l i a m s , S e c r e t a r y 
1925 K S t r e e t , NW, S u i t e 700 
Washington, D i s t r i c t of Columbia 20423 

A t t e n t i o n : Dana White 
Enviromnental Comments 
Finance !?ocket No. 333 8 8 ;Sub 

Dear Ms. White: 

This i s i n response t o E l a i n e K. Kaiser's l e t t e r dated 
• r--r 2, 1997 and r e c e i v e d i n t h i s o f f i c e October 15, 1997 

W: • t h i s l e t t e r comments re g a r d i n g proposed r a i l l i n e 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s l o c a t e d i n .Madison County, A l e x a n d r i a , Indiana 
P-rr^er County (T36N, R7W, Sections 11 and 12) , Portage, I n d i 
a : ; t t o Willow Creek, were requested. 

I n a l l waters o i • :.• i 
discharge of dredged s p o i l and/o 
a u t h o r i z e d by the Department of 
Corps of Engineers t o r e g u l a t e t 
f i l l m a t e r i a l i s contained i n Se 
and r e g u l a t i o n s promulgatec purs 
advised t h a t f i l l i n g and gr a d i n g 
d i t c h i n g or o t h e r e x c a v a t i o n act 

St 
r f 
the 
he 
c t i 

ate 
i l l 

' c o nstitute or 
under 

otherwise i n v o l v e d i s :ha 

s m 
mat 

my. 
:.ar 

404 
o t h 

anu 
rges 

c l u d i 
e r i a l 
The -

ge c: 
of t h -
at Act 

ng wetlands, any 
must r--

or 
:a;. A:.-
'lease 

of dredaed and/or f i l . 
a u t h o r i t y . 

Please be adv. : • ; 
out s i d e of the D e t r o i -
t h a t you contac*- '''r.-- : 
Brenda C a r t e r a' 
telephone her at 'z-y^, 
the A l e x a n d r i a s i t e should 

• ;. . re l o c a t e d i n Alexa.ndri . 
. n e t s j u r i s d i c t i o n . i s sugg-.-
" i l l - " - D i s t r i c t Corct- .,: ;-;mineer,= , 

. :-:encucky ; 
•-rrespcnden- • .:. regards 

i I . .:.ce ID Number 1 •• •01220-bk: 

Office o*fh*S©aetary 

DEC ^ 



z -

This o f f i c e previously responded to the proposed 
c o n s t r u c t i o n at Willow Creek i n a l e t t e r dated June 16, 1997. 
This l e t t e r advised Mr. Gary S. Cipriano of Da.mes and Moore that 
any development w i t h i n wetlands would require a Federal perm.it 
p r i o r to the i n i t i a t i o n of any work. A copy of t h i s l e t t e r can 
be found i n Appendix E of the Environmental Assessment, Decision 
No. 28330. The National Wetland Inventory (NWI; Map f o r t h i s 
area i d e n t i f i e s wetlands to be located w i t h i n the immediate 
v i c i n i t y of the proposed r a i l connector. Consequently, t.his 
o f f i c e requires that you or your designee com.plete and re t u r n t.he 
enclosed perm.it a p p l i c a t i o n i f work w i t h i n these wetlands i s 
a n t i c i p a t e d . Plan view and cross - sectional view drawings, i n 
8 1/2" X 11" format, should accompa.ny the a p p l i c a t i o n . Drawings 
and the a p p l i c a t i o n should include a descr i p t i o n of a l l 
q u a n t i t i e s , dimensions, and nature of m.aterial tc ;.laced and 
s o i l to be m.cved w i t h i n wetland areas. 

Furthermore, i t i s suggested that you contact both the 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management 'IDEM; as well as 
the Indiana Department of Natural Resources IC.\'? : : : .-^sille 
State authorizations. IDEM can be r---a"h • , ' '• . . i- .x -,,15, 
Ind i a n a p o l i s , Indiana 46206-6015 a::: • ;. ;•• reached at 
402 West Wasr. ; r: r' .n Street, Room W-27j, India.naDGl i s , Indiana 
46204. 

Should you have any questions, please contact .Mary C. K i l l e r 
at the above address or telephone '313) 226-2220. A l l 
correspondence should referen-;- Numbers: .. 14-OE 
and/or 97 - 164 - 015-OE. 

Si.ncerely, 

0<, , 4 ^ 1 — 

RL. . . r t lu;-: • 
Chief, Enfc: • ;. 
Regulatory Bra.nch 

Enclosures 

CF: South Bend Fie l d Office 
IDNR / Jose 
IDEM / Maupin 
COE :. Distr:--- / Carter 
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MEMORANDUM 

November 12, 1997 

IO: Ann Newman. f-n\ ironmental C'oordmator 
Office of Proceedmg; 

CC: Paul Nishimoto 
i'aul MarkofT 

FROM: F.Iaine K Kaiser. Chief 
Section of Enviror.nental Analysi.s 

Sl B.ILCT: Post Environmental Assessment: 
Finance Docket .No. 33388 (.Sub. No. 5) - CSX Corporation and CSX 

I ransportation Inc , Norfolk Southern Corporation and Norfolk Southern 
Railway Companv and Conrail Inc . and Consolidated Rail Corporation -
N.S/l nion Pacific Kail Line- ( onnection: Cily of .Sidney, Champaign 
Countv. Illinois 

CSX Corporation and CSX Transportation Inc (coilectively CSX), Norfolk Southern Corporation 
and Norfolk Southern Railway Corporation (collectively NS), and Conrail Inc and Consolidated 
Rail Corporation (collectively Conrail) ha\e filed a joint Application with the Surface 
Transportation Board (the Boardl seeking authorization for the acquisition of Conrail bv CSX and 
NS The fundamental objective ofthe proposed Acquisition is to divide existing Conrail a.ssets and 
operations between CSX and NS As a result, certain Conrail facilities and operations would be 
assigned indi\ idually to either CSX or N'S through operating agreements or other mechanisms, and 
certain other existing Conrail facilities would be shared or operated bv bolh CSX and NS. 

In Decision No seived June 12. 1997. the Board granted CSX's and NS s petitions seeking a 
waiver of the Board's regulations at 49 CFR 1180 4(c)(2)(vi) that provide that all "directly related 
applications, e g . those seeking authoritv to constnjct or abandt)n rail lines. ' be filed at the same 
time I he waiver would allow CS.X and NS to seek the Board s authority to construct and operate 
seven rail iine connections (four for CSX and three for NS) prior to tht Board s decision on the 
acquisition and division of Conrail Without early authorization to construct these connections. CSX 
and NS contended, each railroad would be severely limited in its ability to ser\e important 
customers In granting the waiver, the Board noted that the railroads were proceedmg at their own 
risk If the Board were to den\ the primary application, any re.sources expended b\ CS.X and NS 
in building the connections would be of little benefit to them Both the railroads and the Bo ird 
recognized that no instruction could occur until the Board completed its environmental review of 
each of the construction protects 



As a part ofthe proposed Acquisition, NS proposes to construct a rail line connection in Sidney, 
Illinois to permit traffic movements between the NS and Union Pacific (UP) systems The proposed 
3,250-r(xM connection is located 0 .S miles east of ine City of Sidney, Champaign County, Illinois 
The new connection would traverse cropland to the southeast of the existing UP line A map of the 
proposed connection and the surrounding area is auached 

The new connection would permit more efficient movement between UP points in the Gulf 
Coa.st/Southwest and NS points in the Midwest and particularly between Pine Bluff, Arkansas and 
Fort Wayne, Indiana and allow the connection of a new operating gateway as a fully-competitive 
service for petrochemicu traffic fiows between the Northeast, the Southwest, and the Gulf Coa.st 
NS anticipates that an average of 9 trains per day would operate over the new connection 

On October 7, 1997, the Section of Fnvironmental Analysis (SEA) issued an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) which concluded that, subject to the recommended mitigation, construction and 
operation of the proposed connection would not significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment The llA recommended a number of mitigation measures and requested comments on 
all aspects ofthe EA 

SEA received two (2) a)mment leuers on the EA NS provided technical comments regarding the 
EA which have been acknowledged A reply was received from the National Park Service 
acknowledging receipt of the EA, but included no .specific comments on the proposed rail line 
connection Therefore, SEA reaffirms that the scope of the EA is appropriate, that the EA 
adequately identifies and assesses potential environmental impacts, that there are no significant 
environmental impacts, and that the proposed connection location, subject to the recommended 
mitigation, is the environmentally preferable route The mitigation measures included in the EA 
remain unchanged SE.\ recommends that any Board decision approving the proposed construction 
and operation of this connection be subiect to the mitigation measures outlined m the t̂ A and 
attached to this document 

Attachments 



SEA RECO.M.MENDED FINAL MITIGATION 

NORFOLK SOLTHERN/LNION PACIFIC RAIL LINE CONNECTION 
SIDNEV, ILLINOIS 

SEA recommends that the Board impose the following mitigation measures in any decision 
approving construction ofthe proposed rail Ime connection in Sidney, Illinois 

Land I se 

• NS shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during construction activities to 
their pre-construction conditions 

• Before undertaking any construction activities, NS shall consult with any potentially affected 
American Indian Tribes adjacent to, or having a potential interest in the right-of-way 

.Socioeconomics and Environmental .luslice 

• There are no impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice, therefore, no mitigation 
is necessary 

Transportation Systems 

• NS shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions during 
construction 

• NS shall restore roads disturbed during a)nstruction to conditions as required by state or 
local jurisdictions 

Safety 

NS shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding handling and 
disposal of any w a.ste materials, including hazardous waste, encountered or ger .'rated during 
construction of the proposed rail line connection 

N'S shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance w ith state and local 
solid waste management regulations 

NS shall consult w ith the appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies if hazardous waste 
and/or matenals are discovered at the site 

NS shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance with DOT Hazardous Materials 
Reuulalions (49 CFR 171. 172, 173, 178, 179, 180, and 185) NS shall provide, upon 



request. local emergency management organizations with copies of all applicable Emergency 
Response Plans and participate in the training of local emergency staff for coordinated 
responses to incidents In the case of hazardous material incident, NS shall follow 
appropriate emergency response procedures contained in their Emergency Response Plans 

U ater Resources 

• NS shall obtain all necessary Federal, state, and local permits i f construction activities 
require the alteration of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, o'̂  rivers, or if these activities would 
cause soil of other materials to wash into these water resources NS shall use appropriate 
techniques to minimize impacts to water bodies and wetlands 

Biological Resources 

• NS shall use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control erosion, runoff, and surface 
instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, plastic liners, 
slope drams, and other erosion control devices Once the track is constructed. NS shall 
establish vegetation on the embankment slope to provide permanent cover and prevent 
potential erosu .i If erosion develops, NS shall take steps to develop other appropriate 
erosion control procedures 

• NS shall use only EP.A-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for application of 
right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such application to the extent necessary 
for rail operations 

.Air Oualitv 

• NS shall compiv with all apj)licable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding the 
control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during construction shall be 
minimized by using such control methods as water spraying installalioi of wind barriers, 
and chemical treatment 

Noise 

NS shall a)ntrol temporarv noise from instruction equipment through the use of work hour 
controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 

Cultural Resources 

If previously undiscovered archaeological remains are found during construction, NS shall 
cease work and immediately contact the Illinois State Historical Preservation Office to 
initiate the appropnate Section 106 process pursuant to the Section 106 ofthe National 
Historic Preservation .Art (16 U S C 470t . as amended) 



Energy 

• There are no impacts to energy, therefore, there are no proposed mitigation measures 

Specific .\1itigation .Measures 

SEA does not identify any specific mitigation measures, in addition to the general mihgation 
measures identified above, that the Board impose for means of approval of the construction waiver 
for the proposed rail connection in Sidney. Illinois SF£A does ,ot recommend any specific 
mitigation measures for a decision in approving the construction waiver for the proposed rail 
connection construction in Sidney, Illinois 
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I l i e - 3 1 - 9 7 16 54 FROMiDE LEUW CAXHtk MNU 

I United States Department of the Interior 

IN U T L V t i U U TO-

L761&(MSO) 

NATIONAL PAJIK SERVICE 
Midwrv Tield Ana 
1709 j»£kjon Sae«i 

Omatu. NrbruLa 68103 X271 

OCT 2 7 li'Si 

Mr, Vernon A. Williams, Secretary 
Surface Transportation Board 
1025 K Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Wasi'.ington, DC 2C423 

Dear Mr. Williair.s: 

In accordance with the l e t t e r of October 2 from the Board, we 

have reviewed information provided conceming Finance Docket Ko. 

33386 —CSX and Norfolk Southem, Acquisition and Control, Conrail 

Environnental Assessment. Involved are the following 

ccnstruction projects: Sub NuJiiber 1 (Crestline, OH), No. 2 

(Willow Creek, IN), No. 3 {Greenwich, OH), No. 4 (Sidney, OH), 

No. 5 (Sidney, I L ) , No. 6 (Alexandria, IN), and No. 7 (Bucyrus, 

OH). While we have no comments on the r a i l - l i n e construction, we 

appreciate the opportunity to review the work. 

Sincerely, 

William W. Schenk 
Regional Director 
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l.OS A.NOELES 

S I D L E Y & A U S T I N 
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NEW Y O R K 

i .osnoN 

sis-QAPonr 

TOKYO 

v H i i r t i s D I H E C T . N U M B K R 
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October 27. 1997 
EY HAND 

Honorable Vernon A Williams 
Secretary 
Surface Transportation Board 
Suite 700 
1925 K Street, NW 
Washington, D C 20423-0001 

Re Finance Hocket No 33388 CSX and NS — Control and Acquisition of Conrail 
Subject. STB Decision ID#s 28333, 28334 and 28335 Norfolk Southem Coriments on the 

October 7, 1997 SEA Environmental Assessments 

Dear Mr Williams 

Norfolk Southern (NS) has reviewed the three above-referenced Environmental 
Assessments (EAs) prepared by the Board's Section on Environmental Analysis (SEA) for the 
proposed NS rail connection projects at Sidney, Illinois, Alexandria, Indiana and Bucyrus, Ohio. 
NS supports the analysis and conclusions set forth by SEA in each of those EAs 

In addition, NS has noted a few instances in the EAs where clarification or correction of 
certain included facts may be appropriate Thus, on behalf of NS, enclosed please find NS's 
comments to clarify certain facts included in the October 7, 1997 SEA Environmental 
Assessments for Norfolk Southern's Rail Connection^ at Sidney, Illinois, Alexandria, Indiana and 
liucyrus, Ohio. 

Please contact me if you have any questions on this submittal 

Respectively submitted, A ; 

Constance A Sadler 

enclosure 
cc Elaine K Kaiser John Morton Bruno Maestri 

Michael Dalton M Novak Andrew Plump 
Mary Gabrielle Sprague 
Carl Gerhardstein 



Comments o; Norfolk Southern on the 
October 7, 1997 SEA Environmental Assessments 

for Norfolk Southern's Rail Connections at 
Sidney, Illinois, Alexandria, Indiana and Bucyrus, Ohio 

Sidney, Illinois 

Page 2-3 Table 2-1 states that Alternative A would cross 500 feet of residential land No 
rer.identiai land, however, would be crossed by Alternative A 

Page 3-4 In Section 3 3 1, at line 6, the total number of trams per day presently using the NS 
main line is 22 At line 7, the number of trains per day presently operating over the 
UP line IS 19 

Page 4-1 In the first sentence, the North/South line referenced is a UP line 

Alexandria, Indiana 

Page 3-2 Section 3 2 states that no school bus routes would cross the new connection Table 
2-1 at page 2-4 states that, according to the Mayor of Alexandria, an estimated 4 
buses per day would cross the connection. 

Page 4-4 Section 4 1.3 2 states ihat the probability of a train accident on the proposed 
connection is approximately 1 in 4 million On September 19, 1997, a line segment-
specific probability figure was provided by NS's consultant to John Lazarra for each 
of the three NS rai! connections for which EAs were being prepared As indicated 
by NS'.": consultant, the probability statistic for the line segment that would include 
the Alexandria connection is approximately 0 0009 accidents per year (equal to one 
accide.it every 1000 years). (In the Sidney, Illinois EA, the relevant line segment-
specific probability statistic was included ) 

Bucyrus, Ohio 

Page 4-5 Section 4 14 2 states that the probability of a train accident on the proposed 
connection is approximately I 93 accidents per million irain-miles, which is the 
system-wide probability statistic Or. September 19, 1997, a line segment-specific 
probability figure was provided by NS's consultant to John Lazarra for each of the 
three NS rail connections for which EAs were being prepared As indicated by NS's 
consultant, the probability stastistic for the line segment that would include the 
Bucyrus connection is approximately 0 003 accidents per year (equal to one accident 
every 300 years) (In the Sidney, Illinois EA, the relevant line segment-specific 
probability statistic was included ) 

1 
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ocetary 
November 13, 1997 

Mr Vernon A Williams. Secretary 
Surface Transpo'tation Board 
1925 K Street, NW, Suite 700 
'Vashington, DC 20423 

Re Finance Docket No 33388 
CSX and Norfolk Southern 
Acquisition and Control -- Conrail: Environmental Assessment 
Finance Docket 33388 (Sub No. 5) 

t 7 1997 

L _ J PL'biic R?ccrJ 

Dear Mr Williams: 

The Illinois Department of Agriculture has examined the Environmental Assessment for the 
above referenced project and submits the following comments in conjunction with 
compliance of the Illinois Farmland Preservation Act. 

A connection at Sidney, Illinois is proposed to integrate the Union Pacific (UP) Railroad 
line into the Norfolk Southern (NS) system The project is located approximately 0,5 miles 
east of Sidney in Champaign County The site is bordered on the north by County Road 
15 and on the east by an electrical substation and grassy field. Land to the south and east 
IS primarily cropland Two commercial Farm Supply (FS^ buildings are northwest ofthe 
underpass of the UP line below the NS line This commercial property also contains three 
above-ground anhydrous ammonia tanks. 

The proposed action involves the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new 
connection between existing UP and NS rail lines The design includes the construction 
of approximately 3,250 feet of rail line. 2,650 feet of which is new rail line, and is 
surrounded by cropland and the existing UP and NS lines Existing NS communication 
lines currently on poles would be buned The preferred alternative would affect one 
property which is in a field currently in row crop production Construction of the new rail 
line connection would require 5 3 acres of new right-of-way. 

Two alternatives were identified and evaluated for use The Surface Transportation 
Board's Section of Environmental Analysis determined that Alternative B was unfeasible 
because it would pass through an electrical substation, requiring its total or partial 
relocation It would also pass approximately 140 feet west of the two Farm Supply (FS) 



1! • • ' 
Secretary Williams , 7 «QQ7 
Page 2 ^ 
Movember 13, 1997 

Pi'biic Record 

buildings which are adjacent to the north side of the NS right-of-way. The FS facility is 
served by a NS siding located on the north side of the mainline 

The preferred rail line, Alternative A, would be the most direct connection between the 
existing rail lines, and thus minimize the use of new land outside the NS and UP rights-of-
way The land which would be converted to rail use from outside existing rights-of-way is 
approximately 80 percent cropland which qualifies as Prime farmland. Of the 5.3 acres 
of land which would be acquired for the new connection, all would be used for right-of-way. 

Regarding agricultural concerns previously transmitted by the IDOA, the Petitioner's 
Response regarding possible wetland impacts states that no mitigation will be required. 
Additionally, a private crossing will be provided so the property owner can reach farmland 
isolated by the proposed connection. Other surface and sub-surface drainage issues will 
be identified anu coordinated with the local USDA-Natural Resources Conservation 
Service/Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District office. With regard to 
borrow required for the project, the IDOA recommends that land between the connector 
and the UP and/or NS railroads be used The best location would be on narrow parcels 
which may be difficult tc continue farming Should additional material be needed, less than 
Prime farmland soils should be utilized for this purpose. 

While the preferred alternative will negatively impact 5 3 acres of Prime farmland and 
result in its conversion to a non-agricultural use, the IDOA feels the secondary impacts, 
pending the location of the borrow site for the project, have been adequately addressed. 
We understand the contractor will continue to work with the Champaign C ". unty Soil and 
Water District on the borrow issue. 

The IDOA does not object to the proposed rail connection project. We find it complies with 
spirit and intent of the Illinois Farmland Preservation Act. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa J Savko 
Bureau of Land and Water Resources 

/TJS 

cc Champaign County SWCD 
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23470 SERVICE DATE - LATE RELEASS OCTOBER 9, 1997 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washingtor., CC ,̂ ;0423 -G001 

STB Finance 'docket No. 33 3 88 (Sub No. 1! 

CSX Transportation, Inc. and Consolidated Rail Corpcrati 
Construction - Crestline, OH 

NOTICE TO THE PARTIES 

Due to an administrative oversight, t h i s environmental 
assessment was not ser-'/ed on a l l the par t i e s on the service l i s t 
i n t h i s proceeding. The o r i g i n a l ser'/ice date f c r the 
environmental assessment was October 7, 1997, with a comm.ent due 
date of October 27, 1997, Persons receiving t h i s late-ser^/ei 
environmental assessment m^y request to f i l e t h e i r comm.ents at an 
appropriately l a t e r date by cc n t a c t i r g Dana White, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, (202, '565-1552. ^ 

^ / / - ^ y 
/y^jTcS^'y/-

Vernon A. Williams 
Secretary 

This notice also embraces the following proceedings: STB 
Finance Docket 33388 (Sub-No. 2), CSX Transportation, Inc., and 
Consolidated Rail Corporation - Construction - Willow Creek, IN; 
STB Finance Docket 33388 (Sub-No. 3), CSX Transportation Inc., 
and Consolidated Rail Corporation - Construction - Greenwich, OH; 
STB Finance Docket 33388 (Sub-No. 4), CSX Transportation, Inc., 
and Consolidated Rail Corporation - Construction - Sidney 
Junction, OH; STB Finance Docket 33388 (Sub-No. 5), Norfolk 
Scuthern Railway Com.pany and Consolidated Rail Corporation -
Construction - Sidney, IL; STB Finance Docket 33388 (Sub-No. 6) -
Norfolk Southern Railway Company and Consolidated Rail 
Corporation - Construction - Alexandria, IN; STB Finai.ce Docket 
33388 (Suh-No. 7) - Norfolk Southern Railway Company and 
Consolidated Rail Corporation - Construction - Bucyru.3, C.-.io. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared by the Surtace Transportation Board's 
(Board) Section of Environmental Atialysis (SEA) in accordance with the Surface Transportation 
Board's orders in Decision No. 9. served on June 12. 1997. and Decision No. 12, served on July 
23. 1997. in Finance Docket No. 33388. This EA consists of five chapters. The EA describes 
the fxjtential env irormiental impacts of a proposed new rail line comiection between the existing 
Norfolk & Westem Railway Company, a subsidiary of Norfolk Southem Railway Company 
CNS) and Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP) lines near Sidney, in a rural area of Champaign 
County. Illinois (see Table ES-1). The proposed construction would include approximately 
3.250 feet of new rail line and would require 5.3 acres of new right-of-way. The proposed 
construction site is surrounded by cropland and the existing UP and NS lines. 

It is anticipated that traffic on this connection will average 9 trains per day. The new connection 
w ould permit more efficient movement between UP points in the Gulf Coast/ Southwest and NS 
points in the Midwest and particularly between Pine Bluff. Arkansas and Fort Wayne. Indiana. 
The new connection would also add rail traffic capacity and reduce rail congestion in St. Louis, 
^'ithout the connection, according to NS. the traffic would have to be routed approximately 50 
miler iarther through East St. I ouis. Illinois via the Alton and Southem Railroad, a terminal 
company. which would enmii the payment of switching charges and also delay the traffic by a 
day. 

After an overview of the proposed constmction plan, this EA describes various aspects ofthe 
existing env ironment at the site of the proposed connection. It then addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of constmction of the proposed connection. Next, the different 
alternatives considered in developing the constmction plan are discussed. Finally, a summary 
is prov ided of agency comments related to the project, along with NS" responses to agency 
commenis and explanations of responsive mitigation measures proposed by NS and SEA's 
recommended mitigation measures. 

As shov\Ti in Table ES-1, potential environmental impacts related to the proposed project are 
insignificant or nonexistent. Based on its independent analysis of all the information available 
at this ti; ̂ p. SEA concludes that the proposed project is nol expected to have any significant 
adverse impact on land use. water resources, biolo'̂ ical resources or air quality. Nor would the 
p!oposed project have significant adverse impacts on safety , electric transmission facilities, 
cultural resources or on minority and low-income groups. .Any noise increases during 
constmction w ould be limited to normal work hours and would only occur during the three to 
six month consfuction period. 

SE.A concludes that the constm-tion ofthe proposed rail line connection would not significantly 
affect the quality of the environment with the implementation of the mifigation measures se; 
forth in this E.A. Accordingly. SEA recommends that the Board impose Lhe mitigation measures 
êt forth in Chapter 5. Section 5.3 as conditions in any final decision approving constmction of 

the proposed rail line connection at Sidney. Illinois. 

ES-1 



Table ES-1 
Sl MMARY GF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL LMPACTS 

PROPOSED ilAIL CONNECTION AT SIDNEY , ILLINOIS 

Sidney. Illinois 

Impact Type Environmental Assessment Criteria Evaluation of 
Criteria 

Land Use Length of Proposed Connection 
Length of New Right-of-Wa\ Required 
ElTect on Prime Farmland 
Effect on Coastal Zone Management Areas 
Effect on PaiKS. Forest Preserves. Retuges and Sanctuaries 

3.250 feet 
2.650 feet 
Negligible 
None 
None 

Water 
Resources 

Effect on Groundwater 
Effert on Surface W ater 
Effect on Wetlands 

None 
None 
None 

Biological 
Resources 

Loss of Critical Habitat 
Effect on Threatened and Endangered Species 

None 
None 

.Air Quality hnpact to Air Quality Due to Construction Negligible 

Noise Affected Sensitive Noise Receptors W ithin Ldn 65 Noise Contour None 

Transportation 
and Safety 

Train Movement Over Connection 
Ne« or Expanded Grade Crossings 
Effeci on Transportation of Hazardous Matenals 

9 trains per day 
None* 
None 

Cultural 
Resources 

Effect on Sites Listed on the NRHF 
Effect on Sites Potentially Eligible for Listing on the NRHP 
Effect on Archaeological Sites 

None 
None 
None 

Energy Change in EL;I Consumption Due to Construction 
Change m Fuel Consumption Due to Operation (gallons per year saved) 
Effeci on Transportation of Energy Resources and Recyclable 
Corrunodities 
Overall Energy Efficiency 
Rail to Motor Carrier Diversions 

Negligible 
1.3 million 
None 

Improved 
None 

Environmental 
Justice 

High and Disproportionate Impact on .Minority and Low-Income 
Groups 

None 

o\ er the . onnection as mitigation. 

SEA specifically in\ ites comments on all aspects of this EA. including the scope and adequacy 
ofthe recommended mitigation. SEA will consider all comments received in response to the EA 
in making its final recommendations to the Board. Comments (an original and 10 copies) should 
be sent to: Vemon A. W illiams. Secretary. Surface Transportation Board, 1925 K Street. NW, 
Suite 700. W ashington. DC 20423. Mark the lower left comer of the envelope: Attention: Dana 
White. Environmental Comments. Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub Nos. 1-7). You may also 
direct questions to Ms. ̂ '̂hite at tliis address or by telephoning (888) 869-1997. 
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Date made available to the pubic: October 7, 1997 

Comment due date: October 27, 1997 
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CHAPTER 1 
Descnption of the Proposed Action 

CSX Corporation und CSX Corporation bic. (CSX). Norfolk Southem Corporauon and Norfolk 
Southem Railway Corporation (NS). and Conrail Inc. and Consolidated Rail Corporation 
(Conrail) have filed a joint application with the Surface Transportation Board (Board) seeking 
authorization for the acquisition of Conrail by CSX and NS. The fundamental objecUve ofthe 
proposed acquisition is to divide existing Conrail assets and operations between CSX and NS. 
.As a result, cenain Conrail facilities and operations would be assigned individually to either CSX 
or NS ihrough operaiing agreements or other mechanisms, and certain other existing Conrail 
facilities w ould be shared or operated by both CSX and NS. As a pari of their joint application. 
CSX and NS have petitioned the Board lo grant waivers which would allow the railroads to 
begin constmction on a limited number of connections follow ing an environmental review and 
approval of the constructions, but in advance of a final mling on the primary transaction. 

A connection at Sidney, Illinois is proposed to integrate the Union Pacific (UP) Railroad line into 
the NS system. CR has trackage rights with UP further south from this connection. This 
Env ironmental .Assessment has been prepared by the Board's Seclion on Environmental Analysis 
(SEA) to determine whether early constmction of the proposed connection would have any 
significant impacts to the human and natural environment. 

Relevant governmental agencies were consulted for their comments on environmental issues, 
permit -equirements. and necessary approvals related to the project. .A sample letter, a list of lhe 
agencies lo whom a letter was sent and the agency responses are included in Appendix C. 

1.1 OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED RAIL CONNECTION 

L l . l Location and Description 

The project is located in a rural area approximately 0.5 miles east of Sidney. Illinois (Figitre 1.1). 
The site is bordered on the north by Ccunty Read 15 and on the east by an electrical substation 
and grassy field. Land lo the south and west is primarily cropland. Two commercial Farmers 
Supply buildings are northwest of the underpass of the UP line below the NS line. The 
commercial property also contains three abov e-groimd anhy drous ammonia tanks. 

The proposed action at Sidney. Illinois would involve the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a new connection beiween existing UP and NS rail lines. The design includes 
approximately 3.250 feet of new rail line. .Approximately 600 feel of new rail line would be 
located in either UP or NS" existing rights-of-way. The remaining 2,650 feet of new rail line 
w ould require approximately 5.3 acres of new railroad right-of-way. 
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The proposed new connection would permit more efficient movement between UP points in *he 
Gulf Coast/Southwest and NS points in the Midwest and particularly between Pine Bluff, 
Arkansas and Fort Wayne. Indiana. It would allow the connection of a new operating gateway 
as a fully competitive service for petrochemical traffic flows between the Northeast, the 
Southwest and the Gulf Coast. Without this proposed connection, according to NS, the traffic 
would have to be routed to East St. Louis. Hlinois and then through the terminal company Alton 
and Southem Railroad, which would require the payment of switching charges and would delay 
traffic by a day. This would also increase the length of haul by approximately 50 miles. 

