


Lead Agency:  Surface Transportation Board (Board) 

Proposed Action:  Canadian Pacific Railway Limited, et al. (CP) Acquisition of Kansas City 

Southern et al. (KCS) 

Abstract:  CP and KCS (collectively, Applicants) are seeking authority from the Board for CP to 

acquire KCS (Proposed Acquisition).  If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, CP and 

KCS would combine into a single rail system to be known as Canadian Pacific Kansas City 

(CPKC).  The combined CPKC network would include approximately 20,350 miles of track in 

total, including approximately 8,600 miles in the U.S., and would extend from Canada, through 

the U.S., and into Mexico.  The Applicants expect that the Proposed Acquisition would create 

new operational efficiencies and would divert freight from other railroads and from trucks.  As a 

result, rail traffic would increase on some rail lines in the combined CPKC rail network.  To 

support this expected increase in rail traffic, the Applicants plan to make capital improvements 

within the existing rail right-of-way, which would include adding new passing sidings, extending 

existing sidings, adding a section of double track, and adding facility working track at a total of 

25 locations along the combined CPKC network.  The Board’s Office of Environmental Analysis 

(OEA) prepared this Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) to analyze the 

environmental impacts of the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA also considered the No-Action 

Alternative, which would occur if the Board were to deny authority for CP to acquire KCS.  

Under the No-Action Alternative, OEA anticipates that rail traffic would only increase on the CP 

and KCS networks as a result of general economic growth and that the Applicants would not add 

the planned capital improvements.  The Final EIS describes the potential direct, indirect, and 

cumulative environmental impacts of the Proposed Acquisition on freight and passenger safety, 

grade crossing safety and delay, truck to rail diversion, intermodal facility traffic, noise, air 

quality, climate change, energy, cultural resources, hazardous material release sites, biological 

resources, water resources, and Environmental Justice.  The Final EIS also responds to all 

substantive comments received on the Draft EIS and sets forth environmental mitigation 

measures that the Applicants have voluntarily proposed, as well as OEA’s additional 

recommended mitigation measures.  If the Board decides to authorize the Proposed Acquisition, 

the Board could impose the Applicants’ voluntary mitigation measures and OEA’s additional 

recommended mitigation measures as conditions of that decision.  
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Chicago Ozone Nonattainment Area, and the Beaumont-Port Arthur Ozone Maintenance Area.  However, the estimated NOx emissions from rail 
operations related to the Proposed Acquisition would be less than 1 percent of the total applicable emissions budget for mobile sources in each ozone 
nonattainment area.  OEA expects that emissions related to projected increases in rail traffic on rail lines and projected increases in activities at rail 
yards and intermodal facilities may be offset by decreased emissions elsewhere.   

Energy 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would not adversely affect the transportation of energy commodities or energy efficiency. The fuel 
savings related to truck-to-rail diversions (8.1 million gallons) would outweigh the increase in fuel usage at intermodal facilities (110,785 gallons) as 
well as fuel consumed during wait times at grade crossings (12,118 gallons).  OEA did not include rail-to-rail diversions in the overall fuel consumption 
analysis because the increase in fuel consumption on the CPKC rail lines would likely be offset by a decrease in fuel consumption on the rail lines of 
competing railroads. 

Cultural Resources 

Archaeological site impacts 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

Although two National Register-eligible 
archaeological sites, 34AD283 and 
34AD286, are located within the APE at 
one capital improvement location, the 
Applicants have clarified that the planned 
siding would be located within the current 
limits of the rail line footprint (railroad 
ballast and berm) in the areas adjacent to 
34AD283 and 34AD286 and that no 
construction activities would take place 
within the limits of the sites. 

Historic resources physical impacts 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

The Proposed Acquisition would affect 9 8 
eligible rail line segments due to the 
addition of the planned capital 
improvements; however, these effects 
would not be adverse. 

Historic resources adverse visual impacts 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

The Proposed Acquisition would affect 9 8 
eligible rail line segments and 7 5 above-
ground historic resources due to the 
additional of the planned capital 
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improvements; however, these effects 
would not be adverse. 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would not adversely affect any archaeological or historic resources.  All of the appropriate SHPOs, 
THPOs, and other consulting parties have concurred with OEA that the Proposed Acquisition would not adversely affect historic properties within the 
APE.     

Hazardous Material Release Sites 

Capital improvement locations with potential hazardous 
material site impacts 

None 4 

Impact Conclusion: Based on conceptual designs, the Camanche (Iowa), Ottumwa (Iowa), Blue Valley (Missouri), and Asbury (Missouri) capital 
improvement locations have the potential to encounter residual hazardous materials during ground disturbing activities.   

Biological Resources 

Endangered Species Act – Listed Species 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

OEA consulted with USFWS and 
determined that; USFWS concurred that 
impacts to the Indiana bat, northern long-
eared, and Ozark big-eared bats are 
determined to be “may affect, not likely to 
adversely affect.”  The Missouri, 
Oklahoma, Illinois-Iowa, and Arkansas 
USFWS offices subsequently concurred 
with OEA’s determination.  OEA also 
determined that the Proposed Acquisition 
would not be likely to adversely affect the 
tri-colored bat. 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition may affect, but is not likely adversely affect the federally endangered Indiana bat, the federally proposed 
endangered northern long-eared bat, and the federally endangered Ozark big-eared bat.  The Proposed Acquisition would also not be likely to adversely 
affect the federally proposed endangered tri-colored bat.  Impacts on other biological resources would be negligible. 
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Water Resources 

Surface Water and Wetlands 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

Potential to impact a total of approximately 
1.5 acres of streams and 15.94 acres 
wetlands due to fill, new track ballast, 
replacing or adding culverts, and extending 
or adding bridge piers.  

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would have minimal impacts to wetlands and streams due to site work and construction, including the 

placement of fill material or conveyance structures.  

 

Environmental Justice (EJ) 

Disproportionately high adverse impact on minority 
population 

No No 

Disproportionately high adverse impact on low-income 
population 

No No 

Percentage of adversely affected receptors in EJ 
populations census block groups 

N/A 28% 

Percentage of adversely affected receptors in non-EJ 
populations census block groups  

N/A 72% 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition does not have the potential to result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Passenger Rail Safety No 

Cumulative impacts on the probability of 
rail collisions would increase slightly on 
segments where the Illinois Department of 
Transportation proposes new intercity 
passenger rail service and where Amtrak 
plans additional service between River 
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Junction and St. Paul, MN; however, the 
probability of rail collisions involving 
passenger and freight trains is very low.  

Grade Crossing Safety and Delay No 

Cumulative impacts would result from an 
increase in the number of crashes at certain 
grade crossings, and cumulative impacts 
would result in a slight increase in grade 
crossing delay at certain grade crossings. 
However, OEA expects that the amount of 
delay at crossings on other railroads in the 
U.S. and on roadways could decrease as the 
result of the diversion of trucks to rail and 
the diversion of rail traffic from other 
railroads to the combined CPKC network. 

Air Quality No 

Cumulative impacts would result in a slight 
increase of emissions from the four 
proposed Amtrak trains; however, it would 
be less than 1 percent of the emissions 
budget for the Chicago Ozone 
Nonattainment Area. 

Noise No No  

Environmental Justice No No    

Biological Resources No 

Two proposed electrical transmission line 
projects could potentially overlap 
geographically with one or more of the 
planned capital improvements within the 
rail ROW.  If this were to occur, then 
cumulative impacts on biological resources 
could result, but OEA expects that these 
cumulative impacts would be minor.    

Water Resources No 
Cumulative impacts on wetlands could 
result from the SGGR Transmission Line 
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Project at the MP 71 (Turkey River) capital 
improvement in Iowa.  The impacts would 
be temporary because the SGGR project is 
a buried electric cable. 

Impact Conclusion: Cumulative impacts are possible for rail safety, grade crossing safety, grade crossing delay, air quality, and water resources. There 
would be no cumulative impacts under the No-Action Alternative. 
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Chapter 1 

Purpose and Need 

1.1 Introduction 

On October 29, 2021, Canadian Pacific Railway Limited, Canadian Pacific Railway Company, 

and their U.S. rail carrier subsidiaries Soo Line Railroad Company; Central Maine & Quebec 

Railway U.S., Inc.; Dakota, Minnesota & Eastern Railroad Corporation; and Delaware & 

Hudson Railway Company, Inc. (collectively, CP) and Kansas City Southern, The Kansas City 

Southern Railway Company, Gateway Eastern Railway Company, and The Texas Mexican 

Railway Company (collectively, KCS) filed an application with the Surface Transportation 

Board (Board) under 49 U.S.C. §§ 11323-25 seeking the Board’s approval of CP’s acquisition 

of  KCS (Proposed Acquisition).  If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, CP and KCS 

(collectively, Applicants) would combine to form an integrated system to be known as Canadian 

Pacific Kansas City (CPKC).  Figure 1.3-1, provides a map of the proposed combined system 

showing current ownership.  See Chapter 2, Section 2.2, Proposed Acquisition, for a detailed 

description of the combined system. 

Because the Proposed Acquisition has the potential to result in significant environmental 

impacts, the Board’s Office of Environmental Analysis (OEA) has prepared this Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370m-11) and related laws, including Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108) (NHPA).  

This chapter describes the purpose and need for the Proposed Acquisition, the Board’s role in 

reviewing railroad acquisitions, and the Board’s environmental review process. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 

The proposed federal action in this proceeding involves an application for Board authority under 

49 U.S.C. §§11323-25 for CP to acquire KCS.  The Proposed Acquisition is not a federal 

government proposed or sponsored project.  Thus, the project’s purpose and need should be 

informed by both the Applicants’ goals and the Board’s enabling statute, the Interstate 

Commerce Act, as amended by the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) Termination Act 

(ICCTA), Pub. L. No. 104-188, 109 Stat. 803 (1996).  See Alaska Survival v. STB, 705 F.3d 

1073, 1084-85 (9th Cir., 2013). 

According to the Applicants, the purpose of the Proposed Acquisition is to combine America’s 

two smallest but fastest-growing Class I railroads to build a more efficient and more competitive 

rail network.1  The Applicants state that the Proposed Acquisition would address the need for 

 

1  Class I railroads are the largest railroads and are defined as having annual revenue greater than $250 million.  There are 

seven Class I railroads in the U.S.   
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Figure 1.3-1. Proposed CPKC Rail System 
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1.3.2 Review of Environmental Impacts 

NEPA requires federal agencies to assess the environmental effects of proposed actions prior to 

making decisions.  OEA is the office within the Board tasked with carrying out the Board’s 

responsibilities under NEPA and related environmental laws, including Section 106 of NHPA 

and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1536) (ESA).   

Environmental impacts from the Proposed Acquisition would include impacts related to 

increased rail traffic on certain rail lines.  The Applicants expect that the Proposed Acquisition 

would create new efficiencies in the rail network that would result in rail traffic being diverted 

from other rail lines onto the combined CPKC network and the diversion of freight from trucks 

to rail transportation.  Because of these expected diversions, the Applicants project that the 

Proposed Acquisition would result in increased rail traffic on portions of the combined CPKC 

network.  The largest expected change would occur on the CP mainline between Sabula, Iowa, 

and Kansas City, Missouri, where the Applicants project that rail traffic would increase by 

approximately 14.4 trains per day, on average.  Other rail lines would experience smaller 

increases in rail traffic, no change in rail traffic, or a decrease in rail traffic.   

OEA applied the thresholds set forth in the Board’s environmental regulations at 

49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e) to identify rail lines where the projected increase in rail traffic warranted 

environmental review.  The general thresholds in the Board’s regulations for assessing 

environmental impacts from increased rail traffic on rail lines are an increase in rail traffic of at 

least 100 percent (measured in gross ton miles annually) or an increase of at least eight trains per 

day.  For rail lines located in areas that are in nonattainment under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 

§§ 7401-7671q), the threshold for air quality analysis is an increase in rail traffic of at least 50 

percent (measured in gross ton miles annually) or an increase of at least three trains per day (49 

C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(ii)).  OEA identified rail lines in Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Kansas, 

Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Texas that would experience increases in rail traffic that 

would exceed these analysis thresholds as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.   

In addition to increased rail traffic on rail lines, the Proposed Acquisition would result in 

changes in operational activities at rail yards and intermodal facilities.  The threshold for 

environmental review of rail yards and intermodal facilities is an increase in rail yard activity of 

at least 100 percent (measured by carload activity) or an average increase in truck traffic of more 

than 10 percent of the average daily traffic or 50 vehicles a day on any affected road segment 

(49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(i)).  For rail yards and intermodal facilities in nonattainment areas, the 

threshold for air quality analysis is an increase in rail yard activity of at least 20 percent 

(measured by carload activity) or an average increase in truck traffic of more than 10 percent of 

the average daily traffic or 50 vehicles a day on a given road segment (49 C.F.R. § 

1105.7(e)(5)(ii)).  This Draft EIS addresses environmental impacts that would be associated with 

increased operational activities at rail yards and intermodal facilities where the Board’s 

thresholds related to rail yards and intermodal facilities would be reached or exceeded.   

If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants plan to make 25 capital 

improvements within the existing rail right-of-way (ROW) to support the projected increases in 

rail traffic, and this Draft EIS discusses environmental impacts that would be associated with 



Chapter 1 

Purpose and Need 

 
 

1-6 
January 2023 Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

them.  The planned capital improvements would include extending 13 existing passing sidings, 

adding 10 new passing sidings, adding a section of double track in Blue Valley near Kansas 

City, Missouri, and adding a section of facility working track adjacent to the International 

Freight Gateway intermodal terminal near Kansas City.  The Applicants have stated that they 

would add the capital improvements as needed based on increasing traffic and that design-level 

engineering for each capital improvement would occur only when each capital improvement is 

needed.  The Applicants do not propose to construct any new rail lines subject to Board 

licensing or to abandon any rail lines as part of the Proposed Acquisition. 

As part of the environmental review process, OEA makes recommendations to the Board 

regarding measures for mitigating potential adverse environmental impacts that could occur as a 

result of a Board decision.  Environmental mitigation measures may include voluntary measures 

developed by railroad applicants and additional measures recommended by OEA.  The Board 

encourages railroad applicants to propose voluntary mitigation.  In some situations, voluntary 

mitigation can replace, supplement, or reach farther than mitigation measures the Board might 

otherwise impose.  In making its final decision in a case, the Board considers OEA’s 

conclusions regarding environmental impacts and OEA’s final recommendations for mitigation.  

In railroad acquisition cases, the Board can authorize the transaction as proposed; authorize the 

transaction with conditions, including environmental conditions to avoid or reduce potential 

adverse environmental impacts; or deny the transaction.  Section 1.4, NEPA Process, provides 

additional information regarding the NEPA process. 

1.3.3 Review of Safety Integration Plan (SIP) 

Pursuant to 49 C.F.R. Part 1106 and Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations at 49 

C.F.R. Part 244, the Applicants prepared a proposed Safety Integration Plan (SIP).  The 

proposed SIP describes the Applicants’ proposed process and timeline for merging the 

operations of CP and KCS, as well as the safety implications of merging these operations.  

During the preparation of the SIP, the Applicants met with FRA to review drafts of the proposed 

SIP and related materials, respond to questions, and accept recommendations.  Pursuant to 49 

C.F.R. §§ 1106.4(b)(1) and 244.17, on December 28, 2021, the Applicants submitted their 

proposed SIP to the Board and, by letter dated February 28, 2022, FRA submitted comments to 

the Board stating that FRA is satisfied that the proposed SIP provides a reasonable assurance of 

safety for the proposed transaction, consistent with governing regulations.  OEA reviewed the 

proposed SIP and appended it to the Draft EIS to allow for public review and comment on it and 

on FRA’s comments.  OEA did not receive any comments on the SIP during the public 

comment period.  OEA also has reviewed the proposed SIP, which is appended to this Draft EIS 

as Appendix G to allow for public review and comment on it and on FRA’s comments.  In the 

Final EIS, OEA will address any written comments on the SIP submitted during the Draft EIS 

comment period.  If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition and adopts the SIP, the 

Board will require compliance with the SIP as a condition to its authorization. 49 C.F.R. § 

1106.4(b)(4).  The Applicants then would coordinate with FRA in implementing the approved 

SIP, including any amendments thereto.  Id.  FRA would provide the Board with updates as 

appropriate during the acquisition implementation period and advise the Board when, in FRA’s 

view, the integration of the Applicants’ operations has been fully and safely completed.  Id. 
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1.3.4 Review of Responsive Applications (RAs) 

On February 28, 2022, Canadian National Railway and Illinois Central Railroad Company 

(collectively, CN) filed an RA for consideration by the Board.  RAs are proposals that parties 

other than the Applicants may file with the Board to request modifications or conditions to the 

Applicants’ primary application seeking Board authority.  After the Board directed the 

Applicants to amend their application and revise supporting workpapers on April 27, 2022, the 

Board provided time for other parties to amend their filings, including any RAs, based on the 

Applicants’ amended application and revised workpapers.  On June 9, 2022, CN filed an 

amended RA based on the Applicants’ amended application and revised workpapers.  By 

decision served on July 1, 2022, the Board accepted CN’s RA for consideration. 

