
Response from NCDOT to 5 Questions submitted from the 8/16/2010 Don’t 
Railroad Historic Five Points Community meeting. 
 
 
Here are the questions from the Five Points meeting last night which we hope the SEHSR 
project team can help us to answer: 
 
1.      The DEIS showed no difference in noise and vibration impacts between NC1/2 and 
NC3. A more recent handout from NCDOT-Rail (provided to folks at the July 26 public 
hearing) indicates greater impacts for NC3, including “severe” impacts for 19 noise 
receptors and 99 versus 48 vibration-impacted structures.  
 
a.      What is the source of these new impact numbers?  
b.      Where are these noise receptors?  
 
The NC3 alternative, due to its late inclusion in the SEHSR project, was inadvertently 
excluded from the Section V noise and vibration analysis prepared for the DEIS.  This 
omission was subsequently identified and Parsons Transportation Group (PTG) of 
Chicago, who prepared the original analysis, assessed the NC3 alternative in early July.  
The impact numbers they developed were provided in the handout at the public hearing in 
Raleigh on July 26th.  The updated assessment will be included in the final 
environmental impact statement. 
 
It should be noted that the updated assessment of the NC3 alternative applied the same 
operating characteristics that were used to assess the NC1 and NC2 alternatives.  Namely, 
it assumed 8 SEHSR trains, 8 intermodal trains, and 4 freight trains. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that the potential noise and vibration impacts included in 
the public hearing handout do not account for any impact to businesses or residences that 
would potentially be relocated.  For noise, along NC3, if you eliminate estimated 
relocations, there would be 4 fewer severe impacts and 3 fewer impacts than reported.  
None of the reported noise impacts along NC1 or NC2 are estimated relocations.  For 
vibration, along NC1 and NC2, if you eliminate estimated relocations, there would be 8 
fewer impacts than reported.  Along NC3, if you eliminate estimated relocations, there 
would be 30 fewer impacts than reported. 
 
The potentially impacted noise receptors along the NC3 alternative are generally located 
along the first and second row of structures adjacent to the existing Norfolk Southern line 
when the second row is close (i.e., within 200 feet of the centerline).  The bulk of the 
NC3 impacts identified are between Fairview Road and Peace Street. 
 
2.      Related, the DEIS claims that increased freight traffic “dominates” the noise and 
vibration impacts from the project.  
 
a.      What assumptions were made as to which alignment would be on the receiving end 
of the increased freight traffic?  



b.      Now that we have confirmation that this traffic is going to run on the CSX side, 
why are the impacts much greater with NC-3?  
 
The same assumption regarding “project” trains (i.e., 8 SEHSR trains, 8 intermodal 
trains, and 4 freight trains) was used for all three alignments in Section V.  At the time of 
the analysis, it was not confirmed that additional freight traffic would only operate on the 
CSX corridor.  If NC3 were reevaluated to only include SEHSR trains as new, the project 
noise exposure would be lower, and fewer noise impacts would be identified.  
 
3.      What was alternative “NC3” in the 2002 Tier 1 EIS?  (We thought NC3 was created 
after the City of Raleigh’s request for an avoidance alternative to NC1 and NC2 in 2008.) 
 
The Tier I EIS considered rail corridors (between Washington, DC, and Charlotte, NC), 
not specific alignments.  The preferred corridor generally follows the CSX S-Line into 
Raleigh.  The Tier II document identifies alternative alignments within the preferred 
corridor, which in many locations depart from existing railroad right of way in order to 
address both impacts (human and natural environment) and operational issues.  The Tier I 
corridors were six-miles wide.  While the NC3 alignment was, as suggested, developed at 
the recommendation of the City of Raleigh it does fall within the Tier I corridor.   
 
4.      An assertion was made at the meeting that the entire rail corridor would have 
“sound walls 30’ high.” 
 
a.      What does the sealed corridor mean in terms of walls and fences along the corridor?  
b.      In urbanized areas, will the entire rail corridor be fenced off?  
c.      What will be the impacts to adjoining properties?  
 
Regarding noise walls, no detailed noise mitigation analysis has been performed for this 
project.  This detailed analysis will be performed during the final design of the project.  A 
typical form of noise abatement is a wall.  If noise mitigation is provided, a wall ranging 
from 12 to 15 feet above the top of rail would most likely be sufficient.  Wall location 
will depend on host railroad requirements as well as terrain features.  Efforts would also 
be made to minimize impacts to adjoining properties.  Any wall would probably need to 
be at least 25 feet away from the nearest track centerline.   
 
Regarding fencing, the placement of fencing along the project will be based on land use 
(i.e., used primarily in more populated areas) with input from the public and local 
officials.  Fencing design in historic districts will be addressed during development of a 
memorandum of agreement (MOA) under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 
 
5.      There have been general requests for information regarding what noise mitigation 
might look like in terms of noise walls and such.  Could NCDOT-Rail please provide 
more information on this topic? 
 



Please see the attached materials, which include the noise/vibration board that was shown 
at the public hearing as well as some photographs of noise mitigation measures provided 
by PTG.  