The proposed constmction would connect existing north/south-oriented UP and east/west-
oriented NS tracks. The connection would be west of UP's existing underpass with NS. The 
proposed connecting line would cross agricultural land located southwest of the existing UP/NS 
crossing. The exisfing UP mainline is located in a ravine, while the existing NS line and the 
proposed construction site are on higher ground. Land in the existing right-of-way contains 
grasses and gravel ballast. Other features include communication lines bordering Lhe southem 
edge ofthe NS right-of-way and electric ufility lines located east of the UP/NS intersection. The 
overhead electric utility lines cross the NS line east of the intersection and extend north along 
the eastem edge ofthe UP right-of-way. Two Farmers Supply buildings are adjacent to the north 
side ofthe NS right-of-way, approximately 400 feet northwest of the intersection. The Farmers 
Supply facility is served by a NS siding, located on the north side of the mainline. 

1.1.2 Changes in Rail Traffic 

NS estimates an average of nine train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. 
These would consist primarily of general merchandise trains, w t̂h two combined 
auiomoiive/intermodal trains per day. in each direction. Train movements on the line could 
occur seven days a w eek during the day or nighi. Dispatching of trains wouid be dependent upon 
train availability and traffic on the area rail system. The existing NS line carries 22 trains per 
day while the UP line has 19 trains per day (Union Pacific Corporation, et al. -Control and 
Merger- Southem Pacific Rail Corporation, el al.. 1995. Finance Docket No. 32760, Volume 
6. Part 1. page 11.) Increases in rail traffic fi-om the proposed connecuon is 39 Uain^ per day 
on the NS line and 25 u-ains per day on the UP line. 
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1.1.3 Construction Requirements 

The proposed constmction site is located approximately 0.5 miles east of Sidney in a rural area 
of Champaign County. Illinois. It encompasses an area approximately 3,250 by 100 feet 
southwest of UP's existing underpass with NS. No modifications to existing stmctures are 
anticipated for constmction of this proposed railroad connection. The design includes 
approximately 2.650 feet of new rail and would require approximately 5.3 acres of right-of-way 
which would have to be acquired. The constmction site is rural, consisting primarily of cropland, 
a strip of non-native grasses, scmb bi ush and deciduous trees adjacent to the existing rail rigt/s-
of-way. The area is bordered on the north by Coimty Road 15 and on the east by an electrical 
substation and a grassy field. Land to the south and west is primarily cropland. Two commercial 
Farmers Supply buildings are northwest of the underpass. The commercial property contains 
three above-groimd anhydrous ammonia tanks. 

The proposed constmction would affect one property. Six acres from a field currently in crop 
production would be affected. Existing NS communication lines currently on poles would be 
buried. No other modifications would be required. 

NS' constmction specifications and procedures meet or exceed the practices recommended by 
the American Railway Engineering Association (AREA). The entire length of the proposed 
coimection would involve new constmction. Recycled rail may be used where applicable. New 
ties, subgrade. subballast, and ballast materials would be used for the roadbed. The design 
specifications for the project are set out in Table 1-1 below. A typical cross-section is provided 
in Figure 1.2. 
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Table 1-1 

Maximum train speed 25 miles/hour 

Maximum curvature 5 degrees, 30 minuies 

Maximum grade 1 percent 

Minimum weight of rail 136 poimds per yard 

Tie length 8 feet. 6 inches 

Grade of ties 4 and 5 

Ties per mile 3.168 1 
Ballast depth 12 inches 

Minimum subballast depth 12 inches 

Minimimi subgrade width 32 feet 

Minimum depth of ditches 1 foot. 0 inches 

Maximum side slopes 2 feet horizontal by 1 ôot verticd 1 

Maximum cut 15.18 feet 

Maximimi fill 6.7 feet 

The topography along the proposed rail line is level. General surface grading of the area would 
be necessar)-. Minor cut and fill activ ities will be required as a low fill would be required on the 
northem half of the connection and the middle portion would require a minor cut to prepare the 
roadbed and ditches. The extreme southem portion would require a low cut through a low hill 
to access the UP roadbed. The total cut is an estimated 14,307 cubic yards and the estimated fill 
is 13.699 cubic yards. The NS iniemal commimications lines along the southem edge of the NS 
right-of-way would be buried. 
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Grading activities would consist of: 
• removal and disposal of vegetative and non-vegetative debris 
• excavafion and compaction of existing material as required to achieve desired subgrade 

elevation in cut sections 
• placement and compaction of borrow material as required to achieve desired subgrade 

elevation in fill sections 
• placement of a compacted subballast layer upon finished subgrade 
• recontouring of propert)- and ditches as required to ensure drainage, and 
• seeding and mulching of all areas in which existing ground is disturbed. 

A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water discharge 
constmction permit would oe obtained prior to the work. The right-of-way width for the 
proposed constmction would be 100 feet, centered on the rail line in most areas. The proposed 
rail line would not cross any roads, streams or wetlands. No residences would be required to be 
moved. 

The exact labor force required and the duration of the constmction have not been determined, 
but the project is expected to require 10 to 15 people and three to six months lo complete. It is 
expected lhat work would be done during normal working hours. Borrow material for the project 
would be obtained fi-om local sources and hauled to the constmction site by rail or tmck. It is 
plaimed lhat a majorit>' of the constmction activities would be performed by qualified contractors 
working for NS. The projeci would be advertised in recognized trade journals and bids solicited 
in accordance with NS" Corporate Standard Procedures. The contractor could hire new or 
additional employees specifically for the project. 

Portions of the track and signal work would be done by NS' existing maintenance and 
constmction crews fi-om their Maintenance of Way and Stmctures (MW«tS) and Signal and 
Electrical Department. No new NS positions are anUcipated to be created specifically fcr this 
project. 

Constmction ofthe proposed connection would not require raising or relocating any electrical 
di.stribulion lines. 

1.1.4 Operation 

NS estimates an average of nine train mov ements per day on the proposed rail line connection. 
These would consist primarily of general merchandise trains, with two combined 
automotive/intermodal trains per day. in each direcfion. Train movements on the line could 
occur sev en days a week during the day or night. Dispatching of trains would be dependent upon 
train availability and traffic on the area rail system. 
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1.1.5 Maintenance 

Track inspections would be performed as outlined in NS" MW&S Standard Procedure #380. and 
Federal Railroad .Administration (FRA) Track & Safetv Standards. Each inspection would be 
carried oul only by qualified personnel who meet the requirements set forth by the FRA in 
Section 213.7 of the Track and Safety Standards. NS maintains its track so that it meets or 
exceeds all FRA safetv standards. This proposed connection would be classified and maintained 
as main track, and would therefore be inspected at a minimum of twice per week as specified by 
the FRA. Additional inspections would be done whenever specific conditions warrant them. NS 
uses scheduled mainienance programs for the continual maintenance of all track segments based 
on tonnage handled. These programs are supplemented by addilional "spot" maintenance 
activities to correct any deficiencies from the NS maintenance standards should they develop. 

As part of NS" track maintenance program, the zone consisting of the rail, ties and the 
immediately adjacent ballast section is treated with herbicides on a yearly basis. The elimination 
of vegetation from the track stmcture and roadbed section is desirable for track maintenance 
reasons and to prov ide a safe working environment for NS transportation and maintenance 
employees. 

NS uses only EPA-approved general use herbicides (i.e.. herbicides approved by EPA as safe for 
use by the general public). Application is performed by fijlly-licensed personnel provided to NS 
by licensed firms working under multi-year contracts. NS personnel familiar wiih specific 
locations accompany these contractors at all times. Application is by spray-bars moimted on rail 
bound equipment, or hy-rail vehicles. The application width is normallj 12 feet on either side 
of the centerline of the track. This width is reduced or eliminated as required by local conditions 
such as water courses, protected vegetation or stmctures. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED CONNECTION 

The purpose of this environmental review is to identify, analyze, and disclose the environmental 
issues and potential impacts associated with the earlv constmction of the rail line connection at 
Sidnev. Illinois. Based on the .Application filed by CSX and NS. this connection would serve 
to improve the service capabilities and operaung efficiencies of each railroad. These efficiencies 
include enhanced single-line service, reduced travel times, and increased utilization of 
eqitipment. NS intends lo begin operations on this connection immediately after the approval 
ofthe entire acquisition transaction. This E.A is being prepared lo determine whethvT the Board 
should grant approval to constmct the connection before there is a decision on the entire 
transaction. If" approved by the Board, this connection would be constmcted in anucipation of 
the Board approv al (or disapprov al) of the acquisition of Conrail by CSX and NS. If the entire 
transaction is approv ed bv the Board, this connection would be available for serv ice immediately. 
If the transaction is not approv ed, or approved vvith condiuons which preclude lhe use of this 
connection, operation of this connection w ould not be allowed. NS accepts the risk that use of 
this cormection is predicated on Board approval of the entire transaction. 
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1.3 RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROPOSED TRA.NSACTION 

On April 10. 1997. CSX. NS. and Conrail filed their nofice of intent to file an application 
seeking the Board"s authorization for: (1) the acquisition by CSX and NS of control of Conrail, 
and (2) the division of Conrail's assets. On May 2. 1997. CSX and NS file(^ petitions seeking 
a waiver ofthe Board's regulations that provide that all "directly related applications, e.g.. those 
seeking authoritv to constmct or abandon rail lines..."" be filed at the same time (Appendix A, 49 
CFR 1180.4(c)(2Kvi)). The wait er would allow CSX and NS lo seek the Board's authority to 
constmct and operate ŝ  en rail line connections (four for CSX and three for NS) prior to the 
Boards" decision on the acquisition and division of Conrail. 

The sev en constmctions are each relativelv short connections between two rail carriers and have 
a total length under 4 miles. According to the railroads, much ofthe constmction on these short 
segments would take place w ithin existing rights-of-way. CSX and N̂> dialed that these seven 
connections must be in place before the Board "s decision on the primary application in order for 
them to provide efficient serv ice in competition with each other. Without early authorization to 
constmct these connections. CSX and NS contended, each railroad would be severely limited in 
its abilitv lo serve important customers. 

In Decision No. 9 served June 12. 1997. the Board granted CSX"s and NS's petiuons (Appendix 
B). The Board stated that it understood the railroads" desire to "be prepared to engage in 
effective, vigorous competition immediately following consummation ofthe [acquisition]". In 
granting the waiver, the Board noted that the railroads were proceeding at their own risk. If the 
Board were to denv the primarv applicauons. any resources expended by CSX and NS in 
building the connections would be of little benefit lo them. 

Both the railroads and the Board recognized that no constmction could occur until the Board 
completed its environmental review of each ofthe constmction projects. Thus, the Board stated 
lhat it would consider the environmental aspects of these proposed consUTictions and the 
railroads" proposed operations over these lines together in deciding whether to approve the 
physical constmction of each of these lines. The operauonal implications of the merger as a 
w hole, including operations over the roughly 4 miles of line embraced by the seven connections 
projects, will be examined in the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared for the overall 
merger That document will be available for a 45-day public comment period in late November 
1997. 

In order to ftillv consider the environmental aspects of the seven proposed constmctions, the 
Board required both CSX and NS to file certain information on the environmental effects ofthe 
constmction and operation of these projects. The railroads complied with this requirement on 
September 5. 1997 and submitted detailed Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessments 
(PDEA) for each of the seven projects. 
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The Board"s Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA) has independently verif od the 
information contained in each PDEA. conducted further independent analysis, and developed 
appropriate environmental mitigation measures. Its findings are set forth in this EA. SEA is 
now seeking your comments on this EA. Comments must be submitted to the Board by October 
27. 1997. 

1.4 SEA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

This EA is necessarv lo ensure thai the proposed action complies with the statutory requirements 
under the National Env ironmental Policy Act (NEPA). the Board"s enviromnental regulauons 
(49 CFR 1105). and other applicable mies and/or regulauons. The Board's SEA is responsible 
for conducting NEPA environmental review. 

The Board has adopted the former Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) environmental 
regulations (49 CFR Part 1105) that govem the environmental review process and outline 
procedures for preparing environmental documents. Section 1105.6(b) of these regulauons 
establish the criteria which identify the tvpes of actions for which an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) would be prepared. The consuuction of rail line connections, like the action proposed heic 
are classified under the Board's regulations as normally requiring preparation of an EA. SEA 
reviewed the proposed rail consuuction and determined that because the connecuon is not 
expected to result in significant environmental impacts, an EA should be prepared. 

In preparing the EA. SE.A identified issues and areas of potenlial environmental impact, analyzed 
the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed rail line const* uction project, reviewed 
public comments, and developed mitigation measures lo avoid or reduce anticipated impacts on 
the environment. To assist it in conducting the NEPA environmental analysis and in preparing 
the E.A. SEA selected and approved HDR Engineering. Inc. lo act as the Board's independent 
third partv consultant as provided for in 49 CFR Part 1105.10(d). NS retained the independent 
third party consultant who worked solely under SEA's direction and supervision and assisted 
SEA in con l̂ucting env ironmental analv ses related to the proposed merger. 

SEA rr.alv zed the Env ironmental Report and Operating Plan that accompanied the transaction 
application, technical smdies conducted bv NS' environmental consultants, and the Preliminary 
Draft Environmental Assessment (PDEA) prepared as a part of the waiver application. In 
addition. SE.A conducted its own independent analysis of the proposed constmction. which 
included verifying the projected rail operations: verifying and estimating noise level impacts; 
estimating air emission increases: performing land use. habitat, surface water, and wetland 
surveys: conducting ground water analyses: assessing impacts to biological resources; and 
performing archaeological and historic resource surveys. In addition. SEA andyor its independent 
third party consultant conducied consultations with NS and their environmental consultants and 
made site v isits to the proposed rail line constmction site to assess the poiemial impacts on the 
env ironment. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Alternative Actions Considered 

This chapter outlines the altematives considered for the proposed connection. 

2.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

hi its environmental review. SEA considered a "no-action" aliemative. Under this aliemative, 
current operations would continue to move over existing NS and UP rail lines. However, as 
outlined below, access between the tv/o lines would be limited to existing connections, 
interchanges, or terminals. If the "no-action" aliemative were implemented, the proposed rail line 
connection would not be constmcted and trains would not be rerouted. None of the potential 
environmental impacts associated with constmction would occur. However, neither would the 
benefits of the projeci be realized. According to NS. these benefits include a new, more efficient 
train route between Pine Bluff, Arkansas and Tort Wayne. Indiana. The proposed coimection 
would bypass East St. Louis. Illinois, add rail traffic capacity, reduce rail congestion and traffic 
delays in St. Louis, and save 1.3 million gallons of fuel each year. The no-build altemafive 
would not prov ide the full operational, environmental and economic benefits, including added 
rail capacity and improved service to shippers, expiected to be realized as a result ofthe proposed 
connection. 

2.2 BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

SEA ideniified no feasible altematives lo the proposed rail line constmction project. An 
aliemative alignment for the connection was identified (Figure 2.1) and would involve 
constmction of 4.000 feet of new UP/NS connecting track traversing land to the southeast of the 
existing UP/NS crossing. This altemalive route (Altemafive B) was analyzed but rejt cted 
because it would pass through an electrical substation, requiring its total or partial relocation, and 
w ould pass approximately 140 feet west of the two Farmers Supply buildings, as well as pass 
through the northwestem edge of two farm properties. This route would cross two large overhead 
electric transmission line corridors. A private crossing would be provided for the substation road 
(if it were to be only partially relocated), and a radio tower would have to be removed and 
relocated as well. The proposed rail line would be the most direct connecuon between the 
existing rail lines and would minimize the use of new land outside the NS and UP rights-of-way. 
There are no constmction. operational, or environmental features that would render another 
alignment ofthe proposed rail line coimection more reasonable than the proposed location. 
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Aliemative A. the proposed connection, would involve constmction of 3,250 linear feet of new 
UP/NS connecting rail line that would that would traverse cropland to the southeast of the 
existing UP/NS crossing. This route would not interfere with any residences, businesses or other 
stmctures. The alignment would not cross any existing or public roads. Only one property 
owner would be potentially affected by reduced cropland acreage on this alignment. A private 
road crossing for the property owner would be created to provide access to familand isolated by 
the connection. Aerial NS communication lines along the existing right-of-way would be buried. 

2.3 SELECTION OF PROPOSED CONNECTION LOCATION 

The new connection would permit more efficient movement between UP points in the Gulf 
Coast/Southwest and NS points in the Midwest and particularly between Pine Bluff, Arkansas 
and Fort Wayne. Indiana and allow the connection of a new operating gateway as a fully-
competitive service for peu-ochemical traffic flows between the Northeast, the Southwesc and the 
Gulf Coast. Without this proposed connecuon, the ttaffic, which would move over the new NS 
connection, would have to go to East St. Louis. Illinois and then through the terminal company 
Alton and Southem Raikoad. which would require the payment of switching charges and would 
delay traffic by a day. The "no-build" aliemative would not promote competition or ease 
congestion in East St. Louis. Illinois and it was therefore dropped from consideration. The 
"build" alternative is the preferred action. 

As discussed in Section 2.2. two altemalive alignments for rail constmction were evaluated. 
These altematives are shown in Figure 2.1. Preliminary smdies determined that both altematives 
were feasible from economic and engineering perspectives. The evaluation also addressed the 
potential social and environmental impacts of the altematives. Both altemaUves would affect 
the same community, i.e.. the same census block. Consequently, there would be no difference 
berween the altematives in the racial or economic composition ofthe population affected. Table 
2-1 summarizes the enviroiunental criteria investigated as part ofthe environmental evaluation. 

.As shown in Table 2-1 and Figure 2.1. the two altematives differ somewhat in total length, type 
of land use crossed and amount of private property crossed. Alternative B would also affect 
more prime farmland, an electrical substation, a radio tower and a private road. Alternative B 
would thus have a greater environmental impact than Alternative A. 
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Table 2-1 

Feature Unit 
Alternative 

Feature Unit 
A B 

Length of Alignment feet 3.250 4.000 

Land Use Crossed 
Agricultural 
Woodland (including shrub'scrub habitat) 
Residential 
industrial 
Utilities 

feet 
feet 
feet 
feet 
feet 

2,200 
240 
500 
0 
0 

2.500 
25 
300 
0 

950 

Structures Affected number 0 2 

Private Propertv Crossed acres 5.3 7.5 

Prime Farmland Soil Crossed 
Prime in native state 
Prime if drained 

feet 
feet 

1.200 
1.000 

1600 
900 

Waterwav Crossings number 
(feet) 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Wetland Crossed feet 0 0 

100-year Floodplain Crossed feet 0 0 

Endangered Species Habitat Crossed feet 0 0 

Critical Habitat Crossed feet 0 0 

Road Crossings: 
private roads number 0* 1 

Residences/Businesses 
within right-of-way 

residences 
businesses 

50-100 feet from centerline 
residences 
businesses 

100-500 feet from centerline 
residences 
businesses 

number 
number 

number 
number 

number 
number 

o 
O

 
-_) o 

—
 

o 

0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

Affected Sensitive Noise Receptors within the Ldn 65 dBA number 0 0 

Transmissions Corridor Crossing number 0 2 

Known Cultural Resource Sites number 0 0 

Nearest Recreational Area miles 4 4 

Nearest Residence feet 450 350 

Nearest Church feet 2.000 3,000 



1 Unit 
Alternative 

Feature Unit 
A B 

Nearest School feet 2,600 3,200 

Nearest Hazardous Waste Site miles >0.34 >0.45 

over the connection as a mitigation. 

Altemalive A was selected as the preferred route because it has the shorter length, does not cross 
any roads, affects only one propertv (a cultivated crop field), does not impact any stmctures. and 
is farther from the nearest residence. 
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CHAPTER 3 
Existing Environment 

This chapter provides an overview of the existing environment in the vicinity ofthe proposed 
constmction. 

3.1 LAND USE 

3.1.1 Current Land Use and Zoning 

Champaign County is approximately 90 percent agricultural. About 7.000 acres or one percent 
of the coimty consists of woodland and windbreaks (USDA Soil Conservation Serv ice. 1982). 
The area of the proposed constmction site is primarily cropland and is currently zoned for 
agricultural use. .\ strip of nonnalive grasses, scmb bmsh and deciduous trees borders the 
existing rail rights-of-way. 

The UP main line is located in a ra\ ine. while the NS line and the proposed constmction site are 
on higher ground. Land in the rights-of-way contairs grasses and gravel ballast. NS 
commimication lines border the southem edge of the NS right-of-way. Other adjacent land uses 
include an electrical substation located approximately 300 feet east of the eastem edge ofthe UP 
main line right-of-way and approximatelv' 2.000 feet southeast ofthe UP/NS crossing. Electrical 
utility lines run east of the UP/NS intersection. These electric transmission lines cross the NS 
line east of the intersection c-<nd extend north along the eastem edge of the UP right-of-way. Two 
Farmers Supply buildings are located adjacent to the north side of the NS right-of-way. 
approximately 400 feet west ofthe intersection. This facility is served by an existing NS siding 
on the north side of the main line. A private residence is located approximately 500 feet to the 
northeast of the proposed connection. 

3.1.2 Consistency w ith Local Plans 

There are no indications that the proposed project will interfere will any localized plan or 
de\ elopment strategy (Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning. Exhibit 25, 
Appendix C). 

3.1.3 Prime Farmlands and Coastal Zones 

Soils in the area of the proposed constmct'on site consist of silts and loams ofthe Dnmimer-
Flanagan association. Soil classifications include Dana and Flanagan silty loams and Drummer 
silty clav loam. The Dmmmer association is defined as a hydric soil due to relatively shallow 
groundwater depths and moderate permeability (USDA. Soil Conservation Service. 1982). Land 
outside urban areas in Champaign County is over 90 percent farmland, of which 94 p»ercent is 
prime farmland. The soil in the proposed constmction area is disturbed; approximately 80 
percent of the land is cultivated cropland and the rest consists of weeds, grasses and woody 
vegetation. The proposed project area is not in a coastal zone. 
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3.2 SOCIOECONOMICS and ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

3.2,1 General County Information 

The proposed project would be in a primarily rural area of Champaign County. Illinois. The 
entire route would be outside the city limits of Sidney. Illinois. Sidney is not an incorporated city 
and had a 1994 population of 1.077 (U.S. Bureau c " aie Census). Population data for Sidney are 
provided in Table 3-1 Sidney's population remained fairly constant from 1990-1994. 

Table 3-1 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Population 1.027 1.036 1.065 1.086 1.077' 

' Population Distribution and Population F.stimates Branch. US Bureau of the Census 

Population. emplovTOent and income trends from 1970 to 1990 for Champaign County and the 
State of Illinois are provided in Table 3-2. The population of Illinois increased 2.9 percent from 
1970 to 1990. The population of Champaign County increased 6 percent during the same period. 
The average niunber of persons in each household in Champaign County in 1990 was 3.02. 

The 1989 median household income in Champaign County' was S26.541. In 1990. the 
unemplovTOent rate in Champaign Countv- was 3.9 percent, lower then the state unemployment 
rate of 6 percent. 

Table 3-2 
Population, Employment and Income Trends for 

1 Champaign County Illinois 

1970' 1980= 1990' 1970' 1980' 1990* 

Population 163.281 168.392 173.025 11,109,935 11.426,5)8 11,431,000 

Labor Force 73.680 86.49C 91.662 4.644.622 5,497,425 6,015.000' 

Emploved 61.464 78.534 88.049 4.419,915 5,068,428 5.656.000* 

Unemployed 12.216 10.926 3.613 224.707 428.997 359.000" 

UnemploNineni rate 3 8 4,9 3.9 3.7 7.2 6.02' 

' = County and City Data Book. 1972; -=County and city Data Book, 1982:' = 1990 Census Bureau 
Summary; 

=Statistical Abstract of the United Sutes:' =1989 data 
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Agriculture is important to the economy of Champaign. Approximately 90 percent of the 
acreage is farmland. The principal crops are com. soybeans, winter wheat and oats. Crops 
grown on small acreage include grass-legimie hay and brome grass-alfalfa. 

3.2.2 Information on the Area Surrounding the Proposed Connection 

As seen in Table 3-3. the area surrounding the proposed connection, i.e. the relevant census 
block, has a substantially lower percentage of minority residents than Champaign County does 
on average. Data on economic levels in the area indicate that the population of the relevant 
census block is more prosperous than that of the county as a whole; census data indicate that the 
percentage of people living below the Federal poverty level in the census block is substantially 
lower than the county average and med'an household incomes in the same area are higher than 
the coimty average. 

Table 3-3 
1990 Racial and Economic Composition of Champaign County 

Proposed Sidney Connection 

Champaign 
County 

Proposed Connection 

Racial data 
(percentages) 

White 83.8 99.68 Racial data 
(percentages) 

Black 9.4 0.09 

Racial data 
(percentages) 

Asian 4.6 0.18 

Racial data 
(percentages) 

Native American 0.2 0.05 

Racial data 
(percentages) 

Hispanic and olher 2.0 0 

Economic data Median Household 
Income 

$26,541 $30,913 Economic data 

Percent below 
Federal povert>' 
level 

15.6 5.4 

No residences or olher sensitive noise receptors are within the existing Ldn 65 dBA contour for 
the proposed connection. 



3.3 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

3.3.1 Existing Rail Transportation Network 

The existing rail transportation network consists of a north/south UP track that passes under an 
east̂ west NS track. This intersection is bordered on the north by County Road 15. which extends 
east'west and passes ov er the UP line. Other roads in the proposed project vicinity include State 
Highway 516. which passes through Sidney, and numerous residential roads. An existing private 
drive for access to the electrical substation is crossed at-grade by the existing NS line 
approximately 500 feet southeast of the UP/NS intersection. A total of 39 trains per day use the 
NS main line. Approximately 25 trains per day operate over the UP line (Union Pacific 
Corporaiion. et al. -Control and Merger- Southem Pacific Rail Corporation, et al. 1995. Finance 
Docket No. 32760. Volume 6. Part 1. page 11.). 

3.3.2 Grade Crossings 

There are no grade crossings, other than the single private drive to the electrical substation, in 
the vicinitv ofthe project area. However, the ADT for area roads is provided below. 

• County Road 15. which is localed 500 feel north of the proposed constmction site 
between the UP rail line overpass and Highway 516. averaged 2.400 vehicles per day. 

• County Road 15 which is localed between Highway 516 and Highway 522 averaged 
2.950 vehicles per day. 

3.4 SAFETY 

3.4.1 Hazardous Waste Sites 

Review of the appropriate env ironmental databases by Environment Data Resources. Inc. (EDR) 
did not identify any hazardous waste sites (e.g.. National Priorities List (NPL); Comprehensive 
Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Information System (CECLIS); 
Treatment. Storage, or Disposal Sites (TSDS): Emergency Response Notification System 
(ERNS); State Priority List (SPL); State Inveniory of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
(LUST); or State Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities (SWFLF) or other sites of environmental 
concem in the vicinity of the proposed rail line constmction. The EDR database search revealed 
one unmappable site within the city limits of Sidney. Illinois. This site could nol be located 
because of poor address or geocoding information provided lo the slate and/or Federal databases. 
No ev idence of any hazardous waste sites was observed within the proposed constmction area 
during a site visit. 

3.4.2 Transportatioa of Hazardous Materials 

Currently 5.6 percent of NS* system wide traffic consists of hazardous materials. More 
information on the transportation of hazardous materials is included in the following sections. 
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3.4.2.1 Carrier's Safety Practices 

Train accidents involving damage as low as $6,300 must be reported to the FRA. The number 
of FRA-reportable train accidents per million train-miles for NS for 1991 through 1995 are listed 
in Table 3-4. 

Table 3-4 
Norfolk Southem Train Accident Rates per Million Train .Miles 

Year Rate 

1991 2.86 

1992 2.65 

1993 2.23 

1994 1.97 

1995 1.93 

In 1995. NS' train accident rate was 1.93 accidents per million train miles, approximately half 
the national average rate oi 3.71 accidents per million miles for Class I railroads. 

Safe transportation proiects the resources of the customers and communities served as well as 
the reso'irces of the railroads. NS has independently adopted proactive programs to improve the 
safety of hazardous materials transportation. This action has resulted in superior safety records 
for NS compared lo industry averages. As part of their efforts to continually improve safety 
performance in u-ansportation. NS is involved in Responsible Carel/ Partners. The Responsible 
Care'̂  program was established by the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) in 1988 as 
a proacliv e self-regulating approach lo improving health, safely and environmental performance. 

The Responsible Caî <& Parmership program extends Responsible Care® requirements to non-
CMA members including transportation companies which apply to join. Partoers must align 
internal management practices to meet or continuously improve toward meeling established 
codes. The codes include: Community Awareness and Emergency Response; Process Safety; 
Pollution Prev ention; Sale Distribution; Employee Health and Safety-; and Product Stewardship. 
NS has committed to this proactive effort with its CMA customers to improve the safe 
transportation of chemicals and hazardous materials. NS would continue to transport all 
hazardous materials in compliance with the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal 
Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180). 
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NS' environmental policy requires employees to understand and comply with environment£il 
requirements. To assure that NS employees arc aware of individual and corporate 
responsibilities for protection of the environment. NS implemented environmental awareness 
training for all employees. NS regularly provides hazardous materials training for all employees 
with duties related to hazardous materials transportation. NS is involved with local communities 
in providing training for fire, police and emergency response departments. NS is also involved 
in community outreach programs. NS has received numerous safety and service awards, 
including the Hamman Gold Safety Award, the highest safety honor for railroads for the last 
eighl years. 

3.4.2-2 Carrier's Safety Record Regarding Hazardous Materials 

As previously staled, currently. 5.6 percent of NS' system wide traffic consists of hazardous 
materials, representing a total of about 255.000 carloads in 1996. During the same year. NS had 
a company record low total of 90 Department of Transportation (DOT) F 5800.1 reportable 
incidents, mostly minor in nature Over 99.96 percent ofthe hazardous materials shipments 
amved at their destination without incident. 

These haz^dous material shipments move primarily on routes designated as key routes (NS 
defines these as routes with aitnual hazardous materials traffic exceeding 9.000 carloads. This 
definition is more restrictive than the Inter-Induslry Task Force Recommendations). In 1995, 
NS key routes consisted of 6.423 miles. 

The east'west-oriented NS rail line west of the City of Sidney is a NS key route transporting 
between 10.000 to 20.000 loads of hazardous materials annually. The UP line is also a key route. 