In its amended RA, CN requested that the Board require, as a condition of any decision granting 

authority for CP to acquire KCS, the Applicants to divest, or sell, a number of KCS rail lines to 

CN.  Specifically, CN requested that the Board order the Applicants to divest the KCS rail lines 

that extend between Kansas City, Missouri, and Roodhouse, Illinois; between Roodhouse and 

Springfield, Illinois; and between Roodhouse and East St. Louis, Illinois.  In total, CN is seeking 

to acquire ownership of approximately 355 miles of KCS rail lines in Missouri and Illinois 

through the proposed divestiture.  CN’s RA also seeks ownership interests in KCS’s 

International Freight Gateway terminal south of Kansas City, as well as trackage rights over 

certain rail lines owned by KCS and Union Pacific Railroad Company. 

According to CN, the proposed divestiture of the KCS rail lines to CN would increase rail traffic 

on those rail lines by preserving and enhancing competition in the regional rail transportation 

industry.  For some of the rail lines proposed for divestiture, CN projects that the increase in rail 

traffic would reach or exceed the thresholds triggering an environmental review under the 

Board’s environmental regulations at 49 C.F.R. §§ 1105.6(b)(4) and 49 C.F.R. 1105.7(e).  

Therefore, OEA is conducting an environmental and historic review of CN’s RA that is separate 

from, but conducted concurrently with, OEA’s environmental and historic review of the 

Proposed Acquisition.  More information regarding the environmental review for CN’s RA can 

be found on the Board’s website at www.stb.gov by conducting a search for Docket No. FD 

36500 (Sub-No. 1). 

Norfolk Southern Railway Company (NSR) submitted an RA on February 28, 2022 and an 

amended RA on June 9, 2022 seeking trackage rights (such as, the right to operate) over certain 

KCS rail lines in Texas and Louisiana.  By decision served on July 1, 2022, the Board accepted 

NSR’s RA for consideration.  NSR’s trackage rights proposal is categorically excluded from 

environmental and historic review under 49 C.F.R. §§ 1105.6(c)(3) and 1105.8(b)(3).  More 

information regarding the environmental review for NSR’s RA can be found on the Board’s 

website at www.stb.gov by conducting a search for Docket No. FD 36500 (Sub-No. 5). 

1.4 NEPA Process 

The environmental review process under NEPA is intended to assist the Board and the public in 

identifying and assessing the potential environmental consequences of a proposed action before 

a decision on that proposal is made.  In conducting its environmental review, OEA considers the 

NEPA requirements and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing 

https://www.stb.gov/
https://www.stb.gov/
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regulations; other related environmental laws and their implementing regulations; and the 

Board’s environmental regulations at 49 C.F.R. Part 1105.  Based on the information provided 

by the Applicants, OEA determined that the Proposed Acquisition has the potential to result in 

significant environmental impacts and that the preparation of an EIS is appropriate under NEPA. 

1.4.1 Lead Agency 

The Board, through OEA, is the lead agency responsible for preparing this Draft EIS to identify 

and evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Acquisition.  In 

performing its environmental analysis, OEA reviewed the Applicants’ application and the 

Applicants’ responses to OEA’s information requests to identify projected changes in rail traffic 

on the rail line segments, and activity at rail yards and intermodal facilities that could cause 

potential environmental impacts.  OEA prepared this Final EIS to provide corrected or 

additional information, respond to comments on the Draft EIS, and present changes to the Draft 

EIS made in response to comments and additional information. 

Consultation with other government agencies and public involvement are central components of 

NEPA and the Board’s environmental review process.  OEA considered pertinent federal 

statutes, regulations, and executive orders, and as part of its role as the lead agency it 

coordinated and consulted with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to ensure that they 

were notified of the Proposed Acquisition and knew about the time frame for agency review and 

comment on the Draft EIS.  Section 1.5, Agency Consultation; Section 1.6, Tribal Consultation; 

and Section 1.7, Public Involvement provide additional detail regarding OEA’s agency and tribal 

consultation and public involvement activities, including responses to comments on the Draft 

EIS. 

OEA engaged an independent third-party contractor to assist with the environmental analysis 

and preparation of environmental documents for the Proposed Acquisition.  The Board’s 

environmental rules and those of CEQ specifically permit the use of agency-approved, 

independent third-party contractors (49 C.F.R. § 1105.10(d) and 40 C.F.R. § 1506.5, 

respectively).  For this case, as in all Board proceedings where third-party contractors are 

retained, the independent third-party contractors’ scope of work, approach, and activities are 

under OEA’s sole supervision, direction, and control.  The contractors work under OEA’s 

direction to conduct independent environmental analysis; develop appropriate environmental 

approaches, documentation, and mitigation options; and verify the environmental information 

provided by the Applicants, consulting agencies, and all other interested parties.  

OEA’s environmental review of the Proposed Acquisition is a multi-step process.  After OEA 

considered all public and agency comments received on the Draft EIS (including comments on 

the preliminary recommended mitigation and the proposed SIP); consulted further with 

appropriate agencies, tribes, concerned parties, and communities; and conducted additional 

environmental analysis, where appropriate, OEA, with the assistance of its independent third-

party contractor, prepared this Final EIS that responds to all comments received and contains 

OEA’s final environmental analysis and final recommended environmental mitigation.  The 

Board will consider the entire environmental record including the Draft EIS, Final EIS, the 

information concerning the proposed SIP, and all public comments when making its final 
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decision on whether to authorize the Proposed Acquisition and what mitigation, including 

environmental mitigation, to impose. 

1.4.2 Other Agencies 

This Draft EIS considers a potential major federal action by the Board.  Although there are no 

Cooperating Agencies for this EIS, OEA has consulted with and will continue to consult 

appropriate federal and state agencies regarding the Proposed Acquisition.  These agencies and 

their responsibilities are briefly discussed below. 

1.4.2.1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7609), EPA reviews and comments on the 

environmental impacts of major federal actions for which an EIS is prepared under NEPA.  

EPA’s Office of Federal Activities, which is responsible for reviewing EISs, evaluates and 

comments on the quality of analysis in the EIS and the extent of the proposal’s impact on the 

environment.  EPA announces the availability of any Draft EIS for public comment in the 

Federal Register.  EPA also has broad oversight and implementing responsibility for federal 

environmental laws, including the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q), the Clean Water 

Act (33 U.S.C. §§1251-1387), the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Act (42 U.S.C. Chapter 103), the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. §§ 2601-

2629)), and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (40 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6992k).  OEA  

consulted with EPA during preparation of the Draft EIS. 

1.4.2.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) 

The Corps is part of the U.S. Department of Defense, under the Secretary of the Army.  The 

Corps, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1344), has jurisdiction over 

activities that result in the discharge of dredge or fill material into any waters of the United 

States, including lakes, rivers, streams, oxbows, ponds, and wetlands.  Activities within these 

systems could require Section 404 permits from the Corps.  If the Board authorizes the Proposed 

Acquisition, the Applicants plan to undertake certain capital improvements within the rail ROW, 

including adding new passing sidings, extending existing sidings, adding double track, and 

adding a facility working track.  Because some of the planned capital improvements could occur 

within waters of the United States, the Applicants may need to obtain Section 404 permits prior 

to beginning work on the planned capital improvements.  

The Corps is also responsible for activities that may affect navigable waters of the United States, 

pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403).  Section 10 

requires that any entity proposing to perform work or place a structure in navigable waters 

obtain a Section 10 permit from the Corps prior to commencing the activity.  Because some of 

the planned capital improvement projects associated with the Proposed Acquisition would 

involve crossing navigable waters of the United States, the Applicants could need to obtain a 

Section 10 permit prior to beginning work on the planned capital improvements.   
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1.4.2.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

USFWS is the federal agency with primary expertise in fish, wildlife, and natural resource 

issues.  USFWS is responsible for implementing ESA and is also responsible for implementing 

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) and the Bald and Golden Eagle 

Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 668-668d).  Under Section 7 of ESA, USFWS is responsible for 

the review of federal agency actions and potential impacts on threatened and endangered 

species, and could issue a determination, in the form of a biological opinion, that details 

projected impacts on threatened and endangered species in the area of a proposed agency action.  

As the lead agency, the Board is responsible for initiating Section 7 consultation with USFWS.  

OEA used the EIS process to concurrently complete and document compliance with Section 7.  

OEA has consulted with USFWS during the development of this  EIS and provided USFWS 

with the Draft EIS for review and comment.  This Final EIS includes the final completed 

Section 7 consultation documentation.This Draft EIS reflects the status of Section 7 

consultation, which will be fully completed and documented in the Final EIS.   

1.4.2.4 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) is an independent federal agency 

created under the authority of NHPA.  Among its roles, ACHP is responsible for advocating 

consideration of historic preservation in federal agency decision-making and promulgating 

regulations to implement Section 106 of NHPA.  The Section 106 regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 

800 require federal agencies to consider the impact of their “undertakings” on “historic 

properties” listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National 

Register) prior to licensing or providing funds for a project.  In considering project impacts, 

federal agencies are required to consult with their applicants (CP and KCS, in this case), 

appropriate State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs), appropriate Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officers (THPOs), tribes, and other Section 106 Consulting Parties with a 

demonstrated interest in the undertaking.  As part of its mission, ACHP encourages agencies to 

coordinate their Section 106 reviews with other federal laws, including NEPA, the Native 

American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. §§ 3001-3013), the American 

Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. § 1996), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

(16 U.S.C. §§ 470aa-470mm), and other applicable laws.  

1.4.2.5 State Agencies 

The Proposed Acquisition would affect 10 states, with eight states experiencing changes in rail 

operations that would exceed thresholds for environmental review detailed in Chapter 2, Section 

2.2.2, Impacts from Increased Rail Traffic.  OEA consulted with relevant state agencies 

including departments of transportation, environment, and conservation, as well as SHPOs.  

Section 1.5, Agency Consultation, describes the agency consultation process in more detail.   

1.4.3 Scoping Process 

The first stage of the environmental review process is scoping.  Scoping is an open process for 

determining the range of issues that should be examined and assessed in the EIS.  In addition to 

announcing that the Board would prepare an EIS for this proceeding, the Notice of Intent (NOI) 
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that the Board issued on November 12, 2021 also requested comments on the scope of the EIS 

and presented the schedule of public scoping meetings.  In the NOI, OEA solicited comments on 

the scope, alternatives, and issues to be analyzed in the EIS.  OEA sent letters to local, state, 

federal, and tribal officials and agencies, as well as other potentially interested organizations.  

The letters announced OEA’s intent to prepare an EIS, described the Proposed Acquisition, and 

set forth the dates, times, and log-in details for six online public scoping meetings.  OEA also 

posted Google banner advertisements (banner ads) online focusing on areas with identified 

Environmental Justice (EJ) populations in the project area.  The banner ads announced the 

project and encouraged viewers to click on the ad to visit the Board-sponsored project website 

for more information.  The Board-sponsored project website provided information on the 

Proposed Acquisition including maps, the NOI, and dates and times for the public scoping 

meetings.  In addition, OEA issued a press release to local media, including television stations, 

radio stations, and newspapers, along the proposed CPKC system.  The press release announced 

OEA’s intent to prepare an EIS and advertised the purpose, dates, and times for the public 

scoping meetings.  After the close of the comment period on the scope of the EIS on January 3, 

2022, OEA reviewed all comments received and issued a Final Scope of Study for the EIS on 

February 18, 2022, which responded to comments received during the scoping period and set 

forth the final issues to be examined in the EIS. 

1.4.4 Draft EIS 

Following the issuance of the Final Scope, OEA prepared the Draft EIS for the Proposed 

Acquisition.  The Draft EIS identified and analyzed alternatives—the Proposed Acquisition and 

the No-Action Alternative—and addressed potential impacts on the environment, including 

those identified during the scoping process.  The Draft EIS focused on: 

1. Potential impacts from changes in rail operations along rail line segments, activity at rail 

yards, and activity at intermodal facilities where increases in rail traffic or activity as a 

result of the Proposed Acquisition would reach or exceed the thresholds for 

environmental review set forth in 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e), or thresholds developed by OEA 

in previous acquisition and merger cases;  

2. Potential impacts related to changes in vehicular traffic that would reach or exceed the 

Board’s thresholds for environmental analysis on roadways and at facilities as a result of 

the Proposed Acquisition; and 

3. Potential impacts associated with making planned capital improvements within the rail 

ROW to accommodate the projected increase in rail traffic resulting from the Proposed 

Acquisition. 

Based on the information provided by the Applicants and verified through the environmental 

review for the Draft EIS, rail lines in eight states—Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, 

Arkansas, Louisiana, and Texas—would experience increases in rail traffic that reach or exceed 

the Board’s environmental analysis thresholds as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  In 

addition to assessing the environmental impacts of the Proposed Acquisition, the Draft EIS set 

forth OEA’s preliminary recommendations for environmental mitigation measures. 
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1.4.5 Final EIS 

OEA issued the Draft EIS on August 5, 2022 and held a 45-day comment period, which was 

later extended until October 14, 2022.  OEA then prepared this Final EIS, which addresses 

comments on the Draft EIS and sets forth OEA’s final recommended environmental mitigation.  

The Board will now consider the entire environmental record, including the Draft EIS, the Final 

EIS, public comments, and OEA’s final recommended environmental mitigation in making its 

final decision on whether to authorize the Proposed Acquisition.  Following issuance of this 

Draft EIS and a 45-day public and agency comment period, OEA will prepare and issue a Final 

EIS that will address the comments on the Draft EIS from the public; federal, state, and local 

agencies; and other interested parties, and will set forth OEA’s final recommended 

environmental mitigation.  Then, in reaching its decision on whether to authorize the Proposed 

Acquisition, the Board will consider the Draft EIS, the Final EIS, public comments, and any 

final environmental mitigation recommended by OEA. 

1.4.6 Section 106 Process 

The Section 106 regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800 require federal agencies to consider the 

impact of their undertakings on historic properties listed or eligible for listing in the National 

Register prior to licensing or providing funds for a project.  In considering project impacts, 

federal agencies are required to consult with project applicants, SHPOs, THPOs, tribes, and 

other Section 106 Consulting Parties.  Federal agencies must also make their findings available 

to the public and provide the ACHP an opportunity to comment on the undertaking.  OEA has 

consulted and will continue to consult with appropriate SHPOs, THPOs, and other Section 106 

Consulting Parties regarding the potential effect of the Proposed Acquisition on historic 

properties.  Consistent with past practice in proceedings involving the acquisition of existing rail 

lines, the Section 106 review in this case is focused on the potential effect of the 25 planned 

capital improvements that the Applicants intend to add within the existing ROW because the 

planned capital improvements have the potential to affect historic properties.  Chapter 3, Section 

3.9, Cultural Resources, provides details on the Section 106 consultation, OEA’s efforts to 

identify historic properties that could be affected by the Proposed Acquisition, and OEA’s 

conclusions regarding potential effects on those properties.  This Final EIS includes the final 

Section 106 findings. 

1.5 Agency Consultation 

Following issuance of the NOI, OEA engaged with federal and state agencies through tailored 

meetings based on geography or resource topics.  OEA sent letters to federal and state agencies 

providing background information on the Proposed Acquisition and how to participate in the 

process.  The state agency letters extended invitations to relevant state agency staff for state-

specific officials’ briefings.  Separately, OEA sent letters for individual agency meetings to the 

local regional offices, as applicable, of federal agencies with jurisdiction or interest in potentially 

affected resources.  OEA held eight agency consultation meetings during the scoping period: 

• Tuesday, November 30, 2021, Corps meeting 

• Wednesday, December 1, 2021, Minnesota and Michigan state agencies meeting 
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• Wednesday, December 1, 2021, USFWS meeting 

• Thursday, December 2, 2021, Illinois and Iowa state agencies meeting 

• Monday, December 6, 2021, EPA meeting 

• Tuesday, December 7, 2021, Kansas and Missouri state agencies meeting 

• Wednesday, December 8, 2021, Louisiana and Arkansas state agencies meeting 

• Thursday, December 9, 2021, Texas and Oklahoma state agencies meeting 

OEA hosted meetings for relevant state and local agency staff (such as, transportation, 

environmental, and conservation departments).  Agency comments addressed a range of issues, 

including: 

• Potential impacts to nearby wildlife refuges; 

• Potential impacts to tribal lands; 

• Potential impacts to EJ communities; 

• Railroad grade-crossing safety and delay; and 

• Freight rail safety. 

