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Dear Sir or Madam:

Norfolk Southern Railway Company ("NSRC") appreciates the opportunity to
review and comment on the Draft Tier II Environmental Impact Statement for the
Southeast High Speed Rail ("SEHSR"), Richmond, VA to Raleigh, NC ("Tier II DEIS").1
NSRC has and will continue to work with the Federal Railroad Administration ("FRA"),
North Carolina Department of Transportation Rail Division ("NCDOT") and the Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transportation ("DRPT") when appropriate, such as with
regard to the SEHSR project underway between Raleigh and Charlotte, NC. Further,
NSRC will take no position with regard to the SEEISR project between Richmond and
Raleigh except to the extent it affects NSRC in the Raleigh area. NSRC does oppose
Alternative NC-3 in Segment V of the SEHSR segment between Richmond and Raleigh
(hereinafter simply referred to as "NC-3").

The Tier II DEIS was signed by the Federal Railroad Administration on May 4,
2010. The North Carolina Department of Transportation Rail Division and the Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transportation are co-lead state agencies for the Tier II
DEIS. Because of the high amount of interest in the Project, the comment period on the
Tier!! DEIS was extended to Friday, September 10, 2010. 75 Fed. Reg. 51,331 (Aug. 19,
2010).
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The environmental analysis underlying the Tier II DEIS is not complete and would
not support moving forward in the process to a Final Environmental Impact Statement

("Final EIS") with regard to NC-3. What can be discerned from the Tier II DEIS is
that the adverse impacts on NSRC and its customers, as well as on the neighborhood
abutting NC-3, are significant and adverse, far more so than those of the other two
alternatives. In most cases the adverse effects would not able to be mitigated. Further,
the fact that NSRC did not submit a support statement or agreement with regard to NC-3,
and will not in the future, undermines the viability of the entire project should NC-3 be
chosen as the preferred alternative. In the attached document. NSRC sets forth in more
detail its concerns with the Tier II DEIS, but summarizes many of those concerns below.
NSRC does not take a position as to whether the need for high speed rail service
from Washington. DC to Charlotte, NC has been established in the Tier I DEIS.2
However, additional study and analysis with respect to alternative NC-3 is necessary and
must be provided opportunity for public review and comment before moving to a Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

With regard to impacts on the community, the Tier II DEIS is lacking.
Testimony and comments presented in the many community meetings and before the City
of Raleigh's City Council demonstrate that the statement in the Tier II DEIS that "overall
impacts to neighborhoods and communities from the operation of SEHSR trains are
expected to be minor because residents are used to the sights and sounds of trains through
their communities," ES-28, is without merit, at least as to the neighborhoods and
communities abutting the NC-3 corridor. The Tier II DEIS conclusion not only is
unsupported, it is simply wrong?
Documents in the administrative record indicate that the NC-3 was developed late
in the NEPA process and study and analysis was not complete as of the May 4, 2010,
signature and release of the Tier!! DEIS. As a result, the study and analysis was not
complete for the Tier II DEIS. For example, noise and vibration analysis was not
The Tier II DEIS states that "SEIISR would provide opportunities for conventional
passenger service throughout the project corridor," but no analysis of the effects of
introducing this conventional service on the NC-3 corridor appears in the document. To
the extent this Tier II DEIS purports to provide the groundwork for the introduction of
conventional passenger service along the NC-3 corridor, it is completely unsupported.
See also, ES-36 ("all three alternatives provide opportunity for a combination of high
speed passenger service, conventional passenger service, conventional freight, and
intermodal freight.").
3
Further, the statement is unreasonably narrow. As discussed below, the Tier II
DEIS assumes an additional number of freight trains along the SEHSR corridor, the
elimination of important traffic corridors to the Five Points neighborhoods, the taking of
several homes and the noise and visual impact to several others.
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conducted until after release of the Tier!! DEIS. The public has not had sufficient notice
and time for public comment. Very significant impacts were not analyzed in the Tier II
DEIS as issued on May 4, 2010. including nineteen noise receptors subsequently
identified as being severely impacted. An additional forty-one structures impacted by
vibration under alternative NC-3 were not analyzed in the Tier IT DEIS at all. We have
included aerial photography indicating that at least eighteen homes lie within one-hundred
feet of the NC-3 corridor centerline, many within forty feet. NSRC believes the impacts
from residential relocations and quality of life on these homes, which include homes in
historic Roanoke Park and Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic District, have been omitted or
seriously underestimated.4
The Tier II DEIS identifies only business relocations (fifty-four for the NC-3
alternative; twenty-three for the NC-1iNC-2 alternative); it identifies no residential
relocations. Table ES-I9. But there are at least four residential relocations indicated for
the NC-3 alternative. Many more may be required following a reasoned analysis of
vibration and noise effects.
The Tier II DEIS fails to identify the fact that Georgetown Road would have to be
closed at Wake Forest Road. The closing of both Fairview Road (which is identified as
being closed in the Tier II DEIS) and Georgetown Road under alternative NC-3 would
fundamentally alter the flow of traffic through the residential and historic Five Points area
as well as isolate the area from major arterial thoroughfares such as Capital Boulevard?
There are significant adverse environmental impacts to the Five Points area from
4