3.4.2.3 Emergency Action Plans 

NS developed and maintains corporate and divisional Emergency Action Plans based on the 
principles of Prevention. Preparedness. Response and Remediation, hi the event of a hazardous 
material incident. NS imp'ements its Emergency Action Plans. The proposed connection near 
Sidney. Illinois, and both the existing UP and NS rail lines, would be covered bv the NS 
Emergency Action Plans. 

Prevention 
Prevention of incidents is the primarv challenge, with a goal of zero incidents. Prevention efforts 
include hazardous materials training of employees: compliance with regulations, operating mies. 
safetv mies and industrv recomniended operating practices; maintenance of the railroad's 
infrastructure and equipment; and risk assessment to target and prioritize opportimities to 
improve performance. 

Preparedness 
Preparedness to respond includes distribution and mainienance ofthe wrinen response plans, 
instmctions. guidelines and contact lists of agencies, personnel and contractors; training 
employees, fire departments and other public emergency response personnel how to handle 
hazardous materials incident responsibilities, conducting emergency response exercises; and 
conducting hazardous materials audits. 
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Response 
Response efforts are taken to prevent or minimize any detrimental effects lo health, safety and 
the environment. Response efforts include safe initial assessment of an incident; a stmctured 
system for reporting the response to govenmient agencies, the shipper(s) and company personnel; 
and an established network of qualified emergency response contractors across the NS system 
which are mobilized as indicated bv the location ano nature of incidents. Ten full-time NS 
Environmental Operations Engineers are located strategically throughout the NS system to 
respond to incidents, supervise the response and remediation efforts of contractors, and 
coordinate with regulatory agencies. 

Remediation 
Remediation efforts bring the incident to a close and restore the environment in the area. 
Remediation tasks include assessment ofthe site. conlaminaliDn and risks; development of a 
corrective action plan; correcave action; and confimiation assessment. Remediation of serious 
incidents is typically performed in cooperation with and under the supervision of regulatory 
authorities. 

In addition to system wide and division Emergency Action Plans, NS has Spill Prevention 
Control and Counlermeasure (SPCC) plans. Facility Response Plans (FRPs), and Hazardous 
Waste Management plans at numerous fixed facilities. 

3.4.3 Electric Transmission Facilities 

.\n electrical substation is located about 300 feet from the proposed constmction site, and 
electrical utility lines are east of the existing UP/NS intersection. These facilities are owned by 
Illinois Power and provide electricity to the area. 

3.5 WATER RESOURCES 

3.51 Wetlands 

National Wetland Inventoty (NWI) maps indicate that no wetlands are crossed or are adjacent 
to the proposed constmction site. The nearest wetland indicated on the NWI map is located 
1.500 feet west of where the existing NS track crosses over the UP track (see Figure 1.1). No 
other surface waters were observed. 

3.5.2 Surface V\ aters 

No surface waters are found within 500 feet of the constmction site. However, the existing UP 
rail line is located in a ravine that is prone lo flooding from surface runoff and backwater from 
Salt Fork Creek at the UP/NS intersection. Waming devices to notify UP of water over their line 
are currently in place along the existing UP rail line. 
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3.5.3 Floodplain 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps for the area show that the proposed 
projeci is not within the 100-year floodplain. 

3.5.4 Groundwater 

Surflcial aquifers in east central Illinois consist of unconsolidated glacial material in the form 
of Quatemary sand and gravel deposits. These surficial aquifer systems are approximately 100 
to 200 feet thick and supply more than 5C percent of the fresh ground water withdrawn in east-
central Illinois In the v icl̂ .ity of the proposed constmction site, groundwater moves through the 
surficial aquifer systems from southem upland recharge areas toward northem discharge areas 
near Salt Fork Creek. Betv̂  een the months of April and June groundwater can rise to within 
three feel of the surface. Well yields of up to 100 gallons per minute can be expected from the 
unconsolidated glacial material found in the area. 

3.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.6.1 Vegetation 

Com and soybeans are the major crops grown in Champaign County. Secondary crops grown 
in Champaign Countv include wheal, oats, and hay. Roadside vegetation, fence-rows, and 
windbreaks consist of weeds, grasses, deciduous trees, and shmbs. 

The proposed constmction site and the surrounding v icinity consist mainly of cropland. A 1,200-
fooi long by 150-fooi wide strip of woodland borders the westem side of the UP track, 
approximately 300 feet south of the existing NS rail line. Deciduous trees that are expected to 
be in the wooded area include black walnut (Juglans nigra), northem red oak (Quercus rubra), 
while ash {Fraxinus americana). and eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides). Other than the 
cropland and small wooded area, vegetation on the proposed site consists of grasses and weeds 
such as these species of vegetation found alongside the NS track; frost grape (Vitis vulpina), 
teasel (Dipsacus sylvestris). Queen Anne's Lace {Daucus carota), redtop (Agrostis alba), 
Timothy (Pheleum praiense), Kentucky bluegrass {Poa pratensis) and velvet grass (Holcus 
lanatus). 

In su.mmary. the project area and vicinity has limited biological diversity. Similar vegetation is 
abundant througho>:t the region. 
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3.6.2 Wildlife 

Wildlife habitat found on and adjacent to the proposed constmction site is limited lo the wooded 
area and lo narrow strips of deciduous trees and shmbs adjacent lo the existing NS and UP rail 
rights-of-way. This area prov ides suitable habitat for a limited variety of insects, oirds, and 
mammals. Wildlife species that were seen during a site visit were the northem cardinal 
(Cardinalis cardinalis). blue jay (Cyanocitia cristala). American robin (Turdis migratorius), 
European starling (Siurnus vulgaris), field sparrow (Spizella pusilla), song sparrow (Melospiza 
meiodia). mourning dove (Zenaida macroura). American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), red-
tailed hawk (Buteo camaicensis). common sulfur butterfly (Colias philodice) and golden 
northem bumble bee (Bomhus fer\-idus). Wildlife species that are expected to be found in this 
rural setting are the American goldfinch (Carduelis tristis). American kestrel (Falco sparverius), 
white-tailed deer (Odecoileus virginianus). coyote (Cani;: lalransj. red fox {Vulpes vulpes), 
raccoon (Procyon loior). opossum (Didelphis virginiana). eastem cottontail (Sylvilagus 
floridanus). striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), house mouse (Mus muscului, and deer mouse 
{Peromyscus mamculatus). 

3.6.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) were contacted regarding tlireatened and endangered species within the area of the 
proposed rail line constmction al Sidnev, The USFWS slated that no Federally-listed threatened 
or endangered species are found within the project area. The Illinois DNR staled that no listed 
species. Illinois Natural Areas Inventorv- (INAl) sites or Nature Preserves are likely to be 
impacted as a result of the proposed project. Moreov er. no threatened or endangered species 
were observed at the proposed constmction site during a site visit. 

3.6.4 Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuaries 

No parks, forests, preserves or refuges are in or within 1.000 feet of the project area. The 
Champaign County Conserv ation Area is located approximately four miles northeast of the 
proposed constmction site. Recreational opportunities in the project area are limited. 

3.7 AIR QI'ALITY 

According to 40 CFR 81. Champaign Countv is in attainmeni with the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (N.4AQS). Current sources of emissions in the project area include 
locomotives, vehicles and farm machinery. 

In 1996. NS carried fewei than 800 loads, system wide, of commodities listed by the Clean Air 
.'\ct as ozone-depleting. This represents less than 0.017 percent of total traffic, a negligible 
amount. 
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3.8 NOISE 

Rail, automobile and tmck traffic are the primary sources of noise within the area of the 
proposed rail line constmction. Average Daily Traffic (ADT) data collected in 1991 for roads 
in the project vicinity w ere provided by the Illinois Department of Transportation (DOT). The 
ADT data for Countv Road 15. which is located 500 feel north of the proposed constmction site 
beiween the existing UP rail line overpass and Highway 516. averaged 2.400 vehicles per day. 
A total of 39 trains per day presently use the NS main line. Approximately 25 trains per day 
operate over the UP line. 

The Ldn 65 dBA contour for the existing NS line extends 150 feel (550 feet at grade crossings) 
perpendicular to the centerline. The Ldn 65 dBA contour for the existing UP line extends 150 
feet (250 feet at grade crossings) perpendicular lo the centerline. Close to the intersection ofthe 
NS and UP rail lines, the Ldn 65 dBA contour extends out farther due to the cumulative effects 
of train operations on both rail lines. No residences are located within the Ldn 65 noise contour 
of the proposed constmction site. No schools, churches, ho-spitals, nursing homes, retirement 
homes, libraries or other residences are within 500 feet of the proposed constmction site. 

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Records at the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) were reviewed to determine 
if previously identified cultural resources are located in the project constmction area. No 
historical sites listed on the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP) or archaeological sites 
were recorded in the vicinitv of the proposed action. The Illinois SHPO states that there are no 
significant historic, archaeological, jr architectiu-al resources in the proposed project area. 
During a site visit, no unique or historical stmctures were observed in the project area. 

3.10 ENERGY 

Potential impacts to energv- consimipiic.i as a result of the proposed connection would primarily 
be related to (1) additional fuel consumption bv' consmiction equipment during the constmction 
period; (2) changes in fuel consumption by trains using the proposed connection; (3) the effect 
of the proposed connection on the transportation of energy resources and recyclable 
commodities; (4) whether the proposed cormection would result in an increase or decrease in 
overall energv efficiency; and (5) the extent to which the proposed connection would cause 
diversions from rail-to-motor carrier. 
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CHAPTER 4 
Potential Environmental Impacts 

This chapter provides an overview of the potential environmental impacts from the proposed rail 
line connection between NS' East-West and North-South main lines in Sidney. Illinois. This 
coimection would involve the constmction of a new rail line segment in new right-of-way to 
cormect existing tracks to other existing rail lines, sidings, and/or yard facilities. As with any 
constmction of new railroad tracks, the steps required to build a new connection include site 
preparation and grading, railbed preparation, ballast application, track installation, and systems 
(e.g.. signals, communications) installation. Although the constmction zone required will vary 
depending on site conditions, most work would be completed within 250 feet of the new rail line. 

In conducting its analysis. SEA considered the following envirormiental impacl areas in 
accordance with the Board's environmental mies at 49 CFR Part 1105.7(e) and other applicable 
regulations: 

Land Use 
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
Transponation Systems 
Safety 
Water Resources 
Biological Resources 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Cultural Resources 
Energy 
Cumulative Impacts 

For detailed information about methodologies and evaluation criteria, refer to Appendix D. 

4.1 POTENTUL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FROM THE PROPOSED ACTION 

4.1.1 Land Use 

4.1.1.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria w ere used to assess the significance of land use impacts: 

Land Use Consistency and Compatibility 

• The severity of v isual. air quality and noise impacts on sensitive land uses. 
• Interference w ith the normal functioning of adjacent land uses. 
• .Alteration of flood water flow that could increase flooding in adjacent areas. 
• Consistency and'or compatibility with local land use plans and policies. 
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Prime Agricultural Land 

• Permanent loss of Natural Resource Conservation Serv ice CNRCS)-designated prime 
farmland. 

4.1.1.2 Potential Impacts 

Current Land Use and Zoning 
The proposed project would result in minimal impacts to land use. Approximately 5.3 acres of 
land would be acquired for the new connection, all of which would be used for right-of-way. 
The properties for which NS is negotiating rights to allow the proposed constmction and 
operation are disturbed areas. The land lhat would be converted lo rail use from outside existing 
rights-of-way is approximately 80 percent cropland. The remaining 20 percent contains weeds 
and grasses typical of disturbed areas, and w oody vegetation The proposed constmction would 
not conflict with adjacent land uses, electric utility lines or zoning. NS communication lines 
along the south side of the NS right-of-way would be buried. 

Consistency with Local Plans 
The proposed alternative does nol conflict with any local or regional land use plans (Champaign 
County Department of Planning and Zoning. Exhibit 25. Appendix C). 

Prime Farmlands and Coastal Zones 
Loss of prime farmland within the right-of-way would be insignificant since the proposed 
constmction site comprises only a small percentage of the land currently in agricultural 
production in the proposed project vicinity. Temporan- constmction impacts to adjacent 
farmland from excav ation, such as mixing of soil profiles or soil compaction, are expected to be 
minor due to the small amount of land affected and because constmction would be limited to the 
proposed new nght-of-way. No constmction activities would occur wiihin a designated coastal 
zone. 

4.1.2 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

4.1.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria was used to determine impacts from the proposed project to 
socioeconomics and environmental justice: 

• Reviewed demographic and income data from the 1990 Census to compare the 
population of the area of the proposed constmction wilh that ofthe Village of Sidney. 

• An environmental justice effect is determined to be significant if an adverse effect 
of the proposed con.stmction falls disproportionately on low-income or minority 
populations. 
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4.1.2.2 Potential itnpacts 

No significant and adverse effects which have a high and disproportionate impact on minority 
and low-income commimities are expected as a result of the proposed connection. The 
population in the area of llie proposed constmction has a lower percentage of minority residents 
than the coimty as a whole. Further, data on economic levels in the area indicate that the 
population of the relevant census block is more prosperous than that ofthe coimty as a whole. 
Moreover, since there would be no significant and adverse environmental effects as a result of 
the constmction and operation of the proposed connection, concems about potentially significant 
adverse envirorunental consequences would be eliminated, regardless of the composition ofthe 
surrounding population. 

U.S. Census data indicates that both the proposed connection site, (as well as the altemalive 
considered since they are in the same census block) contain substantially lower percentages of 
minority residents than Champaign County on average. These data indicate that constmction and 
operation of the proposed cormection would not have a high and disproportionate impact on 
minority groups. This conclusion is further supported by the absence of significant 
env ironmental impacts related to the proposed connection. 

Data on economic levels in the area indicate that the population of the relevant census block is 
more prosperous *Jtan that of the county as a whole; census data indicate that the percentage of 
I5eople living below the Federal poverty level in the census block is substantially lower than the 
county average and median household incomes in the same area are higher than the county 
average. These data indicate that constmction and operation ofthe proposed connection would 
not have a high and disproportionate impacl on minority groups. This conclusion is further 
supported by the absence of significant environmenial impacts related to the proposed 
connection. 

4.1.3 Transportation Systems 

4.1.3.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria used to determine potential impacts on transportation includes: 
• The need for new grade crossings. 

• Modifications of existing grade crossings 

4.1.3.2 Potential Impacts 

Grade Crossings 
The proposed connection would not cross any roads. 
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4.1.4 Safety 

4.1.4.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria was used lo determine the effects of the proposed project on safety- issues: 
• The likelihood of encountering hazardous waste sites during constmction. 
• The likelihood of a hazardous material release during constmction. 

• The effect of the proposed connection on the transportation of hazardous materials. 

4.1.4.2 Potential Impacts 

Hazardous V> aste Sites 
Review of the EDR database indicated that no hazardous waste sites, e.g., NPL. CERCLIS. 
Resource Conservation and Recovety Information System - Treatment. Storage, or Disposal 
(RCRIS-TSD). ERNS. SHWS. LUST or SUTLF. were ideniified in the vicinity ofthe proposed 
rail line constmction. Th ? database search revealed one unmappable site within the city limits 
of Sidney. Illinois. This site could not be located because of poor address or geocoding 
information prov ided to the state and/or Federal databases. 
During a site visit, no evidence of potential hazardous waste sites in the project area was 
observ ed. Three above-ground anhydrous ammonia tanks were observed bordering the north 
side of the NS right-of-way. approximately 400 feel northwest of the UP underpass. These ta ks 
would be unaffected by the proposed constmction. No hazardous waste sites are expected to be 
impacted by the proposed project. 

Hazardous Materials Release 
All necessary precautions will be taken to reduce the risk of a hazardous materials release during 
constmction. The majority ofthe materials that are likeh' to be on the constmction site include 
petroleum products for construction vehicles. As part of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System, a plan for accidental releases of hazardous materials must be included in 
the Storm U ater Pollution Prev ention Plan. 

Transportation of Hazardous Materials 
Currently . 5.6 percent of NS" sy stem wide traffic consists of hazardous materials, representing 
a total of about 255.000 carloads in 1996. During the same year. NS had a company record low 
total of 90 reportable incidents as defined under Department of Transportation (DOT) F 5800.1. 
mostly minor in nature. Over 99.96 percent ofthe hazardous materials shipments arrived at tiieir 
destination without incident. These hazardous material shipments moved primarily on routes 
designated as key routes (MS defines these as routes with annual hazardous materials traffic 
exceeding 9.000 carloads. This definition is more restrictive than the Inler-Industry Task Force 
Recommendations). In 1995. NS key routes consisted of 6.423 miles of trackage. 
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Bolh the existing NS and UP rail lines are key routes. Petrochemical traffic is expected to 
operate over the proposed connection. The probability of a rail accident on the proposed 
connection is approximately one in two million. No significani adver'̂ e impact from 
transportation of hazardous materials is expected. The reduction in train-miles from using the 
shorter route over the connection would hav e a beneficial system impacl on transportation safety'. 

No significant adv erse impact from the transportation of hazardous materials is expected. The 
reduction in train-miles from using the shorter route over the connection would have a beneficial 
system impact on transportation safety. 

Train Operation 
There is no potential for train-to-automobile accidents on the proposed connection due to the 
absence of grade crossings. The average train is expected to be 5.000 feet long. 

Train operation always involves a fK)ssibility for train accidents or incidents. However, NS' 
track and equipment inspection and maintenance programs, employee training programs, and the 
low speed (25 mph) of irains on the proposed connection would minimize this potenlial. The 
approximate likelihood of an accident occurring is 0.004 accidents/year. 

4.1.5 Water Resources 

4.1.5.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria were used to assess the potential impacts to surface water resources and 
wetlands that could result from the proposed constmction project: 

• Alteration of creek embankments with rip-rap. concrete, and other bank stabilization 
measures. 

• Temporary or permanent loss of surface water area associated with the incidental 
deposition of fill. 

• Downstream sediment deposition or water turbidity due lo fill activities, dredging, 
and'or soil erosion from upland constmction site areas. 

• Direct or indireci destmction andyor degradation of aquatic, wetland, and riparian 
vegetaiioa'habiiat. 

• Degradation of w ater qualitv ihrough sediment loading or chemicaL'petroleum spills. 
• Alteration of water flow that could increase bank erosion or flooding, uproot or 

destroy vegetation, or affect fish and wildlife habitats. 

The extent and duration of impacts to surface w ater resources and w etlands resuhing from the 
project w ould depend primarily on the type of w ork to be completed and the size of the project. 
The overall effect could be lessened by avoiding important resources and minimizing impacts 
to the extent practicable, and by implementing the mitigation measures. Prior to initiating 
constmction. regulatory agencies would be consulted regarding the need to obtain permits, such 
as U.S. .Army Corps of Engineers' (COE) Section 404 permiis. National Pollution Dis..harge 
Elimination Sy stem (NPDES) permiis. and state-required permits or agreements, as appropriate. 

4-5 



4.1.5.2 Potential Impacts 

Wetlands 
The National Wetland Inv entory (NWI) map indicated that no surface waters are located within 
500 feet ofthe constmction site. According to the NWI map. the nearest wetland is 1.500 feet 
west of where the existing NS track crosses over the UP track. In addition, the existing UP rail 
line is localed in a ravine lhat is prone to flooding from surface runoff. 

Surface Water 
No surface waters or wetlands would be crossed by the proposed connection. Storm water 
drainage pattems are not anticipated lo be altered by the proposed project. Potential impacts 
from soil erosion resulting from cleared vegetation and disturbed soil would be insignificant 
because Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be used to control runoff and soil erosion. 
Additionally, the constmction would be performed in compliance with the Illinois EPA Storm 
Water NPDES Permit, which is required for constmction of the proposed connection. In 
addition. NS would restore disturbed areas of soil ihrough reseeding. 

Floodplain 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FE.MA) maps for the area show that the proposed 
project is not wiihin the 100-year floodplain. 

Groundwater 
Groundwater quality will not be affecied by constmction or normal operation ofthe proposed 
coimection. The only potenlial impacl could result from spill of hazardous material. Safety 
measures as w ell as emergency response methods are in place to proiect against the results of a 
potential accident. 

4.1.6 Biological Resources 

4.1.6.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following ev aluation criteria were utilized to assess the potential impacts to biological 
resources resulting from the proposed projects: 

Loss or degradation of unique or important vegetative communities. 
Harm to or loss of indiv iduals or populations of rare, threatened or endangered plants 
or animals. 
Disturbance of nesting, breeding or foraging areas of threatened or endangered 
wildlife. 
Loss or degradation of areas designated as critical habitat. 
Loss or degradation of wildlife sancmaries. refuges or national, state or local 
parks forests. 
Alteration of movement or migration corridors for animals. 
Loss of large numbers of local wildlife or their habitats. 

4^ 



Sensitive animal species with potential to occur in the vicinity ofthe project may be impacted 
by constmction activities. A determination as to the level of impact will depend on many factors 
including tlie availability of suitable habitat, previous surveys, and comments from agencies. 

Parks, forest preserves, refuges and sanctuaries were idenufied within one mile ofthe proposed 
constmction. Impacts lo these areas were determined based on their distance from the proposed 
constmctions and the degree to w hich rail constmction, operation and maintenance would disturb 
or dismpt activities at these areas. 

4.1.6.2 Potential Impacts 

Vegetation 
The proposed action would affect cropland, a narrow strip of weedy, grassy vegetation 
characteristic of disturbed wooded areas, and woody vegetation bordering the existing UP <ind 
NS rights-of-way. NS would reseed disturbed areas outside the subgrade slope of the new-
proposed connection. Approximately 80 percent of the project area is cropland and 20 percent 
of the project area consists of weeds, grasses and woody vegetation. Loss of piime farmland 
within the nght-of-way wo'..ld be insignificant since it comprises only a small percentage ofthe 
land currently in agricultural prt>ductiv>n in the project v icinity. 

Wildlife 
No adv erse impacts to wildlife are ai?t'cipateu. TTie constmction site is small and contains only 
limited wildlife habitats. Wildlife within the project area would be subject to sporadic 
disturbance because of noise and human activity generated during constmction activities, and 
subsequent train operations and maintenance activ ities. The minimal loss of habitat due to this 
proposed constmction would be insignificant compared with the wildlife habitat available in the 
sunounding area. 

Constmction of the proposed cormection may temporarily displace local lenestrial wildlife 
because of increased noise from constmction equipment and the presence of humans. However, 
such disturbances would be temporary and are not anticipated lo cause a major permanent 
redistribution of resident species. The width of the right-of-way and the low height of rail 
should nol pose a significant barrier lo the mov ement of wildlife. Some mortality of small 
animals may result during con.stmction due to compaction of burrows and encounters with heavy 
equipment. Incidental train animal collisions could result in mortality lo some species. 

The railroad right-of-way would require approximately 5.3 acres outside of NS' existing 
property. This area is primarily cropland. On NS propertv-. rail right-of-way would include a 
maximum of two acres of potential wildlife habitat. These areas contain low-quality wildlife 
habitat and following constmction. all cleared areas outside the right-of-way subgrade slope 
would be reseeded with grasses or olher vegetation. Overall, minimal impact to wildlife would 
occur. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
.A site \ isit. as well as responses received from the USFWS and the Illinois DNR indicated that 
no known Federal or stale listed species occur in the project area. Therefore, no impacts to 
threatened or endangered species are expected. 
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Parks, Forests Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries 
There would be no impacts to parks, forests, preserves, refuges, conserv ation areas or sanctuaries 
from the constmction ofthe proposed connection. 

4.1.7 .Air Quality 

4.1.7.1 Evaluation Criteria 
The following criteria were used to assess the potential impacts to air quality- that could result 
from the proposed constmction project: 

• Increase in levels of pollutant emissions (e.g.. hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and particulate matter) from the operation of constmction 
equipment and vehicles. 

• Effects related to train operations over the NS and UP line segments adjoining the 
connection, to the extent they meet the Board's thresholds for analysis. 

• Evaluation ofthe potential for air quality effects from fugitive dust emissions. 
• Air quality effects are considered to be adverse if the proposed constmction would 

lead to long-term increases in pollutant emissions or excessive fugitive dust 
emissions. 

4.1.7.2 Potential Impacts 

Champaign County is an air quality attainment area. Only minor effects on air quality are 
expected as a result of the constmction. operation and maintenance of the proposed project. The 
operation of heavy equipment would be the primary source of pollutant emissions during 
constmction activities. Such pollutants vary b\- the source as described below: 

• Particulate matter, volatile organic compounds (VOCs). carbon monoxide (CO), 
and nitrogen oxide (NOx) resulting from the combustion of diesel fiiel 

• Fugitiv e dust along the right-of-way and unimproved roads resulting from the 
operation of heav-y equipment. 

Construction 
Air quality impacts due to constmction are expected to be minimal. During the constmction 
phase, grading, excav ation and placement of ballast and subgrade could result in a temporarv-
increase of fugitive dust. Howex er. with appropriate mitigation measures, such effects are 
exf)ected to be minimal. .\Iitig uion measures would include spraying road surfaces with a water 
tmck or covering tmck beds with tarps as necessarv . Emissions from constmction and 
maintenance equipment engines would be localized and temporary during the constmction period 
and during maintenance activities. They are not expected to reduce air quality-. 

Operation 
Because rail traffic over the proposed connection would meet STB thresholds for air quality, area 
emissions were quantified and are presented below in Table 4-1. 
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Table 4-1 
Estimated Air Emissions for the Proposed Connection Near Sidney 

(tons per year) 

VOC CO NOx SO, PM Pb 

0.16 048 4.29 0.28 0.11 0.0000091 

As previously staled, the proposed connection would shorten the route NS trains would have to 
travel by approximately 50 miles. The estimated system wide decreases in emissions as a result 
ofthe proposed cormection near Sidney are presented below. 

Table 4-2 
Estimated System wide Decreases in Emissions as a Result of the 

Proposed Connection Near Sidney 
(tons per year) 

VOC CO NOx SO, PM Pb 

13.2 39,7 357,4 23.2 9.0 0.00076 

No significant, if any. shipments of ozone-depleting commodities are expected over this 
proposed connection. 

Vehicle Emissions 
Emissions from heavy equipmeni and constmction v<"hicles would occur during constmction. 
The majority of these emissions w ould be limited lo the period of constmction. Minor additional 
impacts would include maintenance activ ities for the rail line that would occur sporadically for 
short periods throughout the year. Vehicle emissions can be minimized by proper vehicle 
mainienance. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions 
Increases in fugitiv e dust could occur due to grading and other earthwork necessaty' for rail bed 
preparation or removal activities. These impacts would only be temporary and would be 
minimized by good constmction practices that would include dust control. 

4.1.8 Noise 

4.1.8.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria was used to determine potential impacts from the proposed project; 

• Identification of noise-sensitive land uses where changes in operation could result in 
noise exposure increases. 

• Identification of noise sensitive receptors (e.g. residences, schools, hospitals, 
libraries. 
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4.1.8.2 Potential Impacts 

Construction 
Noise levels in the project areas are expected to temporeuily increase during constmction. 
Temporary noise increases would be caused by operation of vehicles and heavy machinery 
during grading, rail constmction. etc. The impacts would only be short-term, occurring from 
approximately 7:00 a.m. lo 5:00 p.m. Because of the rural nature of the project area, no 
residences or olher sensitive noise receptors would be within the Ldn 65 dBA contour ofthe 
proposed connection. Since constmction noise would occur during daylight hours and would 
be short-term in nature, and because of the rural nature of the project area, noise impacts from 
constmction are not expected to be significant. 

Operation 
Train operation over the proposed cormection would not likely cause any significant increase in 
ambient noise levels. NS would lubricate the curve of the new connection. No residences or 
other sensitive noise receptors would be within the Ldn 65 dBA contour of the proposed 
connection. At a maximum operating speed of 25 miles per hour over the connection, increases 
in noise levels at any given location should not occur for more than approximately four minutes 
while a train passes. 

Approximately nine trains per day are expected to travel over the proposed connection, which 
exceeds the STB thresholds for noise analysis. NS would regularly lubricate the 5 degree 30 
minute curve of the proposed connection to minimize the friction which causes both rail wear 
and wheel squeal. Train traffic operating on the proposed connection would generate an Ldn 65 
dBA contour approximately 50 feet perpendicular to the proposed rail line (approximately 250 
feet at grade crossings). No residences are wiihin the existing or post constmction Ldn 65 dBA 
contour. No receptors would experience a significant increase in noise as a result ofthe new 
connection. 

4.1.9 Cultural Resources 

4.1.9.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts to historic and archaeological resources would be considered adverse (as defined in 36 
CFR 800.9) if any site listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP would experience destmction 
of the site; alteration of site characteristics or setting; neglect resulting in det-:rioration or 
destmction; or transfer, lease, or sale of the property on which the site occurs if adequate 
restrictions or conditions are not included lo ensure preservation of the property's significant 
historic features. 

4.1.9.2 Potential Impacts 

No documented archaeological sites or historic properties are on or near the proposed 
constmction site. The Illinois SHPO stated in a letter thai the Section 106 process is complete. 
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4.1.10 Energv- Resources 

4.1.10.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria was used to evaluate the potential impacts ofthe proposed project on 
energy resources: 

• The effect of the proposed project on energv consumption. 
• The effect of the proposed projeci on the transportation of energy resources and 

recyclable commodities. 
• The effeci of the proposed project on diversions of shipments from rail to tmcks. 

4.1.10.2 Potential Impacts 

Tlie operation of constmction equipment would require the consumption of diesel fuel, which 
cannot be quantified at this lime, but is expected lo be minimal due to the short duration ofthe 
project. An insignificant amount of fuel would be used by constmction equipment. The routes 
provided by the proposed connection would be more direct (i.e.. approximately 50 miles shorter) 
than would be possible witiiout the proposed connection, thereby reducing fuel consumption (1.3 
million gallons of fuel saved each year). No additional rail-lo-tmck diversions would resuh from 
the proposed connection. The amount of energy resources and recyclable commodities that 
would be iransported over the proposed connection cannot be quantified but. the operational 
efficiencies expected to be realized from the operation of the proposed connection are exjjected 
to benefit the transportation of energy resources and recyclable commodities. 

4.1.11 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulativ e impacts are impacts on the env ironment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to olher past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or f)erson undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant ac»-ons taking 
place over a period of time (40 CFR Parts 1500-15-8. Seclion 1508.7). 

The potential cumulative impacts related lo the constmction and operation of the proposed 
connection are insignificant or nonexistent The proposed projeci is not expected to have any 
significant -"rse impact on land use. water resources, biological resources, or air quality. Nor 
would the sed project have significani adverse impacts on safety, electric transmission 
facilities or cuuural resources. Any noise increases during constmction would be limited lo 
normal work hours and woJd only occur during the constmction period. Increases in noise from 
ongoing operation on the connection would be minor. 