OEA also consulted with the SHPOs in a separate set of meetings to ensure that each state’s 

individual cultural resource review processes were initiated and that the unique issues across the 

large project area were given appropriate attention.  The letter OEA sent to SHPOs included a 

response form to identify points of contact and indicate their interest in participation based on 

whether known resources are present in the project area.  OEA held nine SHPO meetings as 

follows:   

• Wednesday, December 1, 2021, Texas SHPO 

• Friday, December 3, 2021, Minnesota SHPO 

• Friday, December 3, 2021, Illinois SHPO 

• Monday, December 6, 2021, Iowa SHPO 

• Tuesday, December 7, 2021, Oklahoma SHPO 

• Tuesday, December 7, 2021, Missouri SHPO 

• Thursday, December 9, 2021, Louisiana SHPO 

• Monday, December 13, 2021, Arkansas SHPO 

• Thursday, December 16, 2021, Kansas SHPO 

At the end of the scoping period, OEA notified agencies of the availability of the Final Scope 

through email and OEA sent postcards to agencies for which email addresses were unavailable.  

Similarly, OEA notified the agencies of the availability of the Draft EIS through email with a 

link to the Draft EIS and by sending postcards to agencies for which email addresses were 

unavailable.  Upon publication of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS in the Federal 

Register, a 45-day public and agency review and comment period began.  On September 6, 

2022, OEA extended the comment period to October 14, 2022.  After the comment period 

ended, OEA prepared this Final EIS addressing comments on the Draft EIS.  EPA is publishing 

a Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the Federal Register and OEA is notifying interested 

parties and the public of the availability of the Final EIS through email, postcards, a press 
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release, and updates to the Board’s website and Board-sponsored project website.After the 

comment period ends and OEA prepares the Final EIS addressing the timely comments 

received, EPA will publish a Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the Federal Register, and 

OEA will provide notification through emails and postcards to agencies. 

1.6 Tribal Consultation 

During scoping and the preparation of the Draft EIS, OEA consulted with federally recognized 

Indian tribes, consistent with NEPA, NHPA, and Executive Order (EO) 13175, “Consultation 

and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments.”  EO 13175 requires that federal agencies 

conduct government-to-government consultation with federally recognized Indian tribes in the 

development of federal policies (including regulations, legislative comments or proposed 

legislation, and other policy statements or actions) that have tribal implications.  Through 

government-to-government consultation, tribes can voice potential concerns about significant 

resources that may not otherwise be raised during the Section 106 process.   

OEA identified 67 federally recognized tribes that may have current or historic interest in areas 

where the Proposed Acquisition could result in increased rail traffic, increased activity at rail 

yards or intermodal facilities, or construction of the 25 planned capital improvements within the 

existing rail ROW.  OEA invited those tribes to participate in the Section 106 process, 

government-to-government consultation, or both.  OEA sent tailored letters to tribal leaders, 

THPOs, and cultural resource officials along with a response form to identify points of contact 

and indicate a preference for participation in the government-to-government consultation 

process and/or the Section 106 process.  Appendix B includes an example of the letter and the 

list of tribal recipients.  OEA called each tribe to ensure that the tribes received the letters and to 

answer any questions.  

No tribes chose to participate in government-to-government consultation.  Six tribes elected to 

participate in the Section 106 process.  The tribes were also able to participate through the same 

opportunities afforded to agencies and the public if they did not elect government-to-

government or Section 106 consultation.  

OEA notified tribes of the availability of the Final Scope through email and sent postcards to 

tribes for which email addresses were unavailable.  OEA also notified tribes of the availability of 

the Draft EIS through emails or postcards and OEA is notifying the tribes of the availability of 

this Final EIS using the same methods.   

Following issuance of the Draft EIS, the Bureau of Indian Affairs identified 11 additional tribes 

to consult.  OEA invited those tribes to participate in the Section 106 process, government-to-

government consultation, or both.  OEA emailed consultation letters or mailed them in the event 

that an email address was undeliverable.  OEA tried to call each tribe to confirm receipt and 

answer any questions.  No tribes chose to participate in either process. 
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1.7 Public Involvement 

In accordance with the NEPA regulations, OEA made diligent efforts to notify and involve the 

public during each phase of the environmental review process to date, starting with the issuance 

of the NOI on November 12, 2021.    

1.7.1 Public Notification Activities 

OEA announced each formal public comment period, described in the following sections, 

through the Federal Register; on the Board’s website and the Board-sponsored project website; 

through press releases; online banner ads, postcards, and letters and emails to local, state, and 

federal elected officials.  Upon EPA’s publication of the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS 

in the Federal Register, the public was given 45 days to review the Draft EIS and provide 

comments.  OEA later extended the comment period until October 14, 2022.  OEA announced 

the Draft EIS public comment period via the Federal Register; geotargeted online banner 

advertisements for EJ populations; the Board-sponsored project website; postcards; email 

notifications to local, state, and federal elected officials, as well as individuals who signed up to 

receive email notifications; and a press release.  OEA also sent email notices to community 

leaders in areas with EJ populations, or postcards for whom email addresses were unavailable.  

The Community Leaders Distribution List can be found in Appendix A. 

To announce the availability of this Final EIS, EPA is publishing a Notice of Availability in the 

Federal Register, and OEA is providing notification through geotargeted online banner 

advertisements for EJ populations in those population areas; the Board-sponsored project 

website; emails or postcards to local, state, and federal elected officials and to community 

leaders in EJ population areas, as well as to individuals who signed-up to receive notifications 

online or at in-person public meetings; and a press release.  The Board-sponsored project 

website, project email inbox, and toll-free information phone line have been updated and 

monitored throughout the environmental review process. 

1.7.2 Public Comment Periods 

The EIS process for the Proposed Acquisition involved two formal public comment periods.  

The first comment period occurred during scoping and began with the issuance of the NOI on 

November 12, 2021.  The scoping comment period was originally scheduled to end on 

December 17, 2021, but OEA extended the scoping comment period until January 3, 2022, in 

response to requests for an extension.  During the scoping comment period, OEA hosted six 

online public scoping meetings at the following dates and times, listed in Central Standard Time 

(CST). 

• Tuesday, November 30, 2021, 6 to 8 p.m. 

• Wednesday, December 1, 2021, 2 to 4 p.m. 

• Thursday, December 2, 2021, 6 to 8 p.m. 

• Tuesday, December 7, 2021, 6 to 8 p.m. 

• Wednesday, December 8, 2021, 2 to 4 p.m. 

• Thursday, December 9, 2021, 6 to 8 p.m. 
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OEA also accepted written comments during the scoping comment period via the Board’s 

website (www.stb.gov), the Board-sponsored project website, email, and regular mail.  OEA 

received 443 written comments between November 12, 2021, and the end of the scoping 

comment period on January 3, 2022.  The total number of comments received during the 

scoping period was 492, including both oral and written comments.  All comments are available 

on the Board’s website.  OEA prepared the Final Scope of Study on February 18, 2022, for the 

EIS based on pertinent comments received during the scoping comment period.   

OEA provided a 45-day comment period on the Draft EIS when interested parties could review  

the Draft EIS and provide comments.  OEA later extended the comment period to October 14, 

2022.  OEA sent a combination of emails, banner ads, and post cards with a link to the Draft EIS 

to interested parties and media outlets.  The entire Draft EIS is available on the Board’s website 

(www.stb.gov) by clicking on the “View all Decisions” button and searching by Service date 

(August 5, 2022) or Docket Number (FD 36500).  The Draft EIS is listed as an Environmental 

Document under the “Decision Type” category.  The Draft EIS is also available on the Board-

sponsored project website (www.CP-KCSMergerEIS.com).  

Between November 12, 2021, when OEA issued the NOI, and October 14, 2022, when the 

review and comment period closed for the Draft EIS, the Board-sponsored project website had 

more than 25,000 users and 60,000 page views, including nearly 10,000 page views of the 

Public Involvement page and more than 3,000 views of the Draft EIS page. 

OEA held four in-person public meetings on the Draft EIS during which interested parties could 

review the Draft EIS, make oral comments in a formal setting, and/or submit written comments.  

OEA began each meeting with an open house followed by a brief overview of the Proposed 

Acquisition and environmental review process, followed by a public comment session.  During 

the formal comment session, each interested individual received three minutes to present oral 

comments.  As time permitted, individuals could add to their comments once all speakers who 

had pre-registered online or signed up at the meeting had finished providing their initial three-

minute comments.  A court reporter recorded these oral comments.  As time permitted, the court 

reporter was available at the conclusion of the formal segment of the meeting to record oral 

comments from individuals not interested in addressing the meeting participants as a whole.  

The court reporter was also available to record oral comments during the open house portion of 

each public meetings.  Meeting transcripts are available on the Board-sponsored project website.  

Meetings were held at the following dates, times, and locations. 

• September 12, 2022, 6 to 8 p.m. Central Daylight Time (CDT) in Itasca, Illinois 

o The Westin Chicago Northwest, 400 Park Boulevard, Itasca, Illinois 60143 

• September 13, 2022, 6 to 8 p.m. (CDT) in Davenport, Iowa 

o River Center, 136 E. 3rd Street, Davenport, Iowa 52801 

• September 14, 2022, 6 to 8 p.m. (CDT) in Excelsior Springs, Missouri 

o The Montgomery Event Venue, 425 S. Thompson Avenue, Excelsior Springs, 

Missouri 64024 

• September 15, 2022, 6 to 8 p.m. (CDT) in Beaumont, Texas 

o Downtown Event Centre, 700 Crockett Street, Beaumont, Texas 77701 
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In addition, OEA held three online public meetings.  Anyone interested in commenting was 

encouraged to pre-register on the Board-sponsored project website.  OEA began the online 

public meeting with a brief overview of the Proposed Acquisition and environmental review 

process.  Following the overview, OEA received oral comments in the order in which speakers 

had pre-registered.  The online public meetings were facilitated as formal comment sessions 

during which individuals who pre-registered were given three minutes to present their oral 

comments.  If time permitted, the facilitator invited other interested individuals who did not pre-

register to provide oral comments.  Interested individuals participated in the meeting by phone, 

computer, or both.  A court reporter participated to record oral comments.  The meeting 

transcripts are available on the project website.    The online public meetings were held at the 

following date and times: 

• September 7, 2022, 6 to 8 p.m. (CDT)  

• September 8, 2022, 12 to 2 p.m. (CDT)  

• September 19, 2022, 6 to 8 p.m. (CDT)  

In addition to the public meetings, any interested parties were encouraged to submit written 

comments on all aspects of the Draft EIS.  OEA considered all timely comments in preparing 

this Final EIS, which includes responses to all substantive comments in Appendix S, OEA’s 

final conclusions on potential environmental impacts, and OEA’s final recommended 

environmental mitigation measures.  The deadline for comments on the Draft EIS was extended 

from September 26, 2022 to October 14, 2022, by a Board Decision issued on September 6, 

2022.  When submitting comments on the Draft EIS, the Board encouraged commenters to be as 

specific as possible and to substantiate concerns and recommendations.  

Also, during the comment period, OEA conducted site visits to observe current conditions in 

areas that could experience impacts as a result of the Proposed Acquisition, including Houston, 

Texas; Port Arthur, Texas; Camanche, Iowa; Davenport, Iowa; Muscatine, Iowa; 

Fredonia/Columbus Junction, Iowa; Clinton, Iowa; Bensenville, Illinois; Itasca, Illinois; Elgin, 

Illinois; and Wood Dale, Illinois (the site visits between Elgin and Bensenville included riding 

the Metra MD-W line). 

Comment forms were provided at the in-person public meetings.  Completed forms were 

accepted at the meetings or received later by mail.  OEA invited interested parties to submit 

written comments on the Draft EIS regardless of whether the commenter participated in any of 

the public meetings.  

During the comment period for the Draft EIS, OEA received approximately 700 comments from 

federal, state, and local agencies; federal, state, and local elected officials; organizations; Class 1 

railroads; passenger rail service providers; and individuals.  Additional environmental comments 

were raised outside of the comment period, in submissions made by parties as part of the 

Board’s review of the transportation merits of the Proposed Acquisition, and at the public 

hearing that the Board held in September and October 2022.  OEA responded to these comments 

as appropriate. 
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1.7.3 Environmental Justice Population Engagement 

Throughout the NEPA process, OEA made additional efforts to notify and consult with EJ 

populations, as required by EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  EO 12898 requires enhanced outreach 

efforts to Environmental Justice populations for public involvement opportunities.  To identify 

potentially affected EJ populations, OEA applied a quarter-mile buffer along rail line segments 

where the projected increase in trains per day would reach or exceed the Board’s analysis 

thresholds.  Within those locations, OEA identified areas in the 80th percentile or higher of 

minority or low-income populations within each state as EJ population areas.  OEA emailed 

letters to community leaders where email addresses were available and sent other community 

leaders letters by U.S. Mail.  The letters sent to community leaders included flyers to post in 

their local communities. 

In addition to contacting community leaders by letter, OEA issued geotargeted online banner 

advertisements to reach internet users on any platform (such as computers, tablets, and smart 

phones) through December 10, 2021.  OEA determined that the online banner advertisements 

were appropriate means to reach Environmental Justice populations, as smart phone ownership 

rates among low-income and minority populations in the project area are estimated at 83% and 

84%, respectively, indicating high rates of internet accessibility (Pew Research Center 2021). 

For the scoping period, the online banner advertisements were linked to the Board-sponsored 

project website and were posted from November 12, 2021 to December 10, 2021.  During this 

time, banner ads made 236,000 impressions resulting in 986 clicks.  For the Draft EIS review 

and comment period, online banner advertisements targeting the same EJ communities were 

posted from August 5, 2022, to October 14, 2022, resulting in approximately 1.9 million 

impressions and 18,700 clicks.  Appendix A, Public Involvement, contains the distribution list 

for community leaders and examples of the banner advertisement and letters sent to the 

community leaders. 

1.7.4 How to Submit Comments on the Draft EIS 

Interested agencies, tribes, individuals, and other stakeholders are encouraged to submit 

comments on this Draft EIS.  OEA will accept oral comments during the public meetings, as 

discussed above.  OEA will also accept written comments during the comment period, which 

ends on Monday, September 26, 2022.  OEA will consider all timely comments equally no 

matter how the comments are received, and it is not necessary to attend a public meeting to 

provide comments on the Draft EIS. 

Interested parties are encouraged to file their written comments electronically through the 

Board-sponsored project website at www.CP-KCSMergerEIS.com.  Written comments can also 

be submitted electronically on the Board’s website, www.stb.gov, by clicking on the “File an 

Environmental Comment” link.  Please refer to Docket No. FD 36500 in all correspondence, 

including E-filings, addressed to the Board.  Comments submitted by mail should be addressed 

to: 
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Joshua Wayland 

Surface Transportation Board 

Environmental Filing, Docket No. FD 36500  

c/o VHB 

940 Main Campus Drive Suite 500  

Raleigh, NC 27606 

It is not necessary to mail written comments that have been filed electronically.  Please refer to 

Docket No. FD 36500 in all correspondence addressed to the Board, including all comments 

submitted on the Draft EIS. 

Written comments on this Draft EIS must be postmarked by September 26, 2022.  Electronically 

filed comments must be received by September 26, 2022.  All comments received—written, e-

filed, or transcribed—will carry equal weight in helping to complete the EIS process and guide 

the Board in making a decision in this proceeding.  Further information about the project can be 

obtained by calling OEA’s toll-free number at 

1-888-319-2337.  Assistance for the hearing impaired is available through the Federal 

Information Relay Service at 1-800-877-8339.  

Following the close of the comment period on the Draft EIS on September 26, 2022, OEA will 

issue a Final EIS that will consider and respond to all substantive comments received on the 

Draft EIS and set forth OEA’s final recommendations on environmental mitigation.  The Board 

will then issue a final decision based on the Draft and Final EISs and all public and agency 

filings and comments in the public record for this proceeding.  The final decision will address 

the transportation merits of the proposed project and the entire environmental record.  If the 

Board decides to authorize the Proposed Acquisition, the Board may impose conditions on the 

Applicants as part of that decision, including environmental mitigation conditions.  