There have been several public statements to the effect that any additional freight
traffic that would be generated or rerouted by reconstruction of an important CSXT freight
route between Richmond and Raleigh would not traverse on the NC-3 trackage, hut there
is nothing in the current public record to justify this assumption (and the assumption is
counter-intuitive to practical railroading). Further, there is no analysis with regard to the
effect of the added freight traffic to the noise receptors abutting the CSXT Raleigh route
over which the freight might run, and no reason to assume that the freight trackage over
which that traffic would run would be newer rail that might mitigate the additional noise
and vibration. In fact, as for the most current analysis regarding the NC-3 alternative, it
appears as if the additional CSXT freight traffic consists of "ghost trains" that disappear as
those trains reach the northern edge of Raleigh, for there is no noise or vibration
associated with those particular trains once they reach Raleigh. But even more so, it is the
changing nature of the information provided to the public with regard to these trains and
other analysis assumptions that undermines the credibility and validity of the Tier II DEIS
with regard to the NC-3 alternative. In any event, the Tier!! DEIS analysis of NC-3 is
seriously flawed, has not been available for public comment, and would not support
progressing to a Final EIS at this time.
The Tier II DEIS provided no analysis regarding the NC-3 impact of the closure of
either Georgetown Road or Fairview Road on the provision of police, fire and emergency
medical services. ES-28.
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alternative NC-3 that have not been identified or analyzed, impacting social, cultural and
economic resources, local traffic and congestion, residential communities and businesses.
The Tier II DEIS conclusion that "freight-rail commerce would benefit" by the
proposal (ES-27) simply is wrong with regard to the NC-3 alternative. As further
discussed in the attachment, the several adverse impacts of the NC-3 alternative on freight
transportation, including NSRC's Glenwood Yard and the businesses served by the yard,
are substantial and were not analyzed at all. NSRC's Glenwood Yard serves as a primary
classification yard for traffic moving to and from customers east and south of Raleigh. As
a result, an analysis of the consequential effects of impacts to this important rail network
facility is completely missing from the Tier II DEIS.6 The NC-3 trackage and corridor
cuts directly through the Glenwood Yard facilities, taking the yard office building and
yard tower, as well as communication and signaling facilities. Moreover, the alternative
would eliminate capacity and our ability to serve customers by eliminating our wye
trackage used to turn the direction of traffic and locomotives.7 Any use of remaining rail
facilities including the Boylan Wye to replace this would have additional
consequential adverse effects on the freight rail system, as well as a potential adverse
effect on the passenger system that the SEHSR project is promoting. Adding to this new
capacity constraint is the fact that passenger trains which are to be given priority over
freight trains will interfere with freight operations approximately a quarter of a mile
further north under the NC-3 alternative versus the NC-1INC-2 alternatives.
The Tier II DEIS claim that the "level of increased [freight and passenger] capacity
is expected to be the same for all three rail alternatives," ES-37, thus is demonstrably
wrong. The fundamental flaw in the Tier II DEIS' NC-3 alternative analysis to consider
the adverse impacts arising from that alternative is compounded by its failure to account
for the further effects that NC-3 might have as it forces freight customers to return freight
6

In fact, the Socio-Economic Impact conclusion that "[t]he SEHSR project is
anticipated to have a positive impact on both the short and long term economies of
Virginia and North Carolina," ES-26, is not only incorrect when one takes into account the
NC-3 alternative, it is based on a study conducted fifteen years ago when the NC-3
alternative was not even contemplated. See the source of Table ES-18. The failure of the
Tier II DEIS to take into account the important adverse economic consequences of NC-3
is an important reason that the Tier II DEIS would not support moving forward in the
process to a Final EIS with regard to NC-3.
7
The Tier II DEIS notes that the relative cost of the Section V alternatives weighs
heavily against the NC-3 option, because the NC-3 alternative costs at approximately $50
million more than the other two alternatives. But that cost differential is significantly
understated because it does not take into account the cost to acquire property and relocate
the lost rail facilities and capacity of NSRC. Although NSRC clearly is a business in

the NC-3 corridor that would suffer an adverse impact, there seems to be nothing in
the Tier II DEIS quantifying the costs of the impact, which NSRC estimates would be
well over S100,000,000.
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to the areas highways, adversely impacting the environment through congestion, noise,
increased fuel usage and exhausts
In addition, other aspects of the Tier II DEIS NC-3 analysis are incomplete and
would not support progressing to a Final EIS with regard to the NC-3 alternative. This is
further discussed in detail in the attachment.
Simply stated, the NC-3 alternative is not viable considering the state of the Tier!!
DEIS analysis, or lack thereof. In its current state. the FRA would be unable to fulfill its
obligation to take a hard look at the environmental impacts of the NC-3 alternative.
Failure to include a complete and meaningful analysis of NC-3 impacts constitutes a
procedural failure under NEPA depriving the public of its right to comment and
participate in the NEPA development process.9