There w ould not be any significani env ironmental impacts on any group regardless of race or 
economic status as a result of the proposed project. Consequently, there would nol be any high 
and disproportionate en\ ironmental justice impacts as a result of the constmction and operation 
ofthe profwsed connection. This conclusion is further supported by the absence of significant 
env ironmental impacts related to the proposed connection. 
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The operation of the proposed connection would result in reduced fuel consumption of 
approximately 1.3 million gallons per year and associated reduction in air emissions. 

4.2 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 

4.2.1 No-Action Alternative 

If the "no-action" alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 
constmcted or operated. Therefore, the current land use and other existing envirormiental 
conditions would remain unchanged. However, if the related transaction is approved, the 
absence of this rail line connection would result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 
constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that would result without the new cormection 
would cause additional fuel consumption and increase pollutant emissions from locomotives. 

4.2.2 Build Altematives 

As discussed in Section 2.2. SEA ideniified no feasible "build" altematives to the proposed rail 
line constmction project. The alternative alignment that was evaluated would consume 
approximately 6.2 acres of prime farmland, be located within 500 feet of two residences, cross 
one private road, cross two large ov erhead transmission line corridors, and require the removal 
and relocation of a radio lower. The altemalive aligrmienl is in the same U.S. Census block as 
the preferred alternative. Thus, the same socioeconomic setting and environmental justice 
factors analyzed in this chapter would be applicable for this alternative. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Agency Comments and Mitigation 

This chapter summarizes comments received from Federal. State and local agencies or officials 
about the proposed constmction. and outlines SEA's recommended mitigation measures. 

5.1 SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS 

Norfolk Southern's consultant. Bums & McDonnell, sent letters to various Federal, state and 
local agencies seeking their comments on the constmction and operation of the proposed 
connecting track (See Appendix C. E.-diibit 1 for the consultation letter and Exhibit 2 for the list 
of agencies contacted; The letters were distributed to these agencies in January and February. 
1997. The agency responses to the leners are prov ided in Appendix C. Exhibits 3 ihrough 25. 
Thi;- chapter summarizes substantive comments received from these agencies, including 
mitigation discussed and the mitigation proposed by the Petitioner NS. 

5.1.1 Land Use 

Comment: A letter from the Illinois Oepartment of .Agriculture (Appendix C. Exhibit 21) staled 
that the area lo be affecied by the proposed Sidney. Illinois project is prime farmland cunently 
in crop production. Agricultural issues of primai-y concem. which should be addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment, include; 

Soil erosion problems that may result from the constmction ofthe connection. 
• .Access lo the farmland isolated by the new rail cormection. 
• Whether bonow outside the designated right-of-way would be required for constmction. 

and if sc how many acres would be involved. 
Whether Federal funds will be used for this project. If so. the USDA-Natural Resources 
Conserv ation Serv ice (NRC > I'orm AD-1006. Farmland Conversion Impacl Rating 
would need to be initiated with the local USD.\-NRCS office in Champaign. 

• The presence of any resulting uneconomical remnants or landlocked parcels. Any such 
parcels should be indicated on a map with their location, number, acreage and cunent 
land use. 

Petitioner's Response: NS would comply with all NRCS requirements. Potential impacts from 
soil erosion resulting from cleared vegetation and disturbed soil would be insignificant because 
ofthe use of Best Management Practices (B.VIP.' to control runoff and soil erosion. An erosion 
control plan would be prepared, implemented and maintained until disturbed areas are 
revegetated. NS would restore disturbed areas of soil through reseeding. ! andscaping and 
revegeiation would utilize existing diainage pattems and trees, grasses and shmbs native to the 
immediate area. NS would provide access to the farmland isolated by the new connection. 
Bonow material would be obtained from locol sources lhat presently have not been identified. 
.A map indicating the location, number, acreage and current land use of any remnant or parcel 
would be p.ov ided. 
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Comment: A letter from the U.S. Department of the Army. Operations Division (Appendix C. 
Exhibit 6) slated that it does not appear that a Department of Army permit would be needed for 
the constmction ofthe Sidney. Illinois constmction project. 

Comment: .A letter from the Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District 
(Appendix C. Exhibit 23) stated that the proposed connection for the Sidney. Illinois rail 
connection would transect prime farmland and consideration should be given to its preservation. 

Petitioner's Response: Of the two altemativer. the prefened connection crosses the least 
amount of agricultural land. .As mitigation to the farmer w hose field would be crossed by the 
proposed connection. NS would prov ide a private crossing to the farmland isolated b>' the new 
connection. 

Comment: .A letter fiom the Champaign County Departmeni of Planning and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25). states that the proposed change would have only minor impacts in Champaign 
County. It was staled lhat the connection would directly affect approximately 6 acres of prime 
farmland classified USD.A Land Capability Class II and I respectively. These would probably 
no longer be used for agricultural production. 

Petitioner's Response: Of the two altematives. the prefened connection crosses the least 
amount of agricultural land. Prime farmland is abundant in the area. Only a small number of 
acres would be affected. NS would provide a private crossing to the farmland isolated by the 
new cormection. 

5.1.2 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
No comments were received conceming socioeconomics or environmental justice. 

5.1.3 Transportation 

Comment: A letter from the Champaign County Department of Planrung and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25). included the following comment on the existing transportation system: The recent 
Conrail abandonment of the "Pekin Secondary " east of Urbana and the acquisition * y KS of the 
line lo Bloomington has already reduced the number of railroads serving the County-. The 
proposed acquisition of Conrail by NS and CSX would nol alter the competitive situation for 
local rail users. The proposed connection allows for new routing, improved service or otherwise 
lowers costs and results in more competitive pricing. Increased rail U-affic on the NS line may 
increase the inconv enience experienced in some on-line communities at railroad grade crossings. 

Petitioner's Response: .No new public grade crossings would be created by this constmction. 
A private farm road crossing would be created to mitiaate impacts to the farmer whose field 
would be impacted by the proposed connection. 
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Comment: A letter from the Illinois Department of Transportation (Appendix C. Exhibit 19) 
stated that the Illinois DOT has no objection at this juncture. They staled as long as the 
connector lies back into the Chicago and Eastern line north of County Road 900N. it would not 
have an impact on either the stale or local highwav- systems. .Also, there are no highway or street 
projects planned in the affected area. 

5.1.4 Safety 

Comment: A letter from the Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25). included the following comments on public health and safety: Local Accident 
Reference System (LARS) data for unincorporated Champaign County shows six vehicular grade 
crossing accidents with one fatality on the NS line between 1990 and 1995 and three accidents, 
including one fatality, on the UP during the same lime period. Increased traffic on the NS line 
w ould result in a grealer likelihood of grade crossing accidents. Again the significance of this 
depends on the time of day when the increase occurs. Increased traffic on the NS line would 
increase the potenlial obslmction of grade crossings lo emergency vehicles for on-line 
communities (Ivesdale. Sadoms. Tolono. Philo. Sidney, and Homer), hicreased rail traffic would 
also increase the exposure of on-line communities lo the dangers imposed by hazardous materials 
spills related lo railroad accidents. 

Hazardous Waste Sites 

No comments were received from goverrmiental agencies conceming hazardous waste sites. 

Electric Transmission Facilities 
No comments were received from governmental agencies conceming electrical facilities. 
5.1.5 Water Resources 

Comment: .A letter from the Illinois Departmei.i of Agriculture (Appendix C. Exhibit 21) staled 
that the issues of primary concem are the possible alteration of any sub-surface tile systems al 
the proposed constmction site, and a potential wetland located near or in the path ofthe proposed 
cormection. 

Petitioner's Response: NS would preserve overall surface and subsurface drainage on the 
affected site and sunounding fields through proper engineering design. According to the 
Champaign County Soil and Waier Conservation District, part of the 1.200 foot long by ' 50 fool 
wide wooded area adjacent to the westem side of the UP line, exists on Drummer soils, fhis soil 
type may contain hydric components, providing conditions necessary for potential wetlands to 
occur. The proposed connection would traverse this wooded strip in a non-Drummer soil area. 
The existing L'P line is below grade, lying in a cut slope to the east and west of the rail line. The 
wooded area on the cut slope cannoi be considered a wetland because it is drained. Furthermore, 
the L'.S. .Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over any potential wetland being converted 
to non-agncultural use. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers responded that a permit would not 
be needed in this case. 



Comment: A letter from the Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District 
(.Appendix C. Exhibit 23) stated that the existing drainage tile needs to be maintained or replaced 
w itli an adequate s stem to maintain natural drainage. They also slated that a potential wetland 
along the westem dge ofthe existing NS railway would require appropriate permi-is should it 
be modified or manipulated. (3n September 2. 1997. Leon Wendte from the Champaign Soil and 
Water Conservation Serv ice stated over the phone that the NS rail line refened to in the letter 
is actually the UP line. He mentioned that a wooded area exists on Drummer soils present along 
the westem edge ofthe UP right-of-way. He was concemed lhat this wooded area, on a hydric 
soil, could potentially be a wetland. He suggested that any wetlands in the area be delineated. 
If wetlands are foimd wiihin the proposed right-of-way. then proper permits should be obtained 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Petitioner's Response: Natural drainage pattems would be maintained where possible. If 
drainage tile is encountered. NS would maintain or replace the tiles with concrete pipes. The 
wooded area (potential wetland) along the western edge ofthe UP right-of-way exists on a 
sloping cut and is considered lo be drained. Therefore, it is not considered a wetland. The 
proposed constmction would not traverse the wooded area on the Dmmmer soil. .Also, a letter 
received from the t'.S. /\rm\ Corps of Engineers did not recognize any wetlands in the proposed 
right-of-way. 

Comment: .A letter from the Champaign County Departmeni of Planning and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25) stated that preservation ofthe surface and subsurface drainage ofthe affected site 
and sunounding fields would have to be addressed by proper engineering design. 

Petitioner's Response: Storm water drainage pattems are not anticipated lo be altered by the 
proposed project. NS would preserve surface and subsurface drainage ofthe affecied site and 
sunounding fields ihrough proper engineering design. 

5.1.6 Biological Resources 

Comment: .A letter from the Champaign Countv Deparlment of Planning and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25) staled lhat: 
• Neitlier the site nor the rest of the NS line is thought to abut any significant natural area 

in Champaign County. No designated Natural Areas in the fS'-Al are located near this 
line (though there may be locally significant prairie remnants along the right-of-way). 
.Although it is believed that no threatened or endangered species habitat is found within 
or near this site, consulting the Natural Heritage Division of the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resource is recommended. 

Petitioner's Response: The Illinois Department of Natural Resources was contacted. A letter 
from the Illinois Department of Natural Resources staled that according to the Natural Heritage 
database no Federally-list '̂d endangered or threatened species. Illinois Natural Areas Inventoty 
sites or Nature Presen ej arc likely to be impacted because of the proposed project. During a site 
visit, no Federally-listed endangered or tlireatened species vvere observed. 
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Comments: Jake Hoogland of the National Park Service (Appendix C, Exhibit 15) stated in a 
phone conversation that no national parks are in the area ofthe proposed connection. 

Comment: A letter from the RO^K Island Illinois Office of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Appendix C. Exhibit 13) stated that the agency had no objection 

5.1.7 Air Quality 

Comment: A letter from the Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25) stated that Champaign County is presently an Air Quality Anainment Area and 
while increased rail traffic on the NS and UP lines would not result in a significant decrease in 
tmck traffic in Champaign County', the increase in rail traftic would most likely result in a 
negligible increase in locomotive emissions. 

5.1.8 Noise 

Comment: A letter from the Champaign County Department of Planning and Zomng (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25) staled that outside the urbanized areas of Champaign-Urbana and Rantoul, 
ambient noise levels in the county are generally low. Ambient noise levels in the area range 
between 36 and 52 dBA (FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study, Cofhnan Associates, 1988). 
Increased iraffic would lend to increase average noise levels. The magnimde of this impact 
would be directly proportional to the increase in traffic. 

Petitioner's Response: This connection occurs in a rural part of Champaign County, and the 
nearest residence is approximately 450 feel away and would De outside of the Ldn 65 dBA 
contour. No olher sensitive noise receptors would be within the Ldn 65 dBA contour for the 
proposed project. 

5.1.9 Cultural Resources 

Comment: A letter from the Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District 
(Appendix C. Exhibit 23) stated that a Phase 1 archaeological survey may be needed to identify 
any cultural resources that may be on the site. 

Petitioner's Response: The Illinois SHPO has identified no significant cultural resources on the 
site. 

Comment: A letter from the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (Appendix C, Exhibit 16) 
states that n J significant historic, archaeological, or architectural resources in the proposed 
projeci area 
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5.1.10 Energy Resources 

Comment: .A letter from the Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning (Appendix 
C. Exhibit 25) stated that while railroads are significantly more energy efficient than other modes 
of ground transportation, the impacl ofthe new connection on energy use in Champaign County 
is likeiy to be minimal since its potential for div erting highway iraffic is not clear. 

5.2 .AGENCY SUGGESTED MITIGATION 

A list ofthe agencies consulted during the environmental review process and copies of agency 
conespondence related to this rail construction are provided in Appendix C. 

The following mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed constmction project by the 
various parties consulted in the process of preparing the EA: 

• Petitioner would maintain all rail line waming devices according to Federal Railroad 
Administration standards. 

• Petitioner would comply with all applicable Federal, state and local regulations regarding 
fugitive dusi and open burning. Mitigation measures would include spraying surfaces 
w ith water or other dust suppressants. 

• Petitioner will restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during constmction. 

• Petitioner will use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control erosion, runoff and 
surface instability during constmction. .After the new rail line is constmcted. the 
petitioner will reseed outside the subgrade slope lo provide permanent cover and prevent 
potential erosion. 

• Petitioner will control temporary noise from constmction equipment by ensuring all 
machinety has properly functioning muffler systems and by work hour controls. 

• Petitioner will transport all hazardous materials in compliance with the U.S. Department 
of Transportation Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR parts 171-174 and 177-
179). 

• In the case of a spill, the petilionei will follow appropriate emergency response 
procedures outlined in its emergency response plans. 

• Petitioner will restore all roads disturbed during constmction lo the conditions required 
by state or local regulations. 

• Petitioner would observ e all applicable regulations for handling and disposing of waste 
materials, including hazardous waste. 

• Petitioner would prov ide a private crossing so the propertv owner can reach farmland 
isolated by the proposed connection. 
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5.3 SEA RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 

SEA recommends lhat the Board impose the following mitigation measures in any decision 
approving the constmction waiver for the proposed rail line connection constmction in Sidney, 
Illinois. 

5.3.1 General Mitigation Measures 

SEA's recommendations include, but are not limited to. the following general mitigation 
conditions: 

Land Use 

1. NS shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during constmction activities 
to their pre-constmction conditions. 

2. Before undertaking any constmction activities. NS shall consult with any potentially 
affected American Indian Tribes adjacent to. or having a potential interest in the right-of-
way. 

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

1. No impacts were identified so no mitigation will be required. 

Transportation Systems 

1. NS shall use appropriate signs and barricades lo control traffic dismptions during 
constmction. 

2. NS shall restore roads disturbed during constmction to conditions as required by state or 
local jurisdictions. 

Safety 

1. NS shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding handling 
and disposal of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, encountered or generated 
during constmction of the proposed rail line connection. 

2. NS shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with state and local 
solid waste management regulations. 

3. NS shall consult with the appropriate Federal, stale and local agencies if hazardous waste 
and or materials are discovered at the site. 
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4. NS shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance with V.S. Department of 
Transponation Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180). NS shall 
provide, upon request, local emergency manigement organizations with copies of all 
applicable Emergency Response Plans and participate in the training of local emergency 
staff for coordinated responses lo incidents. In the case of a hazardous material incident. 
NS shall follow appropriate emergency response procedures contained in their 
Emergency Response Plans. 

Water Resources 

1. NS shall obtain al! necessan Federal, stale, and local permits if constmction activities 
require the alteration of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, or rivers, or if these activities 
would cause soil or other materials to wash into these water resources. NS shall use 
appropriate techniques to minimize impacts lo water bodies and wetlands. 

Biological Resources 

1. NS shall use Best Management Practices lo control erosion, runoff and surface 
instability during constmction. including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, plastic liners, 
slope drains, and olher erosion control devices. Once the track is constmcted. NS shall 
establish vegetation on the embankment slope to provide permanent cover and prevent 
potenlial erosion. If erosion develops. NS shall take steps lo develop other appropriate 
erosion control procedures. 

2. NS shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for application of 
right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such application to the extent 
necessary for rail operations. 

Air Quality-

1. NS shall comply with all applicable Federal, stale, and local regulations regarding the 
control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during constmction shall be 
mini.Tiized bv using such control methods as w ater spraying, installation of wind barriers, 
and chemical treatment. 

Noi.se 

1. NS shall control temporary noise from constmction equipmeni through the use of work 
hour controls and mainienance of muffler systems on machinety . 

Cultural Resources 

1. In those cases where historic resources would be adversely affected, NS shall not 
undertake constmction activities until the Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f. as amended) review process is completed. If 
previously undiscov ered archaeological remains are found during constmction. NS shall 
cease work and immediatel) contact the SHPO to initiate the appropriate Section 106 
process. 
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Energy 

1. No impacts were identified so no mitigaUon will be required. 

5.3.2 Specific Mitigation Measures 

SEA does not identify any specific mitigation measures, in addition to the general mitigation 
measures identified above, thai the Board impose for means of approval ofthe constmction 
waiver for the proposed rail connection in Sidney. Illinois. SEA does not recommend any 
specific mitigation measures for a decision in approving t ie constmction waiver for the proposed 
rail connection consimciion in Sidney, Illinois. 

5.4 REQUEST FOR COMMENTS 

SEA specifically invites comments on all aspects of this EA. including the scope and adequacy 
ofthe recommended mitigation. SEA will consi'^- - received in response to the EA 
in making its final recommendations to t*- lioard. Commenis (an original and 10 copies) should 
be sent lo: Vemon A. Williams. Ser ctaty. Surface Transportation Board. 1925 K Street, NW, 
Suite 700, Washington. DC 204?: Mark the lower left comer of the envelope: Attention: Dana 
White. Environmental Comî v-nts. Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub Nos. 1-7). You may also 
direct questions to Ms. V .̂ute at this address or by telephoning (888j 869-1997. 

Date made availal to the pubic: October 7. 1997 

Comment due ' ale: October 27, 1997 
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APPENDIX A 

RAILROADS' REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED PROCESS 

r:.XPIIDITED CONS!PJCRAJIlP.NJlEOJiESIEP 

BEFORE THE 
SURFACE TR.A.VSPORTATION BOARD 

CSX-1 

FINANCE DOCKET NO. 33388 

CSX CORPORTATION' AND CSX TR.ANSPORTATION. LNC. 
NORFOLK SOUTKER.N CORPORATION AND 

NORPOLK SOUTHERN RAlLWA'i' COMPANY 
--CONTROL AND OPERATLNG LEASES/AGR£E.MENTS-

CCNR.AIL INC. A.ND CONSOLIDATED RAIL CORPORATION 

PETITION FOR WAIVER OF 
49 C.F.R. § 1180.4(c)(2)(vi) 

CSX Corporation ("CSXC). CSX Transporxation. Inc. ("CSXT").! 

Conraii Inc. ("CRI") and Consolidated Rail Corporation ("CRC")." hereby 

petition t.he Board, pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1 L80.4(0. for •A'aiver of those 

provisions of-iQ C.F.R. § I I80.4(c)(2)(vi) which might otherwise require that 

cenam .Notices or Petitions for Exemption that CSX and Conrail wish to file 

fonhwith. for constmction of cenain comiec:ior.s. be delayed and filed 

concurrently with the filing of the Primary Application. 

CSX has determi.ncd that it is necessary to constmct four connections 

prior to a decision on the Primary Application. This constmction must be 

ccnr.pleted and ready to operate immediately in order for CSXT to provide 

efficient service over its portions of Conrail and to compete effectively with 

Norfollc Southern Raiiway Company ("NSRC") if the application for joint comrol 

^ C^XC and CSXT are referred to coilectively as "CSX. 

" CRI and CRC are referred to collectively as "Cc-ru^il." 
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„: Cona.l . :.PP-ovcd ir .he Bo„a uU,,M=ly - .c . ,c «,n, Pemion and ,„e 

connccuo., p„o. ,0 .he Doard's d=os,on cn P„™ry A,plic=>.o„ A, 

d,s..>s.d more fuliy bcio». compl«.on of .hese =onnee.,ons ,s essenual ,f CSXT 

„ ,„ « able .mn,ed,a,=ly ,0 compe.c v.orous.y NSRC a, s.ch ,,.e as ..e 

Board cen. .,-an. ,he P„n,a,y Apphcauon Wnhou, ear.y a„,hor,.auon ,c 

proceed wi,h sucn cons,a,c-.,on. CSXT would be severely ,im„ed ,n „s ab.lUy ,o 

se.n̂ s innpona"! :us:omcrs. 

Pe:u,oners realize that .uch a request is not typical of the waivers 

routinely sought m nap: control transactions. For tha: reason. Appl.cants have 

Uniited t.he request as much as possible. If the Board agrees to waive the 

concurrent fiUne requirements of § 1180.4(c)(2)(vi). Petitioners initially would 

seek authonty only to these essential corrections. Petitioners wouid not 

operate over these coP.nections unless and until the .Hoard authorizes such 

operations pursuant to the Primary Apphcation Thus, the decision on O _ E ^ 

authorization wouid depend on the Board's decision on the Pnmary Application. 

If the Board grants this Petition for Waiver. CSX and Conrail will file, 

separate dockets, a Notice of Exemption pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1150.36 for 

construction of a connection at Crestline. OH. and Petitions for Exemption 

pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 10502 and 49 CF R. §§ n l l . l . 1150.1(a) for the 

cor.tr.ction of cor-nections at Willow Creek. IN. Greenwich. OH. and Sidney. 

OH CSX and Conrail expect to demonstrate that i>.= ŝ n̂dards f . r exemption set 

.-orxh m 49 U.S.C § 10502 are satisfied here: regulation of ihe proposed 

constmctions is not necessary to carry out the national transponation policy or to 

protect sh:ppers from abuse of markci power. CSX would consult with 

appropriate federal, sute and local agencies with respect to any potential 
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environmental cITccts from the consiruciion of their cnnncctions and would file 

c:iv;ronr"ii:;i!.i! rcpoits v^iiii SLA j i li.c unit; liui i!;c no '.cc and petitions .irc fiied. 

If CSXT must wan for approval of the Pnrr-.ary Application before u 

c;in bc^in construction of tht:e four essential connections, its ability to compete 

stfectively wuh NSRC upon the effectiveness of a Board order approving the 

Primary Application (the "Control Date") would be severely compromised; 

neither CS.X nor the shipping public would be able to reap the ful! competitive 

benefits or the proposed traasaction. Specifically, if CSXT could not offer 

competitive rail service from New York to Chicago and .New York to Cincinnati 

using lines that it proposes to acquire from Conrail (including its new 'Water 

Level Route" between New Yor\ and Cleveland), the achievem.cnt of effective 

competition between NSRC anc Ci'XT -- one of the fundamental underlying 

bases for the transaction proposed in the P.'-imar,' Application - would be delayed 

significantly. This delay would adversely affect the shipping public, which 

would benefit from, the anticipated vigorous competition between CSXT and 

NSRC. Moreover, if CSXT cannot compete effectively with .NSRC "out of the 

staning blocks." chis irutial competitive imbalance could have a deleterious — and 

long term - effect on CSXT's fuoire operations and its ability to compete 

effectively with NSRC even when the connections were ultimately built. For 

e.xa.mple. if orJy NSRC is able to offer direct service to Chicago and other major 

midwestern cities, shippers examining their new rail options may cum away from 

CSXT to NSPC - or trucks. Customers lost as a result of less competitive 

ŝ ^̂ •!ce would be hard to win back when the connections are finally ready 

Waiver of che "related appiication" concurrent filing requirement of 49 

C.F.R. § I lSC.4(c)(2)(vi) with respect co exemptions for the conscruction of 

these connections would not require the Board co prejudge the Primary 

A -3 



- 4 

.Application. VVlnlc the conncction.s are essentul (o (h. pronipr and full 

re;iliz.i!ion ot ihe benefits of Ihe Priiniiry Application, exemption of their 

consinjciion Irom reculaiion does not require the Doard to make my .isscssment 

of the T-rits ot the Primary Application itself. CSX is prepared to accept the 

nsk thai the Primary Application will not be granted and that CSXT wiil not 

benetit from the connections. 

I . DESCRIPTIO.N OF THE CON'N'ECTtONS 

.Maps illustrating the locations of the proposed connections are included 

as E.xhibits A-C Exhibit A is a depiction of the proposed CSXT/NSRC rail lines 

in the .Nort.heast. Exhibits B and C depict the location of che Willow Creek. I.N. 

connection and its relationship to Chicago and Gibson Yard. A narrative 

descnption of the four proposed conheccions follows. 

A. Cresilirie 

Two main line tracks of Conrail cross at Crestline. Petitioners propose 

to construct a connection track between chose two Conrail main lines in the NW 

Quadrant. The connection will exccnd approximately 1,142 feet betwti n 

app.'oxtnateiy Milepost 75.5 on Conrail's North-South main line betweei 

Greenwich. OH, and Indianapolis, IN. and approximately Milepost 188.8 on 

Corszil's East-West main line between Pittsburgh. PA. and Ft. Wayne. IN. 

B Greenwich 

The lines of CSXT and Conrail cross each other at Greenwich. OH. 

Petitioners propose to construct connection tracks in che NW and SE Quadrants 

between CSXT's main iine and Conrail's main line. The connection in the NW 

Q-ad.-ant will extend approximately 4.600 fee: between approximately Mileposc. 

BC-193.1 on CSXT's main line becwcen Chicago and Pittsburgh, and 
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;inprox!ir..T!eIy Milepost 54 i on C.)firni!'s mnin line from Cleveland lo 

Ciiicmn.iu. .-\ poniod of tins coniieciion in the NW Qundr.int will be constructed 

uiilir.ini: cxisiinii ir.ick.ige nn<J/nr r;ghi-of-way of the Wheeling & Lake Erie 

R.Tilway Company (W&LE). The connection in the SE Quadrant will extend 

approximately 1.044 feet between approximately Milepost BG-192.5 on CSXT's 

main lir.c and approximately .Milepost 54.6 on Conrail's main Vine 

C. Sidnev 

CS.XT and Co.irail lines cross each other at Sidney Junction. OH. 

Petitioners propose to construct a connection track in the SE Quadrant between 

CSXT's main line and Conrail's m.ain line. The connection i/ill extend 

approximately 3.263 feet between approxi.nately Milepost BE-96.5 on CSXT's 

main line between Cincinnati, OH, and Toledo. OH, and approximately Milepost 

163.5 on Conraii's main line between Cleveland, OH. and Indianapolis, I.N. 

D. Winow Creek 

CSXT and Conrail cress each other at Willow Creek, IN. Petitioners 

propose to construct a connection track in the SE Quadrant between CSXT's main 

iine a.nd Corxail's main iine. The con-nf'ion will extend approximately 2,800 

fee: between apptoxim.ateiy Milepost BI-236.5 on CSXT's main line between 

Garrett. IN. and Chicago, IL, and approximately Milepost 248.8 on Conrail's 

main line between Poner, IN. and Gibson Yard, IN (outside Chicago). 

II. EARLY CONSTRUCTION OF THESE CONNECTIO.NS IS 
NECESSARY TO REALIZE THE PUBLIC BENEFITS OF 
THE TRA.NSACTION IN THE EVENT THE BOARD APPROVES 
THE PRIMARY APPLICATION 

.An essential feature of the proposed transaction is the creation of two 

competitive routes between New York and Chicago, and between New York and 

A -5 



• 6 -

oilier major inidwe.';;ern ciiie<; <;iicli Cuicinnaii, Tiie proposed ransaction 

would provide lioiIi CSX'I' anil NSKC wiih compeuuve roules from New York to 

Chuaeo and oiiier major mid'vvesiern ciiics ihrough. among oilier ih.mgs. ilie 

dl̂ •lSlon of operating rights o.'cr the "Conrai! X""* between them 

Under the terms of the Letter Agreement cf April 8. 1997. between 
A 

CSX and Norfolk Southern Corporation ("NSC")."* CSXT would acquire the 

rights tc operate over the leg of the Conrail "X" tha: runs from New York and 

Boston, through Cleveland, to St Louis NSRC would acquire the rights to 

operate over the ies that runs from Philadelphia to Chicago, and both panies w'ii! 

.-each he .New York/Nonhem New Jersey area. Whils CSXT has acquired the 

right to ope.'-ate fhe Water Level Route to Chicago from. .New York and Boston as 

far west as Cleveland, the remainder of that routr. running to Chicago, wi'l be 

operated by .NSRC. 

Tne proposed transaction is designed, inter clia. to give CSXT and 

.NSRC each com.pctitive routes from New York to Chicago (and through the 

Chicago gateway to lî e West). The creation of two competitive rail routes from 

New York to Ch;ca:o is one of the most imponant competitive public benefits to 

be created by the division of Conrail. CSXT must find an alternative or 

alternatives for che 'm.issing pan" of che Wacer Level Rouce becween Cleveland 

and Chicago. In addition, an efficienc service rouce from Cleveland co Cincinnati 

(and beyond, to the Memphis gateway) must be developed by cormections with 

existing pans of CSXT'.": system. The connections thac CSXT proposes to 

^ The Corj-ail iines rurjiing diagonally from Boston and New York to St. Louis, 
thj-ough Cleveland, fcrm one half of the formation commonly known as che 
"Con-ail X." The o'Jier half of che "X" encompasses che Conrail lines from 
Chicago to the Philadelphia area. 

~ NSRC and .NSC are i-eferred to collectively as "NS." 
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consiruct on nn expedited basis would f.iciiiiaie ihe esiablishm.ent of such efficient 

uniics between ihc Northeast aivJ Caicngo over the Waier Level Route and trom 

.New York to Cmcmnau. 

io re.ich Chicaeo. CSXT would route its New York-Chicago trains 

southwest trom Cleveland on the Conrail line running ••':rough Greenwich and 

Cresiimc (which CSXT will operate under the proposer' division). CSXT then 

would have two alternative routes to reach Chicago. At Greenwich. CSXT's 

Chicago-bound trains would be able to connect to t.he existing CSXT line (pan of 

:.".e former B&O line) from Greenwich to Chicago. At Crestline, these Chicago-

bound trains would be able to connect to the Conrai! line (which CSXT will 

operate urder the proposed division) from Crestiine, OH. to Chicago (via Lima. 