This Draft EIS is available for viewing or download on the Board’s website at www.stb.gov or 

on the Board-sponsored project website at www.CP-KCSMergerEIS.com.  
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Chapter 2 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 

This chapter describes the Proposed Acquisition, alternatives to the Proposed Acquisition, 

and the scope of the EIS. 

2.1 Overview of Existing CP and KCS Rail Systems 

2.1.1 Existing CP Rail System 

CP is one of Canada’s two major railroads, extending across the country and connecting east 

and west coast ports.  In the U.S., CP is a Class I railroad that connects to Buffalo and 

Albany, New York and Searsport, Maine.  From south-central Canada, it runs through North 

Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, with trackage rights through Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, 

and Pennsylvania.  CP also runs south into the U.S. Midwest through Iowa, Illinois, and 

Missouri, and connects with KCS in Kansas City, Missouri, as shown in Figure 1.3-1 in 

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need. 

CP’s Central Corridor enters the U.S. from Canada at North Dakota's and Minnesota’s 

northern borders, passes through Chicago, Illinois, and terminates in Kansas City, where it 

connects to four other large Class I railroads and local short line railroads that primarily 

serve the Midwest grain market.  The freight carried on this corridor includes intermodal 

containers from the Port of Vancouver, which carry fertilizers, chemicals, crude oil, frac 

sand, automotive, grain, and other agricultural products.   

Bensenville Yard is CP’s primary classification yard1 in the Chicago region and is located 

northwest of the city near Chicago O’Hare International Airport (ORD).  Schiller Park Yard 

(about 4.3 track miles to the northeast of Bensenville) is primarily an intermodal yard that 

works in tandem with CP’s intermodal facility adjacent to Bensenville Yard.  Between 

Bensenville Yard and points east of Chicago, CP freight trains operate via two alternative 

routes pursuant to operating agreements with CSX Transportation (CSX) and Norfolk 

Southern Railway (NSR).  In both cases, CP’s trains move through the Chicago terminal 

without requiring intermediate handling.  Between 75 and 80 percent of CP carloads passing 

through Chicago either originate or terminate on another railroad.  Most rail yards in the 

region are located south of downtown Chicago and much of the rail traffic that CP 

interchanges with other railroads currently share the same highly trafficked rail corridors 

through the Chicago area as traffic from other Class I carriers.  Two major intermediate 

switching terminal railroads, the Belt Railway of Chicago (BRC) and the Indiana Harbor 

Belt Railroad (IHB), play key roles in CP’s interchange traffic with other Class I railroads 

by providing the track infrastructure and classification services required to exchange 

carloads.  From Bensenville, CP operates two interchange trains daily in and out of the 
 

1  A classification yard is a railroad yard for organizing railcars by destination. 
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BRC’s Clearing Yard via BRC’s Kenton Line Subdivision.  These trains include all of CP’s 

traffic traveling to and from Canadian National Railway Company (CN), BNSF Railway 

(BNSF), and CSX. 

CP’s Eastern Corridor extends from Thunder Bay, Ontario to the Port of Montreal; 

Searsport, Maine; the Port of Saint John on the Atlantic Ocean (via a haulage agreement 

with the New Brunswick Southern Railway); and between Toronto and Chicago via Detroit 

or Buffalo.  The major freight categories carried on the Eastern Corridor include forest 

products, chemicals and plastics, crude oil, ethanol, metals, minerals, consumer products, 

intermodal containers, automotive products, and general merchandise.  CP connects in New 

York with NSR and CSX at Buffalo; NSR at Schenectady; and CSX at Albany.  CP also 

connects with Pan Am Southern at Mechanicville, New York, and Northern Maine Junction, 

Maine, for service to the Boston and New England areas, as well as with the Vermont 

Railway at Whitehall, New York, and Newport, Vermont.  CP supports its rail operations in 

the Eastern Corridor with rail yards at Sudbury, London, Toronto, and Montreal in Canada, 

as well as Saratoga Springs, New York, and Brownville Junction, Maine.  CP’s largest 

intermodal facility is located in the northern Toronto suburb of Vaughan and serves the 

Greater Toronto and Southwestern Ontario areas.  CP also operates intermodal terminals in 

Montreal and Detroit. 

Amtrak trains operate on approximately 675 miles of trackage either owned by CP or on 

segments where CP has trackage rights allowing it to conduct freight service on another 

carrier’s lines in New York, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota.  Metra, the Chicago 

metropolitan area commuter rail provider, overlaps with CP across approximately 67 miles 

of track owned by Metra on the Milwaukee District North Line and the Milwaukee District 

West Line.  See Figure 3.1-1 through Figure 3.1-3 for maps of the passenger rail locations 

and Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Freight and Passenger Rail Safety, for more information on 

passenger rail systems and how they relate to the Proposed Acquisition. 

2.1.2 Existing KCS Rail System 

KCS is a Class I railroad that extends from Kansas City, Missouri to the Gulf Coast and into 

Mexico, operating across 10 states in the U.S. Midwest and Southeast, including Missouri, 

Illinois, Kansas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas, Mississippi, Alabama, and 

Tennessee.  See Figure 1.3-1 in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for a system map. 

KCS’ U.S. freight operations are based in Shreveport, Louisiana, with train operations 

radiating from there in a hub-and-spoke configuration.  Loads of grain and coal comprise the 

majority of KCS’ southbound traffic while most northbound freight trains are empty.  

Manifest trains2 make up KCS’ second largest type of rail traffic after grain.  Many of these 

trains interchange at Kansas City, Missouri with other Class I railroads, including CP, Union 

Pacific Railroad (UP), and BNSF and to a lesser extent, NSR.  Southbound manifest traffic 

predominately flows to and through Shreveport, which is a key junction location.  From 

Shreveport, the KCS network branches into four routes: west to Dallas, Texas; east to 

Meridian/Artesia, Mississippi; southeast to New Orleans, Louisiana; and south to Port 
 

2  Manifest trains are comprised of various types of railcars carrying different types of freight. 
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Arthur, Corpus Christi, the Laredo Gateway, and Mexico.  The Dallas-Meridian route 

handles considerable volumes of east-west intermodal traffic.  From Shreveport, KCS 

operates two routes to the Gulf of Mexico—one that ends at New Orleans, and the other that 

serves Port Arthur, Beaumont and Corpus Christi, Texas (and extends beyond, into Mexico).  

These port terminals handle a diverse range of products including paper, energy, chemicals, 

food, and consumer goods.  KCS’ route from Shreveport to Laredo, Texas (via Beaumont, 

Rosenberg, Victoria, and Robstown, Texas) is the gateway to the Mexican border.  Large 

portions of this route rely on KCS’ trackage rights over UP lines. 

Amtrak trains also operate on approximately 29 miles of track where KCS has trackage 

rights in Texas and Louisiana.  KCS would also gain trackage rights over 15 miles of a new 

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) commuter rail segment (the “Silver Line”), which is 

scheduled to go into revenue service in late 2024.  DART currently operates buses and light 

rail and co-operates a single commuter rail line in the Dallas, Texas area. 

2.2 Proposed Acquisition 

The proposed federal action in this proceeding is the Board’s decision as to whether to 

authorize the Applicants’ proposal for CP to acquire KCS.  If the Board authorizes the 

Proposed Acquisition, CP and KCS would combine to form an integrated system to be 

known as CPKC.  The combination of these two railroads would be an ‘end-to-end’ merger 

because the CP and KCS railroad networks do not overlap.  The combined system would 

comprise approximately 20,350 miles of track in the U.S., Canada, and Mexico, including 

rail lines over which the Applicants have trackage rights, of which approximately 8,600 

miles would be in the U.S.  In addition, the Applicants are planning 25 capital improvements 

along the combined network to support the anticipated increased traffic, including extending 

existing 13 passing sidings, adding 10 new sidings, adding a section of double track, and 

adding facility working track within the existing rail right-of-way (ROW). 

The Applicants state that the integrated CPKC system would enhance use of the existing CP 

and KCS north-south route between the U.S. upper Midwest and Louisiana and would 

funnel traffic from Mexico to the upper Midwest and western Canada, bypassing Chicago.  

Traffic to and from Chicago itself (or passing through Chicago and eastern Canada), would 

be supported by CP’s Bensenville Yard and Schiller Park intermodal terminal reducing 

potential terminal delays that currently occur in Chicago.  The Applicants anticipate that the 

combined CPKC system would offer operational efficiencies that would divert rail traffic 

from other railroads to the CPKC system and divert approximately 64,000 trucks to 

rail each year.  

The Applicants intend to establish new intermodal services connecting Dallas, Texas with 

Chicago, Illinois and points beyond, and to enable new single-line intermodal routes3 

connecting Mexico with the upper Midwest and Canada.  The Applicants anticipate that the 

single continuous CPKC network would improve reliability by eliminating unpredictable 

delays that occur when railroads interchange traffic.  According to the Applicants, the 

 

3  A single-line intermodal route is a single carrier railroad line connected to intermodal facilities. 
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Proposed Acquisition would enhance competition because CP and KCS connect at only one 

point and operate no parallel lines, so that routing options would be expanded, not reduced.  

The Applicants expect to be able to provide service to grain growers in Texas, the upper 

Midwest, south central states, and Mexico, and to transport grain and forest products from 

Canada to the Gulf, as well as chemicals from the Gulf to Canada.  The Applicants also 

expect to be able to transport other commodities that currently move by truck, such as steel 

and paper products traveling to Texas from Canada and the upper Midwest.  The Applicants 

anticipate that commodities such as corn, beans, wheat, canola, meals, and oils, as well as 

automotive parts, energy products, and ethanol would gain additional domestic markets 

because they would have more direct routes to the Gulf of Mexico and Mexico.  

The Applicants intend to work cooperatively with passenger and commuter rail providers, 

including Amtrak and Metra, and to maintain on-time performance and safe and reliable 

service.  The Applicants intend to facilitate Amtrak’s planned expansion for the Hiawatha 

Service between Milwaukee and Chicago, the Empire Builder Service between the Twin 

Cities and Chicago, and to establish passenger service between Baton Rouge  

and New Orleans. 

The Applicants would deploy safety technology to reduce potential accidents through wheel 

life forecasting, cracked wheel detection, wheel load impact detection, predictive bearing 

failure, broken rail detection, enhanced rail flaw detection, autonomous track geometry 

measurement, and infrastructure investments in signaling and line capacity.  The Applicants 

state that the Proposed Acquisition would result in direct environmental benefits due to the 

combined CPKC network's increased efficiency and expanded capacity.  Benefits may 

include truck traffic diversion off public highways, greenhouse gas emission and other air 

pollutant reductions, fuel efficiency as a result of more long-haul movements and fewer 

stops, as well as a shift from traditional flammable crude-by-rail to a non-flammable 

DRUbit alternative4. 

As a result of the efficiencies offered by the combined CPKC network, the Applicants 

expect that the Proposed Acquisition would cause rail traffic on certain rail lines to increase.  

Increases in activities at certain rail yards and intermodal facilities would also occur.  The 

Applicants do not propose to construct any new rail lines subject to Board licensing or to 

abandon any rail lines as part of the Proposed Acquisition.  However, the Applicants do plan 

to make certain capital improvements along the combined CPKC network to support the 

anticipated increased rail traffic, including extending existing passing sidings, adding new 

sidings, adding double tracking, and adding facility working track within the existing ROW. 

 

4  The DRUbit process starts where pipelines from oilfields in Alberta, Canada connect to  railroad loading facilities. To 

transport the dense oil, which is called bitumen, by pipeline, a chemical called diluent is added.  At the railroad loading 

facility a “diluent recovery unit” (“DRU”) separates out and removes the diluent creating “DRUbit,” a form of bitumen 

that is specifically designed for rail transportation.  When trains carrying DRUbit arrive at a destination, the bitumen is 

processed and delivered to nearby refineries (Wahba and Naatz 2021).  Bitumen, also known as asphalt is a dense, 

viscous, petroleum-based product from oil sands, pitch lakes, and from the distillation of crude oil. 
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2.2.1 Changes in Rail Operations 

The Applicants filed their Operating Plan with the Board as part of their application on 

October 29, 2021.  The Operating Plan describes how the Applicants expect the integrated 

CPKC system would operate, including the projected future rail traffic on the rail lines in the 

combined system, expected changes in activities at intermodal facilities, and planned capital 

improvements to support projected increases in rail traffic.  In addition, the application 

included verified statements from several industry experts in which they presented benefits 

of the Proposed Acquisition, analyzed the market, and described the approach to the 

logistics associated with the Proposed Acquisition.  The Applicants presented environmental 

and cost benefits, reviewed changes to labor force needs, identified opportunities for 

rail-to-rail and truck-to-rail diversions, and described the financial terms of  

the Proposed Acquisition.   

On March 16, 2022, the Board issued a decision that directed the Applicants to explain an 

apparent inconsistency between data submitted in their Operating Plan and information that 

the Applicants provided to OEA as part of the environmental review process.  By decision 

issued on April 27, 2022, the Board directed the Applicants to amend their application to 

address the data inconsistency and the Applicants submitted an amended Operating Plan on 

May 13, 2022.  

Both the original Operating Plan and the Amended Operating Plan can be accessed on the 

Board’s website at www.stb.gov by conducting a search for Filings under  

Docket No. FD 36500.  

If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants project that rail traffic 

would increase on certain rail line segments throughout the combined network.  Rail line 

segments are the portions of rail lines that run between two terminals or junction points.  

Increases in rail traffic on rail line segments would range from zero to more than 14 

additional trains per day, on average.  The largest increase would occur on the CP mainline 

between Sabula, Iowa, and Kansas City, Missouri, which would experience an increase of 

approximately 14.4 additional trains per day, on average (see Table 2.2-1).  Increased rail 

traffic has the potential to result in environmental impacts related to noise and vibration, air 

quality, freight and passenger rail safety, grade crossing safety and delay, passenger rail 

transportation, and hazardous material transportation. 
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Table 2.2-1. Segments that Meet or Exceed Thresholds for Environmental Analysis1 
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76 
Sabula 
Drawbridge, Iowa 

Lake, Illinois CP 0.7 5.91 6.12 14.12 8.00 Attainment 

77 
Davis Junction, 
Illinois  

Sabula 
Drawbridge, 
Iowa 

CP 61.5 6.35 6.56 14.56 8.00 Attainment 

78 
Randall Road, 
Illinois  

Davis 
Junction, 
Illinois 

CP 38.7 
 

2.93 3.15 11.15 8.00 Attainment 

81 
Bensenville Metra, 
Illinois 

Randall Road, 
Illinois  

CP 23.0 
 

3.20 3.41 11.41 8.00 Nonattainment 

82 
Bensenville Metra, 
Illinois 

Tower B12, 
Illinois  

CP 4.6 
 

29.42 30.52 36.95 6.43 Nonattainment 

95 Sabula, Iowa Clinton, Iowa  CP 17.5 10.00 10.73 25.14 14.41 Attainment  

96 Clinton, Iowa 
Water Works, 
Iowa  

CP 33.2 7.97 8.26 22.67 14.41 Attainment  

97 Water Works, Iowa Nahant, Iowa  CP 4.5 7.97 8.26 22.67 14.41 Attainment 

99 Nahant, Iowa  
Muscatine, 
Iowa  

CP 24.6 6.09 6.38 20.78 14.40 Attainment 

100 Muscatine, Iowa 
Ottumwa, 
Iowa  

CP 82.5 4.30 4.80 19.21 14.41 
Attainment/ 

Nonattainment2 

102 Ottumwa, Iowa 
MO/IA-
Laredo, 
Missouri  

CP 61.2 3.17 3.41 17.81 14.40 Attainment 

103 
MO/IA-Laredo, 
Missouri 

Laredo, 
Missouri  

CP 41.1 3.17 3.41 17.81 14.40 Attainment 

104 Laredo, Missouri Polo, Missouri CP 51.6 3.74 3.98 18.38 14.40 Attainment 

105 Polo, Missouri  
Airline JCT, 
Missouri  

CP 42.1 3.62 3.83 18.24 14.41 
Attainment/ 

Nonattainment 

118 
Kansas City, 
Missouri 

Pittsburg, 
Kansas  

KCS 124.5 15.14 17.57 30.41 12.84 
Attainment/ 

Nonattainment 

129 Pittsburg, Kansas  
Watts, 
Oklahoma  

KCS 107.8 14.14 16.17 28.57 12.40 Attainment 

130 Watts, Oklahoma 
Poteau, 
Oklahoma  

KCS 90.4 12.29 14.15 26.56 12.41 Attainment 

131 Poteau, Oklahoma 
Heavener, 
Oklahoma  

KCS 11.6 12.77 14.59 26.99 12.40 Attainment 
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Table 2.2-1. Segments that Meet or Exceed Thresholds for Environmental Analysis1 
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133 
Heavener, 
Oklahoma 