Attachment

8

Other than noting "the potential for some negative impacts due to noise and
vibration caused by the reintroduction of service along the S-line in Virginia," the Tier II
DEIS concludes that "[t]here is no significant variation between the alternatives regarding
indirect and cumulative effects." ES-37. This is simply wrong.
9
NSRC understands that there has been proposed a mitigation to the NC-1/NC-2
alternatives, colloquially referred to as "NC-4". NSRC would work with FRA. NCDOT
and DRPT with regard to NC-4 to determine its viability.

Additional Comments of
Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Norfolk Southern Railway Company ("NSRC") is providing the following additional
comments regarding the Southeast High Speed Rail, Richmond, VA to Raleigh, NC, Tier II Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(1) Evaluation, North Carolina State Project
No.9.9083002 (May 2010) ("Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS") issued by the North Carolina
Department of Transportation ("NCDOT"), Rail Division and Virginia Department of Rail and
Public Transportation ("Project Proponents").
Sunman, of Comments

The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS requires substantial additional analysis and information in
order to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"), Section
4(1), and other applicable requirements of law, particularly as it applies to the alternatives
analysis and Section V, Alternative NC-3 ("Alternative NC-3").
Of direct and substantial importance to NSRC, the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS requires
additional information and analysis of impacts of the proposal on freight rail transportation and
to NSRC's operations on its mainline and Glenwood Yard in Raleigh. NC and the customers
served over this area. The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS states broadly that freight-rail commerce
would benefit by improving speed of service, enhancing safety of rail crossings and relieving
truck congestion on interstates. Tier II SEFISR Draft EIS at ES-27. However, with respect to at
least one section, Alternative NC-3, substantial effects including alteration of the existing
Glenwood Yard that would adversely impact freight rail operations, including millions in
indirect economic costs and direct costs related to reconfiguration and alteration of that major
yard. These include impacts to existing, busy facilities and secondary effects on economics,
transportation optimization and associated detrimental impacts that have not been identified at all
or analyzed in the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS. Impacts on NSRC's Eastern Carolina Business Unit
and rail freight transportation to and from customers in Raleigh and east of Raleigh and to the
remainder of NSRC's freight rail transportation system would be substantial.

NSRC also believes that Alternative NC-3 has not been fully assessed for impacts to
NSRC, its customers and the local community, including the historic Roanoke Park/GlenwoodBrooklyn/Five Points District.' There are significant non-rail environmental impacts from
Additional information regarding the Five Points historic district can be obtained from
the National Park Service. See www.cr.nos.00vindtravel/ralenth/fiv.htm ("In the Roanoke Park
Historic District, the earliest, largest and most ornate houses are found near the major arteries of
Glenwood, Whitaker Mill and Fairview roads. This location afforded access to the streetcar line
for government workers and businessmen.")
1

Alternative NC-3 that have not been identified or analyzed, including to social, cultural and
economic resources; local traffic and congestion; residential communities and businesses.
In addition, for several resource areas, the Tier I and Tier II NEPA documentation fail to
address required areas and issues for analysis, even though they are ripe for the Tier II level of
environmental review. The Tier II SEI ISR Draft EIS artificially narrows the scope of direct
effect analysis by failing to fully assess the geographic extent of impacts and to analyze project
facilities such as stations, bridges, and specific construction-related impacts. With a project of
this scope, secondary and cumulative effects, beneficial, and detrimental, would be expected to be
substantial to warrant the significant commitment of public resources necessary to complete the
project, but the Tier II SELISR Draft EIS does not adequately consider secondary and cumulative
effects.

Tier H SEHSR Draft EIS Scope
The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS has changed the scope of the initial proposed action in Tier
I documentation, fundamentally altering and affecting the purpose and need for the Tier II
proposal. NSRC takes no position on the purpose and need for high speed rail from Washington,
D.C. to Charlotte as set forth in the Tier I EIS.
The Tier I EIS and scoping, however, did not include Alternative NC-3. Instead, the
alternative now purports to be included at the request of the City of Raleigh2 without the
knowledge and consent of the owner of the line N$RC. From a scoping standpoint, an
appropriate alternatives analysis including station options and route scope should have included
the impacts on NSRC's Glenwood Yard and the associated mainline, direct effects in terms of
replacement facilities and secondary effects on economics, transportation optimization and
associated detrimental effects that have not been identified at all or analyzed in the Tier II
SEHSR Draft EIS. For example, the wye track facilities at Glenwood Yard would be eliminated,
requiring alternative facilities which would increase time, fuel, resources, and reduce service to
Golden State Foods and other NSRC customers. The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS not only fails to
take these and other adverse effects into consideration, but erroneously states that "freight-rail
commerce ... would benefit" by the proposal. Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS at ES-27.
If Alternative NC-3 had been properly included in scoping, the project proponents would
likely have had sufficient information to make a reasoned decision whether to further evaluate it
based upon a hard look at environmental impacts regarding project scope. Failing to conduct
proper scoping is a serious procedural defect. Moreover, for a proper final EIS, the project
proponents must include a full assessment of project scope alternatives and include impacts to
NSRC, its customers, mainline, Glenwood Yard, local residents, historic resources, traffic and