OH. and Fon Wayne. IN).'^ Neither connection exists today. 

Of these two alternatives, the primar/ route to Chicago wouid be the 

former B&O line, whic!: would be accessed at Greenwich. OH. CSX has 

committed itself to a muitimillion dollar program of im.provemenc of che B&O 

ii.-e to Chicago.^ Yet, presently at Greenwich there is no connection ac the only 

point where movement on and off che B&O line, coming offer going to the 

v-. ater Uvel Route at Cieveiand. can take place. Thus, a connection must be 

constructed. 

The line from. Crestline through Fon Wayne, .'N, will handle less time-

sensitive traffic. Again, there is no existing connection ac che incersection of the 

.NS preser-.:iy owns Lhis iine from Fon Wavne, IN, to Chicago. The Fort 
.'vne-Chicago lme will be the subject of a like-kind exchange by NS with 

Corj-ail for ano±er line. 

6 _ • 
During che pendency of che Primary Application. CSX intends to make 

substantial L-r.provemencs, which are not subject ro STB jurisdiction, to various of 
Its lines sucn as double tracking, the installation of side tracks and che 
re.-ir^ilitation of track. 
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Cmr.iil iiortheasi lo souihwesi lme wuh us [-on Wayne lme a; Crestline A 

j l Loiiacd'Oii iriubi be '..onbirj'-ied 

Train.s moving ;o Chicago over ilie CSXT (former B&O) i.ne would 

0 have 10 s\nich lo lhe i'oner Branch ol ihc Conraii line a; Willow Creek. IN. m 

order lo enter the IKB's Gibson Yjrc in Chicago. Again, [here is no connection 

.'.t Willow Creek. Construction of connections at Greenwich. Crestline, and 

J U iMow Creek therefore are essential :o permit CSXT's t.-ains to m.ove efficiently 

between .New York and Chicago (and vice versa). 

1 • Similarly, to operate trams elTiciently be:ween .New York and 

Cincinnati via the Water Level Route to Cleveland. CSXT must be able to run its 

I trains frorr. the exib;ing Conrail line between Cleveland and Sidney. OH. to the 

I CSXT iine segment becween Sidney and Cincinnati.^ Thus, construction of a 

connectio.n a: Sidney is essential to give CSXT the benefit of th*; competitive 

I roLite ;: would acqui.'-e. and :s necessary to effecaiate the competitive purposes of 

dividing the "Conrail X." 

It is critical t.hat CSXT be able co complece conscruccion of the 

corj'.ectio.-.s i : Greenwich. Cresdinc, Willow Creek, and Sidney before che 

decision or. :he Primary Applicacion, Wichouc chese con-neccions, CSXT would 

re unable :o provide etTicien:, competitive service to che public on chese 

import.-.: rca:es uncil several months after the Control Date.^ If CSXT could not 

Cinci.-.na:i :s im>ponant, not only as an criginacing/cerminacing area, but also as 
the location of CSXT's Queensgate Yard. 
5 

I he time needed fcr cor.struction and signal work could delay competitive 
operations over these impor.ani segments of the proposed CSXT rail system for 
as long as six months after the Board took action on the Primary Applicacion. 
CSXT needs to begin co.-istruccion by September 1. 1997. to avoid delay thac 
would result from the interruption of construction due to the onset of winter in 
'.o.-L.hem Ohio. 
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i(;ir;:ed;.ucly hcem opcraiiod over us now competitive routes from New Vcrk to 

Cliicaiio and New York lo Cincinnau. ihe opponunitv for shippers to have access 

lo new l;ead-ii)-iiead compennon -- a primary benefu of ihe proposed 

transaction •- would be delayed. 

CSXT's initial inability to link its lines to create com^petitive routes 

from [he New York to Chicago-Cincinnati markets would place CSXT at a severe 

competitive disadvantage if NSRC is able to run on its lines from the stan. This 

initial competitive disadvantage could have continuing effects well into the future, 

diminishing CSXT's strength as a competitor and detracting from the public 

benefits of the CSXT/.NSRC competition anticipated by the Pi-imary Application. 

I I I . APPROVAL OF THIS WAIVER WOULD NOT AFFECT BOARD 
CONSIDER.ATION OFTHE PRIMARY APPLICATION OR 
OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS 

A waiver of 49 CF.R. § n80.4(c)(2)(vi) would not compromise the 

Board's ability to consider independently the merics of the P.rimary Application. 

First, the waiver simpiy would permit Conrail and CSX co seek exempcions for 

construction of the connections. Any granc of auchoricy for CSXT co operate over 

che cor.nections with Conrail lines would be deferred uncil che Board's ruling on 

the Prima.";.' .Application. 

Second, CSX is willing to assume the fi.nancial risks associated with 

constructing these comiections without any assurances chac operacing auchoricy 

would oe granted. If Lhe Board does not approve che Primary Application, it 

need not approve operations over these connections: the Board also could 

entertain notices of exemption or other appropriate petitions to permit operations 

by the interested raiiroad or railroads over any of the four connections that would 

provide public benefits independent of the proposed cransaccion. 
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CSX's express accepi.mce of ilie tinancial risks aitend.int to 

tor.siniciing these connections prior lo lio.ird aciiou on ihe iViinary Apphcauon is 

iiiieiidcJ to reassu.-e ihc Board and ihe panics lo Docke: No .>338S :li;i! CS.X 

ncitticr requests nor exoccts ihe Board to prejudge the Primary Apj ication 

Indeed, the costs and scope of thê c connections is quite small in comparison to 

the scope of the stock acquisition, constrjction and other expenditures associated 

wuh the transaction proposed in the Primary Appiication. 

!n lhe even: that the Board rejects the Primary .Application, the 

corjiections would remain the propeny of the railroad or railroads on which they 

are located. Som: or aii of the connections might later be determined to provide 

benefits to the national rail system independent of the proposed transaction. Or. 

the track m.atcriab could be removed and reused if needed elsewhere. 

The Board has recognized, in other contexts, chat conditionally 

approving construction projects before che Board completes ies analysis of all 

issues related to those projects does not constitute prejudgment of any unresolved 

issues. Fcr exa.mple, the Board has conditionally approved the construction of 

cor-icctio.ns before i: completed its environmental review, expiaini.ng chac 

"Iglranting the requested conditional exemption [would] not diminish [ies] 

rapacity to consider environmental matters when [ic] issue[dl a final decision 

addressing environm.encai issues and making Che exemption effective at chac 

ti-me." Hcsiir.^s Indus. Link R.R. — Constr. end Ooeraiion Exemption — 

Hc:i:r:7s. Ac. F.D. No. 32984, 1996 WL 706769 '2 (I.CC.) (decided Dec. 2. 

1996): see also Jackson County Pon Auih -Consir. Exemption-- Pasca?oula. 

A£5, F.D. No. 31536. 1990 WL 287815 '2 (I.CC.) (decided Aug. 6. 1990). 

Permitting Conrail and CSX to file che requisite notice a.nd petitions for 

exemptioris for cons:.-uction of the conneciior.s ('escribed herein prior to the filing 
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of the Primary .Application would not .iffeci ihc Board's ability to decide the 

Primary .AppliCTiion independently on its meriis. 

IV NO ISSLT OF PRE.MATURE CONTROL IS PRESE.NTED 

The construction of these connections in whoie or in pan on Conrail 

propeny would not involve any unauthorized or prcmaaire exercise of control 

over Conrail by CSX. The constructions would take place only wuh Conraii's 

consent, given by us present independent ma.nagem.ent. and on terms 

overwhelmingly favorable to Conrail, Construction would be entirely ac CSX's 

expense. Steps would be taken to assure that there is no adverseimpact on 

Coru^ail's Cain movements. Coruail would obtain title to the improvements made 

on its propeny. App-'opriatc indemnification of Conrail would be providid. If 

the Board dees not approve the control transaction, Conrail would not be any che 

worse for having had .new conscruccion work done on ies property, and may be 

benefited by it; it would own the constructed connections and. if ic wishes, could 

seel' authority from the Board to commence operations using them. 

CONCLUSION 

CSX and Conrail therefore request that the Board grant chis Pecicion for 

Vv'aiver of § 1180.4(c)(iv), so thac che proposed Nocice of Exemption and 

Petitions for Exemptions may be filed and acted upon separately from the 
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Primary Application Funher. to faciluaic ihc environmenial review process and 

.ichicve the benefits descnbed herein in a timely manner. CSX znd Conrail 

request tha; uhe Board act expeditiously on this pennon. 
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r ruTiFlCATE OF SERVICE 

i . Jodi B D.inis. cenify ihnt on .May 2. 1997. I have caused to be served n 

;-ue and correct copy of the foregoing CSX-1. Petition for Waiver of 

49 CF R. § 1180 4(c)(vi). on all panies that have appeared in Finance Docket 

No 333S8 by first-class mail, postage prepaid, or by more expeditious means, as listed 

on the attached Service list. 

y Jodi B. Dams 
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STB DECISION 9 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

DECISION 

STB Finance Docket No. 33388 

CSX CORPORATION AND CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC., 
NORFOLK SOUTHERN CORPORATION AND 
NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY 

-CONTROL AND OPERATING LEASES/.\GREEMENTS-
CONRAIL INC. AND CONSOLIDATED RAIL CORPORATION 

Decision No. 9' 

Decided: June 11, 1997 

On April 10. 1997. CSX Corporation (CSXC). CSX Transportation. Inc. (CSXT). 
Norfolk Southem Corporation (NSC). Norfolk Southem Railway Company CNSR). Conrail Inc. 
(CRI). and Consolidated Rail Corporation (CRC)- filed their notice of intent to file an application 
seeking our authorization for: (ai the acquisition by CSX and NS of control of Conrail. and 

This decision also embraces the following proceedings: STB Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub-No. 1). C5.V 
Transportation. Inc.. and Consolidated Rail Corporation-Construction-Crestline, OH; STB Finance Docket No. 
33388 (Suh-No 2). CSX Transportution. Inc . and Consolidated Rail Corporation-Construction-Willow Creek. IN; 
STB Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub-No. 3). CS.V Transportation, Inc . and Consolidated Rail Corporation-
Construction-GreenMich. OH; STB Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub-No. 4). CS.V Transportation. Inc . and 
Consnhdaicd Rail Corporation-Comtruction-Sidney Junction. OH: STB Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub-No 5), 
Norfolk Southern Railw ay Company and Consolidated Rail Corporation—Construction—Colson Bucyrus, OH; STB 
Kinance Docket No. 33388 < Sub-No. 6). Norfolk Southern RaiU ay Company and Consolidated Rail Corporation-
Consiruction-Alexandria. IS: and STB Finance Docket No. 33388 (Sub-No. 7). Norfolk Southern Railway 
Company—Construction—Sidney, IL 

"CSXC and CSXT are referr^'d to collectively as CSX. NSC and NSR are referred to collectively as NS. CRI and 

CRC are referred to collectively as Conrail. CSX. NS. and Conrail are referred to collectively as applicants. 
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(b) the division of Conrail's assets b\ and between CSX and NS. In Decision No. 5, served and 
published in the Federal Register on Ma\ 13. 1997. at 62 FR 26352. ue invited comments from 
interested persons respecting the CSX-1 and NS-1 petitions fiLd May 2. 1997. by applicants 
CS.X and NS. wherein applicants seek, for seven construction projects, waivers of our otherwise 
applicable "ever\-thing goes together" rule. ' The requested waivers, if granted, would allow CSX 
and NS to begin constniction on the seven projects following the completion of our 
en\ ironmental review ofthe constructions, and oixr issuance of further decisions exempting or 
approving construction, but in advance of a final ruling on the primar> application. 

Se\en construction projects, more fully detailed below, are the focus ofthe two petitions. 
Applicants contend that it is important that these projects (all of which involve relatively short 
cormections between two rail carriers and which ha\ e a total length of fewer than 4 miles) be 
constructed prior to a decision on the primar> application. Applicants claim that these 
connections must be in place prior to a decision on the primar> application so that, if and when 
we approve the primarv application. CSXT (with respect to four ofthe connections) and NSR 
(with respect to the other three) w=ll be immediately able to provide efficient service in 
competition with each other. Applicants contend that, without early authorization to construct 
these connections, both CSXT and NSR would be severely limited in their ability to serve 
important (though different) customers. At the same time, appiicants recognize that there can be 
no construction until we complete our environmental re\ iew of each of these construction 
projects and we issue a decision approv ing the construction, or an exemption from our otherwise 
applicable construction approval criteria, and impose whatever environmental conditions that we 
find appropriate. 

The CSX Connections. If we grant its waiver request, CSXT will file, in four separate 
dockets."* a notice of exemption pursuant to 49 CFR 1150.36 for construction of a connection at 
Crestline. OH. and petitions for exemption pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 10502 and 49 CFR 1121.1 
and 1150.1 (a) for the construction of connections at Greenwich and Sidney. OH. and Willow 
Creek. IN. CSXT indicates that it would consult with appropriate federal, st̂ te. and local 
agencies with respect to anv potential env ironmental ef fects from the construction of these 
connections and would file environmental reports with our Section of Environmental Analysis 
(SEA) at the time that the notice and petitions are filed. The connections at issue are as follows: 

(1) Two main line CRC iracks cross at Crestline, and CSXT proposes to construct in 
the northwest quadrant a connection track between those two CRC main lines. 
The connection would extend approximately 1.507 feet' between approximately 

Our regulations provide that applicants shall file, conciurcntly with their 49 U.S.C 11323-25 primary application, 
al) • directly related applications, e.g.. those seeking authonty to construct or abandon rail lines, » » • ." 49 CFR 
1180.4(cM2Kvi). Our regulations also provide, however, that, for good cause shown, we can waive a portion, but not 
all. ofthe requirements otherwise imposed by our regulations. 49 CFR 1180.4(0( I) 

*These dockets will be sub-dockets 1. 2. 3. and 4 under STB Finance Docket No. 33388. 

•CSXTs correction, filed May 21. 1997 modified the length of this connection from 1.142 feet at MP 75.5 to 
1.507 feet al MP 75.4. 
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.MP 75.4 on CRCs North-South main line between Greenwich. OH. and 
Indianapolis. IN. and approximately MP 188.8 on CRCs East-West main line 
between Pittsburgh. PA. and Ft. Wayne. IN. 

(2) CSXT and CRC cross each other at Willow Creek, and CSXT proposes to 
construct a connection track in the southeast quadrant between the CSXT main 
line and tlie CRC main line. The connection would extend approximately 2.800 
feet between approximately MP BI-236.5 on the CSXT main line between 
Garren. IN. and Chicago. IL. and approximately MP 248.8 on the CRC main line 
between Porter. fN. and Gibson Yard. FN (outside Chicago). 

(3) The lines of CSXT and CRC cross each other at Greenwich, and CSXT proposes 
to construct cormection tracks in the northwest and southeast quadrants between 
the CSXT main line and the CRC main line. The connection in the northwest 
quadrant would extend approximately 4.600 feet between approximately MP BG-
193.1 on the CSXT main line benveen Chicago and Pittsburgh, and approximately 
MP 54.1 on the CRC main line between Cleveland and Cincinnati. A portion of 
this connection in the northwest quadrant would be constructed utilizing existing 
trackage and'or right-of-way of the Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Company. 
The cormection in the southeast quadrant would extend approximately 1.044 feet 
between approximately .MP BG-192.5 on the CSXT main line and approximately 
MP 54.6 on the CRC main line. 

(4) CSXT and CRC lines cross each other at Sidney Junction, and CSXT proposes to 
construct a connection track in the southeast quadrant between the CSXT main 
line and the CRC main line. The connection vvould extend approximately 3.263 
feet between approximately .MP BE-96.5 on the CSXT main line between 
Cincinnati. OH. and Toledo. OH, and approximately MP 163.5 on the CRC main 
line between Cleveland. OH. and Indianapolis, IN. 

CSXT argues that, if it cannot begin the early construction of these four coimections. its 
ability to compete with NSR will be sev erelv compromised. CSXT claims that, if it could not 
offer competitive rail service from New York to Chicago and .New York to Cincinnati using lines 
that it proposes to acquire from CRC. the achievement of effective competition between CSXT 
and NSR would be delayed significantly. CSXT adds that, if it cannot compete effectively with 
NSR "out of the starting blocks." this initial competitive imbalance could have a deleterious and 
long-term effect on CSXT's future operations and its ability to compete effectively with NSR. 
ev en when the connections are ultimately built. CSXT claims that, if its waiver was not granted, 
the time needed for construction and signal work could delay competitive operations for as long 
as 6 months after we take final action on the primarv- application. 

The NS Connections. If we grant its waiver request. NSR will file, in three separate 
dockets." petitions for exemption pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 10502 and 49 CFR 1121.1 and 1150.1(a) 

"These dockets would be sub-dockets 5. 6. and 7 under STB Finance Docket No. 33388. 
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for the construction of connections at Alexandria. IN. Cok.a'Bucyrus. OH.̂  and Sidney. IL. 
NSR indicates that it would consult with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies with 
respect to any potential environmental effects from the construction of these connections and 
would file environmental reports w ith SEA at the time that the petitions are filed. The 
connections at issue are as follows: 

(1) The Alexandria connection would be in the northeast quadrant between former 
CRC Marion district lines to be operated by NSR and NSR's existing Frankfort 
district line. The new connection would allow traffic flowing over the Cincinnati 
gateway to be routed via a CRC line to be acquired by NSR to CRCs Elkhart 
Yard, a major CRC classification yard for carload traffic. This handling would 
permit such traffic to bypass the congested Chicago gateway. NSR estimates that 
the Alexandria connection would take approximately 9.5 months to construct. 

(2) The ColsonBucyrus connection would be in the southeast quadrant between 
NSR's existing Sandusky district line and the former CRC Ft. Wayne line. This 
new connection would permit NSR to preserve efficient traffic flows, which 
otherwise would be broken, between the Cincinnati gateway and former CRC 
northeastem points to be served by NSR. NSR estimates that the Coison/Bucyrus 
connecti.in would take approximately 10.5 months to construct. 

(3) The Sidney connection would be between NSR and Union Pacific Railroad 
Company (UPRR) lines. NSR believes that a connection would be required in the 
southwest quadrant of the existing NSR.T.'PRR crossing to permit efficient 
handling of traffic flow s between UPRR points in the Gulf Coast/Southwest and 
NSR points ir the Midwest and Northeast, particularly customers on CRC 
properties to be served by NSR. NSR estimates that the Sidney connection would 
take approximately 10 months to construct. 

Comments. Four comments opposing applicants' waiver requests were filed. Steel 
Dynamics. Inc. (SDI) filed comments (SDI-3) on May 6. 1997; The Allied Rail Unions (ARVf 
filed comments (ARU-3) on May 15. 1997: American Trucking Associafions. Inc. (ATA) filed 
comments on May 16. 1997: and The Coimcil on Environmental Quality, Executive OfTice of the 
President (CEQ) late-filed comments on June 4. 1997." On June 4, 1997, CSX filed a reply 

"Although NSR in its petition describes this connection as ColsaaBucyrus. the correct designation is 
Colson BucvTus. See diagram attached to NS-1 

'ARU's membership includes American Train Dispatchers Department'BLE: Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers; Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employes: Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen: Hotel Employees 
and Restaurant Employees International Union; International Brotherhood of Boilermakers. Iron Ship Builders, 
Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpers; International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers: The National Conference of 
Firemen & Oilers SEIU: and Sheet .Metal Workers' international Association. 

"As indicated in Decision No 5. the comments filed by CEQ were due no later than June 2. 1997. We have 
accepted and considered CEQ's comments, and have permined applicants to reply to the comme.iis by June 6, 1997. 



(CSX-3) to the comments of ARU and ATA; and NS filed a reply (NS-3) to the comments of 
SDI. ARU. and ATA. On June 6. 1997. CSX and NS filed a joint reply (CSX.'NS-16) to the 
comments of CEQ. 

Steel Dy , imics. Inc. SDI asks us to deny NSR's waiver petition and to require NSR to 
file any construction application or exemption with its primary application.'" SDI believes that 
NSR's three proposed construction connections are intertwined with the issues involved in the 
primary application. Creating separate dockets for these connections, according to SDI. wili not 
be an efficient use of the Board's resources nor permit an adequate review ofthe issues involved 
in the Midwest region. SDI contends that the proposed transfer of NSR's Fort Wayne line to 
CRC, followed by CRCs transfer of the line, under a long-term operating agreement, to CSXT, 
see Decision No. 4. slip op. at 6-7. is intended to disguise the asserted fact that the acquisition of 
Conrail will create duplicate Chicago-bound lines only about 25 miles apart, running through 
Waterloo and Fort Wayne. IN. SDI maintains that our consideration of issues as complex as 
NSR's proposed connections and the possible divestititre of duplicate lines should not precede 
our review of the primary application.'' 

The Allit J Rail Unions ARU opposes the CSX-1 and NS-1 waiver petitions as 
inconsistent with our review of the primarv application. ARU argn s that, by requesting the 
waivers. CSXT and NSR seek leverage for our ultimate approval oi the application, while 
allegedly evading public scrutinv and comment on the transaction as a whole. ARU maintains 
that the construction projects arc directly related to. and are dependent on. our approval ofthe 
primarv transaction, and that the construction projects should be authorized only if the 
transaction itself is authonzed. ARU argues that our merger regulations already confer a 
significant advantage on the applicants because they may immediately file for related 
abandonments and line transfers, even though they do not currently own the affected lines. ARU 
av ers that, as a consequence. CSXT and NSR have no basis to seek additional advantage through 
their vvaiver requests. ARU contends that applicants offered no evidence to support their 
"competitive disadvantage " or "delay of public benefits" arguments. According to the imions. 
the applicants' arguments on competitive disadvantage are inherently inconsistent because both 
caniers assert that they will be disadvantaged unless their respective petitions are granted. 
.Accordingly. .ARU believes that a reasonable competitive balance can be maintained by denying 
both waiver petitions. 

American Trucking Associations. Inc. ATA asks us to reserve judgment on the seven 

'"SDI did not address the merits of CSXT s waiver petition. 

"SC also asserts that NS has not sought waiver of our requiremert that waiver petitions be filed at least 45 days 
pnor to the filing of the primary application. See 49 CFR 1180.4(0(2). SDI therefore asks us to clarify that NS may 
not file its application before June 16. '997. regardless of whether NS-1 is granted. We note that, in accordance 
with the procedural schedule adopted in Decision No. 6 (served and published on May 30. 1997) applicants may not 
file their primarv application until 30 days after the filing of applicants' Preliminary Environmental Report, which 
was filed on Ma\ 16. 1997. The primary application, therefore, may be filed only on or after June 16, 1997. SDI's 
request in this regard is moot. 
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construction projects imtil the primarv application is filed and reviewed by the parties. ATA 
contends that our approval of the waiv ers, despite anv disclaimer to the contrarv . could be 
interpreted bv the public as tacit support for the primarv application and inadvertentiv stifle ftill 
debate on the relevant issues. .According lo ATA. earlv' consideration ofthe construction projects 
will unreasonablv burden the parties and the Board's staff by requiring incremental participation 
in the transaction approval process. .ATA also maintains that the competitive impact ofthe seven 
construction projects could not be adequately determined in the absence of consideration ofthe 
primarv application. 

The Council on Environmental Quality. Executive Office of the President CEQ believes 
that the construction and operation a -̂ er is of applicants' track connection projects should be 
assessed at the same time so that the env ironmental impacts of operating these rail lines can be 
properly e\ aluated. CEQ cites its regulations al 40 CFR 1508.25(a)( 1) that, when actions are 
"closelv related." thev "should be discussed in the same impact statement." CEQ also maintains 
that bifurcation ofthe related decisions appear to conflict with 40 CFR 1506.1(c)(3). which 
prohibits agencies from taking actions that will prejudice the ultimate decision in a programmatic 
environmental impact statement (EIS). In this regard. CEQ contends that, even though the 
proposed merger does not involve a programmatic EIS. if we grant the proposed waivers, the 
likelihood lhat we will subsequently denv the merger tends to decrease. 

According lo CEQ. courts have recognized the need to prepare a comprehensive EIS 
when actions are functionally or economicallv related in order lo prevent projects from being 
improperiv segmented. CEQ argues lhat ihe fact that applicanls are willing lo risk our eventual 
disapprov al of the merger does not remov e the interdependence of these individual decisions. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Applicants' waiver petitions wi'l be granted. It is understandable that applicants want to 
be prepaied lo engage in effectiv e. vigorous competition immediately following consiimmation 
ofthe control authorization that thev intend lo seek in the primarv application.'- We are not 

'•In this regard, we note lhat ARI, is simpl> wrong in its assertion that a reasonable competitive balance can be 
maintained b> den> mc both waiver petitions, so that neither carrier would face unanswered competition from the 
other In their orisinal petitions requesting waiver, bolh CSX and NS separately explained lhat these connections 
would permit each camer to be able, as soon as possible following any Board approval ofthe primary application, to 
link Its expanded system and compete with the olher carrier in areas in which the other carrier's inft^tructure would 
already be in place .As CS-X has funher explained (CSX-3 at 8): 

CSX and NS have requested permission to construci connections that largely address different markets. 
Three of CSXs connections are intended to allow it to provide competitive services on routes linking 
Chicaeo and New York and the fourth on Northeast-Southea.st routes served via Cincinnati. These are 
routes that NS will be able lo serve immediately upon any Board approval ofthe Acquisition. NS's 
proposed connections, on the other hand, are focused on allowmg it to compete with CSX in serving 
southwestem markets and to make use ot an important Chicago-area yard used for interchanging traffic with 
westem camers Denying the waiver petitions will onK assure that inequality (12 continued) in 
competition, and ;he potential long term problems created by such inequality , will occur. 
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inclined lo prevent applicants from beginning the construction process simply to protect them 
from the attendant risks. We emphasize what applicants acknowledge-that any resources they 
expend in the construction of these connections may prove to be of little benefit to them if we 
deny the primarv application, or approv e it subject to conditions unacc-ptable to applicants, or 
approve the primarv- application but deny applicants' request lo operate over any or all ofthe 
seven connections. Nonetheless, given applicants' willingness to assume those risks, we will 
grant the waivers they seek in CSX-1 and NS-1. 

ARU maintains in its comments that applicanls have no basis for seeking the waivers. 
Our rules, however, specifically provide for such requests, and we have entertained numerous 
waiver and clarification petitions in previous rail merger cases, as well as this one. See. e.g. 
Decision No. 7 (STB served May 30. 1997). ATA and SDI argue that the competitive effect of 
the involved connections should be considered as part ofthe primary application. We agree. 
Applicants' operations over these connections are inlerdependeni with the primary application, 
and we will consider the competitive impact of the projects and the environmental effects of 
those operations along w ith our consideration of the primarv application. Without authority to 
operate over the seven track connections for which the waivers are sought, applicants' 
construction projects alone will have no effect on competition. We emphasize that the waiver 
petitions that we are granting here are restricted to the constraction of, and not the operation 
over, the seven connection projects described above. 

The commenters complain that granting the waivers constitutes a prejudicial "rush to 
judgment" with respect to the primarv application. However, as we emphasized in our May 13, 
1997 request for comments, our grant of these waivers w ill not, in any way. constitute approval 
of, or even indicate any consideration on our part respecting approval of, the primary application. 
We also found it appropriate to note that, if we granted the waivers sought in the CSX-1 and 
NS-1 petitions, applicants would not be allowed lo argue that, because we had granted the 
waivers, we should approve the primarv application. We affirm those statements here. 

Environmental considerations. CEQ has advised us not to consider the proposed 
construction projects separately from the operations that will be conducted over them. CEQ's 
recommendation is based upon its regulations at 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(l)(i)-(iii). and upon various 
court decisions, indicating that "when a given project effectivelv commits decisionmakers to a 
future course of action [] this form of linkage argue[s] strongly for joint environmental 
evaluation." Coalition of Sensible Transp. v. Dole. 826 F.2d 60. 69 (D.C. Cir. 1987). We 
believ e. however, that we hav e the authority to consider the proposed construction projects 
separaielv. and agree with the applicants that permitting the construction proceedings to go 
forward now would be in the public interest and would not foreclose our abilitv' to take the 
n^quisite hard look al all potential environmental concems. 

.After reviewing the matter, we do concur with CEQ that regulatorv and environmental 
issues conceming both the construction and operating aspects of these seven small construction 
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projects should he \ iewed together.'- Thus, in reviewing these projects separately, we vWll 
consider the regulaloiy and environmental aspects of these proposed constmctions and 
applicants" proposed operations over these lines together in the context of w hether lo approve 
each individual physical constmction project.''' The operalional implications ofthe merger as a 
whole, including operations over the 4 or so miles embraced in the seven constmction projects, 
will be examined in the context ofthe EIS that we are preparing for the overall merger. That EIS 
may result in further environmental mitigating conditions. No rail operations can begin over 
these sev en segments until completion of the EiS process and issuance of a further decision. 

Ue believe that CEQ mav have misconstmed the merger project as consisting of just two 
roughly equivalent elements: constmction and operation. In fact, these seven constmction 
projects, including the operations over them, are but a liny facet of an over $10 billion merger 
project. To put matters in perspective. t?ie constmction projects together amount lo fewer than 4 
miles of connecting track for a 44.000-mile rail system covering the eastern half of the United 
Slates." Our approval ofthe constmction exemptions will in no way predetermine the outcome 
of our merger decision. As w as the case in Xorth Carolina v Cily of Virginia Beach. 951 F.2d 
596. 602 (4lh Cir. 1991) (S'orih Carolina), segmentation of one phase of a larger project prior to 
completion of en\ ironmental review will not have "direci and substantial probability of 
influencing [the agencv "s] decision" on the overall projeci. Accord, South Carolina ex. rel. 
Campbell v. C) Leary. 64 F.3d 892. 898-99 (4th Cir. 1995) Approv al of the constmctions will 
not make approval ofthe merger anv more likely, and we have made that clear to the railroads in 
advance. Compare Thomas (where the Forest Serv ice committed substantial public funds to a 
road project that could not be recovered absent its approval of related logging projects) with 
Sorth Carolina. 951 F.2d at 602 (where, as here, the facts reflect that the city proposing the 
project accepted the risk that funds expended or constmcted could be lost if the overall project 
were not approved). 