De Queen, 
Arkansas  

KCS 94.6 11.96 13.78 26.18 12.40 Attainment 

134 
De Queen, 
Arkansas 

Ashdown, 
Arkansas  

KCS 37.1 14.48 16.26 28.67 12.41 Attainment 

135 
Ashdown, 
Arkansas  

Shreveport, 
Louisiana  

KCS 83.2 11.99 13.49 25.89 12.40 Attainment 

136 
Shreveport, 
Louisiana 

Frierson, 
Louisiana 

KCS 21.8 23.74 25.05 36.02 10.97 Attainment  

140 Metro, Texas Alliance, Texas KCS 22.0 0.83 0.89 0.89 0.00 Nonattainment 

141 Metro, Texas Renner, Texas  KCS 45.0 1.13 1.19 1.19 0.00 Nonattainment 

142 Renner, Texas  Wylie, Texas  KCS 9.1 1.27 1.33 1.33 0.00 Nonattainment 

145 
Shreveport, 
Louisiana 

Leesville, 
Louisiana  

KCS 91.4 10.01 10.71 21.55 10.84 Attainment 

146 
Leesville, 
Louisiana 

De Quincy, 
Louisiana  

KCS 50.6 10.31 10.98 21.82 10.84 Attainment 

147 
De Quincy, 
Louisiana 

Beaumont, 
Texas  

KCS 47.0 8.67 9.32 20.29 10.97 Attainment 

148 Beaumont, Texas 
Port Arthur, 
Texas  

KCS 20.1 5.19 5.21 8.86 3.65 Attainment 

149 Beaumont, Texas 
Rosenberg, 
Texas  

UP3 120.0 8.47 9.25 16.82 7.57 
Attainment/ 

Nonattainment 

152 Rosenberg, Texas 
Kendleton, 
Texas  

KCS 12.2 8.39 9.14 17.46 8.32 Nonattainment 

153 Kendleton, Texas Victoria, Texas  KCS 74.8 8.70 9.69 18.01 8.32 
Attainment/ 

Nonattainment 

154 Victoria, Texas 
Placedo, 
Texas (UP)  

UP1 12.8 7.94 8.75 17.07 8.32 Attainment 

155 
Placedo, Texas 
(UP) 

Robstown, 
Texas  

UP1 82.8 7.94 8.75 17.07 8.32 Attainment 

157 Robstown, Texas Laredo, Texas  KCS 144.0 13.55 14.77 22.80 8.03 Attainment  
1 This table does not include all segments that would experience an increase in the transportation of hazardous material. See Section 

3.1, Freight and Passenger Rail Safety for a discussion of hazardous materials in transportation. 
2 Attainment/Nonattainment indicates segment includes both. 
3 KCS operates on the UP rail lines via trackage rights. 
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2.2.2 Impacts from Increased Rail Traffic 

The Board’s regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e) establish thresholds for environmental 

review of Board actions that result in increased rail traffic, including acquisitions requiring 

Board authority.  The threshold for assessing environmental impacts from increased rail 

traffic is generally an increase in rail traffic of at least 100 percent (measured in gross ton 

miles annually) or an increase of at least eight trains per day, as set forth at  

49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(i)(a).  For air quality impacts, rail lines located in areas classified 

as being in nonattainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards under the Clean 

Air Act are also assessed if they would experience an increase in rail traffic of at least 50 

percent (measured in gross ton miles annually) or an increase of at least three trains per day, 

pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(ii)(a).  Although the thresholds contained in  

49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5) refer specifically to air quality and noise impacts, OEA has 

determined that these thresholds should also apply to freight rail safety and grade crossing 

safety and delay. 

OEA reviewed 178 rail line segments in the combined CPKC network (Figure 2.2-1) in the 

U.S., which are identified in a master segment table and figures in Appendix C.  Of these 

segments, the projected increase in rail traffic would exceed the thresholds for 

environmental review on a total of 14 segments on the CP mainline (approximately 486.6 

miles of rail lines) and a total of 21 segments of the KCS mainline (approximately 1,302.8 

miles of rail lines, including rail lines over which KCS has trackage rights).  These rail line 

segments are located in Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, 

and Texas.  Therefore, this EIS includes analyses of environmental impacts along those 35 

rail line segments.
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2.2.3 Impacts related to Hazardous Material Transportation 

In railroad acquisition cases, OEA assesses potential impacts from increased transportation 

of hazardous materials on rail lines.  Consistent with previous acquisition cases, OEA 

assessed impacts related to the transportation of hazardous materials on all rail lines where 

the amount of hazardous material transported would increase as a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition.  Increases in the amount of hazardous material transported would occur on 141 

of the 178 rail segments (approximately 5,802 miles of rail lines) included in the master 

segment table in Appendix C.  Those rail lines are located in Arkansas, Iowa, Illinois, 

Kansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, New York, 

Ohio, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin.  Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Freight and 

Passenger Rail Safety presents the results of OEA’s analysis of impacts related to the 

transportation of hazardous materials. 

2.2.4 Impacts related to Passenger Rail Safety 

In railroad acquisition cases, OEA assesses potential impacts from increased freight rail 

traffic on passenger rail safety.  Consistent with previous acquisition cases, OEA applied a 

threshold to identify rail lines that warranted analysis of potential impacts on passenger rail 

safety.  That threshold is a projected increase of one or more freight trains per day on a rail 

line that is currently used for passenger rail transportation.  OEA identified a total of nine 

rail segments (approximately 374 miles of rail lines, including rail lines over which the 

Applicants have trackage rights) in Illinois, Minnesota, Iowa, Louisiana, and Texas, where 

the Proposed Acquisition would result in new freight rail traffic that would meet or exceed 

the threshold for analysis of passenger rail safety.  Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Freight and 

Passenger Rail Safety identifies these segments and presents the results of OEA’s analysis 

of impacts on passenger rail safety. 

2.2.5 Changes in Rail Yard Activity 

The Proposed Acquisition would result in changes in activities at rail yards, which could 

result in environmental impacts, including noise impacts and air quality impacts.  Rail yards 

are areas containing complex systems of tracks, switches, and crossings.  Most rail yard 

activities involve switching and storing individual rail cars and blocks of rail cars.  Other 

activities include locomotive maintenance and fueling as well as freight car inspection, 

cleaning, and repair.  The threshold for assessing environmental impacts at rail yards is an 

increase in rail yard activity of at least 100 percent (measured by carload activity, or the 

number of rail cars processed) for rail yards in attainment areas, as set forth at  

49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(i)(b).  For rail yards in nonattainment areas, the threshold for 

assessing air quality impacts is an increase in rail yard activity of at least 20 percent 

(measured by carload activity), pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(ii)(b).  If the Board 

authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, rail yard activity would exceed the thresholds at four 
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rail yards, as shown in Figure 2.2-2 and Table 2.2-2.5  Therefore, this EIS includes analyses 

of environmental impacts at those four rail yards. 

Table 2.2-2. Rail Yards that Meet or Exceed the Board’s Thresholds for Environmental 

Analysis 

Facility County Location 
Attainment 
Status 

Rail Cars Handled per Day 

Pre-
Acquisition 

Post-
Acquisition Increase 

Percent 
Change 

Detroit 
Container 
Terminal 

Wayne Michigan Nonattainment 33.2 56.5 23.2 70% 

Schiller 
Park Yard 

Cook Illinois Nonattainment 74.0 150.6 76.5 103.4% 

Bensenville 
Yard 

Cook Illinois Nonattainment 1439.9 1807.6 367.7 25.5% 

Wylie Rail 
Yard 

Collin Texas Nonattainment 329.6 466.5 137.0 41.6% 

 

5  The Wood River rail yard is located in a nonattainment area and has estimated carload activity increases that exceed 20 

percent.  However, CP expects that the Wood River rail yard would only process 0.8 cars per day under the No-Action 

Alternative and 1.0 car per day under the Proposed Acquisition.  Since the increase in car activity is only 0.2 cars per 

day, the additional activity would have negligible effects on the environment.  Therefore, OEA has not included the 

Wood River rail yard in the environmental analyses described in this Draft EIS. 
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Figure 2.2-2. Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities that Meet or Exceed the Board’s Thresholds for 

Environmental Analysis 
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2.2.6 Changes in Intermodal Facility Activity 

The Proposed Acquisition would result in changes in activities at intermodal facilities, 

which has the potential to result in environmental impacts, including impacts associated with 

increased traffic on local roads.  Intermodal facilities are sites where trains, trucks, and ships 

transfer trailers and containers.  Intermodal facilities include railroad track, lifting 

equipment, paved and unpaved areas, and a control point to transfer (receive, load, unload, 

and dispatch) trailers and containers between rail and other modes of transportation.  The 

Board’s threshold for environmental analysis at intermodal facilities is an average increase 

in truck traffic of more than 10 percent of the average daily traffic or 50 vehicles per day on 

a given road segment, pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(i)(c).  Projected truck traffic 

would exceed the threshold at six intermodal facilities (Table 2.2-3 and Figure 2.2-2).  

Therefore, this Draft EIS includes analyses of environmental impacts at those  

six intermodal facilities. 

Table 2.2-3. Intermodal Facilities that Meet or Exceed the Board’s Threshold for Environmental Analysis 

Facility County Location 
Attainment 
Status 

Trucks per Day 

Pre-
Acquisition 

Post-
Acquisition Increase 

Percent 
Change 

Bensenville IMS Cook Illinois Nonattainment 383 698 315 82% 

Detroit Con Terminal Wayne Michigan Nonattainment 141 228 87 62% 

Minneapolis IMS Hennepin Minnesota Attainment 279 332 53 19% 

Schiller East IMS Cook Illinois Nonattainment 190 324 134 70% 

International Freight 
Gateway 

Jackson Missouri Attainment 51 104 53 104% 

Wylie Collin Texas Nonattainment 326 474 148 45% 

2.2.7 Planned Capital Improvements 

If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants plan to make 25 capital 

improvements within the existing rail ROW to support the projected increase in rail traffic.  

The planned capital improvements would include extending 13 existing passing sidings, 

adding 10 new passing sidings, adding approximately four miles of double track in Blue 

Valley near Kansas City, Missouri, and approximately five miles of facility working track 

adjacent to the International Freight Gateway intermodal terminal near Kansas City.  Sidings 

are low-speed sections of track alongside the main rail line often used as passing lanes.  

Double tracks are two parallel main tracks.  Industry tracks are a type of switching track or 

series of tracks that serve the needs of a commercial industry or other railroad  

(49 C.F.R. § 218.93).  The Applicants would build the planned capital improvements as 

needed based on increasing rail traffic and intend to do so during the first three years 

following authorization of the Proposed Acquisition. 

Railroads have the right to increase efficiency by improving their rail lines and rerouting 

their traffic without seeking authority from the Board.  Therefore, railroad capital 

improvements that are designed to improve operational efficiency (such as sidings, double 
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tracking, and industry track) typically do not require Board authorization or environmental 

review by OEA.  Where, as here, planned capital improvements are related to a proposed 

merger or acquisition requiring Board approval, OEA considers, as appropriate, the potential 

environmental impacts from such planned capital improvements on a case-by-case basis.  In 

this case, the Applicants have stated that the planned capital improvements are necessary to 

accommodate the projected increase in rail traffic and have sufficiently developed the 

engineering and design of the planned capital improvements to support an environmental 

review.  Further, the Applicants have identified the location and general layout of these 25 

planned capital improvements in sufficient detail to support an environmental review.  

Therefore, OEA has assessed the potential impacts of the planned capital improvements as 

part of this EIS.  Figure 2.2-3 below presents an overview map of planned capital 

improvement locations.  Section D-1 in Appendix D shows the individual capital 

improvement locations in the U.S. in the context of the proposed rail system.  Table 2.2-4 

provides a list of all 25 planned capital improvements, the types of improvements,  

and their locations.
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Table 2.2-4. Planned Capital Improvements 

Capital Improvement County State Type Size (Miles) 

MP 71 (Turkey River) Clayton Iowa New Siding 2.70 

MP 24 (Bellevue) Jackson Iowa New Siding 2.07 

MP 75 (Monroe) Ogle Illinois New Siding 2.53 

Deer Creek Clinton Iowa Siding Extension 1.18 

Camanche Clinton Iowa Siding Extension 0.66 

Letts Louisa Iowa Siding Extension 0.34 

MP 255 (Washington) Washington Iowa New Siding 2.16 

Ottumwa Wapello Iowa Siding Extension 0.56 

Moravia Monroe Iowa New Siding 2.15 

Newtown Sullivan Missouri Siding Extension 0.55 

Laredo Grundy Missouri Siding Extension 0.68 

MP 431 (Dawn) Livingston Missouri New Siding 2.15 

Blue Valley Jackson Missouri Double Track 2.25 

Grandview/IFG Jackson/Cass Missouri Industry Track 2.36 

Asbury Jasper Missouri Siding Extension 1.10 

MP 186 McDonald Missouri New Siding 2.03 

Gentry Benton Arkansas Siding Extension 2.02 

MP 247 (Baron) Adair Oklahoma New Siding 2.22 

Cave Springs Adair Oklahoma Siding Extension 1.10 

Spiro Le Flore Oklahoma Siding Extension 0.82 

Heavener Le Flore Oklahoma New Siding 2.49 

MP 377 (Mena) Polk Arkansas New Siding 2.04 

Mansfield De Soto Louisiana Siding Extension 1.67 

Loring Sabine Louisiana Siding Extension 1.18 

Singer Beauregard Louisiana Siding Extension 1.84 
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2.3 Alternatives to the Proposed Acquisition 

In its evaluation of the Proposed Acquisition in this EIS, OEA considered both the Proposed 

Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative. 

2.3.1 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Board would not approve the Proposed Acquisition, 

and the projected changes in rail operations, rail yard activity, and intermodal facility 

activity would not occur.  Rail traffic on rail lines and activities at rail yards and intermodal 

facilities could change to support regular railroad operations or as a result of changing 

market conditions, such as general economic growth, but would not change as a result of the 

Proposed Acquisition.  In the master segment table and figures in Appendix C, the traffic 

levels for the No-Action Alternative are based on the Applicants' forecasts for organic 

growth, i.e., the growth that could occur in the absence of the Proposed Acquisition.  

Similarly, the Applicants would not build the 25 planned capital improvements under the 

No-Action Alternative.  However, the Applicants could add sidings, extend sidings, or add 

additional track in the future to support rail operations, without seeking Board authority.   

The No-Action Alternative includes several planned rail improvement projects that are 

scheduled to be completed regardless of the approval of the Proposed Acquisition.  

Importantly, the Applicants have indicated that Bensenville Yard in Bensenville, Illinois, is 

being reconfigured as part of the development of the Illinois Tollway’s Elgin O’Hare 

Western Access Project.  This reconfiguration will involve lengthening the Bensenville Yard 

receiving tracks to allow switching and staging of longer trains within the yard.  This should 

reduce the need for trains to stop on the mainline as long trains are broken into smaller 

blocks of cars.  The planned reconfiguration of the Bensenville Yard and other planned 

improvements on CP and KCS rail lines would proceed regardless of whether the Board 

authorizes the Proposed Acquisition.  

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the anticipated adverse or beneficial 

environmental impacts of the Proposed Acquisition would occur.  

2.3.2 Capital Improvement Locations 

During the public comment period for the scoping process, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) recommended that the EIS assess alternatives for sidings, double 

tracking, and other new infrastructure components.  OEA notes that potential locations for 

siding extensions, new sidings, and other planned capital improvements along the combined 

CPKC system are limited.  The locations of the 13 planned siding extensions are determined 

by the locations of the existing sidings that would be extended, so no alternative locations 

can be considered.  OEA understands that the locations of the 10 planned new sidings are 

based on the Applicants’ system-wide requirements, including the need for sidings to be 

placed at regular intervals along the mainline.  The start and end points of new sidings are 

also constrained by site-specific conditions, such as the curvature of the existing mainline.  

For example, the start and end points for passing sidings are generally placed on straight 



Chapter 2 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

2-18 
Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

sections of track for operational reasons.  OEA understands that the planned double tracking 

and the planned facility working track are intended to serve site-specific operational needs 

and could not be constructed in other locations to serve those needs.  Further, because the 

planned capital improvements would be constructed as needed based on increasing rail 

traffic, the final engineering and design of these improvements has not been completed to 

allow for comparison of alternatives that would differ in terms of final engineering and 

design (such as the final placement of switches or the locations of construction  

laydown areas). 