It is NSRC's understanding that the City of Raleigh, though the Raleigh City Council,
requested an alternative review, and, having seen the results of that review, has determined not to
endorse Alternative NC-3.
2

other important areas. Environmental impacts, including those to NSRC's freight operations and
Glenwood Yard, should be assessed in this process allowing for a reasoned decision among the
alternatives and one that mitigates impacts while satisfying some appropriate portion of the
SEHSR goals.
We also note that the Tier II SEEISR Draft EIS impermissibly defers required and
important NEPA analytical areas to future permitting actions.

Clear information regarding the geographic scope of the analysis is lacking throughout
the Tier Il SEHSR Draft EN and in many cases the geographic scope analysis in the Tier II
SEHSR Draft EIS is narrowly limited to right of way impacts when it is obvious that there are
effects on some resources further away. As an example and discussed in greater detail below,
Alternative NC-3 would place high speed rail in very close proximity to homes in the historic
Roanoke Park/Glenwood-Brooklyn/Five Points district, however, there is no assessment of
impacts which are likely to include noise, property devaluation, aesthetics, safety, vibration and
other direct effects, and secondary effects including traffic congestion and cost and delay relating
to social services such as fire and police protection, school transportation and sanitary services.
This type of information is critical to a full evaluation of Alternative NC-3 as compared to
alternatives NC-1 and NC-2, both of which traverse existing industrial areas within a larger
industrial corridor south of Capital Boulevard and accordingly would have significantly fewer
impacts on the community.

Accordingly, issues regarding the narrow scope of the Tier!! SEHSR Draft EIS analysis
affect not only the adequacy of analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, but also
prevent an appropriate level of alternatives analysis by precluding consideration of impacts to
NSRC and the local community as compared to impacts of other alternatives.

Scope of Impact Assessment
NEPA requires analysis of all direct and indirect effects which are caused by the action
and occur at the same time and place. Several direct and indirect effects have not been properly
addressed by the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS. These include the following:

Impacts to streams, wetlands, groundwater, air, flood plains, noise, energy,
community resources, traffic and hazardous materials impacts are not properly
evaluated, showing either a variable range of unspecified impacts, deferring
further analysis or providing an incomplete or out of date study;

Discussion of neighborhood disruptions for the entire Richmond to Raleigh
proposal is insufficient;
Mitigation and avoidance is not included for most resource impacts;

3

Indirect effects analysis is either incomplete or completely lacking for a project of
this magnitude, including the analysis of induced changes in land use, population
density, air, water and ecosystems. Further cumulative effects are not analyzed:
and

Analysis of construction impacts, including noise, vibration, flood plain and
historic impacts are not evaluated or deferred to the future.
With respect to Alternative NC-3, the geographic scope of assessed noise receptors is not
identified in the Tier II SEEISR Draft EIS and accordingly it appears that there has been no
consideration of noise impacts to the several residences located very close (i.e. within 100 feet in
several cases) of the proposal alignment. It should also be noted that assumptions regarding right
of way usage may not be appropriate for all locations, because for many rail right of ways uses
other than rail have developed and are compatible with existing conditions but may not be
compatible with high speed rail or proposed rail line expansions.
For Alternative NC-3, the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS identifies 54 business relocations and
no residential relocations. Due to the very narrow right of way corridor in Alternative NC-3, with
residential homes in the Roanoke Park district located directly adjacent to the alternative route, it
is unlikely that the alternative could move forward without residential relocations resulting from
an actual or constructive taking and/or impairment of these homes. A map depicting the
impacted residences is attached as Appendix A. Due to the failure to assess these impacts,
analysis of direct, indirect and cumulative effects in the Tier II SD-BR Draft EIS is inadequate
and the alternatives analysis fails to properly assess the disparate impact upon the local
community of Alternative NC-3.