Nor w ill separate consideration and approv al of these small constmction projects in any 
way undermine out ability to gi\ e meaningful and thorough consideration to all environmental 
issues surrounding the larger merger proposal. W e have not. by segmenting these constmction 
projects, broken down the environmental impacts ofthe merger into insignificant pieces escaping 
environmental review . See Swam v Brineger. 542 F.2d 364 (7th Cir. 1976). Indeed, we are 

"The applicable statute for both construction and operation of new rail lines is 49 U.S.C. 10901. which requires 
us to permit such actions unless they are shown to be inconsistent with lhe public convenience and necessity . 

"We will have the information we need to do this because applicants' environmental report that will accompany 
the application w ill address the environmental impacts of bolh the consiruction and proposed operation of these 
projects. In addition, as discussed below, applicants will be required to file a detailed preliminary draft 
environmental assessment (PDEA) for each ofthe seven projects. 

''Applicants point out that much of the construction on these shon segments will take place within existing rights-
of-way. suaeesling lhat they will be unlikely to have significant environmenul impacts. Compare Thomas v 
Peterson. 753 F.2d 754 (9th Cir. 1985Mr/jt»/nasHwhere the Forest Service proposed to construci a road through a 
pristine wilderness). Applicants also suggest that there arc no aliemative routings for these projects. That issue, 
however, has not yet been determined; it will be examined in the environmental assessments (EAs) or other 
environmental documents that will be prepared for each of these construction projects. 
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preparing an EIS for the overall merger, and we will undertake appropriate envTonmental 
documentation for each ofthe seven individual constmction projects. Our approach is 
appropriate because the environmental impacts of these constmctions tend to be localized, 
whereas the impacts of the merger will affect a much larger area (quite likely the Eastem United 
States). 

In sum. separate consideialion ofthe seven constmction projects and their environmental 
impacts should not be pu.luded by 40 CFR 1508.25 because: (1) approval of the constmction 
projects will not automatically trigger approval of the merger: moreover, we have already 
determined to do an EIS for the merger and separate approval of these constmction projects will 
in no wa\ affect that decision: and (2) these appear to be "garden-varietv connection projects" 
that will proceed al the railroads" financial risk, independent of the much larger merger proposal. 

Having decided to grant the petitions for waiver, we will now set out some details of how 
we plan lo proceed. In order lo fulfill our responsibilities under the National Environmental 
Policy .Act (NEPA) and related environmental laws, we will require applicants to submit certain 
information on the environmental effects ofthe constmction and operation ofthe seven proposed 
connections. As noted, the applicants will file an env ironmental report with the primarv' 
application lhat will address all ofthe constmction projects associated with the proposed merger, 
including the seven connections discussed in this decision. 

In addition, we will require that app'icanls provide a specific PDEA for each individual 
constmction projeci covered b> this decision Each PDEA must comply with all ofthe 
requirements for environmental reports contained in our environmental mies at 49 CFR 1105.7. 
Also, the PDE.A must be based on consultations with our Section of Environmental Analysis 
(SE.A) and the federal, stale, and local agencies sel forth in 49 CFR 1105.7(b). as well as olher 
appropriate panies. The information in the PDEA should be organized as follows: Executive 
Summarv : Description of Each Constmction Project Including Proposed Operations: Purpose 
and Need for Agencv .Action: Description ofthe .Affected Environment: Description of 
Allemaliv es: .Analv sis of the Potential Environmental Impacts: Proposed Mitigation; and 
Appropriate .Appendices that include correspondence and consultation responses. If a PDEA is 
insufficient, we mav require addilional environmental information or reject the docimient. We 
adv ise the applicants to consult with SEA as soon as possible conceming the preparation and 
content of each PDE.A. 

.As part ofthe environmental review process. SEA will independently verify- the 
infonnation contained in each PDE.A. conduct further independent analysis, as necessarv-, and 
dev elop appropriate env ironmental mitigation measures. For each project, SEA plans to prepare 
an EA. which w ill be serv ed on the public for its rev iew and comment. The public will have 20 
days to comment on the E.A. including the proposed environmental mitigation measures. After 
the close ofthe public comment period. SE.A will prepare Post Environmental Assessments (Post 
E.As) containing SE.A s final recommendatio-is. including appropriate mitigation. In making our 
decision, we will consider the entire envirorunental record, including all public comments. *he 
E.As. and the Post E.As. 
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Should we determine that any of the constmction projects could potentially cause, or 
contribute to. significant environmental impacts, then the projeci will be incorporated into the 
EIS for the proposed merger and will not be separately considered. In order to provide SEA with 
adequate time to incorporate the proposed connections into the draft EIS. if warranted, applicants 
must file the PDEAs no later than Day F+75 under the procedural schedule established in 
Decision No. 6. 

This action will not significantly affect either the quality ofthe hiunan environment or the 
conservation of energy resources. 

It is ordered: 

1. The CSX-1 and NS-1 petitions for waiver are granted. 

2. NSR and CSXT must serve copies of this decision on the Council on Environmental 
Quality, the Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Federal A -iivities. and the Federal 
Railway Administration, and certify- that lhey have done so within 5 days from the date of scr. ice 
of this decision. 

3. This decision is effective on the date of service. 

By the Board, Chainnan Morgan and Vice Chairman Owen. 

Vemon A. Williams 
Secretary 
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EXHIBIT 1 

May 22, 1997 

National Forest Service 
Region 9 - Eastern 
Robert Jacobs, Regional Forester 
•510 Wisconsin Ave., Rm. 500 
> lilwaukee, WI 53203 

Norfolk Southem Corporation 
Propo.sed Norfolk Southem Constmction Projects 
Proiect No 96-678-4-100 

Dear .Mr. Jacobs: 

This letter is to notify- you of two constmction projects proposed by Norfolk Southem 
Railway Company (NS): (1) a connection between two rail lines in Bucyms, Ohio, and 
(2) a connection between two rail lines in Sidney, Illinois. The Bucyms connection 
would be 2,400 feet long and occupy 5.5 acres. The Sidney connection would be 3,200 
feet long and occupy 7.3 acres. Six trains per day are expected to be operated over the 
proposed Sidney tracks and eleven trains per day are expected to be operated over the 
proposed Bucyrus tracks. This letter also requests your agency's input regarding 
environmental issues related to the proposed constmction projects. A map of each ofthe 
proposed projects is enclosed. We request your comments or concems on these projects. 
.Any information you can provide relating to the following issues would be helpful: 

• local ia.nd use • existing transportation system 

• air emissions and ambient air quality 

• historic or archaeological sites 

• socioeconomics (peculation, employmeat and 
development) 

• biological resources (wildlife, fisheries, T & E species, 
critical habitat, parks and refuges) 

• ambient noise levels 

• energy use 

• public health and safety 

• water resources 

• wetiands 
coastal areas 

CSX Corporation (CSX), NS, and Conrail, Inc. (Conrail) have notified the Surface 
Transportation Beard (STB) that they intend to file in June 1997 a joint application 
seeki.ng authorization for CSX and NS to acquire control of Conrai! and for tne 
subsequent division of Conrail's assets between CSX and NS (the Conrail Acquisition). 

940C M Pariiwuy 
Kc.rsc. City, Misuun 6-tli4 
lei S16 323-9400 
hi 816 333-3690 
nilp //*** bumimd iim 
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Bums 

McDonnell 

Mr. Jacobs 
May 22, 1997 
Page 2 

This joint application supercedes the earlier separate proposals of CSX and NS to merge 
with Conrail. (Earlier this year you may have received requests for your comments on 
the separate CSX and NS merger proposals.) 

NS has asked the STB to review its application for consuuction of these to proposed 
projects on an expedited basis so that, if approval to constmct is granted, NS will be 
ready- immediateiy to operate over the connections in the event that the STB grants 
authorization for the Conrail acquishion. 

Again, please let us know of any specific issues your agency thinks should be addressed 
in cur report. 

Your comments are needed by June 5, 1997 to ensure inclusion in NS's submittal to the 
Surface Transportation Board. Your assistance is greatly appreciated. Due to the 
restricted schedule, we will co.itact you to make sure you have received this letter and to 
obtain any initial information you may ha- -". If a visit to your office would help faciliute 
your response, we will make an appointn: ent and come in to meet with you. 

If you have any questions about these projects, please call me at (816) 822-3840. Thank 
you for your assistance 

Sincerely, 

/iyUjiyYV^On^-^i ̂  ,^iy<<Jji,'-Sj<XXll\ 
Truman E. Louderback 
Associate 

Enclosure 
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1 EXHIBIT 2 

_ List of-Agency Contacts for the Sidney, Illinois Connection 

Mr Wayne .A Fischer 
^ Fish and Wildlife Service 
1 Rock Island Field Oflfice 

4469 - 48th .Avenue Court 
_ Rock Island, Illinois 6120! 

U S .Army Corps of Engineers 
^ Louisville District 
M Mr. William Christman, Branch Chief 

600 Martin Luther King, Jr Place 
— P 0 Box 59 
I Louisville. Kentucky- 40201-0059 

A Depanmer.t of .Agricuhure 
I Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Gan,- Kobylski, State Conser\-atioa>.i 
_ 190:Fo\Jrive 
• Champaign, EL 61820 

—, U S Fish and Wildlife Service 
• Ecological Service Field Office 
^ Benjamin Tu?gle. Supervisor 
^ 1000 Hart Rd . Suite 180 
• Barrington, IL 60010 

_ US .Army Corps of Engineers 
M North Central Division 
' Roy Deda. Chief of Regulator. Division 
^ 111 N Canal St, 12th Floor 
1 Chicago. IL 60606-7205 

^ US .Army Corps of Engmeers 
1 Chicago District 

Jay Semmler, Chief 
^ 111 N Canal St . Suite 600 
1 Chicago. IL 60606-7206 

_ US .Army Corps of Engineers 
B Rock Island District 

Steven J \'ander Horn. Chief 
Clock Tower Building 

• Rodman .Ave 
" Rock Island, IL 61204-2004 
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Department of .Agriculture 
Becky Doyle, Director 
State Fairgrounds 
800 E Sangamon .Ave 
Springfield, IL 62702 

Department of Commerce and Commumty .Affairs 
Rich Funderburk. Director 
620 E .Adams 
Spnngfield. IL 62701 

Department of Conservation 
Brent Manmng. Director 
Lincoln Tower Plaza 
524 S 2nd Si 
Spnngfield. IL 62 '01-1-S7 

Depanment of Transportation 
Kirk Brown. Secieiarv 
2300 S Dirksen Parkway 
Spnngfield. IL 62764 

Histonc Preservation .Agency 
Susan Mogerman. Director 
500 E Madison St 
Spnngfield, IL 62701 

Illinois Environmental Protection .Agency 
Man- .A Gade, Director 
1340 N 9th St 
Spnngfield. IL 62:'02 

Nature Preserves Commission 
Tom Donnelley. Chairperson 
Lincoln Tower Plaza 
524 S Second St 
Spnngfield, IL 62701-1787 

State Single Point of Contact 
Depanment of Commerce and Community Affairs 
X'irgina Bova. Coordinator 
100 W Randolph, Suite 3-400 
Chicaso. IL 60601 
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Champaign County 
Jackie White. County .Administrator 
1776 East Washington 
Urbana, IL 61802 
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EXHIBIT.3 

U S Oeparrmeni 400 Sevenm St. s w 
o t TranspOftOtlOO Wasnmgton. D C 20590 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

2 4 - 7 Refer to: HPD-I 

A.. 
Mr. Truman E. Louderback r.tviEiC'iJl 
Bums & McDormell jyjj i'>'*7 
9400 Ward Parkway ^ {'.-r.:-v.:-iil 
Kansas City, MO 64114 'ktOrTtt 

Dear Mr. Louderback; 

Thank you for your May 22 letter to former Federal Highway Administrator Rodney E. Slater, 
who is now Secretary of Transportation, regarding two proposed Norfolk Southem Railway 
Company projects. Your letter was forwarded to the Federal Highway Administration for 
comment. I am happy to reply on behalf of the Secretary. 

In a June 4 response to an identical letter from you, the Federal Railroad A^jninistration (FRA) 
responded to your request for comment. We concur with the FRA's response, which requested 
several actions on the part of your client, Norfolk Southem Railway Company (NS). The FRA 
asks the NS to proaclively consider the safety impacts on the citizens of Bucyms, Ohio, wiih 
regard to the proposed high increase in train trafTic through the lown. Il asks the NS lo work 
closely with State and local officials, as they .̂ re in the best position to assist the NS with details 
of its proposals. Finally, the FRA requests the NS officials to contact Mr. Robert Martin, in the 
FRA Office of Policy at (202) 632-3150 if they have ftirther questions. 

Additionally, based on contacts with our Division offices in Illinois and Ohio, the following 
State rail officials were identified as contacts for ftirther discussion of proposed NS projects. 
Mr Gerald Isenberg, Illinois Department of Transportation Rail Program Planning Chief, can be 
reached at telephone number (217) 782-4132 Mr. Louis Jannazo, Chief Planner for the Ohio 
Rail Development Commission, can be reached at telephone number (614) 644-0309. 

Through our Division Office in Illinois and Ohio, I will provide a copy of your letter to IDOT 
and ODOl officials so they may also be aware of our correspondence. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dwight A. Home, Chief 
^ Federal-aid and Design Division 
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EXHIBIT 4 

USOepc'-'renr Administfafor 400 Seventh St., S.W. 
of TronsEXX-aTion Washington, D.C. 20590 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 

li^i - 4 i99rr 

Mr Tmman E Louderback 
Associate 
Bums and McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkwav-
Kansas City, MO 64114 

Dear Mr Louderback 

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on two constmction projects proposed by Norfolk 
Southem Railway Company (^S) These projects would permit NS to operate over the 
connections in the event that the Surface Transportation Board (STB) grants authonzauon for the 
Conrail acquisition 

In the case of Bucyms, Ohio, we note that the map appears to indicate that a new grade crossing 
would be created WT\ile we have not had the opportunity to examine the situation in detail, the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) believes that creating a new grade crossing, with the 
attendant increase in safety nsk and congestion, will have a negative impact on the citizens of 
Bucyms, especially if, as is expected, train traffic is increased by eleven trains a day 

We strongly recommend that NS work with the City of Bucyms, the State of Ohio and other 
appropnate officials to reach a solution that does not put the safety of the citizens in greater 
jeopardy At a minimum, we suggest that the railroad and the community find another grade 
crossing to close, so that there is no net negative impact on community safety. 

\\Tiile we appreciate the need of the NS to work expeditiously on this project, we would hope 
that in the Conrail acquisition application, the railroad ta'Kes a proactive approach to reducing 
safety impacts, especially in areas, such as Bucyms, where it is proposing to increase train traflSc. 
We will review that application and comment on the impacts identified in it at the appropriate 
time 

We would be pleased to discuss this issue with you If you have any questions, please contact 
Mr Robert Martin, FRA Office of Policy at (202) 632-3150. 

Sincerely, 

Jolene M Molitons 
Administrator 
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EXHIBIT 5 

To: T. Louderbach, Bums & McDonnell 
From: R. Leonard. Civief, Enviromnental Analysis Section, US Army Corps 

of Engineers-Buffalo District 
««: Proposed Norfolk Southem Constrrtction. Project No 96-678-4-100 
Date: June 4, 1997 

The US Anny Corps of Engineers-Buffalo District has no 
comincnt5 on the proposed projea at this time. 



EXHIBIT 6 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

U S ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT. LOUISVILLE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P O BOX 59 
LOUISVILLE. KENTUCKY 40201-0059 

FAX (502) 582-5072 

June 2, 1997 

Operations D i v i s i o n 
Regulatory Branch (South) 
ID No. 199700780-mkm 

Mr. Truman Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
94 00 Ward Parkway 
Kansas C i t y , Missouri 64114 

Dear Mr. Louderback: 

This i s i n regard t o your l e t t e r of May 27, 1997, on behalf of 
Norfol k Southern Corporation, concerning a proposal t o construct a 
3,200 f o o t section of r a i l r o a d near Sidney i n Champaign County, 
I l l i n o i s (Project No. 96-678-4-100) . 

Based on the information provided by you, i t does not appear 
t h a t a Department of the Army permit w i l l be needed. I f the p r o j e c t 
would necessitate the discharge of dredged or f i l l m aterial i n t o 
"waters of the United States," i n c l u d i n g wetlands, plans should be 
submitted f o r our review. 

Our comments on t h i s p r o j e c t are l i m i t e d t o only those e f f e c t s 
which may f a l l w i t h i n our area of j u r i s d i c t i o n . Lack of comments on 
other environmental aspects should not be construed as e i t h e r 
concurrence or nonconcurrence wi t h stated environmental e f f e c t s . 

I f we can be of any f u r t h e r assistance, please contact us by 
w r i t i n g t o the above address, ATTN: CEORL-OP-FS, or by c a l l i n g Mr. 
Mike Meyer at (502) 582-5452. 

kQcerely, 

Doug Shelton 
Acting Chief, Regulatory Branch 
Operations D i v i s i o n 
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EXHIBIT 7 

if.' 

United States 
Ueparteent of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Eastem 
Region 

310 W. Wisconsin Ave. 
Milwaukee, Wt S3203 

F i l e Code: 
Route To: 

7720 Date: June 4, 1997 

Subject: Railroad Realignment 

To: Burns and McDonnell 
ATTN: Truman Lauderbach, Associate 
P.O. Box 419173 
Kansas C i t y , MO 64141-6173 

Thank you f o r the o p p o r t u n i t y t o comment on the impacts t o t h e Nat i o n a l Forest 
of r a i l i o d d r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i n Bucyrus, Ohio and Sidney, I l l i n o i s . The two short 
s e c t i o n s of c o n s t r u c t i o n w i l l connect cr o s s i n g r a i l r o a d l i n e s and permit t r a i n s 
t o t r a v e r s e between the l i n e s . 

These sections of c o n s t r u c t i o n are l o c a t e d a minimum of 75 m i l e s from N a t i o n a l 
Forest lands and are minor i n nature. Therefore, no impacts t o the N a t i o n a l 
Forests management or operations are expected from your proposed a c t i v i t y . 

I f you have any questions, please c o n t a c t me a t (414) 297-1374, 

l\7J7U^ (L^ 
WILLIAM REES 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Engineer 

cc: 
B.Rees 

9 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
C-10 Pnnted on Recycleo Papef 

FS-«200-28c(12'93) 



EXHIBIT 8 
' ' U N I T E D S T A T E S D E P A W T M E M T O F C O M M e R C K 

N a c i o n a l O c a a n i e a n d A e m o a p h a r i e A d m l n l a t r a t l o n 

Na^ c - a G e c a e - c S-'-'-Cv 

S. ^ e ' - S c - ' - g fvl»'y a - c 2 C 9 1 C - 3 2 e S 

June 4, 1997 

Mr. Truman E. Louderback 
Burns and McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

Dear Mr. Louderback: 

The areas i n question on the maps that are part of the 
construction projects proposed by Norfolk Southern Railway 
Company: (1) a connection between two r a i l l i n es i n Bucyrus, 
Ohio, and (2) a connecrion between two r a i l l i n es i n Sidney, 
I l l i n o i s , have been reviewed within the scope of National 
Geodetic Survey (NGS) res p o n s i b i l i t y and expertise and i n terms 
of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS a c t i v i t i e s and 
pro j e c t s . 

As a result of t h i s review, we have v e r i f i e d that none of 
our geodetic s t a t i o n markers i s endangered by the proposed 
construction. As you requested, t h i s response i s being telefaxed 
to you at 816-333-3690 p r i o r to your June 5 deadline. I f other 
information i s needed, please contact me at anytime. 

Sincerely, 

Edward J. McKay 
Chief, Spatial Reference 
Syscem d i v i s i o n 

cc: Kaiser - STB 

'JUN 9 
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United States Department ofthe Interior 

EXHIBIT 9 

MKE". 
PUDf MS 

IN Ki I ' i \ «[ h> R I ' ) 

BL RE.AL OF INDL\.\ . \ f FUR-S 
tastern .Wa Office 

S i i i t f - t i l l 

;i7(M North Faiitax Drisc 
UliiiKion. \ irgiiiia 22203 

Trust Sen ices 
Natural Resources 

JUN - 3 -iSŜ  

Mr. Truman E. Louderback 
Associate 
Bums & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkwa\ 
Kansas Cit> . Missouri 64114 

Dear Mr. Louderback. 

Thank vou for vour letter of May 22. 1997. notify ing the Department of the Interior (DOI) and 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) ofthe tv>o construction projects proposed by Norfolk Southem 
Railway Company (NS). 

The Assistant Secretary of Indian Affairs. Ada E. Deer, has asked our office to respond to your 
May 22nd letter wherein you requested our agency's review and comments on any environmental 
issues pertaining to the proposed constmction projects in the States of Illinois and Ohio. 

In responding to your request, we reviewed the topographic maps of the two construction 
projects and compared the project! s) general site information to our BIA Indian Land Areas 
Map (See Attachment). Our analysis revealed that there are no Federally-recognized Indian 
tribes and or Indian reservation trust lands (under BIA jurisdiction) in Illinois and Ohio. As 
such, the BIA does not have any tmst interest(s) in the lands which will be impacted by the 
constmction ofthe rail-line connections in each of these respective states. In light of these 
findings, we do not have any substantive comments on any environmental, histonc and'or 
cultural issues that might affect Indian tmst lands, tribal cultures, and American Indian 
tribes populations. 

With regard to compliance with NTPA.'47CFR 1.1307 (a)(5) - Indian Religious Sites, we arc 
unaw are of anv existent Indian religious sites and or sacred Indian burial grounds m the 
immediate xic'mity ofthe proposed constmction sites which might be adversely affected by the 
constmction of these new connecting rail-lines. 
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In order to ensure that there are no Indian religious sites and/or sacred Indian burial grounds 
located on State-owned or privately-owned Indian or non-Indian lands, we suggest that you 
contact the State Historic Presen ation Officer (SHPO) of the States of Illinois and Ohio for 
assistance in identifying any sites (outside Bl.\ jurisdiction) that may be considered religious or 
sacred b> State-recognized Indian tribes and. therefore, subject to the NEPA requirements of 47 
CFR 1.1307(a)(5). ^ 

For your information, there are two other Congressional and Presidential policy mandates 
conceming the protection, preservation, and enhancement of American Indian tribes. First cf all, 
there is the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (P.L. 101-601) which 
provides for the protection, handling, and repatriation of Native American human remains, 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. This legislation imposes harsh 
penalties and fines for all violations of the law. Second, there is President Clinton's Policy 
Memorandum of Apnl 24, 1994, which directs all Federal executive departments and agencies to 
consult with tribal governments prior to taking actions that affect Federally-recognized tribal 
governments. Executive departments and agencie« are also directed to assess the impact of 
Federal government plans, projects, programs, and activities on triba' trust lands and natural 
resources and to assure that tribal government rights and concems are considered during the 
development of such plans, projects, programs, and activities. 

I f we can be of further assistance to you conceming this matter, please do not hesitate to contact 
Leroy V. Clifford, Envu. nmental Protection Specialist, in the Eastem Area Office. Mr. Clifford 
can be reached by telephone at .Area Code (703) 235-3044. 

Sincerely, 

Franklin Keel 
Eastern Area Director 

5/ 



EXHIBIT 10 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIA.S .̂ FF.MRS 

'X'i ihmgton. D C :o :40 

IS R f r i > R£FtB TO 

Transportation 
MS-4058-NUB 

JUN - 6 1997 

Mr Tmman E Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

Dear Mr L ouderback 

Reference is made to your letter May 22, 1997, requesting our comments on two constmction 
projects proposed by Norfolk Southem Railway Company (NS): (1) a connection between two 
rail lines in Bucyms, Ohio, and (2) a connection between two raii lines in Sidney, Illinois. 

We have no comments on these two projects 

Thanx you for the opportumty to comment If we can be of further assistance in this matter, yOu 
may call the Division of Transportation, telephone number (202) 208-4359 

Sincerely, 

Q^\f^GDirector. Office of Tmst 
Responsibilities 
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THIS PA GE LEFT INTENTIONALL Y BLANK 



EXHIBIT 11 

:N R£?LV REFER TO 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH .\ND UlLDLIFE SERMCES 

EcoiogicaJ Scr/icc. 

Ronoidsburg. Ohio 43068 

(6:4) 469-6922/Ff^•A (6:4) 459-69:9 
May 3C, :997 

Mr. Truman E. Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas C i t v , .MO 64114 

R£: NorfolK boucnern Corp., Proposea N o r f o l k Soutnern C o n s t r u c t i o n P r o j e c t s , 
Bucyrus Connection, Crawford County, Ohio 
P r o j e c t No. 96-b78-4-100 

Dea: Mr. Loudereack: 

This responds t o your May 22, 1997 t e l e f a x requesting our cotnments on your 
proposal referenced aoove. We can only address t.ne Bucyrus p r o j e c t since i t 
IS w i t h i n our area cf r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . To o o t a i n corrunents on the Sidney, 
I l l i n o i s ccnnection we recommend ycu contact our o f f i c e i n Rock I s l a n d , 
I l l i n o i s ( t e l : 309-793-5800, cr Fax: 309-793-5304). 

As Proposed, tne Bucyrus connection would be approximately 2,400 fe e t long and 
occupy 5.5 acres. We have no s i t e s p e c i f i c i n f o r m a t i o n on the s i t e . However, 
cur records do not i n d i c a t e t h a t any Federal parks, f o r e s t or w i l d l i f e areas 
are l o c a t e d m the area. 

ErJDANGERED SPECIES COMMETiTS: Tne proposed p r o j e c t l i e s w i t h i n the range of 
the Indiana bat, a Fed e r a l l y l i s t e d endangered species. Surrjmer h a b i t a t 
requirements f c r tne species are not w e l l defined but the f o l l o w i n g are 
thought t o be of importance: 

1. Dead t r e e s and snags along r i p a r i a n c o r r i d o r s e s p e c i a l l y those w i t h 
e x f o l i a t i n g bark or c a v i t i e s i n the t r u n k or branches which may be used as 
m.aternity roost areas. 

2. L i v e trees (such as shagbark h i c k o r y ) which have e x f o l i a t i n g bark. 

3. Stream c o r r i d o r s , r i p a r i a n areas, and nearby woodlots which provide forage 

s i t e s . 

Considering t.̂ .e above item.s, we recomrr.end t h a t i f t r e e s w i t h c a v i t i e s or 
e x f o l i a t i n g CATK (..iMrn -ould Z'B p o t e n t i a l roost t r e e s ) are encountered i n the 
p r o j e c t area, they ana si;rrou;-.ding t r e e s should be saved wherever p o s s i b l e . 
I f they must bfe cut, they should not be cut between A p r i l 15 and September 15. 
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I f d e s i r a b l e t r e e s are present, and i f the above time r e s t r i c t i o n i s 
unacceptable, mist net or other surveys should be conducted t o determine i f 
bats are present. The survey should be designed and conducted i n c o o r d i n a t i o n 
w i t h the endangered species coordinator f o r t h i s o f f i c e , Mr. Buddy Fazio. The 
survey should be conducted i n June or J u l y since the oats would only be 
expected i n the p r o j e c t area from approximately May 1 t o August 31. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Two d i v i s i o n s of the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, the D i v i s i o n of 
W i l d l i f e (614-265-6300) and the D i v i s i o n of Natural Areas and Preserves (614-
265-6472), maintain I j s t s of plants and animals cf concern t o the State of 
Ohio. I f you have not already done sc, please contact each of the above two 
agencies t o o b t a i n p r o j e c t comments or s i t e - s p e c i f i c i n f o r m a t i o n on State 
l i s t e d species. I n a d d i t i o n , the Ohio Environmental P r o t e c t i o n Agency (OEPA; 
614-728-3393; 614-644-2001) w i l i sometimes m.ake a v a i l a b l e l i s t s of f i s h and 
i n v e r t e b r a t e species found m many of Ohio's r i v e r s and streams. 

S i n c e r e l y , 

Kent E. Kroonemeyer 
Supervisor 

cc: DOW, W i l d l i f e Environmental Section, Columbus, OH 
ODNR, D i v i s i o n cf Real Estate and Land Management, Columbus, OH 
Ohio EPA, Water Q u a l i t y Monitoring, A t t n : C. Crook, Columbus, OH 
US EPA, O f f i c e of Environmental Review, Chicago, IL 
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05/29/97 THL' 11:32 F.a 

EXHIBIT 12 

Mcl^onnell 

FAX MESSAGE 

DataJtaLZlbinZ 

To: t l l ^ ^ n ^ t^is^Vvg^r FAX NO. ^ O c y . 7 9 V ^ B o f 

Ri,pre.«rt.aa: F ' * ^ ' ^ ^ - ^ ' ^ S f c r u ' , e . c Info. Aect 8012 

Number of P»g«s (including this oovar sheet):.! 

Prejact mmr p - r - ' - l * '^7'^""' S""** '"" ' Constnictfon , . No g ^ M - I Q O 

8400 BWa. M3A - 24 Hour Autom-ic FAX No. B16 33M6flO - FAX Op«tor. V o « 816 3»-»400. e«t S714 

The following letrer is lo notify you of a proposed constmction of a «mi»«ion betwaea two raU 
lines by Norfolk Southam RaU^y Compwy in Sidney JlUnois and to rccjucst yonr conunents or 
concerns on this project Cnl«^j^ Co 

Your comments arc needed by Jvmc 5.1997. To focilitale your leaponse. you may telefax your 
comments » (816) 333-3690. 

Tliank you ior your cooperation. ' "^/"'T^j^^^Q 

. . Mr- H^d' ll 4 

TBU «t«33>«400 Internal: www.bumanied.oom 
11 « M«aA«l*»mm PO BOB aiBl73. Kanaaa City. Miwouri 64141-6173 
''•* " ^ ^ ^ S « S $ . v j u a ^ _ j g K K : a »T8 IVi ec:8T i« / l l / 80 
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EXHIBIT 13 

NOOBJSCnON 

May 28, 1997 

Mr. Wayne A. Fischer 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Rock Island Field OfBce 
4469 - 48th Avenue Court 
Rock Island, lUinois 61201 

Norfolk Southeni Corporation 
Proposed Norfolk Southem Construction Project 
pygjBfTT̂ " 96-̂ 7̂ 4-100 

Dear Mr. Fischer: 

project ia S,dnqr» * ^ t T L T ^ «uM be hdpSU: 
Any information you can provide rciaune lo uie *wu 

. local land use ' IranspoiHtion system 

. ambient noise levels • «r emissions and «nbient air ^ 
• historic or archaeological sites 

energy use 
.pubUe health «id safety • socioeconomics (popul-ion. employmeot «ui 

development) 

.„„rr« • biological resource (wildlife, fisb«ies. T & £ species, 
. water resourco ^ S b i t a t . parks « d r-fuges) 

wetlands rtrai**̂  areas 

subsequent division °f ônnul's ^ ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^CSX andNS to merge 
This joint appUcanon supercedes * ^ J ^ " ^ J * ! ^ ^ u « t , for your comments on 
«-ith Coniail. CEerlier this year you may have received icquesu 
the sepai«tc CSX and NS meiBcr proposals.) 