Although OEA did not conduct a detailed analysis of alternative locations or designs of the 

planned capital improvements for the reasons discussed above, OEA did consider 

refinements developed by CP to the conceptual locations and designs of the planned capital 

improvements that would avoid potentially significant impacts.  As originally described by 

the Applicants, the planned second track at Blue Valley would have potentially involved 

altering a historic arch bridge over Blue Parkway in Kansas City.  The Applicants revised the 

conceptual design for the planned double tracking so that the planned double tracking would 

not result in any impacts on the historic bridge.  Following scoping, the Applicants also 

revised the conceptual locations of the planned siding extension near Asbury, Missouri; the 

planned new siding at MP 75 near Monroe Center, Illinois; the planned siding extension near 

Ottumwa, Iowa; the planned new siding near Moravia, Iowa; the planned new siding at MP 

24 near Bellevue, Iowa; and the planned siding extension near Loring, Louisiana so as to 

avoid crossing public or private roads and impacts that could be associated with  

such crossings. 

2.4 Comparison of Alternatives  

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA require 

agencies to consider the potential environmental impacts of the reasonable and feasible 

alternatives.  To define the issues and provide a clear basis for choice among alternatives (40 

C.F.R. § 1502.14), the following narrative and Table 2.4-1 at the end of this chapter 

compare the environmental impacts of the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action 

Alternative based on the information and analyses presented in Chapter 3, Affected 

Environment and Environmental Consequences.   

If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, average daily rail traffic would increase 

on certain rail lines within the integrated CPKC system.  Under the No-Action Alternative, 

the Board would not approve the Proposed Acquisition, and the potential impacts would not 

occur.  However, the Applicants expect that both the CP and KCS networks would 

experience organic growth in rail traffic under the No-Action Alternative because of 

changing market conditions, such as general economic growth.   

OEA analyzed potential impacts from increases in traffic on freight and passenger rail 

safety, grade crossing safety and delay, truck-to-rail diversion and intermodal facility traffic, 

noise and vibration, air quality and climate change, energy transport and consumption, 

cultural resources, hazardous material release sites, biological resources, water resources, 
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and Environmental Justice (EJ).  OEA also evaluated the potential for cumulative impacts 

when considering other reasonably foreseeable actions and projects.   

With the exception of noise impacts, OEA’s analysis found that the impacts of the Proposed 

Acquisition would be negligible, minor, or not adverse.  OEA also found that the 

Applicants’ proposed voluntary mitigation measures and OEA’s additional recommended 

mitigation measures would minimize those impacts.  The Proposed Acquisition, however, 

would result in adverse noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptors (receptors), such as 

residences, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, and places of worship at locations along the 

combined CPKC network.  Based on past practice and the Board’s environmental 

regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(6), an adverse noise impact occurs when a receptor 

would experience an increase in noise level of 3 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or more as 

result of increased rail traffic and reach an average higher day-night average noise level 

(Ldn) of 65 dBA or higher.6  Compared to the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed 

Acquisition would adversely affect a total of 6,307 receptors.  OEA does not expect that the 

Proposed Acquisition would cause individual trains to become substantially louder or to 

become audible in places where they are not currently.  However, the projected increase in 

rail traffic from the Proposed Acquisition would make rail-related noise more frequent, 

which would result in a higher Ldn at the affected receptors.  OEA’s EJ analysis found that 

adverse noise impacts would not be borne disproportionally by EJ populations. 

The Applicants have proposed voluntary mitigation measures to minimize noise and 

vibration impacts.  OEA is recommending some mitigation to further reduce noise and 

vibration impacts.  Even if the Board imposes these mitigation measures, however, OEA 

expects that the Proposed Acquisition would result in unavoidable adverse noise impacts. 

 

    

 

6  Although the regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(6) indicate that either an increase of 3 dBA or an increase to an Ldn of 

65 dBA would be an adverse impact, research indicates that both of these conditions must be met or exceeded to cause 

an adverse noise impact from rail operations to occur (Surface Transportation Board 1998, Coate 1999). 
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Table 2.4-1. Comparison of Alternatives 

Resource and Impact No-Action Alternative Proposed Acquisition 

Freight Rail Safety 

Accident/incident rates per million-train-miles (2027 
forecast; systemwide)1 

CP: 1.44 
KCS: 3.35 

1.44 

Accident/incident rates per million-train-miles (2027 
forecast; mainline)2 

CP: 0.74 
KCS: 1.25 

0.74 

Impact Conclusion: Under the Proposed Acquisition, the number of accidents/incidents would remain low on all affected rail line segments, and would 
decrease on some segments.  Under the No-Action Alternative, the Applicants expect that both the CP and the KCS networks would experience organic 
growth in rail traffic.  The incident rates on KCS and CP respectively would continue to decline if safety trends continue.   
1 Systemwide analysis includes accidents/incidents along rail segments and within rail yards and intermodal facilities. 
2 Mainline analysis was based on rail segments only, and the numbers shown here are averages among segments of varying lengths. 

Hazardous Material Transportation 

Mainline releases per year 10.36 12.88 

Rail yards releases per year 23.50 24.99 

Impact Conclusion: Increases in hazardous material carloads under the Proposed Acquisition would cause slight changes in the number of annual releases.  
However, the risk of a release occurring on any specific rail line segment would continue to be low regardless of whether or not the Board authorizes the 
Proposed Acquisition.  In general, OEA expects that a release of hazardous materials would involve a relatively short duration exposure and would be 
contained quickly. 

Passenger Rail Safety 

Total predicted collisions per 100 years 0.9839 1.904 

Impact Conclusion: The probability of a collision between a freight train and a passenger train occurring on any of the affected rail line segments 
would be very low under either the Proposed Acquisition or the No-Action Alternative.   

Grade Crossing Safety 

Total predicted number of vehicle crashes per year 19.1 25.5 24.9 31.7 

Total predicted number of pedestrian crashes per year 1.72.3 2.2 2.9 
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Table 2.4-1. Comparison of Alternatives 

Resource and Impact No-Action Alternative Proposed Acquisition 

Impact Conclusion: Across all 1,134 1,270 roadway/rail at-grade crossings (grade crossings) in the study area that met the criteria for safety analysis, 
OEA projects that approximately 24.9 31.7 crashes involving trains and motor vehicles would occur under the Proposed Acquisition per year, compared 
to 19.125.5 crashes per year under the No-Action Alternative.  The projected increase of approximately 5.8 6.2 additional vehicle crashes per year 
would be offset by a decreased number of crashes at grade crossings on rail lines outside of the combined CPKC network due to the diversion of rail 
traffic from those rail lines to CPKC.  Across all 1,134 1,270 grade crossings in the study area that met the criteria for safety analysis, the total predicted 
number of train-pedestrian crashes would be 2.2 2.9 crashes per year under the Proposed Acquisition, compared to 1.72.3 crashes per year under the No-
Action Alternative, which is a difference of 0.65 crashes per year.   

Grade Crossing Delay 

Number of grade crossings experiencing increased delay N/A 5 

Affected crossings by Level Of Service (LOS) 

LOS A: 260257 
LOS B: 1315 
LOS C: 2 
LOS D: 1 
LOS F: 1 

LOS A: 255 
LOS B: 1817 
LOS C: 2 
LOS D: 1 
LOS E: 1 

Impact Conclusion for LOS: Five Four grade crossings would experience a decrease in the LOS from LOS A to LOS B.  Because LOS B corresponds 
to stable flow, OEA concludes that the Proposed Acquisition would result in minor adverse delay impacts at these grade crossings.  Delay at grade 
crossings would increase under the No-Action Alternative as a result of increased rail and road traffic due to organic growth. 

Impact Conclusion for Emergency Vehicle Delay: Under the Proposed Acquisition study area, 28 grade crossings are on designated emergency 
routes.  All designated emergency routes have available alternate routes with an average distance of 2.1 miles. Emergency vehicle delay would increase 
under the No-Action Alternative as a result of increased rail and road traffic due to organic growth.  Additionally, OEA analyzed 751 grade crossings in 
greater detail for potential impacts on emergency response vehicles.  Of those 751 grade crossings, 640 have an alternate route and most alternative 
routes would be less than 10 miles long.  There are 73 grade crossings with no possible alternative route because they are located on or provide access to 
dead-end streets and 37 grade crossings where the only alternative route involves another grade crossing that could be blocked by the same train. 

Impact Conclusion for Planned Capital Improvements: The Proposed Acquisition would result in delay impacts at 18 grade crossings where the 
Applicants intend to add a new passing siding or extend an existing siding.  Among these, seven have the potential to completely isolate residences, 
businesses, or other buildings if the Applicants do not develop alternate access routes during final engineering and design.  Under the No-Action 
Alternative the Applicants would not build the planned capital improvements.  CP and KCS could also make capital improvements along their 
respective rail lines in the future without seeking Board authority if needed to support rail operations. 

Truck-to-Rail Diversions 

Projected change in truck traffic on U.S. highways 
annually 

N/A -64,018 
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Table 2.4-1. Comparison of Alternatives 

Resource and Impact No-Action Alternative Proposed Acquisition 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would result in the diversion of trucks from highways, which could provide some benefits to the 
highway system.  Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Acquisition would not cause the diversion of freight from truck transportation to rail 
transportation.    

Intermodal Facility Traffic  

Capacity of roadways near intermodal facilities 

Increased truck traffic would cause three 
roadway segments near intermodal facilities 
in the study area to exceed roadway capacity.  
The v/c ratio1 would increase from less than 
1.0 to more than 1.0. 

No additional roadway segments near 
intermodal facilities would exceed roadway 
capacity beyond the three segments which 
exceed 1.0 under the No-Action 
Alternative.  The v/c ratio on roadways 
near intermodal facilities would increase by 
less than 0.0045 over the No-Action 
Alternative due to the Proposed 
Acquisition. 

Impact Conclusion: Under the Proposed Acquisition, there would be negligible potential increase in number of trucks on roadways near the six 
intermodal facilities.  Under the No-Action Alternative, truck traffic would increase due to economic growth. 
1 The v/c ratio, also referred to as degree of saturation, represents the sufficiency of an intersection to accommodate the vehicular demand (FHWA 2013). A v/c ratio 

over 1.0 represents a roadway where the calculated volumes exceed the assigned capacity. 

Noise and Vibration 

Number of receptors adversely affected N/A 6,307 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would adversely affect receptors where noise levels would exceed 65 dBA (Ldn) and would increase by 
3 dBA or more.  There would be a total of 6,307 receptors adversely affected.  The Proposed Acquisition would also cause the vibration annoyance 
threshold to be exceeded at 439 receptors in the study area. 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

Impact Conclusion: Because the Proposed Acquisition would likely result in the diversion of freight from truck transportation to rail transportation and 
from other rail lines, OEA expects that the Proposed Acquisition would not increase air emissions (including greenhouse gas emissions), and could 
result in a decrease in emissions, when measured at the system-wide or national scale.  OEA’s analysis shows that the projected increase in rail traffic 
would result in NOx emissions in excess of EPA’s de minimis thresholds in three nonattainment areas for ozone and one maintenance area for ozone.  
Following issuance of the Draft EIS, EPA reclassified the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria Ozone Nonattainment Area and the Dallas-Fort Worth Ozone 
Nonattainment Area from ‘Serious’ to ‘Severe’ nonattainment.  As a result, Proposed Acquisition-related NOX emissions would exceed the revised de 
minimis threshold in the Dallas-Fort Worth Ozone Nonattainment Area, in addition to the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria Ozone Nonattainment Area, the 
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Chicago Ozone Nonattainment Area, and the Beaumont-Port Arthur Ozone Maintenance Area.  However, the estimated NOx emissions from rail 
operations related to the Proposed Acquisition would be less than 1 percent of the total applicable emissions budget for mobile sources in each ozone 
nonattainment area.  OEA expects that emissions related to projected increases in rail traffic on rail lines and projected increases in activities at rail 
yards and intermodal facilities may be offset by decreased emissions elsewhere.   

Energy 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would not adversely affect the transportation of energy commodities or energy efficiency. The fuel 
savings related to truck-to-rail diversions (8.1 million gallons) would outweigh the increase in fuel usage at intermodal facilities (110,785 gallons) as 
well as fuel consumed during wait times at grade crossings (12,118 gallons).  OEA did not include rail-to-rail diversions in the overall fuel consumption 
analysis because the increase in fuel consumption on the CPKC rail lines would likely be offset by a decrease in fuel consumption on the rail lines of 
competing railroads. 

Cultural Resources 

Archaeological site impacts 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

Although two National Register-eligible 
archaeological sites, 34AD283 and 
34AD286, are located within the APE at 
one capital improvement location, the 
Applicants have clarified that the planned 
siding would be located within the current 
limits of the rail line footprint (railroad 
ballast and berm) in the areas adjacent to 
34AD283 and 34AD286 and that no 
construction activities would take place 
within the limits of the sites. 

Historic resources physical impacts 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

The Proposed Acquisition would affect 9 8 
eligible rail line segments due to the 
addition of the planned capital 
improvements; however, these effects 
would not be adverse. 

Historic resources adverse visual impacts 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

The Proposed Acquisition would affect 98 
eligible rail line segments and 7 5 above-
ground historic resources due to the 
additional of the planned capital 
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improvements; however, these effects 
would not be adverse. 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would not adversely affect any archaeological or historic resources.  All of the appropriate SHPOs, 
THPOs, and other consulting parties have concurred with OEA that the Proposed Acquisition would not adversely affect historic properties within the 
APE.      

Hazardous Material Release Sites 

Capital improvement locations with potential hazardous 
material site impacts 

None 4 

Impact Conclusion: Based on conceptual designs, the Camanche (Iowa), Ottumwa (Iowa), Blue Valley (Missouri), and Asbury (Missouri) capital 
improvement locations have the potential to encounter residual hazardous materials during ground disturbing activities.   

Biological Resources 

Endangered Species Act – Listed Species 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

OEA consulted with USFWS and 
determined that impacts to the Indiana bat, 
northern long-eared, and Ozark big-eared 
bats are “may affect, not likely to adversely 
affect.”  The Missouri, Oklahoma, Illinois-
Iowa, and Arkansas USFWS offices 
subsequently concurred with OEA’s 
determination.  OEA also determined that 
the Proposed Acquisition would not be 
likely to adversely affect the tri-colored bat. 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition may affect, but is not likely adversely affect the federally endangered Indiana bat, the federally proposed 
endangered northern long-eared bat, and the federally endangered Ozark big-eared bat.  The Proposed Acquisition would also not be likely to adversely 
affect the federally proposed endangered tri-colored bat.  Impacts on other biological resources would be negligible. 
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Water Resources 

Surface Water and Wetlands 

None; however, in the absence of the 
Proposed Acquisition, CP or KCS could 
make capital improvements along their rail 
lines in the future without seeking Board 
authority. 

Potential to impact a total of approximately 
1.5 acres of streams and 15.94 acres 
wetlands due to fill, new track ballast, 
replacing or adding culverts, and extending 
or adding bridge piers.  

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition would have minimal impacts to wetlands and streams due to site work and construction, including the 

placement of fill material or conveyance structures.  

EJ 

Disproportionately high adverse impact on minority 
population 

No No 

Disproportionately high adverse impact on low-income 
population 

No No 

Percentage of adversely affected receptors in EJ 
populations census block groups 

N/A 28% 

Percentage of adversely affected receptors in non-EJ 
populations census block groups  

N/A 72% 

Impact Conclusion: The Proposed Acquisition does not have the potential to result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

Cumulative Impacts  

Passenger Rail Safety No 

Cumulative impacts on the probability of 
rail collisions would increase slightly on 
segments where the Illinois Department of 
Transportation proposes new intercity 
passenger rail service and where Amtrak 
plans additional service between River 
Junction and St. Paul, MN; however, the 
probability of rail collisions involving 
passenger and freight trains is very low.  
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Grade Crossing Safety and Delay No 

Cumulative impacts would result from an 
increase in the number of crashes at certain 
grade crossings, and cumulative impacts 
would result in a slight increase in grade 
crossing delay at certain grade crossings. 
However, OEA expects that the amount of 
delay at crossings on other railroads in the 
U.S. and on roadways could decrease as the 
result of the diversion of trucks to rail and 
the diversion of rail traffic from other 
railroads to the combined CPKC network. 