Additional Stud), of Impacts to Local Neighborhoods of Alternative NC-3 is Required
NSRC has focused on Alternative NC-3 due to its location which includes portions of
NSRUs Glenwood Yard and rail right of way and associated adverse impacts on NSRC's
operations and customers. Alternative NC-3 is directly adjacent to the Roanoke Park
neighborhood and the Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic District, coming within 100 feet of some
homes for a portion of route NC-3. Distance from the right of way for Alternative NC-3 to
primarily homes along Bickett Boulevard, Barton Place Drive, Dale Street, Pierce Street,
Washington Street, Cleveland Street, Tilden Street, and Devereux Street ranges from onehundred feet or less from the right of way. At least eighteen homes are within one-hundred feet
of the center line of the Alternative NC-3 right-of-way, with several homes sixty feet or less. See
Appendix A. Additionally, the right of way for Alternative NC-3 narrows to well below onehundred feet for the greater than one mile distance bordering the neighborhoods identified above.
The Tier II SEI-ISR Draft EIS indicates that three rail lines would be required to be constructed
in the narrow Alternative NC-3 corridor. The impacts of Alternative NC-3 to the neighborhoods
identified would be substantial. but are not identified in the Tier II DEIS. Currently a mature
vegetated buffer exists between the existing rail and these neighborhoods, but construction of

4

three lines in the narrow buffer is likely to require removal of a substantial portion of the treed
buffer, exposing homes and backyards directly to high speed rail activity.

The alternatives analysis indicates that no residential relocations would be required for
Alternative NC-3, but NSRC disagrees and urges the project proponents to perform a detailed
study of corridor width and existing, home locations. As indicated in Appendix A, there are at
least eighteen homes within one-hundred feet of the center of the Alternative NC-3 route, eight
of which are within sixty feet of the center of this narrow NC-3 corridor. Actual or constructive
taking of homes and residential relocation in these neighborhoods is highly likely due to the need
for corridor width and to provide for appropriate safety barriers and buffers. In identifying zero
relocations for Alternative NC-3, the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS is incorrect. Recent information
distributed by NCDOT at public meetings including the July 26 public meeting confirms that the
impacts of Alternative NC-3 in terms of noise, vibration, and relocations would be of
significance.
Additionally, the alternatives analysis provides no direct analysis of impacts to these
neighborhoods North and West of Alternative NC-3. Very little noise monitoring was performed
for the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS as a whole, and what little assessment was done for the Section
V segment was performed only for the NC-1 and NC-2 alternatives, with one monitor placed at
327 Mulberry Street for several hours on a single day in 2004. A second monitor was measured
for 20 minutes in 2004 at Hargett Street, a mile south of the neighborhoods identified above.3
With the additional volume of all types of rail traffic presented by the proposed action, noise
would be expected to be increased. With the removal of the existing tree buffer a likely outcome
of construction. the potential impact from noise may be substantial. Further, if as recently stated
by NCDOT but not included in the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS Alternative NC-3 would involve
routing 12 freight and intermodal trains via the CSXT tracks to the east of Alternative NC-3, the
additional noise resulting from these freight and intermodal movements on existing CSXT track
structures (which would not be altered in the event Alternative NC-3 was chosen) would also be
significant for the community abutting the CSXT property. These noise and vibration impacts
have not been analyzed in the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS. Nevertheless, NSRC submits that
Alternative NC-3 would thus be the worst of the alternatives by increasing noise and vibration

3

A handout provided by NCDOT at a July 26, 2010 public meeting identified "severe"
noise impacts for 19 noise receptors, increased impacted noise receptors on the NC-3 alternative
from 92 to 101 receptors, and increased vibration impacted structures from 48 to 99 vibrationimpacted structures. While these increased adverse impact figures better acknowledge the
impacts of NC-3, NSRC believes there are additional noise and vibration impacts not yet
assessed. Nevertheless, the May 4, 2010 signed and publicly noticed and distributed Tier II
SEHSR Draft EIS did not include these assessments and their inclusion in a supplemental
handout without full assessment in the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS is a procedural flaw depriving
the public of the opportunity to review and comment as part of the full robust public participation
contemplated and required under NEPA.
5

for the community and residences abutting both the Alternative NC-3 and the Alternative NC-1
and NC-2 routes.