1400 mut rattwer C-17 
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Mr. I'ischer 
May 28, 1997 
Pa6e2 

Conrail acquistiion. 

^ „ p , c ^ u . know of W »P«ifi« , o « .Ecncy s>",ad b. 

in our report 

Your comments are needed by lune 5.1997 to ^ ^ ^ ' ^ j ^ ' ^ ^ T ' 
IurfaccTr«.sponation Board. ^ ^ / ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
r^tricted schedule, wc will conUct r ^ ^ ^ ^ , ' , : ^ ^ ^ wouldhelp M i t « e 
obtain any initial information you may have. If a v ^ t « 
JoJ^ êsponse. we wiU make an appoinfo«t and eocne ,n to me.1 with you. 

iryouhave any questions aboutthisprpiee^please call mea.(816) 822-3840. T h ^ 

you for your assistance. 

Sincerely. 

Truman E. Louderback 
Associate 

Enclosure 

cooiSi 
raasoosimMM 
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us EPfl R 5 REG DEV ID :312 -886 -5824 JUN Ob'y^ b^^b NO.uui r . u ^ 

^ ' " " ' ^ ' ' i UNfTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY EXHIBIT 14 
* £ % ^ REGION 6 
I o 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
5 : ^ ^ y ^ 5 CHICAGO.IL 6O604-3590 

f^S^LY TO 1 Hf ATTEM1 ION UF 

(AR-18J) 

JUN 04 1997 

Truman K. Louderbach, Associate 
Burns and McDonnell 
940C Ward Paricway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

Dear Mr. Louderbach: 
x j t ^ a , ^ 1 * ^ . ^--^ 

^ m Mr Dave Stoncfield dated 
This i s xn response to your ^ ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ % ^ ^ , , ? ^ c t i o n projecr.B by the 
May 22, 1997, regarding two P3°^®5^JJ"i^^tpj. was referred to 
N^folK southern Railway Comp.ny^ S^a?es Environmental Protection 
the Region ^ o f f i c e ot tne ̂ ^inonsxbie for the States where 
Agency since our ̂ t f i C e ^ s resnonsxbie^i ^̂ ^̂  proposed 

the projects are Pi^^";^<^_^^' : ' ' " i i u n o i s and Bucyrus, Ohio, 
projects are locate^ i n J'f f >', ̂ ^^J^JS^ of the national ^imbient 
?hese areas are ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ y i j ^ l ' ^ i ^ g e areas are i n attainment ot 
a i r q u a l i t y standards, / ^ ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ c t s are not required to do an 

Part 93) . 

^^"S"«iT?en",n°?hlS^:?rerp!ea.e l i e l free to =.1. h i . at 
Mr. 

(312)886-734? . 

.Sincerely yours, 

P a t r i c i a Morris, Environmental Scientist 
Ai r and Radiation Division 

- r n t n o t r i n v i r o n m e n t a l Protection Agency 

Sto^Envtronmental Protection Agency 
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Telephone Call .Memo EXHIBIT 15 

Person X. Called _ Calling .lake Hoogland Date 6 04 97 

Representing Nafinnal Park Senice 'nfo Acer m i . 

Project Name NSCRM-PN Project No 96.678-4-100 

Contract Name_ ^ Contract No File Code. 

RE Jake Hoogland stated there were no national parks in the area ofthe proposed projects. He 

stated that he will fax comments by 6 5. 

S i g n e i ^ l i l i a i L ^ Page _ L of 

cc: 

g^^jg. Bums & .McDonnell FormGco-i9 
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Illinois Historic 
I .' Preservation Agency 

EXHIBIT 16 

1 Old State Capitol Plaza • Spnngfield. Illinois 62701-1507 • (217) 782-4836 ' TTV (217) 524-7128 

PLEASE REFER TO: 
IHPA LOG #970523001PCH CHAMPAIGN COUNTY 

Sidney - Norfolk Southern Corporation 
BURNS #96-678-4-100 
Connect r a i l lines 
May 28, 1997 

Mr. Truman E. Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
Associate 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

Dear Sir: 

Thank you for r.que.tin, cc«»er,t. fro. our 5 " " * o 5 r S ^ 5 i ! ! ? . " ^ ' 1 I 5 i " I a * b ' * i ~ " " " * 

regulations, 36 CFR 800: "Protection of Historic Properties . 

our staff has reviewed the specifications and - " " " ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ P * ! . " ^ J ^ f P ^ i ^ ^ ^ 
^ ^ ' ^ ^ T C ^ T ^ i ^ - . T ^ i ^ T ^ ^ ' ^ i ^ ' ^ located Within 
the proposed project area. 

Please retain this letter in your f i l e s as evidence of compliance with Section 106 of 
t h l N l t i o n t i Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 

Sincerely 

Anne E. Haaker 
Deputy State Historic 

Preservation Officer 

AEH:JSP 
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EXHIBIT 17 

I L L I N O I S 
DEPARTMENT OF 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
524 Scutn SeconcJ Street Spnngfield 627C1 -1787 Jim Edgar, Governor • Brent Manning, Director 

June 2. 1997 

Truman E. Lauderback 
Bums & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas Cit> . Missouri 64114 

Re: Proposed Norfolk Southem Constmction Project 

Dear Mr. Lauderback; 

Thank you for your May 22 letter to Brent Manning regarding the Norfolk Southem 
Constmction project in Sidney. Illmois and possible environmental impacts. Because my office 
deals with environmental impact assessments, he has asked that 1 respond. 

This project is subject to onlv one State statute administered b> the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources: the Endangered Species Consultation Process. The project location has been 
checked against the Natural Heritage Database for the presence of endangered and threatened 
species. Illinois Natural Area Inventon- (VS.Al) sites and dedicated Illinois Nature Preserves. No 
listed species. 1N.-\I sites or Nature Preserves are likely to be impacted as a result ofthe proposed 
project. The consultation requirement has therefore been met. 

Many ofthe issues for which you requested comments should be directed to the appropriate local 
officials within Sidne\ and Champaign Count). as well as the Illinois Historic Preservation 
Agency. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (if wetlands are present) and possibly the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency and Illinois Department of Transportation. 

I f i can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (217) 785-5500. 

Sineerelv. 

Tom Flattery 
Director ^ 
Office of Realty and Environmental Plamiing 

TF:kr 

cc: Brent .Manning 

y r;eo cr -e-.c e; 



EXHIBIT 18 

Illinois 
Department of Commerce and Community Affairs 

D . - n n . - K W h c t . t o n c j , m U i : = t Do l ,Ku5C in 

May 23, 1997 

Mr. Truman E Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Paricway 
Kansas City. MO 64114 

Dear Mr. Loudarback; 

This is in re.sponse to your letter on Project #96-678^-100 proposing a construction 
connection of two rail lines in Sidney, Illinois. «P08«ng a consiojction 

J r i ' i o n ^ ' I °f Commerce and Community Affairs is an economic 
f ^ s t Z T t i r " ' '""i ^"Sulatory control over any of me^T^es listed in 
s^uis and 1 . 1 7 ^ ' "^^" ' " '^^ ^^^^ '^^-^Wed in these 

already done s r ^'^^^ ^^encies if you have not 

l r ^ . r ? ! T Z ; "̂ •"•'-•̂ 'y economic development projects and i, you 
S t m t ' ^ ^ ' " ^ ^° " " "^ ' ^ businesses then we haCe no 
^ ^ ^ l ^ e t S ^ : : : ^ ^ ^ - ' — ^ - - a,, o t h . re,u.red 

Sincere!, 

Harold R Fundert>urt<; 
Senior Economic Development Advisor 

C-23 
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EXHIBIT 19 

ilfinois Department of Transportation 
Office of fhe Secretary 
2300 South Dirksen Parkway I Spnngfield. Illinois / 62764 
Teleohone 217/782-5597 

June 16, 1997 

Mr. Truman E Louderback 
Associate 
Burns & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

RE: Norfolk Southern Corporation 
Proposed Norfolk Southern Construction Project 
Project No. 96-678-4-100 

Dear Mr. Louderback. 

Thank you for your letter of May 22, 1997 requesting the Illinois Department of 
Transportation's input to the proposed construction by Norfolk Southem 
Railway Company (NS) of connecting track in Sidney, Illinois. Please t>e 
informed that the department has no objection at this juncture. As long as the 
connector ties back into the Chicago and Eastem line north of County 
Road 900N, it will not have an impact on either the state or local highway 
systems Also, there are no planned highway or street projects planned in the 
affected area. 

We will be able to provide a more definitive response subsequent to our 
review of a published environmental report. We trust that you have contacted 
Illinois state agencies responsible for environmental programs to solicit their 
concerns or concurrence 

Again, thank you for your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Kirk Brown 
Secretary 
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state of Illinois EXHIBIT 20 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

.Mary A. Gade, Director "00 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

217-782-0547 

June 6, 1997 

Mr. Truman E. Louderback 
Associate 
Burns & McDonnell 
9400 V ard Parkway 
Kansas City. Missouri 64114 

Re: Norfolk Southem Corporation 
Proposed Norfolk Southem Construction Project 
Project No. 96-678-4-100 

Dear Mr. Louderback: 

Thank you ior providing infonnation regarding the proposed construction ofthe above referenced 

project. 

The Agency has no objection to the project: however, a storm water NPDES Pemiit will be required 
for the project if the construction will disturb five acres or more of land. Tim Kluge of our Bureau 
of Water can be reached at 217-782-165 • assistance. 

Sineerelv. 

Bernard P. Killian 
Deputy Director 
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Illinois 
. Dqtaitmcat of m 

AgHculture 

EXHIBIT 21 

Bureau of Land and Water Resources • State Fairgrounds • P C Box 19281 • Spnngfield. IL 62794-9281 
217/782-6297 • T D D 217/52-t-6858 • Fax 217/324-4882 

June 5, 1997 

Mr Truman E Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

Re Norfolk Southern Corporation 
Proposed Norfolk Southern Construction Project 
Sidney, Illinois 
Project No 96-678-4-100 

Dear Mr Louderback: 

The Illinois Department of Agriculture has examined the proposed rail line construction 
project for its potential impact to agricultural land and submits the following comments. 

The project involves the construction of a connection between two rail lines near Sidney, 
Illinois The connection will be 3,200 feet long and require 7.3 acres. This constitutes an 
approximate 100 ft right-of-way width The area to be affected is Prime farmland curently 
in crop production 

Agricultural issues of pnmary concern which should be addressed in the Environmental 
Assessment include: 

• Soil erosion problems vi/hich may result from the construction of the spur. 

• Access to the farmland isolated by the new railroad connection. Will a crossing be 
provided to the fanner^ Safety is of utmost importance, if a crossing is constructed, 
who IS responsible for its upkeep? 

• Will bonow outside the designated right-of-way be required for construction? If so, 
how many acres are involved'? A topographic map showing the boaow pit location 
should be included as well delineating the site on the appropriate Champaign County 
Soil Survey sheet. 

• Will any uneconomical remnants or landlocked parcels be created? If so, please 
indicate on a map their location, the number of such parcels, the acreage of the 
parcels, and their current land u?e. 



Mr Louderback 
Page 2 
June 5, 1997 

• Will any uneconomical remnants or landlocked parcels be created? If so, please 
indicate on a map their location, the number of such parcels, the acreage of the 
parcels, and their current land use. 

Will any sub-surface (tile) systems be affected'? Drainage is a top priority so that 
existing drainage patterns are maintained for adjacent land owners. 

The Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation Distnct indicates a wetland 
exists near or in the path of the connector spur. How will the wetland mitigation issue 
be addressed'? Be sure to include a site map and plan. 

If wetland mitigation is required, the IDOA would request that Prime famaland be avoided 
in selecting a compen.wtion site If this is not possible, then the IDOA requests that we 
be included in the compensation site selection process to ensure that fannland conversion 
impacts are minimized 

• Will federal funds be used for this project? If so, the USDA-Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) Form AD-1006, Fannland Conversion Impact Rating, 
must be init.ated with the local USDA-NRCS office in Champaign. 

We ask that these topics be covered in the project s Draft Environmental Assessment. 
Should you have any questions regarding our comments about infonnation that is needed 
for our review, please call me at 217-782-6297. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa J Savko 
Bureau of Land and Water Resources 

rrjs 

cc. Champaig. i Co SWCD 
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Illinois Nature Preserves 7J .̂ \ Commission 
524 SCUTH ScCON" S*aEt' 
,.iNCOLN TOWER PlAZA 
SPBiNGfiELC 'L 62'C' '75" 
l'-.: 785-8686 

Mav 27. 1997 

Tmman E Louderback 
Burns & McDonnell 
Q400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City. MO 64114 

EXHIBIT 22 

RE Nortolk Southern Corporation 
Proposed Nortolk Souther Construction Project 
Project No 96-678-4-100 

Dear Mr Louderback 

,^v..n„rl*>tterofMav^: 10Q7 regarding the above named project 
This letter is .n response to your letter ot Mav - ^ „ ^ . j , , have no impact on 

ILCS 30) 

Sineerelv. 

7^.(sN<^y^ 
Carolyn faf t GrosboU 
Director 

r...~lV^'-)-r.!a 
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EXHIBIT 23 

Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District 
2110W Park Ct . Suite C • Champaign. IL 61821 - Phone (21 398-5212 

June 4. 1997 

Truman E Louderbach 
Bum.s and McDonnell 
P (). Box 4191-3 
Kansas Citv. Missouri 

64141-6173 

Mr Louderbach; 

This letter is in response to vour request for commenis pertaining to the proposed 
constmction by Norfolk Southem Railway Company (NS) outside of Sidney. Illinois. 
Comments are as follows: 

The land in question is presentlv being cropped Pnme and important familar.d has 
alwavs been an important resource of the Champaign Countv Soil and VVater 
Conservation District The proposed spur constmction will transect land that 
consists of Dmmmer. Flanagan, and Dana soil types. These soil types are classified 
as pnme fannland and consideration should be given to the preservation of these 
types of fannland 

As well as prime, the soils in question are naturally wet Drainage tiie almost 
certainlv exist wuhin the proposed constmction site. These tiles need to be 
maintained or replaced with an adequate system to maintain the natural drainage. 

There appears to be a wetland on site. This wetland mns along the westeiri edge of 
the exisnnc NS railwav Proposed co.nstmction of the spur may transect this 
wetland Appropriate pennits will be needed to modif>- or mampulate this wetland. 

A Phase 1 .Archaeological review may be needed to identifv' any culmral resources 
that may be on site. 

We thank v ou for the opportunity to comment on this project and your 
consideration of the natural resources in Champaign County. 

Sincerejy; 

Kenneih Kesler. Board Chairman 

cc: Beck '̂ Dovle. IDOA " --V. -^^ 
JimHartwig. IDOA - ' 
James Johnson. NRCS f 
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Telephooe Call Memo EXHIBIT 24 

Date Septttnber 2. i<i'i ' Time 3:00 ;..V1 

Person was Called Calling Leon Wendte Phone No :r-39»-5212 

Representing Champaign Countv Soil & Water Coniervation District Info .Acct 8092 

Project Name NSCRM Project No 96-6"8-4-l00 

Contract Name Contract No. File Code 

RE Potential wetland west ofthe existing NS right-of-way and within ii e proposed new construction right-of-way. 

The imtial purpose of the phone call was to clarify' a statement regarding a wetland that was 

made in a Champaign County Soil Conservation Distnct lener. In it. the Champaign County Soil 

Conservation District, indicated that a potential wetland was west of the existing NS line and in 

the proposed constmction right-of-way. Mr. Wendte stated that the reference to the NS line was 

a mistake. The Champaign County Soil Conservation Service was actually referring to the 

wooded area west of the UP nght-of-way. Bums & McDonnell faxed a current map that 

explained the general area surrounding the wooded area, the proposed construction, and the NS 

and LT rights-of-way. 

The Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District stated that the Drummer soils 

being cross by the proposed right-of-way may potentially contain hydric components. He was 

particularly concemed about the 150' wide wooded area to the west of the LT line. He slated that 

there may be a potentially wetland where the wooded area crossed Drununer soils (soil No. 152, 

map sheet 111 ofthe Champaign County Soil Survey). Bums & McDonnell informed Mr. 

Wendte that the proposed connection would not traverse the portions of the wooded area on 

Drummer soils, that the IT line was below grade and that there was a cut slope (with a wooded 

area) to the east and west of the LT rail line. .Mr. Wendte also slated that cut slopes would not be 

considered a wet land because they are drained. If a cut is "'high and drv " then it has no 

hvdroioffv. 

Sizned Page _ j of. 

cc: 
C-30 
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According to the 1985 Fam, 8,11. any potential wetlands that are being converted to agncultural 

uses fail under the Soil and Water Conservation's junsdiction and any potential wetlands that are 

being convened to non-agnculmraJ uses fall under the Amiy Corps of Engmeers junsdiction. 

This boundary was set so that the two agencies' jurisdictions would not overlap. The Champaign 

Counry Soil and Water Conservation District recommends that wetland delineations be 

completed per the .Anny Corps of Engineers decision. 

Mr Wendte mfonned Bums & .McDonnell that east west-onented drainage tile could be present 

in Drummer soils to the southwest ofthe NS-LT crossing The Champaign County Soil and 

Water Conservation D. stnct recommends that a back-hoe be used to test for the presence of any 

buned dramage tiles. If the proposed ng:.:-of-way would encounter buned drainage tile.The 

Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation D.stnct recommends that it be replaced w,th a 

more durable concrete pipe of the same diameter and an inspecuon well be sunk on sight. 

Signed , ~ - , T» 

Page_L_of. 
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Champaign 
County 

Departmeni of 

PLANNING & 
ZONING 

Brookrn!> 
Administrativr C enter 

' ' 0 f- Washingion Sirefl 
I rhana. Illinois hlSO; 

( : i7 i 384 .ros 
Tr )Di : r i ^W-^XM 
FA.X (2171 .3:8-2426 

June 11,1997 

Truman E. Louderback 
Bums & McDonnell 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114 

EXHIBIT 25 

RE: Norfolk Southem Corporation Proposed Construction Project No. 96-678-4-100 

Dear Mr. Louderback: 

I have reviewed the proposed connection between the Norfolk Southem Railway and the 
Union Pacific Railroad near Sidney, Illmois. As 1 mentioned on the telephone the proposed 
change would have only minor impacts in Champaign County. What impacts would occur 
would arise from constmction of the connection itself and changes or increases in train 
operations that result from new operating pattems that the connection makes possible. 
According to Dave Becker, Senior Design Engineer for Norfolk Southem the connection 
likely will lead to some increase in traflic on the railroad's mainline through Champaign 
County. The comments below assume that will be some minor to moderate increase in NS 
train operations (a related increase in operations by Union Pacific is also anticipated and the 
comments apply to that increase as well). 

Impacts Due fo Construction 

The connection will directly affect approximately six acres of fannland comprised of 
Drummer & Flanagan soils. These soils are extremely productive and are assigned USDA 
Land Capability Class Ilw and I respectively. Additionally, the construction will divide 
approximately 26 acres from the existuig farm although a private grade crossing will be 
provided. The irregular boundaries created by the curving connection will impair the 
efficiency with which the isolated parcel and the remainder of the farm can be cultivated. 
The impact of this is offset somewhat by the fact that the existing parcel coines to an acute 
angle formed by the intersection of the two rail lines in this location already. In any case 
somewhat more than 6 acres is likely to be taken ou: of agricultural production as a result of 
this project. 

Soils in Champaign County including Drummer and Flanagan soils although highly 
productive, are generally wet and require artificial drainage. Preservation ofthe surface and 
subsurface drainage of the affected site and surrounding fields is important. This can be 
addressed by proper engineenng design. 

To the best of my knowledge neither the subject site nor the rest ofthe NS line abuts any 
significant natural area in Champaign County. No designated Natural Areas in the Illinois 

r 'jy^XT-: Natural Areas Inventory are located near this line in Champaign County (although there may 
îlt̂  \^ '̂̂ '̂ ^ locally significant prairie remnants along the ROW). 
• yy 

. » ~ J ^ ĵ Qj aware of any threatened or endangered species habitat in or near this site or locJited 
along thi*: line but we do not possess the necessary information for me to make a 
determination in tiiis regard. It may be pmdent to consult the Natural Heritage Division 
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T. Loudtrbtck 
June 11.1997 
Page 2 

of the Illinois Depanment of Natural Resources in this regard. 

Impacts Related to New or Increased Train Operations 

1. Ambient Noise Levels 

Outside the urbanized areas of Champaign-Urbana and Rantoul ambient noisv levels in the County are 
generally low. The F A R. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study (Coffinan Associates, 1988) prepared for 
Willard Airport found ambient noise levels in the area between 36 and 52dB. These values are reasonably 
representative of areas sunounding the NS Railroad. Ambient noise levels along the Union Pacific are 
somewhat lower. Increased traffic will tend to increase average noise levels. The magnitude of this impact 
is directly proportional to the increase in traffic. The significance ofthe impact depends on the time of day 
experiencing the increased traffic. Additional railroad traffic noise in the evening or at night is more 
significant in terms of its potenlial to disturb human activity than the same increase during the day. 

2. Public Health & Safety 

Local Accident Reference System (LARS) data for unincorporated Champaign County shows six vehicular 
grade crossing accidents with one fatality on the NS Railroad and three including one fatality on the Union 
Pacific between 1990 and 1995. These records do not reflect accidents involving pedestrians and do not 
include accidents that may have been reported by mumcipal police forces and so may under count the actual 
number of such accidents. Increased aaffic on the NS and UP lines will result in a greater likelihood of grade 
crossing accidents. Again the significance of this depends on the time of day when the increase occurs. 
Increases in the daytime when there are generally higher levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic will have 
a greater impact on the potential for accidents than increases at night. 

Increased traffic on the NS Ime will increase the potential obstmction of grade crossings to emergency 
vehicles for on-line commumties (Ivesdale, Sadorus, Tolono, Philo, Sidney & Homer). Increases on the UP 
will directly affect only the Village cf Royal in Cĥ ampaign Countj'. 

Increased rail traffic will also increase the exposure of on-line communities to the dangers posed by hazardous 
materials spills related to railroad accidents. 

3. Energy Use 

While railroads are significantly more energy efficient than other modes of ground transportation the impact 
ofthe new connection in Champa "m County is likely to be minimal. To the extent that increased efficiency, 
lower costs or improved service that may be realized by the proposed connection diverts traflSc from highways 
to the railroad energy savings will obtain. It is not clear where traffic would be diverted so the impact on 
Champaign County is unclear but is likely to be negligible. 

4. Existing Transportation System 

The recent Conrail abandonment ofthe "Pekin Secondary" east of Urbana and the acquisition by NS ofthe 
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r. Louderback 
June 11. 1997 
Page 3 

line to Bloomington has already reduced the number of railroads serving the County. The proposed 
acquisition of Conrail by NS and CSX will not alter the competitive situation for local rail users. To the 
extent that the proposed connection allows new routing, improved service or otherwise lowers costs and 
results in more competitive pricing, local rail users that have access to NS may benefit. 

Increased rail traffic on the NS Railroad may increase the inconvenience experienced in some on-line 
communities at railroad grade crossings. Increases on the UP would have less impact as the line traverses 
rural areas almost exclusively in Champaign County. 

5. Air Emissions and Ambient Air Quality 

Champaign County is presently an Air Quality Attainment Area. As noted above, increased rail traffic on 
the NS and UP will not result in a significant decrease in truck traffic in Champaign County. The increased 
rail traflSc will mosi likely result in a negligible increase in emissions (from the locomotives) but this will not 
be significant. 

6. Other Issues 

A. The NS line crosses the Kaskaskia Ditch and the Embarras River and the UP crosses the Salt Fork of 
the Vermilion River in Champaign County. Increased traffic on these lines creates an increased 
chance of pollution from a hazardous material or other spill that might occur due to a railroad accident 
Some of these streams flow into public water supplies, albeit at some considerable distance 
downstream. 

B. To the extent that local rail users (grain elevators) benefit fiom improved services the market for local 
agricultural commodities may be enhanced. 

Altogether the environmental, economic and public health and safety impacts of the proposed new connection 
appear to be insignificant. To some extent potential negative impacts are offset by potential positive impacts 
but the affects are dissimilar in nature and cannot be directly equated. If the connection were to result in a 
large increase in traffic on both the NS and the UP certain impacts might be of concern, particularly with 
respect to grade crossing safety. 

I hope these commenis are useful. If you should have any questions please feel free to contact me at any time. 

Sincerely, 

Frank UiNovo 
Director 

xc.: Environment & Land Use Committee, Champaign County Board 
Jacquie White. Champaign County Administrator 
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APPENDIX D 

METHODOLOGIES 

The following environmental impact areas were evaluated for the proposed Sidney connection 
project: land use. socioeconomics and environmen:al justice, transportation systems, safiety. water 
resources, biological resources, air quality, noise, cultiual resources, and energy. The methods 
utilized in the assessment of impacts for each of these categories, wilh an explanation of the 
significance cnteria. are pro\ ided below. 

Environmental scientists visited the site to assess land use. vegetation and other characteristics of 
the aiea. Cultural resource specialists also visii?d the site. During the site visits the scientists and 
cultural resource specialists took photographs of the proposed constmction site and surrounding area. 
Information was also obtained from published reference materials and from federal, state and local 
agencies. 

LAND USE 

Land use information was obtained from site visits. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic 
maps and from aerial photographs. Land use within and adjacent to the proposed construction area 
was determined. Buildings (such as residential and commercial buildings, schools and churches) 
near the proposed construction site were also noted due to possible sensiti% ity to noise disturbance 
or incompatibility wilh construcuon. Contacts were made 'vith the county planning agency lo obtain 
information on local planning and zoning requiremenis to determine if rights-of-way would be 
consistent with any such requirements. Contacts were made with the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
lo detennine the presence of any officially recogniz.'d Native .American tribes or reservations near 
the site. 

USGS Topographic Maps 

USGS topographic maps vvere utilized during the site visits for notation ol land use. and for 
preparation of the figures presented. Proper piace names of roads, creeks, and water bodies not 
readiK e\ ident during the site visits were developed from information on these maps. 

NRCS Maps 

The United States Department of Agricultural Natural Resources Conservation Serv ice (NRCS, 
fonnerly known as the Soil Conservation Service) has created a nafional database of prime farmland. 
I he local NRCS office was contacted and requested to provide soil surveys, maps or drawings 
indicaung the location of prime farmland at or in the vicinitv of the projeci. T..ese maps or drawings 
vvere reviewed, and the areas of prime farmland adjacent lo or within 500 feet ofthe center line of 
the railway were inventoried to determine approximate areas or lengths of prime farmland in the 
area. 
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Flood Zone Maps 

The Federal Emergency Manrigement Agency (FEMA) publishes maps showing areas subject to 
flooding. These maps were previously published and distributed by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Dev elopmem (USDHUD) and are periodically updated and revised. Maps lhat cover each 
proposed project area were obtained and reviewed to detennine which portions ofthe line would be 
located within tlie 100-year and 0̂0-year flood plains. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria w ere used to assess the significance of land use impacts: 

1 .ind I lse Consistent onj Comp3tibilit>-

• The severity of visual. air quality and noise impacts on sensitive land uses. 
• Interference w ith the normal functioning of adjacent land uses. 
• Alteration of flood water flow that could increase flooding in adjacent areas. 
• Consistency and/or compatibility with local land use plans and policies. 

Prime Agricultural Land 

• Permanent loss of NRCS-designated prime farmland. 

SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIFiONMENTAL JL STICE 

Executive Order 12898. entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Population and Low-Income Populations." directs federal agencies lo analyze the environmental 
effects of their actions on minority and low-income communities. Significant and adverse effects 
which have a high and disproportionate impacl on these communities should be identified and 
addressed. 

In this E.A. potential impacts ofthe proposed constniction of a rail line connection in Sidney, ̂ 'linois 
on minority and low-income communities were considered, along with the potential m pacts 
associated with an alternative alignment. One of the primary goals in selecting alternative 
alignments for the proposed projeci was to minimize impacts on sun-ounding residents. Infonnation 
was obtained through site visits and demographic research. While the "no-build" alternative would 
have no change in potential impacts on the community in the vicinity ofthe proposed connection, 
neither would it provide any ofthe anticipated benefits of the connection described. 
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In order to study the effects of the proposed construction on the population m the vicinity ofthe 
projeci. information on racial composition and average income level in the area was obtained from 
the U.S. Census Bureau TIGER/Line files and other statistical sources. From the Census files, the 
proposed construction was detemiined to be located in one census block. Using the census block 
number. Summary Tape Files were utilized lo determine and analyze the poverty status, race and 
income for the relevant block. 

The proposed project area and an alternative alignment for the projeci were smdied to determine the 
number of new residences and other sensitive receptors within the Ldn 65 dBA contour around the 
connection affected by an increase of two dBA. since noise would be the predominant potential 
impact on nearby sensitive receptors. The assessment also considered whether any of these sensitive 
receptors would be subject to addilional noise from the proposed connection, and whether they are 
cunently affecied by equal or greater noise from existing operations. Safety concems were also 
taken into consideration. Potential increases in the number of grade crossings were examined, as 
w ere the nature and operation of the proposed grade crossings and the potential traffic they would 
experience. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria was used to determine impacts from the proposed project to socioeconomics 
and environmental justice: 

• Reviewed demographic and income data from the 1990 Census co compare the 
population of the area of the proposed construction with that of the V.llage of Sidney. 

• An environmental justice effect is determined to be significant if an adverse effect 
of the proposed constmction falls disproportionately on low-income or minority 
populations. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

Potential impacts on local tran.sportation systems for the proposed proje ct included increased delays 
al grade crossings. 