Air Quality No 

Cumulative impacts would result in a slight 
increase of emissions from the four 
proposed Amtrak trains; however, it would 
be less than 1 percent of the emissions 
budget for the Chicago Ozone 
Nonattainment Area. 

Noise No No  

Environmental Justice No No    

Biological Resources No 

Two proposed electrical transmission line 
projects could potentially overlap 
geographically with one or more of the 
planned capital improvements within the 
rail ROW.  If this were to occur, then 
cumulative impacts on biological resources  
could result, but OEA expects that these 
cumulative impacts would be minor.    

Water Resources No 

Cumulative impacts on wetlands could 
result from the SGGR Transmission Line 
Project at the MP 71 (Turkey River) capital 
improvement in Iowa.  The impacts would 
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be temporary because the SGGR project is 
a buried electric cable. 

Impact Conclusion: Cumulative impacts are possible for rail safety, grade crossing safety, grade crossing delay, air quality, and water resources. There 
would be no cumulative impacts under the No-Action Alternative. 
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Chapter 3  

Affected Environment and Environmental 

Consequences 

This chapter describes the affected environment and analyzes the environmental 

consequences for each resource that the Proposed Acquisition and No-Action 

Alternative could affect.  OEA determined the resources to analyze through 

thresholds set forth in the Board’s environmental regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 

1105.7(e), scoping comments, and agency and tribal consultation.  

OEA took the following steps to analyze each resource: 

1. Reviewed regulations and guidance relevant to each resource, which are described 

in applicable sections.  

2. Defined a study area or study areas to analyze.  

3. Developed analysis approaches.  

4. Reviewed the current conditions of the resource in the relevant study area(s).  

5. Analyzed the potential impacts that the Proposed Acquisition and No-Action 

Alternative would or could have on the resource.  

6. Identified mitigation that would minimize or compensate for impacts, if 

warranted.1  

7. For cumulative impacts, analyzed the effects of the Proposed Acquisition when 

combined with impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects and actions.  

 

 

 
1  Chapter 4, Mitigation, contains the complete list of mitigation measures.  Each mitigation measure has a unique 

identifier that consists of a prefix and a number.  The Applicants’ voluntary mitigation measures have a prefix 

of VM while OEA’s recommended mitigation measures include the prefix MM.   
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3.1 Freight and Passenger Rail Safety  

This section describes the affected environment and environmental consequences for freight 

and passenger rail safety under both the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action 

Alternative.  The section is divided into three parts: Sections 3.1.1, Freight Rail Safety; 

3.1.2, Hazardous Materials Transportation as it pertains to freight rail; and 3.1.3, Passenger 

Rail Safety.  

3.1.1 Freight Rail Safety 

This subsection describes the approach, affected environment, and environmental 

consequences for freight rail safety.  

3.1.1.1 Approach 

During the scoping process for the Draft EIS, elected officials, agencies, members of the 

public, and other stakeholders expressed concern that the Proposed Acquisition could 

increase the probability for rail incidents, such as collisions, derailments, or spills, because it 

would result in increased rail traffic on rail lines currently owned and operated by CP and 

KCS individually.1  The probability of a rail incident occurring depends, in part, on the 

number of trains that operate on a particular rail line.  The number of trains that move on a 

particular rail line each day is determined by many factors, including market conditions, 

such as the demand for particular commodities and goods.  Railroad companies have the 

obligation to provide rail service to shippers upon reasonable request and the right to route 

and reroute traffic across their network as needed to safely and efficiently serve their 

customers.  Therefore, railroads do not need to obtain Board authority to operate more or 

fewer trains on any particular rail line, and the Board generally cannot control the level of 

rail traffic on specific rail lines.  Nevertheless, pursuant to the Board’s environmental 

regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5), when a pending proposal to acquire another 

railroad’s rail lines would cause an increase in rail traffic on specific rail line segments that 

would meet or exceed the Board’s thresholds for environmental review (typically an 

increase of eight or more trains per day or a doubling of traffic measured in gross ton-miles 

[GTM]), OEA analyzes the potential effects of that increase on freight rail safety and other 

issues.   

In this case, based on the thresholds for environmental review and past practice in railroad 

acquisition proceedings, OEA evaluated freight operations safety along 29 rail line segments 

where the Applicants expect that the Proposed Acquisition would cause an increase in rail 

traffic of eight or more trains per day.  In response to public comments on the Draft EIS, 

OEA expanded the study area for freight rail safety to also include rail line segment U-

BEAU-01, which extends from Beaumont, Texas to Rosenburg and passes through the 

Houston area.  This rail line segment is part of Union Pacific Railroad's (UP) Houston 

 

1  For simplicity, this section uses the term incidents to refer to all accidents/incidents as defined in the Federal Railroad 

Administration’s (FRA) regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 225.5.    
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Subdivision and Glidden Subdivision.  KCS currently operates trains on this segment under 

a trackage rights arrangement with UP, the segments owner.  If the Board authorizes the 

Proposed Acquisition, CPKC would continue to operate on this segment under a trackage 

rights arrangement.  The Applicants project that the Proposed Acquisition would increase 

rail traffic on segment U-BEAU-01 by 7.57 trains per day, on average, which is less than the 

freight rail safety analysis threshold of eight trains per day. 

For the purposes of its environmental analysis of the Proposed Acquisition, OEA assumed 

that all new freight trains would move on rail line segment U-BEAU-01.  OEA understands 

that, because UP and BNSF Railway (BNSF) own most of the rail lines in Houston, CPKC 

could not control the dispatching of trains on those rail lines.  Based on information 

submitted to the Board by UP, BNSF, and others, OEA understands that trains through 

Houston are typically dispatched directionally, with westbound traffic using UP’s Houston 

Subdivision and eastbound traffic using UP’s Beaumont Subdivision.  To the extent that 

some trains may be dispatched on rail line segments other than U-BEAU-01, then the 

increase in rail traffic on that segment resulting from the Proposed Acquisition is likely to be 

less than the 7.57 trains per day that the Applicants have projected.  Therefore, the results 

reported in this section in the Final EIS may overstate the freight rail safety impacts of the 

Proposed Acquisition along rail line segment U-BEAU-01. 

The revised study area for freight rail safety includes 30 rail line segments, as shown in 

Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2.  The study area includes CP rail lines extending west from 

Chicago, Illinois to Sabula, Iowa, CP rail lines extending south from Sabula to Kansas City, 

Missouri; KCS rail lines extending south from Kansas City to Beaumont, Texas; the UP rail 

line segment U-BEAU-01 from Beaumont to Kendleton, Texas; and the KCS rail lines 

extending from Kendleton to the U.S./Mexico border at Laredo, Texas.  

In this case, OEA identified 29 rail line segments where the Applicants expect that the 

integrated CPKC system would cause a projected increase in rail traffic that would meet or 

exceed the Board’s thresholds for environmental review.  The study area for freight rail 

safety includes those 29 rail line segments, as shown in Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2.  The study 

area includes CP rail lines extending west from Chicago, Illinois, to Sabula, Iowa; CP rail 

lines extending south from Sabula to Kansas City, Missouri; KCS rail lines extending south 

from Kansas City to Beaumont, Texas; and KCS rail lines extending from Kendleton, Texas, 

to the U.S./Mexico border at Laredo, Texas. 

Regulatory Approach 

In conducting the freight rail safety analysis, OEA also considered the relevant regulatory 

and industry standards that the Applicants implement on their rail lines.  FRA’s Office of 

Railroad Safety regulates safety throughout the railroad industry, including both passenger 

and freight operators (49 C.F.R. Chapter II Parts 200 through 299).  This includes 

operations, track, signaling, and rolling stock (for example, locomotives and freight cars) for 

common carrier railroads that are part of the general railroad system.   

The Federal Railroad Safety Act of 1970 granted FRA’s Administrator rulemaking authority 

over all areas of railroad safety.  Subsequently, FRA issued regulations covering a range of 

critical safety railroad equipment, infrastructure, and procedures.  It also established 
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enforcement tools for railroad companies and employees who violate these regulations.  

FRA regulations specify minimum safety requirements for rolling stock, track, signals, 

operating practices, and transporting hazardous materials.  Railroad track safety standards 

(49 C.F.R. Part 213) are based on track classifications that determine maximum operating 

speed limits, inspection frequencies, maintenance tolerances, and record keeping.  Higher 

class tracks can be operated at lower speeds, so posted speeds are not always an accurate 

indication of track class.  Railroads set their desired operating speeds for track segments via 

timetables or train orders.  They are required to maintain those track segments according to 

FRA standards for specific classes of track corresponding with desired train speeds.  For 

example, lines that are maintained to Class III standards allow a maximum operating speed 

of 40 miles per hour for freight trains and require track segments to be inspected at least 

weekly to verify compliance with FRA regulations.  The number of daily trains or 

commodities carried is not a factor in establishing the track class.   

All incidents on mainlines, at rail yards, and at intermodal facilities resulting in damages 

greater than FRA’s current reporting threshold are reported to FRA.  FRA determines the 

reporting threshold for each calendar year.  For instance, in 2017, 2018, and 2019, the 

reporting threshold was $10,700.  Whenever a collision, derailment, or other incident occurs, 

FRA investigates the incident if it meets certain general criteria.  For example, FRA 

investigates incidents that result in the derailment of a locomotive, derailment of 15 or more 

cars, or extensive property damage, as well as any incidents that are likely to generate 

considerable public interest (FRA 2020).  FRA maintains a database of incidents as reported 

by railroads with details about the types and locations of incidents reported.  FRA Office of 

Safety Analysis provides online query tools to dynamically search the incident data using 

selection criteria such as the railroad involved, year of the incident, and type of track where 

the incident occurred.  

The Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008 (RSIA) mandated the implementation of Positive 

Train Control (PTC), a collision avoidance system, on Class I railroad mainlines that 

transport five million or more gross tons of annual traffic and certain hazardous materials.  

PTC systems are designed to prevent train-to-train collisions, over-speed derailments, 

incursions into established work zones, and movements of trains through switches left in the 

wrong position.  FRA expects that implementing PTC will decrease the number of incidents 

on those rail lines.  According to FRA’s PTC Database, PTC was fully implemented on all 

KCS rail lines where it is required2 by June 30, 2020, and on all CP rail lines where it is 

required by November 30, 2020.3  Although PTC is expected to improve railroad operations 

safety, it has not been in place long enough for its effect on railroad safety to be observable 

from historical data.  Therefore, OEA did not account for the effects of the implementation 

of PTC in the quantitative freight rail safety analysis.  Because PTC will likely increase rail 

safety over time, OEA’s decision to not account for PTC is conservative because it may 

cause the results to overestimate the potential safety impacts of the Proposed Acquisition. 

 

2  The RSIA mandated the implementation of PTC on Class I railroad mainlines which transport five million or more gross 

tons of annual traffic and certain hazardous materials. 
3  Annual reports for the previous year are due March 31; year 2021 was not available at the time of analysis. 
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Pursuant to 49 C.F.R. Part 1106 of the Board’s regulations and FRA regulations at 49 C.F.R. 

Part 244, the Applicants also prepared a proposed Safety Integration Plan (SIP).  The 

proposed SIP describes the Applicants’ proposed process and timeline for merging the 

operations of CP and KCS, as well as the safety implications of merging these operations.  

During the preparation of the SIP, the Applicants met with FRA to review drafts of the 

proposed SIP and related materials, respond to questions, and accept recommendations.  

Pursuant to 49 C.F.R. §§ 1106.4(b)(1) and 244.17, on December 28, 2021, the Applicants 

submitted their proposed SIP to the Board and, by letter dated February 28, 2022, FRA 

submitted comments to the Board stating that FRA is satisfied that the proposed SIP 

provides a reasonable assurance of safety for the proposed transaction, consistent with 

governing regulations.  OEA reviewed the proposed SIP and appended it to the Draft EIS to 

allow for public review and comment on it and on FRA’s comments.  OEA did not receive 

any comments on the proposed SIP.  The final SIP is appended to this Final EIS as 

Appendix G.  In the Final EIS, OEA will address any written comments on the SIP 

submitted during the Draft EIS comment period.  If the Board authorizes the Proposed 

Acquisition and adopts the SIP, the Board will require compliance with the SIP as a 

condition to its authorization (49 C.F.R. § 1106.4(b)(4)).  The Applicants then would 

coordinate with FRA in implementing the approved SIP, including any amendments thereto.  

Id.  FRA would provide the Board with updates as appropriate during the acquisition 

implementation period and advise the Board when, in FRA’s view, the integration of the 

Applicants’ operations has been safely completed.  Id.  

In addition to FRA, individual states oversee public safety, especially with respect to 

roadway/rail at-grade crossings (grade crossings).  Several railroad associations also develop 

and establish standards and practices for the industry, including the Association of American 

Railroads, the American Short Line and Regional Railroad Association, and the American 

Railway Engineering Maintenance-of-Way Association.   

Systemwide Analysis 

For the systemwide analysis of freight rail safety, OEA relied on historical incident data and 

rail traffic volume data from FRA; the Applicants’ projections of future rail traffic under the 

Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative; and other information from the 

Applicants’ Operating Plan.  The Applicants’ Operating Plan describes how the Applicants 

expect the integrated CPKC system would operate, including projected future rail traffic, 

expected changes in activities at rail yards and intermodal facilities, and planned capital 

improvements that would support the projected increases in rail traffic.  Appendix F 

provides additional information about the data sources that OEA used in its analysis of 

freight rail safety. 

OEA used data from FRA's Office of Safety Analysis to estimate future incident rates on CP 

and KCS rail lines under the No-Action Alternative and on CPKC rail lines under the 

Proposed Acquisition.  To estimate future incident rates under the No-Action Alternative, 

OEA calculated the historical average incident rates for CP and KCS over the five-year 

period from 2015 to 2019, measured in incidents per one million train-miles.  OEA assumed 

that the future incident rate in 2027 for CP and KCS would be the same as the historical 

five-year average incident rate for CP and KCS, respectively.  To predict future incident 
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rates under the Proposed Acquisition, OEA assumed that the future incident rate in 2027 for 

the entire CPKC system would be the same as the historical five-year average incident rate 

for CP (as shown in Table 3.1-1 and as described further in Appendix F).  This is a 

reasonable assumption because CP would acquire KCS under the Proposed Acquisition and 

would implement CP's safety procedures across the entire network, as discussed in detail in 

the SIP (see Appendix G).  OEA's use of historical five-year average incident rates to 

predict future incident rates is conservative because rail transportation safety has tended to 

improve over time and will likely continue to improve in the future due to the 

implementation of new safety measures, such as PTC.  This means that the results of OEA’s 

analysis may tend to overestimate the potential adverse safety impacts of the Proposed 

Acquisition.   

The analysis described in this section does not include incidents that could occur at grade 

crossings, such as collisions between trains and motor vehicles and accidents involving 

pedestrians, because OEA considered those incidents separately in Section 3.2, Grade 

Crossing Safety. 

OEA evaluated how changes in rail activity across the U.S. portion of the integrated CPKC 

system would affect the probability of freight rail incidents under the Proposed Acquisition.  

OEA used systemwide incident data sourced from FRA’s Office of Safety Analysis to 

calculate future incident rates under the Proposed Acquisition.  These incident rates are 

calculated by taking the annual number of incidents and dividing them by the total annual 

million train-miles, as described in Appendix F.  OEA assumed a future incident rate for 

2027 near the five-year average of the historical rates.  OEA calculated this rate by 

compiling the incident rate data from the FRA database and calculating the average of the 

rates from years 2015 to 2019, as described in Appendix F.  This approach is conservative 

because it does not account for the fact that rail transportation safety has tended to improve 

over time and will likely continue to do so in the future due to the implementation of new 

safety measures, such as PTC.  This means that the results of OEA’s analysis may tend to 

overestimate the potential adverse safety impacts of the Proposed Acquisition.  The incident 

rates that OEA used to assess freight rail safety impacts exclude incidents occurring at grade 

crossings because OEA considered those incidents separately in Section 3.2, Grade Crossing 

Safety and Section 3.3, Grade Crossing Delay.  OEA supplemented the data with 

information about anticipated changes in the level of rail traffic, as described in the 

Applicants’ Operating Plan and historical operational data that OEA obtained from FRA, 

including annual train-mile data, as described in Appendix F.  The Operating Plan describes 

how the Applicants expect the integrated CPKC system would operate, including the 

projected future rail traffic on the rail lines in the combined system, expected changes in 

activities at intermodal facilities, and planned capital improvements to support projected 

increases in rail traffic. 