Further, there has been no assessment of visual and aesthetic impacts on neighborhoods
affected by Alternative NC-3. The topography in this area is such that the neighborhood
overlooks the rail right of way, creating potential for direct line of sight impacts once the tree
buffer is removed or altered. NSRC urges the project proponents to perform a visual impact and
aesthetics study before selection of the alternative for Section V and provide additional detail
regarding visual and aesthetic impacts in the final EIS.
Similarly, the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS does not assess the traffic impacts on the
neighborhood resulting from Alternative NC-3. The neighborhoods described above, which
include Roanoke Park, Glenwood-Brooklyn and other neighborhoods, currently experience
limited and often congested means of ingress and egress. Alternative NC-3 would exacerbate
congestion by closing access points to the neighborhood, re-routing traffic. Ingress and egress
from the Five Points neighborhoods in the vicinity of Alternative NC-3 is already affected by the
substantial traffic congestion on US1/Capital Blvd. NCDOT describes US I/Capital Blvd as one
of the primary north-south highways serving the Raleigh Durham Metropolitan Region which
serves as regional link for commuters traveling between downtown Raleigh and the northeastern
suburban area. See US1 Corridor Study, Final Report, November 2006, available at
http://www.ncdot.org/projects/USlcorridor. US 1/Capital Blvd is the primary arterial route in the
vicinity of the Five Points neighborhoods described above to downtown areas, the capital, city
hall, airport transportation, and to the Amtrak station to access future high speed rail. Alternative
NC-3 restricts access to US I/Capital Blvd creating a barrier effect with other parts of Raleigh
including the downtown area.
Without performing an in-depth study, the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS concludes
erroneously that "the NC3 project alternative reduces the amount of traffic rerouted or
inconvenienced compared to the NCI and NC2 project alternative." Tier!! SEHSR Draft EIS at
4-188.'4 Before an alternative is selected, a traffic study analyzing the impacts on local surface
streets and neighborhoods resulting from more restricted access to US1/Capital Blvd is
appropriate. This study should include impacts of the closing of Fairview and Georgetown
Roads, including impacts as traffic would be forced to utilize Glenwood Avenue, through the
4

The Tier II SEFISR Draft EIS acknowledges that an in-depth traffic study was not
conducted, but nonetheless concludes that the alternatives NC-1 and NC-2 would shift traffic to
Glenwood, McDowell and Dawson Street resulting in a north/south traffic flow impact. Tier II
SEHSR Draft EIS at 4-187-4-188. Further, the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS assessment fails to
assess the greater and more significant localized traffic impacts to the Roanoke Park and adjacent
neighborhoods due to the closing of Fairview and Georgetown Roads, as well as isolation from
Capital Boulevard. Further, because the Tier II SEFISR Draft EIS fails even to identify the
closing of Georgetown Road, it could not have accurately assessed the traffic impacts associated
with Alternative NC-3.
6

heart ()Idle historic Roanoke Park and the Glenwood-Brooklyn districts. The analysis should
include potential impacts upon services such as police, fire, emergency services, sanitation, and
school transportation. The study should include before and after traffic patterns resulting from
re-routing of traffic, as well as effects of relocated or reconfigured businesses in the area.

Historic Resource Impacts of NC-3
Alternative NC-3's potential impacts to local neighborhoods are particularly relevant
given the historic nature of such communities as the Roanoke Park Historic District and the
Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic District. Both of these communities are listed on the National
Register of Historic Places; thus, such impacts require, in addition to analysis under NEPA,
careful review under both Section 106 of the federal National Historic Preservation Act
("NI-IPA"), codified at 16 U.S.C. § 470f, and Section 4(1) of the Department, of Transportation
Act of 1966, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 303. Such reviews require that particular care be taken to
ensure that (1) the relevant procedures associated with those reviews are followed; and (2) that
non-arbitrary, non-capricious decisions are ultimately reached regarding the resources in
question. In the instant situation, however, it seems that both procedural and decisional defects
are present, as follows.
First, the regulations that implement Section 106 of the NI-IPA require the relevant lead
federal agencies formally consult with "[c]ertain individuals and organizations," specifically
noting that "[c]ertain individuals and organizations with a demonstrated, interest in the
undertaking may participate as consulting parties due to the nature of their legal or economic
relation to the undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking's effects
on historic properties." 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(5). NSRC's review of Appendix L, "Cultural
Resources," to the Tier II SEEISR Draft EIS, however, has revealed that, although CSX
Transportation and the Atlantic Coast Line & Seaboard Air Line Railroad Historical Society
were both invited to participate as a consulting party with respect to the Tier II SEHSR Draft
ES, a similar invitation was not issued to NSRC or the Norfolk Southern Historical Society,
despite their demonstrated economic and historic interests in Alternative NC-3. A failure to
engage such parties in consultation at the outset of the Section 106 process raises considerable
questions regarding the efficacy and legitimacy of that particular process.
Second, such oversights- seemingly continued as the Section 106 public input process
unfolded. Although at least two Section 106 Historic Resource Coordination meetings were held
in Raleigh this spring (one on April 7, 2010, regarding the Roanoke Park Historic District
which directly abuts NSRC's Glenwood Yard complex, and another that same day regarding the
so-called Raleigh Power House area of Raleigh which also abuts NSRC property). NSRC was,
to the best of our knowledge, not invited to either of these events.