The evaluation criteria used to determine potenlial impacts on transportation includes: 
• The need for new grade crossings. 
• Modifications of existing grade crossings 

Grade Crossings 

Delav s at grade crossings are a function of the number of trains per dav- passing over a crossing, the 
time it takes for a train to pass the crossing, and the type of crossing waming device. Delays at grade 
crossings will onlv be quantified if the ADT exceeds 5.000 vehicles. 
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SAFETY 

Safetv impacts are discussed in the following general categories: 

• Train accidents, derailments, and olher incidents; 
• Shipments of hazardous commodities: and 
• Hazardous waste sites and hazardous material releases. 
• Railroad safety precautions during constmction. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria w as used to determine the effects of the proposed project on safety issues: 
• The effect of the proposed cormection on the transportation of hazardous materials. 
• The likelihood of encountering hazardous waste sites during constmction. 
• The likelihood of a hazardous material release during construction. 

Public Health and Safety 

Railroad operations affect public health and safety when accidents occur. Delays also occur al grade 
crossings (whicl. could affect the time required to respond to an emergency, or affect the judgment 
of motorists conceming thei. ability lo cross the iracks safely); and releases of hazardous materials 
sometimes occur. 

Transportation of Hazardous Materials 

The existing lines w ere ev aluated to determine if thev are hazardous material kev routes. NS' current 
train accident ratio (1.93 train accidents per million train miles) was applied lo the annual numbe'-
of trains projecled to operate over the cormection and the length ofthe cormection lo calculate the 
probability of a train accident on the connection. 

Hazardous Waste Sites 

Railroad records or information databases w ere examined to determine if there are known hazardous 
waste sites or sites where there have been hazardous materials spills at the proposed construction 
site. The information searches of federal and stale environmental databases were used to idemify 
known sites of env ironmental concem within 500 feet ofthe proposed construction. EDR searched 
the following databases: 

• National Priority List (NPL) 
• Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Information 

System (CERCLIS) 
• Resource Conserv ation and Recoverv Information System - Treatment, Storage, or 

Disposal (RC R.A-TSD) sites 
• Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) spill sites 
• Slate Priority List (SPL) 
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State Licensed Solid Waste Facilities (SWF/LF) 
• Slate Inventory of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) 
• Stale Inventory of reported spills (SPILLS) 

• Orphan or unmappable sites list 

The reports were reviewed to determine if anv of these sites would be impacted by the proposed 
construction. Site v isits noted anv' obvious indications of potential hazardous waste sites within the 
construction area. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Identification of the types and extent of surface w ater features occurring within 500 feet of the center 
line along the proposed Sidney constmction w as completed using a variety of information sources. 

Surface water resources were primarily identified from site inspection and interpretation of 
hydrologic features delineated on USGS topographical and NWI maps. The other information 
sources described below w ere used lo confirm and/or refine the locations of these features. 

USGS Topographic Maps 

USGS topographic maps indicate, among other items, the types and extent of water features on the 
landscape. These features include permanent and intermittent streams, water bodies, wetlands, tidal 
channels, mudflats, sewage-treatment ponds, charmels. culverts, and ditches. Water resources 
located within and immedialel>' adjacent lo the railroad right-of-way were assessed for this project. 
Each crossing of a w ater resource was counted as required by 33 CFR Section 330.2 (I). 

National Wetiands Inventory .Maps 

NVM maps show various water features with a focus on wetland resources. The inventory was 
completed by USFWS through a stereoscopic analysis of high altitude aerial photop-aphy and 
delimitation of wetland types on USGS topographical maps. Wetlands are classified by USFWS in 
accordance with Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States A 
particular wetland is located and classified in detail on NWI maps by a sequence of alphabetical and 
numerical symbols based on the attributes of the wetland. A comprehensive explanation of the 
classification sv stem is provided in the map legend. This classification system includes a broad 
range of the types and extent of wetland resoiirces. as well as other water feattires. However, for this 
evaluation, wetlands were identified as rivers, lacustrine vrcservoirs. lakes) or palustrine (any 
v egetated wetland). Palustrine wetlands were further identified as forested, shrub/scmb, or emergent 
(containing herbaceous vegetation) wetlands. There are often differences between the USFWS 
definition of a 'wetlands" and uic definitions of various federal, state, and local regulatory agencies. 
All NWI wetlands that occur within 500 feet of the proposed construction are depicted on figures. 
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Soil Survey Maps 

Soil surveys have been completed by NRCS for a large number of counties in the United States. 
Maps have been prepared for each survey that show the types and extent of soil types. A subset of 
the soils mapped by NRCS is classified as "hydric;" that is. soils subjected to prolonged periods of 
flooding, ponding or saturation. The occurrence of a hydric soil provides an indication that an area 
may be a wetland. Information from the soil survey maps was used to cross-reference other sources 
of information to better undti stand the soils and hydrologic conditions at select locations. 

Site Visits 

The proposed construction site was inspected and reviewed in the field by environmental scientists. 
Information about surface water resources and other areas of interest was collected during the 
inspections. Field notes and photographs taken during the inspections were retained for later review 
and utilized to amend and refine information derived from olher sources. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria were used to assess the potential impacts to surface water resources and 
wetlands thai could result from the proposed construction project: 

• Alteration of creek embankments with rii>rap. concrete, and other bank stabilization 
rr<easures. 

• Temporary or permanent loss of surface water area associated with the incidental 
deposition of fill. 

• Downstream sediment deposition or water turbidity due to fill activities, dredging, 
and/or soil erosion from upland construction site areas. 

• Direci or indireci destruction and/or degradation of aquatic, wetland, and riparian 
vegetationliabitat. 

• Degradation of water quality through sediment loading or chemical/petroleum spills. 
• Alteration of water flow that could increase bank erosion or flooding, uproot or 

destroy vegetation, or affect fish and wildlife habitats. 

The extent and duration of impacts to surface water resources and wetlands resulting from the 
project w ould depend primarily on the type of work lo be completed and the size of the project. The 
overall effect could be lessened by avoiding important resources and minimizing impacts to the 
extent practicable, and bv implementing the proposed mitigation measures. Prior to initiating 
constmction. regulatory agencies would be consulted regarding the need to obtain permits, such as 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers" (COE) Section 404 permits. National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits, and state-required permits or agreements, as appropriate. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Information regarding biological resources potentially occurring at, or in the immediate vicinity of, 
the proposed project (within 500 feet of the center line) was collected from a variety of sources, 
including USGS topographic maps. NRCS soil survey maps, lists of threatened and endangered 
species, reference books on regional flora and fauna, and information databases, hi addition, federal 
and state agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources were consulted, and specific information concerning the potential occurrence of sensitive 
plants and animals in the vicinity of the proposed project was solicited. 

Site visits were conducted at the project site to evaluate biological resources. These evaluations 
included determinations as to the occunence or potential occurrence of sensitive species and habitat 
for sensitive species, overall value to wildlife, and use of the area as a migration corridor for animals. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following significance criteria were utilized to assess the potential impacts to biological 
resources resulting from the proposed projects: 

• Loss or degradation of unique or important vegetative communities. 
• Harm to or loss of individuals or populations of rare, threatened or endangered plants 

or animals. 
• Disturbance of nesting, breeding or foraging areas of threatened or endangered 

wildlife. 
• Loss or degradation of areas designated as critical habitat. 
• Loss or degradation of wildlife sanctuaries, refuges or national, state or local 

parks/forests. 
• Alteration of movement or migration corridors for animals. 
• Loss of large numbers of local wildlife or their habitats. 

Sensitiv e animal species with potential lo occur in the vicinity of the project may be impacted by 
constmction activities. A determination as to the level of impact will depend on many factors 
including the availability of suitable habitat, previous surveys, and comments from agencies. 

Parks, forest preserves, refuges and sanctuaries were identified within one mile of the proposed 
constmction. Impacts to these areas were determined based on their distance from the proposed 
constmctions and the degree to which rail constmction. operation and maintenance would disturb 
or dismpt activities at these areas. 
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AiR QUALITY 

Emissions from trains have the potential to impact air quality. STB regulations contain thresholds 
for air f.ualiw evaluations related to rail traffic increases. If STB thresholds would be met or 
exceeded, the effects on air pollutant emissions must be analyzed. The air quality methodologies 
contained in this section were used to calculate the air pollutant emissions from the proposed 
constmction. Analv ses were conducted for areas with activity increases above the following STB 
thresholds, as specified in 49 CFR 1105.7(e): 

Activity Threshold | 

Attainment Areas (49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(I)) 

Rail line segment Increase of 8 trains/day or 100% as 
measured in gross tons miles annually 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria were used to assess the potential impacts to air quality lhat could result from 
the proposed construction projeci: 

• Increase in levels of pollutant emissions (e.g.. hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, sulfiir 
dioxide, nitrogen oxide and particulate matter) from the operation of construction 
equipment and vehicles. 

• Effects related to train operations over the NS and UP line segments adjoining the 
connection, to the extent thy meet the Board's thresholds for analysis. 

• Evaluation of the potential for air quality effects from ftigitive dust emissions. 
• Air quality effects are considered to be adverse if the proposed constmction would 

lead to long-temi increases in pollf-'nt emissions or excessive ftigitive dust 
emissions. 
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Air Quality Methodology 

The increase in emissi )ns for the proposed connection was calculated using the total gross ton 
increase expected on the onnection and tfie length of the connection. These values, when multiplied 
together, will provide the gross ton-mile increase for that connection. Next, the increase in total 
gallons of diesel fuel consumed for the connection will be obtained by dividing the gross ton-mile 
increase by the fuel efficiency factor 702.9 gross ton-miles per gallon on the NS system. The 
corresponding armual emission increases will be estimated by multiplying the armual fuel 
consumption for the connection by emission factors. Criteria pollutant emission factors were 
obtained from emission rates provided in USEPA's "Emission Standards for Locomotives and 
Locomotive Engines: Proposed Rule"' dated Febmary 11. 1997. This proposed rule provides 
emission rates for line haul and switch locomotives which were used by USEPA to determine the 
emission standards in the proposed mle. The emission rates for line haul locomotives were 
converted to units of pounds of pollutant per 1000 gallons of diesel fuel consumed, and are provided 
below: 

Hydrocarbons (HC)' 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)' 
Nitrogen Oxides (NO,)' 
Sulftir Dioxide (SO.)-
Particulate Matter (PM,o)' 
Lead (Pb)̂  

21.0 
62.9 
566.4 
36.7 
14.3 
0.0012 

This methodology will be employed for all criteria pollutants on this proposed connection since it 
will experience an increase in activity equal to or greater than the STB thresholds. 

The following sample calculation for a rail line segment illustrates the emission estimation procedure 
for hvdrocarbons: 

[16.0 miles (segment length)] x 
45.17 X 10* gross tons (increase) 

year 

gallon 

702.9 gross ton miles 
= 1.03 A: 10* 

gallons diesel fuel consumption (increase) 
year 

United States Environmental Protection .\gency. February 11. 1997. 40 CFR Parts 85, 89 and 92. Emission 
Standards tor Locomotive and Locomotive Engines; Proposed Rule. The emission factors incorporate a fuel 
efficiency of 0.37 lbs of fuel per HP-hr and a density of 7.05 lbs per gallon. 

"SO. emissions are based on a fuel sulfur content of 0.26 percent by weig)it and a dens.ty of 7.05 lbs per gallon 

Lead emissions are based on Table 1.3-11 of AP-42 (8.9 lbs Pb/10'- Btu.) The heat content of the f\iel is 140,000 
Btu per gallon 
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1.03 .V gallons] \2\ lbs (HC) 
year J ^ \ 000 gallons 

\ 1 ton 
X — 

^2000 lb 
10.80 

year 

Emission Calculation Assumptions: 

A fuel efficiency factor of 702.9 grcss ton-miles per gallon will be used on the NS system. 
The density ofthe fuel is 7 05 lbs per gallon. 
The fuel sulfur content is 0.26 percent by weight. 
The fuel heal content is 140.000 Btu per gallon. 
The fuel efficiency factor is 0.37 lbs of fiael per HP-hr. 
Emission factors for HC. CO. NO, and PM,o are based on emission rates provided in 
l'SEPA"s proposed mle on locomolive emission standards. It is conservafively assumed that 
all particulate matter emissions represent PM^. 

• Lead emissions are based on the AP-42 emission factor of 8.9 lbs of lead per 10'- Bm. 

Potential impacts to air quality are discussed below. 

Construction 

During construction, the air quality in the vicinity of the proposed construction could be affected by 
fugitive dust and vehicle emissions. Increases in fugitive dust could occur due to grading and other 
earthwork necessary for rail bed preparation or removd activities. Emissions from heavy equipment 
and construction vehicles vvould also occur. These effects on air quality would temporary and 
limited to the period of constmction or abandonment. Additionally, the emissions from the small 
number of vehicles and equipment w ould be insignificant compared to the overall train and vehicle 
emissions in tlie project areas. Potential impacts would be minimized by good construction practices 
lhat would include dust control and vehicle maintenance measures. 

Operation 

Tlie amount of train traffic operating over the proposed projeci site meets or exceeds STB thresholds 
for air quality; therefore air pollutant emissions were evaluated. 

Maintenance 

Right-of-way maintenance activities would result in emissions from vehicles and equipment used 
to perform maintenance activities. Mainienance activities would be confined lo the rail line and 
occur sporadicallv for short periods throughout the year. Emissions during maintenance activifies 
vvould be insignificant compared to the existing emissions in the area and would not significantly 
impact air quality. 
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NOISE 

Construction 

The proposed projeci would consist of constmction activities that last for. at most, a few months. 
Temporarv increases in noise level would occur during these operations, but the noise level would 
be similar to that of normal track mainienance procedures. Thus, the constmction activities are not 
expected lo result in significant adverse noise impacts. 

Noise Level Thresholds 

The STB regulations specify- that noise smdies be done for all connections where traffic will increase 
by al least 100% as measured by annual gross tons miles or at least 8 Irains per day. 

The uoise increase is lo be quantified for all sensitive receptors (schools, libraries, residences, 
retirement communities and nursing homes) that are in the projeci area where these thresholds will 
be surpassed. 

The Day-Night Sound Level, abbreviated L̂ ^ or DNL. represents an energy average of the 
A-weighlea noise levels occurring during a complete 24-hour period. An increase in L̂ ^ of 3 dBA 
could result from a 100 percent increase in rail traffic, a substantial change in operating conditions, 
changed equipment, or a shift of daytime operations to the nighttime hours. Nighttime noise often 
dominates L̂ ^ because of a weighting factor added lo nighttime noise to reflect most people being 
more sensitive to nighttime noise. In calculating L^ .̂ the nighttime adjustment makes one event, 
such as a freight train passby. occurring between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.. equivalent to ten ofthe same 
events during the daviime hours. 

There are some track segments where the STB threshold for a noise study is exceeded, but the total 
change in noise exposure would be insignificant. The approach taken was lo analyze those areas 
where the projecled increase in train volume or change in train mix would be expected to cause; (1) 
more than a marginal change in noise exposure, and (2) cause a significant increase in the number 
of noise sensitive receptors within th** L̂ ^ 6. contour. For this study, any increase in L^ less than 
2 dB.A was considered insignificant. .A 2 dBA threshold was selected because: 

L Near railroad facilities, a plus or minus 2 dBA variation in L̂ ^ is common because 
of the normal variation in factors such as: operating condition, operating procedures, 
w eather, time of day. ana equipment maintenance. 

2. In most cases, a 2 dBA increase in noise exposure would cause only a small change 
(approximalely 10%) in the number of residences within the L<i„ 65 contour. This is 
because noise impacts from train operations tend to be localized to the residences 
closest to the tracks. The acoustic shielding provided by the first row or two of 
residences is usuallv sufficient to keep noise exposure below L^, 65 at residences that 
are farther awav. 
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3. Although a 2 dBA increase in noise exposure is often considered an insignificant 
change, it was selected as a conservative screening level for this stuiy and for 
previous studies. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The following criteria vvas used to determine potential impacts from the proposed project: 

• Identification of noise-sensitive land uses where changes in operation could result in 
noise exposure increases. 

• Identification of noise sensitive receptors (e.g. residences, schools, hospitals, 
libraries. 

Approach 

The overall goal ofthe noise smdy is to identify' noise sensitive land uses where the projected change 
in operations could result in noise exposure increases that meet or exceed the STB thresholds. This 
assessment provides estimates of the number of noise-sensitive receptors where there will be a 
significant increase in noise exposure and the STB thresholds will be exceeded. 

Following is an outline ofthe approach that has been used for the assessment of potential noise 
impacts: 

1. Develop noise models: Models for estimating rail line noise have been defined for 
significant noise sources. For connections, the dominant noise sources are the 
normal noise from freight and passenger train operations and the audible waming 
signals at grade crossings. Curves with small enough raoii for substantial wheel 
squeal are normally lubricated to control wear and noise. 

2. Identify sensitive receptors and existing noise conditions: Noise sensitive land uses 
were ideniified through review of USGS maps, aerial photographs and site visits. 

3. Projeci existing and future noise exposure: Information on distances and propagation 
paths lo sensitive receptors and existing and future operation plans have been used 
to estimate noise exposure in terms ofthe L^̂ . Instead of doing noise projections for 
each sensitive receptor. L̂ ^ 65 contours were drawn on the maps or aerial 
photographs. For all of the rail segment noise projections, the average train was 
assumed to be 5000 feet long. 

It was assumed that train horns are sounded starting V* mile before all grade crossing-
and continuing until the locomotive is tlirough the grade crossing. 
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4. Count noise sensitive receptors: Approximate count": were made ofthe number of 
residences, schools, and churches within the L̂ „ 65 contour for bolh the pre- and 
post-construction train v olumes using site visits. The final result of this analysis is 
an estim.ate of the total number of sensitive receptors likely to be affected by 
increased noise exposure by projected NS operations. 

Measurement Data Used for Noise Models 

Noise measurements of existing NS equipment were taken to provide a solid basis for the noise 
pr. jeclions. The measurements included train noise from line-haul rail lines, and noise near grade 
crossings to document noise levels due to sounding train horns prior to grade crossings. 

Controlled noise tests were conducted on NS using a level stretch of track in China Grove, NC. 
This single track has high freight traffic and is located next to an open level field. Noise 
measurements were made over a four-dav period while trains were ojserated al a speed specified for 
the day. i.e., 20. 35. and 50 mph. Speeds were verified with a radar gun for each train. 

Measurements were made at a second location on the fourth day to measure the influence of grade. 
Engineers were allowed lo operate their trains at their normal speed and a radar gun was used to 
clock the train speed. 

All instruments are state-of-the-art. The entire measurement semp was properly field calibrated prior 
to measurements. 

Noise lev els of the entire train were measured at four perpendicular distances from the track using 
an array of microphones al 50. 100. 150. & 200 feet from the track centeriine. Microphones were 
mounted on tripods and their AC outputs were cabled to a nearby trailer where a four-chaimel 
Hew lett Packard Dvnamic Analyzer was used to measure the L̂ ^ of each train. This microphone 
arrav was used to determine the wavefront spreading rale [rate of noise reduction versus distance]. 
This rale was used in conjunction with a reference location to predict the distance from the track to 
the Ljn 65 dBA contour. 

This microphone array was supplemented with two precision sound level meters that measured the 
LjqS and SELs of the locomotives and also of the cars at 150 feel from the track. This was a 
supplemenlarv measurement that w<is not used in the model but it was used for cross-checks on the 
train noise data. 

The definition of the SEL is: 
SEL = L ^ - lOLog(t) 

where: 
SEL = Single Event Level. dBA 
Lj^ = Equivalent Energy Level. dBA 
1 = time, seconds 
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The L,̂  represents the av erage sound pressure level lhat contains the same equivalent energy as the 
fluctuating sound level of the event. In simple terms, the high and lows ofthe fluctuating noise are 
characterized by a single av erage number. For example, as a train passes by. the noise will vary as 
the locomotives and cars go bv. This fluctuating noise is characterized by a single sound level that 
is representative for the entire train. This averaging process is done on a logarithmic basis sin̂ e 
decibels are involved. 

The SEL represents the total energy contained in the event. For example, a train can be characterized 
by the L,̂  and the amount of time that it takes to pass a measurement point. When the SEL is 
computed, it represents the total energy ofthe train. For example if two otherwise identical trains 
passed by. but one was longer than the other, the longer one would have a larger SEL. If one train 
was twice the length of another train, the SEL would be 3 dBA larger. This assumes that all 
locomotives and individual cars produce the same noise level. Again, the logarithmic averaging 
process is involved, i.e.. a doubling produces a 3 dBA change. 

The L,,., corresponds to the loudness of the event whereas the SEL does not. The effects of speed, 
loudness, time duration, and fluctuating level are conveniently represented by a single number. The 
SEL is convenient for the computation ofthe L^̂ . .Alternately, the L,̂  and lime duration could be 
used with equal ease and their combination would yield the same L^ result. 

Measurements were made by the firm of William R. Thornton. Ph.D.. P.E. in association with 
Earshen & /\ngevine Acoustical Consultants Inc. All work was done bv two noise control engineers 
who are full members ofthe Institute of Noise Control Engineers. INCE. 

Horn noise w as measured at a rail crossing in another part of China Grove at a distance of 150 feet 
from the track. Measurements were made at the midpoint between the '/4-mile marker and the rail 
crossing. The SEL and L,̂  of the hom were measured as the train approached and departed this 
measurement station. This silualion represents the worst case for noise for a person living near a 
crossing. 

Measuiements were also made al a nearby section of 0.9 percent grade to determine the effects of 
grade on noise emissions. 

The detailed results of the train passby noise measurements at the four microphone positions are 
given in 7 able N-1. Measurement results of the 0.9 percent grade train passbys and the train hom 
measurements are listed in Tables N-2 and N-3. respectively. Finally, all measured NS noise levels 
are summarized in Table N-4. energy-averaged and normalized to a distance of 100 feet from track 
centerline. 

The results from the noise sun ev of NS U-ains show ed that the average attenuation rate w as 4.8 dBA 
per doubling of distance. In other words, the noise level from a train passby 200 feet from the track 
vvould be 4.8 dBA les Qian the noise level 100 feel from the track. This represents the attenuation 
of noise caused by the dissipating effects ofthe atmospl-.̂ re and ground. This is consistent with the 
attenuation rate that w ould he expected for train noî e propagating over soft ground. 
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Noise from n-ain horns were found to be relatively consistent for the six trains that were measured. 
At 150 feel from the track, the average L^ was 93 dBA. the average duration was 15.6 seconds, and 
the energy average SEL was 108 dBA. 

Table N-1 
Noise Data for NS Trains 

Event Time 
Speed 
(mph) 

Duration 
(seconds) 

No. of 
Loco-

No. of Rail 
Cars 

Measured L,, at Distance from Tracks (dBA) 
Event Time 

Speed 
(mph) 

Duration 
(seconds) 

No. of 
Loco-

No. of Rail 
Cars son 100 f\ 150 ft 200 ft 

919 20 60 -) 14 79.8 75.7 73.1 709 

102? 19 207 93 81.2 77.6 75.2 73.9 

1053 20 202 100 79.8 76.0 73.3 72.0 

1214 20 166 3 61 72.8 69.4 66.9 65.7 

1243 20 58 -1 24 73.1 69 7 67.2 66.4 

1353 18 14. "t 67 80 3 76.9 73.8 72.1 

1624 20 516 -> 128 77.9 74.8 72.1 70.9 

1731 19 239 -» 85 78.4 74.6 72.6 70.4 

1752 20 269 3 97 78.9 74.7 72.6 71.0 

1802 20 167 -) 45 71.5 67.8 65.8 64.3 

1913 18 160 '> 86 79.7 76.0 73.2 71.9 

20 240 -1 80 79.3 74.2 72.9 70.1 

Average: 20 185 2 73 78.6 74.8 72.3 70.7 

1035 25 90 38 76.0 71.8 68.8 672 

1204 163 3 127 84.0 79.9 76.5 74.7 

1226 32 50 *> 36 74.6 70.6 67.3 65.8 

1307 30 92 - 37 816 77.8 74.8 73.0 

1326 34 39 -> 39 79.6 75.8 72.6 70.9 

1424 34 30 69 84.9 81.5 79.2 77.1 

1453 lOi 0 97 81.2 76.8 73.3 71.2 

1610 34 119 91 84.8 80.9 78.3 76.5 

1724 143 124 82.9 78.9 76.4 74.1 

1949 35 130 76 80.8 77.4 74.9 72.7 

2000 35 104 57 84 8 80.7 78.2 75.9 

202' 130 ••, 97 84.0 79.7 76.3 73.6 

.Average: 33 99 2.3 74 82.6 78.7 75.9 73.8 

1036 50 54 O 71 84.0 80.5 77.1 75.0 

1154 43 122 4 136 87.2 84.0 80.2 77.7 I 
1301 42 102 4 110 88.1 85.2 82.0 79.3 j 

1322 4" 28 85.6 82.4 78.8 76.5 j 
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Event Time 
Speed 

(mph) 

Duration 

(seconds) 

No. o f 

Loco-
No. of Rail 

Cars 

Measured L„ at Distance from Tracks (dBA; 
Event Time 

Speed 

(mph) 

Duration 

(seconds) 

No. o f 

Loco-
No. of Rail 

Cars 50 tt 100 ft 150 ft 200 ft 

1339 47 38 2 47 86.7 82.8 77.8 74.8 

1347 45 80 4 76 82.4 79.5 76.7 74.7 

1447 44 76 5 92 87.3 84.2 81.1 79.4 

1503 48 41 2 85.3 81.7 78.2 74.9 

1523 49 51 1 56 80.7 77.2 73.8 71.6 

1535 45 111 4 121 89.5 86.2 82.6 79.7 

1910 45 80 2 70 83.2 79.4 76.6 74.1 

1921 41 154 -> 138 87.1 83.1 80.1 78.1 

Average: 46 78 ^ 2.9 87 86.2 82.9 79.4^ 77.0 

Table N-2 
Noise Data from NS Trains on a 0.9 Percent Grade 

Event 
Time 

Speed 
(mph) 

Duration 
(sec) 

No of 
Loco-

moti\es 

No. of 
Rail Cars 

Direction 
of Travel 

Measured at Distance from Tracks (dBA) 
Event 
Time 

Speed 
(mph) 

Duration 
(sec) 

No of 
Loco-

moti\es 

No. of 
Rail Cars 

Direction 
of Travel 50 ft 100 ft 150 ft 180 ft 

1019 30 120 1 95 -- 802 78 I 76.0 75 8 

1226 53 70 3 44 -- 76.8 75.5 73 1 73.0 

12.'7 48 50 42 790 78.7 760 75.4 

1315 -»7 166 3 59 -- 783 767 746 739 

1406 33 106 59 uphil) 789 77.7 75.9 77 2 

1636 31 161 - 8" uphill 81.3 80 3 769 77.2 

1450 43 3 70 do '-nhill 80.0 77.5 75.4 75.5 

17:: 4 : 164 1 132 downhill 79 6 77.6 74 9 746 

Table N-3 
Hom Noise Data from NS Trains 

(all measurements taken 150 ft from track centerline) 

Time Direction L , , ( d B A ) L™. (dBA) SEL (dBA) 
Duration 
(seconds) 

1030 South 93.0 99.0 105.0 16.0 

1049 North 91.5 99.5 103.5 15.7 

South 92.0 101.0 104.0 16.0 

1238 North 94.7 100.9 107 0 17.0 

1304 South 9 L 2 96.6 101.1 9.3 

South 9 5 4 102.3 108 3 196 
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Table N-4 
Average Values Calculated from NS Train Noise Data 

1 = of 
Trains 

Energv Average Sound 
Level, dBA 1 = of 

Trains Noise 
Metric 

Average 
Level 

Train Horns 6 

f-mi< 103 

Train Horns 6 SEL 108 Train Horns 6 

L„ 96 

Train Passby on level track. 20 mph (no hom) 12 75 

Tram Passbv on level track. 35 mpii (no horn; 12 78 

Train Passb> on level track. 50 mph (no hom) 12 82 

Train Passby up 0.9°o grade, 31 mph (no hom) -> L„ 79 

Train Passbv dovsn 0.9'>o grade. 45 mph (m 
hom) 

•) 
78 

The NS noise model was based on SEL and L^ levels measured in the field at different speeds, tra i 
lengths, numbers of locomotives, different grades, and train horns. 

Noise from rail line constmction and operation has the potential lo impact noise receptors along the 
rail line Sensitive noise receptors include residences, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals. 
Residences wiihin 500 feel and other sensitive noise receptors (schools, churches, hospitals, 
libranes) within 1.250 feel (0.25 mile) ofthe proposed project were identified since these would be 
ti.e most likely affected by noise from construction activities and an> subsequent rail operations. For 
construction projects expected to exceed STB noise thresholds, the number of noise receptors 
experiencing average daily noise levels (Ldn) of 65 decibels or greater was determined. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

In order to ev aluaie the potenlial impacts to historic and cultural resources, the Illinois State Historic 
Presen ation Officer (SHPO) was sent a letter requesting information on known historic properties 
or archaeological sites potentiallv affecied bv the project. The SHPO was asked to indicate whether 
funher actions are needed to identif\ historic propenies. Documentation of historic and cultural 
resources in the projeci area was requested and a deiermination of the potential impacts ofthe project 
on anv NRHP eligible structures was requested. 

In accordance with 49 CFR 1105.8. the proposed constmction is shown on USGS topographic maps 
on which urban or rural characteristics ofthe surrounding areas are depicted, as well as the location, 
if available, of documented historic propenies. 
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Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts to historic and archaeological resources vould be considered adverse (as defined in 36 CFR 
800.9) if any site listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP would experience destmction ofthe site; 
alteration of site v'̂ aracteristics or setting; neglect resulting in deterioration or destmction; or 
transfer, lease, or sale ofthe property on which the site occurs if adequate restrictions or conditions 
are not included to ensure preservation of the property's significant historic features. 

ENERGY 

The proposed project would allow NS to use shorter rail routes between destinations, increasing the 
efficiency of their systems. Shorter, more direct routes would reduce the overall fuel consumption 
of locomotives. The tonnage expected to operate over the connection was estimated assuming 5400 
trailing tons per train. This was multiplied by the reduction in route length that would be realized 
from the connection to determine the reduction in ton miles. Multiplying ton miles by the fuel 
consumption per ton-mile provides the number of gallons of fuel saved. The proposed project would 
have an overall positive impact on energy use and encourage diversion of tmck traffic to more fuel 
efficient rail tranrport. 
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