Third, a review of various documents associated with Phase I and Phase II surveys of the
proposed rail corridors indicates that, at the earlier time when only the NC-1 and NC-2
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alternatives were being considered, the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for historic resources was
established as 500 feet on each side of the existing corridors. See Mattson, Alexander, and
Associates. Inc., Phase I Architectural Resources Report (March 10, 2004). Subsequently, the
APE was limited to 250 feet on each side of the corridor center line. It was this limited APE that
was utilized during the assessment of alternative NC-3 (the Norfolk Southern corridor). See
Mattson, Alexander, and Associates, Phase I (Reconnaissance Level) Architectural Resources
Survey (February 28, 2009). Although the DEIS' analysis of all three alternatives is reportedly
based on a 250-foot APE, it is unclear how and why the decision was made to reduce the APE to
250 feet particularly as additional alternatives (i.e., NC-3) came to be considered. The Final
EIS needs to fully explain and document this adjustment in APE dimensions and any resulting
inconsistencies.
Fourth, even the reduced APEs of 250 feet still seem to have failed to have fully
identified historic properties likely to be adversely affected by Alternative NC-3. Consider, for
example, the historic Roanoke Park neighborhood. The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS implies that
only four properties in Roanoke Park a National Historic District listed on the National
Register of Historic Places would be affected. These residences are located at 1600, 1602,
1604, and 1606 Bickett Boulevard. Based on minutes and associated graphics from the
aforementioned April 7, 2010, public meeting, this implication seems to have been advanced
there as well. NSRC, however, finds such implication difficult to understand. Analysis by
NSRC shows that residences located at 417, 415, 409, 405, and 401 Bickett Boulevard (all of
which are listed as contributing resources with respect to the historic district) are within 44 and
91 feet of the Alternative NC-3 corridor. It is unclear how or why these homes were not
considered as being adversely affected. Admittedly, such distinctions may seem irrelevant given
that the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS concludes that. even in the case of only four homes being
affected, an adverse effect on the Roanoke Park neighborhood will occur. NSRC submits,
however, that it is critical to fully understand the magnitude Of such impact both in terms of
proper public input from such residents and in terms of undertaking a proper Section 4(f)
analysis.
Fifth, it seems arbitrary and capricious that the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS failed to find an
adverse historic affect in the Glenwood-Brooklyn Historic District. The Phase II (Intensive
Level) Architectural Resources Survey: Southern High Speed Rail Corridor, conducted by
Mattson. Alexander (November 6, 2009), concluded that the entire eastern side of this historic
district fell within the project's Area of Potential Effect. Furthermore, NSRC analysis reveals
that the following homes all of which are listed as contributing resources to the historic district
are between 41 and 91 feet of the NC3 corridor: 500 Devereux Street, 501 Devereux Street,
501 Tilden Street, 502 Tilden Street, 501 Cleveland Street, 502 Cleveland Street, and 505 Adams
Street. In addition, seven homes on Pierce Street (all of which are listed as being contributing
resources within the historic district) are also in close proximity to the proposed high-speed rail
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line, likely be adversely affected by the line. Thus, how can it be argued that the GlenwoodBrooklyn Historic District will not be adversely affected by Alternative NC-3?
Sixth, it is unclear why the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS and its underlying documents failed
to evaluate Alternative NC-3 as a historic rail corridor (and thus a historic resource in its own
right). Such treatment was afforded the historic Seaboard Air Line route along the NC-1 and
NC-2 alternatives; however, with the exception of analyzing the individual Norfolk Southern
bridges along the Alternative NC-3 route, Alternative NC-3's rail corridor itself (to include the
existing Glenwood Yard) does not seem to have benefited from similar analysis. This is
surprising given that, according to the Norfolk Southern Historical Society, the Glenwood Yard
likely represented the eastern terminus of the circa 1907 Raleigh and Pamlico Sound Railroad,
which merged with the Norfolk Southern Railroad during that same time period.
When one considers the foregoing issues, it becomes difficult to believe that an adequate
Section 4(f) analysis was conducted with respect to this project. In light of such discrepancies, it
seems equally unlikely that the lead federal agencies if challenged will be able to
successfully argue that they have, as required by Section 4(0, opted for the alternative which
causes the "least overall harm" in light of the statute's preservation purposes.

Such historic impacts are only one facet of the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS's analysis (or
lack thereof) of impacts to local neighborhoods: In fact, the document commits less than one
page to discussion of neighborhood disruptions, and concludes that "overall impacts to
neighborhoods and communities from the operation of SEHSR trains is expected to be minor
because residents are used to the sights and sounds of trains through their communities, [and] the
introduction of high speed passenger rail would not substantially alter their current quality of
life." Tier II SEFISR Draft EIS at 4-67. Rather than rely on such conclusive assertions, NSRC
believes additional analysis, study, and detail is necessary and that, in fact, this analysis will
demonstrate the significant adverse effects of Alternative NC-3.

Direct Impacts on Glenwood Yard are not Analyzed
Alternative NC-3 proposes two new rail lines going right through NSRC's Glenwood
Yard. The Glenwood Yard has been in its current location and configuration for decades. The
proposed configuration runs directly through the yard's office building and observation tower
necessary for daily operations. From what little information is provided, the configuration
appears to be technically infeasible without a significant adverse effect to NSRC's current rail
operations. For example, the current configuration (in fact, the only configuration seemingly
possible for the Alternative NC-3 corridor) would require removal of the NSRC wye tracks.
Those tracks are used to turn the face of locomotives and specialized rail cars. No other facilities
within the region exist to substitute for those wye tracks, other than the Boylan Wye. Use of the
Boylan Wye to replace the loss of the NSRC wye would result in an overall loss of capacity to
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the entire passenger and freight rail system. Failure to use the Boylan Wye to replace the loss of
the NSRC wye would result in the loss of significant operational capacity for NSRC and its
customers.
The NSRC rail operations in Glenwood Yard are part of an interstate rail network
stretching the breadth of the eastern United States, and most immediately service to and from
businesses east and south of Raleigh. Glenwood Yard is a major classification yard that impacts
how goods are delivered to those businesses from the rest of the United States, and how goods
are moved from those businesses to the rest of the United States. The businesses that rely on
NSRC's freight transportation services require that the Glenwood Yard remain in operation at
full capacity. Otherwise, there will be spill-over effects on customers that would adversely affect
job levels and the economy of North Carolina. Further, adverse effects on NSRC's ability to
fully serve these customers will drive traffic currently using rail service to trucks, a less
environmentally friendly mode of transportation. Moreover. the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS's
analysis fails to properly assess the replacement of certain rail facilities (such as the NSRC wye
tracks and the loss of approximately one quarter mile of staging track) from a capacity and
functionality standpoint. Thus, Alternative NC-3, even without taking into account its full
adverse impacts, is not a reasonable or feasible alternative and should be eliminated from further
analysis.

Alternative NC-3 Analysis and Baseline
NSRC does not believe that the alternatives analysis for Section V contains sufficient
depth and detail of analysis to satisfy NEPA. As indicated, however, even with the information
provided Alternative NC-3 is a less reasonable and desirable alternative in terms of
environmental impacts than either of the other two alternatives. Alternative NC-3 has greater
stream and riparian zone impacts than either of the other two alternatives. Alternative NC-3 is
estimated to cost approximately $50 million more than the other two alternatives, without taking
into consideration any of the mitigation required to replace, to the extent possible, the adverse
effects on NSRC, such as replacement of its wye tracks, yard office, yard tower, employee
parking, and reworking the communication and signaling for the reconfigured yard facility.
With the relocation of over fifty-four businesses, including twelve minorities, Alternative NC-3
is substantially more disruptive to socioeconomic resources than either of the other two
alternatives. As noted above, with homes less than one-hundred feet from the right of way,
Alternative NC-3 will result in actual or constructive taking and necessary residential
relocations, although the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS identifies no residential relocations for
Alternative NC-3, which is clearly incorrect. The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS fails to acknowledge
or assess the conflict with NSRC's Glenwood Yard operations, and this information must be
added and fully analyzed. NSRC believes that the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS is in error in
omitting impact the closing of Fairview Road under Alternative NC-3 in Section 2 alternatives.
The Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS is in error for altogether omitting the closing of Georgetown Road
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in consideration of Alternative NC-3. Furthermore, impacts to NSRC's business and its
customers are not analyzed.
NSRC questions whether the appropriate baseline for alternatives analysis for NC-1. NC2 and NC-3 has been applied. Following the issuance of the Tier II SEHSR Draft EIS and
growing neighborhood concern regarding Alternative NC-3 impacts, NCDOT announced that the
additional 12 freight and intermodal trains referenced in the Tier!! SEFISR Draft EIS would be
traveling along alternatives NC-1 and NC-2 regardless of whether the SEHSR corridor
proceeded upon those alternative routes or not. If this is true, it is necessary to perform a
vibration and noise analysis along both the neighborhoods abUtting the NC-1 and the NC-2
corridors and those abutting the NC-3 corridor. More importantly, the basis for the assumption
must be explored, as there is no rail operational purpose for these trains to proceed through a rail
yard when an alternative route (that of the SEHSR tracks) is available. Therefore, Alternative
NC-3 must either assess impacts of the up to eight high speed passenger rail trains on Alternative
NC-3 along with the up to 12 freight trains on the alternatives NC-I and NC-2 route or assess
impacts of the up to 20 additional high speed passenger rail trains and freight trains on the
Alternative NC-3 route. The first option would, in essence, double the impact such that close to
two-hundred noise receptors would experience impact, more than seventy-five businesses would
be relocated, and the cumulative adverse environmental and historic resources of alternatives
NC-I, NC-2 and NC-3 would occur as a result of the project. The second option would result in
impacts to the neighborhoods abutting the Alternative NC-3 corridor that far exceed what has
been described so far. The only other action would be to disregard the effect of the additional
freight trains in the Alternative NC-3 analysis. This final option seems to be what has been
chosen. But the additional freight trains studied for the remainder of the SEHSR corridor cannot
simply disappear to become, in essence, "ghost trains' that evaporate at the north end of
Raleigh once the analysis of those trains become somewhat problematic.
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