To evaluate the probability of freight rail incidents associated with the estimated increases in 

freight train traffic, OEA used FRA’s reported annual incident rates for the entire system for 

the five-year analysis period.  OEA then averaged the five years of annual incident rates for 

both CP and KCS individually to determine the expected individual systemwide annual rates 

for CP and KCS, respectively, in the year 2027 under the No-Action Alternative.  To 

determine the expected combined CPKC systemwide annual incident rate in 2027 under the 
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Proposed Acquisition, OEA used the average of CP’s and KCS’s individual five-year 

averages (as shown in Table 3.1-1 and as described further in Appendix F). 

Rail Line Segment-Specific Analysis 

As noted above, OEA’s threshold for analyzing rail operations safety is eight or more 

additional freight trains per day on a rail line segment.  According to the Operating Plan, the 

Applicants expect that 29 rail line segments would experience an increase of eight or more 

freight trains per day.  OEA evaluated the probability of an incident occurring from the 

Proposed Acquisition on these rail line segments.  In response to comments on the Draft 

EIS, OEA also included rail line segment U-BEAU-01 in the rail line segment-specific 

analysis in the Final EIS even though the projected increase in rail traffic on this segment 

would be slightly under the threshold for freight rail safety analysis.  OEA used mainline 

incident totals and rates from 2015-2019, sourced from FRA’s Office of Safety Analysis, to 

calculate changes in incident rates in the 2027 analysis year by analyzing the historical 

trends in the annual mainline incident rates, as described in Appendix F.  As in the 

systemwide analysis, OEA determined the No-Action Alternative incident rates for 2027 for 

CP and KCS by taking the average of incident rates across analysis years for each railroad.  

OEA then applied each railroad’s calculated incident rate to each of their respective rail 

segments to determine the expected probability by segment under the No-Action Alternative 

in the year 2027. 

The safety record of railroads is often measured in terms of the number of incidents per 

million train-miles.  Million train-miles is the measurement of how many million miles all of 

the trains in a system have traversed annually.  To determine the projected number of 

incidents for each segment studied, OEA multiplied the Applicants’ projected average 

number of trains-per-day by the segment’s length and by 365 days.  OEA then divided this 

value by one million to determine the annual million train-miles, and then multiplied by the 

calculated 2027 mainline annual rate of either CP or KCS, depending on the segment.  This 

equation resulted in the projected number of incidents per year for each segment under the 

No-Action Alternative (taking into account organic growth expected to occur in 2027 

without the Proposed Acquisition).  The calculations that OEA used to determine the 

projected “years between incidents,” are described in Appendix F.   

Since the Proposed Acquisition is based on CP gaining control of KCS, OEA used the CP 

mainline projected rate for 2027 to determine the projected number of incidents per segment 

under the Proposed Acquisition.  Appendix F provides additional detail about the 

calculations performed. 

3.1.1.2 Affected Environment 

The existing conditions of the current rail operations of both CP and KCS are outlined in 

Chapter 2.1, Overview of Existing CP and KCS Rail Systems.  As a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition, the Applicants expect that the largest increases in average daily rail traffic 

would occur on the north-south corridor from Chicago, Illinois, to the U.S./Mexico border at 

Laredo, Texas (see Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2). 
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Systemwide Analysis 

For the systemwide analysis, OEA evaluated all incidents on mainlines, at rail yards, and at 

intermodal facilities that were reported to FRA from 2015 through 2019.  Table 3.1-1 shows 

the incident rates for all Class I railroads and their five-year average rates.  Annual incident 

rates over this timeframe ranged from 1.06 to 1.7 incidents per million train-miles for CP, 

and from 2.62 to 4.02 incidents per million train-miles for KCS.  Overall, both railroads 

trended downward for the five-year analysis period.  For context, the combined average 

incident rate for both railroads from 2015 to 2019 was 2.39 incidents per million train-miles, 

which is below the U.S. Class I railroad average of 2.66 (FRA Office of Safety Analysis 

2022). 

Table 3.1-1. 2015-2019 U.S. Class I Incident Rates (per million train-miles) 

Railroad 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Five-Year 
Average 

CP 1.70 1.61 1.56 1.06 1.26 1.44 

Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
Railway (BNSF) 

2.28 2.09 2.01 2.14 2.21 2.15 

Canadian National Railway 
Company (CN) 

2.67 1.63 2.06 2.90 2.68 2.39 

Norfolk Southern Railway (NSR) 2.21 2.6 2.33 2.76 3.31 2.64 

CSX Transportation 2.63 2.84 3.14 3.71 2.36 2.94 

KCS 4.02 2.62 3.68 3.40 3.03 3.35 

Union Pacific (UP) 3.29 3.25 3.41 3.85 4.76 3.71 

All Class I 2.69 2.38 2.60 2.83 2.80 2.66 

Source: Federal Railroad Administration 2019  

CP and KCS reported 272 non-highway related reportable incidents from 2015 through 

2019.  Of these incidents, 128 (approximately 47 percent) involved freight trains, while the 

remaining 144 (53 percent) involved single or multiple locomotives, single or multiple rail 

cars, maintenance-of-way equipment, or yard/switching equipment.   

Of the total 272 reportable incidents, 180 (66 percent) involved the derailment of one or 

more rail cars or locomotives.  Most of the derailments occurred within rail yards (50 

percent), on industry track (14 percent), or on sidings (5 percent).  Only about 31 percent of 

derailments occurred on main line track.  Of the 180 total derailments, 113 (63 percent) 

involved loaded freight cars.  Only five of derailments (3 percent) involved a release of 

hazardous materials from one or more loaded rail cars.  In total, CP and KCS together 

reported releases of hazardous materials from 13 loaded rail cars from 2015 through 2019 

(see Section 3.1.2.2, Affected Environment for more detail on hazardous materials releases). 

Of the 272 reportable incidents over the five-year review period, there were zero lay person 

injuries or fatalities reported by either railroad.  There were zero reported crew fatalities and 

only nine reported crew injuries among seven incidents.  This means that less than 0.03 

percent of incidents produced any injury to any person at all. 
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Of the 14,842 railcars and 537 locomotives involved in trains in reportable incidents, only 

903 (0.06 percent) railcars and 54 (0.10 percent) locomotives derailed. 

Rail Line Segment-Specific Analysis 

To analyze individual mainline segments that are part of the study area, OEA used FRA’s 

method for calculating rates for incidents occurring on mainline tracks only.  Annual 

incident rates over the five-year analysis period ranged from 0.66 to 0.83 incidents per 

million train-miles for CP, and from 0.48 to 2.01 incidents per million train-miles for KCS.  

Overall, both railroads trended downward for the five-year analysis period.  Table 3.1-2 

shows the mainline annual number of incidents, the annual number of train miles, total 

incidents, and the incident rates for CP and KCS from 2015 through 2019.  Because CP is 

seeking to acquire KCS, OEA used CP’s five-year average incident rate (2015-2019) as the 

estimated incident rate for mainline segments in the combined CPKC system for the analysis 

year 2027.  This approach is consistent with OEA’s past practice and is conservative 

because it does not account for the fact that rail safety has generally improved over time and 

will likely continue to do so in the future due to the implementation of new safety measures, 

such as PTC.  

Table 3.1-2. 2015-2019 Mainline Incident Rates 

Year Incidents 
Main Track Million 
Train-Miles 

Incident Rate per 
Million Train-Miles 

CP 

2015 8 10.06 0.80 

2016 6 8.05 0.75 

2017 7 8.46 0.83 

2018 6 8.96 0.67 

2019 6 9.10 0.66 

KCS 

2015 14 8.79 1.59 

2016 4 8.32 0.48 

2017 18 8.96 2.01 

2018 12 8.65 1.39 

2019 7 9.00 0.78 

Source: Federal Railroad Administration 2019 

3.1.1.3 Environmental Consequences 

This section presents the expected operating volumes for the Proposed Acquisition and the 

No-Action Alternative and describes the environmental consequences of the Proposed 

Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative on freight rail safety.  Table C.1-1, Master Rail 

Line Segment Table, in Appendix C outlines the Applicants’ expected changes in rail 

traffic due to both organic growth and Acquisition-related growth.   
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Proposed Acquisition 

Systemwide Analysis 

Under the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants expect that most of the rail traffic growth 

would occur along a generally north-south corridor extending between Chicago, Illinois, to 

the U.S./Mexico border at Laredo, Texas.  Between Bensenville, Illinois, and Sabula 

Junction, Iowa, the Applicants project that freight rail traffic would increase by eight trains 

per day, on average, under the Proposed Acquisition.  Between Sabula Junction to Kansas 

City, Missouri, the Applicants project that traffic would increase by 14.4 trains per day, on 

average.  The Applicants expect that the average projected growth in rail traffic would 

decrease moving south from Kansas City, from an additional 12.8 to 10.9 trains per day 

between Kansas City and Beaumont, Texas.  In addition, the Applicants expect an average 

of 8.3 to 8 additional trains per day between Rosenburg, Texas, to the U.S./Mexico border at 

Laredo, Texas (see Appendix C, Table C.1-1, and Chapter 2, Figure 2.2-1).  Under the 

Proposed Acquisition, OEA projects that CPKC would have a projected annual incident rate 

of 2.391.44 incidents per million train-miles across all types of track.  As described in 

Section 3.1.1.1, Approach (also see Appendix F), OEA used the CP incident rates received 

from FRA for 2015 to 2019 to represent the average annual incident rate for 2027 under the 

Proposed Acquisition.  Table 3.1-3 below shows the calculated 2027 systemwide incident 

rates for CPKC under the Proposed Acquisition and for CP and KCS separately under the 

No-Action Alternative. 

Table 3.1-3. Systemwide Incident Rates by Alternative 

 

Assumed 2027 Incident Rates per Million Train-
miles 

Railroad No-Action Alternative Proposed Acquisition 

CP 1.44 - 

KCS 3.35 - 

CPKC - 1.44 

Rail Line Segment-Specific Analysis 

Under the Proposed Acquisition, CPKC would have a projected annual segment-specific 

incident rate of 0.74 incidents per million train-miles across the mainline.  As described in 

Section 3.1.1.1, Approach (also see Appendix F), OEA used the CP segment-specific 

incident rates for 2015 to 2019 as the average annual incident rate for the Proposed 

Acquisition.  Table 3.1-4 below shows the calculated 2027 segment-specific incident rates 

for CPKC under the Proposed Acquisition. 

Table 3.1-4. Mainline Incident Rates by Alternative 

Railroad Forecasted 2027 Incident Rates per Million Train-miles 

 No-Action Alternative Proposed Acquisition 

CP 0.74 - 

KCS 1.25 - 
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Table 3.1-4. Mainline Incident Rates by Alternative 

Railroad Forecasted 2027 Incident Rates per Million Train-miles 

CPKC - 0.74 

Because the Applicants expect that the Proposed Acquisition would cause average rail 

traffic to increase on the 3029 rail line segments within the study area, OEA expects that the 

annual number of incidents would increase.  Across all of the rail line segments, OEA 

estimates that the annual number of incidents would increase from approximately 17.45 to 

approximately 18.74.  The greatest increase in the predicted number of incidents for any rail 

line segment would occur on segment C-OTTU-02 between Muscatine, Iowa, and Ottumwa, 

Iowa, where the predicted number of incidents would increase by 0.32 per year, from 0.11 

under the No-Action Alternative to 0.43 under the Proposed Acquisition.  This is equivalent 

to one incident approximately every 9.4 years under the No-Action Alternative and one 

incident approximately every 2.3 years under the Proposed Acquisition.   

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Acquisition would not occur, and CP would 

not acquire KCS.  Therefore, the projected increase in rail traffic on rail lines in the study 

area would not occur as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  However, the Applicants 

expect that both the CP and the KCS networks would experience organic growth in rail 

traffic under the No-Action Alternative.  Therefore, the number of rail incidents on rail line 

segments in the study area under the No-Action Alternative likely would be higher than 

under current conditions but lower than under the Proposed Acquisition.  See Table C.1-1, 

Master Rail Line Segment Table, in Appendix C for further information.  In general, 

OEA expects that rail lines will continue to become safer over time due to improvements in 

safety measures, such as the implementation of PTC.    

3.1.1.4 Conclusion  

Incident rates on the CP and KCS systems have declined in recent years at least likely in part 

due to the implementation of PTC and other industry-wide improvements in safety.  OEA 

expects that those rates would continue to decline in the future regardless of whether or not 

the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition.  As outlined in Table 3.1-5 below, under the 

Proposed Acquisition, OEA expects that the number of incidents would remain low on the 

affected rail line segments, and even decrease on some segments.  Systemwide, OEA 

expects that the CPKC incident rate (2.391.44) would remain well below the Class I average 

(2.66).  Under the No-Action Alternative, the projected increase in rail traffic on rail lines in 

the study area would not occur.  However, the Applicants expect that both the CP and the 

KCS networks would experience organic growth in rail traffic.  The incident rates on KCS 

and CP respectively would continue or decline if safety trends continue.  

As indicated in Section 3.1.1.2, Affected Environment, 99.9 percent of incidents during the 

five-year review period did not result in injuries or fatalities.  OEA expects that under the 

Proposed Acquisition, most incidents would continue to be minor and only a small 

percentage would result in impacts to human health.  In addition, because the projected 
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increase in rail traffic under the Proposed Acquisition would be caused by the diversion of 

trains from rail lines outside of the study area and by the diversion of freight from truck 

transportation to rail transportation, the Applicants expect that any increase in the number of 

incidents on rail line segments in the study area would generally be offset by a decrease in 

the number of incidents on rail lines outside of the study area and by a decrease in the 

number of highway incidents involving trucks, which are generally less safe than trains.   

To minimize the potential for incidents and help prevent incidents that do occur from 

resulting in damage to property, injuries, or fatalities, the Applicants have proposed 

voluntary mitigation measures committing them to funding railroad focused emergency 

response training for firefighters from potentially affected communities (see Chapter 4, 

Mitigation, Voluntary Mitigation [VM]-Rail-04); reviewing coverage of emergency 

response equipment assets across the combined network and redistributing or adding assets 

as necessary to improve emergency response capability (VM-Rail-05); and compliance with 

the SIP per FRA and Board requirements (49 C.F.R. Part 1106). 
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Table 3.1-5.  Incident Rates on CP and KCS Segments 

Rail Line Segments Incidents per Year Years between Incidents 

Between And 
Segment 
Code 

Segment 
Length 
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No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Sabula Drawbridge, IA Lake, IA C-CHIC-01 0.7 0.00 0.00 0.00  864.49 374.77 

Davis Jct, IL Sabula Drawbridge, IA C-CHIC-02 61.5 0.11 0.24 0.13  9.18 4.14 

Randall Road, IL Davis Jct, IL C-CHIC-03 38.7 0.03 0.12 0.08  30.42 8.59 

Bensenville Metra, IL Randall Road, IL C-ELGI-01 23.0 0.02 0.07 0.05  47.21 14.11 

Sabula Drawbridge, IA Clinton, IA C-DAVE-01 17.5 0.05 0.12 0.07  19.73 8.42 

Clinton, IA Water Works, IA C-DAVE-02 33.2 0.07 0.20 0.13  13.49 4.92 

Water Works, IA Nahant, IA C-DAVE-03 4.5 0.01 0.03 0.02  100.16 36.51 

Nahant, IA Muscatine, IA C-OTTU-01 24.6 0.04 0.14 0.10  23.60 7.24 

Muscatine, IA Ottumwa, IA C-OTTU-02 82.5 0.11 0.43 0.32  9.35 2.34 

Ottumwa, IA Laredo, MO/IA C-LARE-01 61.2 0.06 0.29 0.24  17.75 3.40 

Laredo, MO/IA Laredo, IA C-LARE-02 41.1 0.04 0.20 0.16  26.43 5.06 

Laredo, IA Polo, MO C-KACI-01 51.6 0.06 0.26 0.20  18.04 3.91 

Polo, MO Airline Jct, MO C-KACI-02 42.1 0.04 0.21 0.16  22.96 4.83 

Kansas City, KS Pittsburg, KS K-PITT-01 124.5 1.00 1.02 0.02  1.00 0.98 

Pittsburg, KS Watts, OK K-HEAV-01 107.8 0.79 0.83 0.04  1.26 1.20 

Watts, OK Poteau, OK K-HEAV-02 90.4 0.58 0.65 0.06  1.71 1.54 

Poteau, OK Heavener, OK K-HEAV-03 11.6 0.08 0.08 0.01  12.96 11.83 

Heavener, OK De Queen, AR K-SHRE-01 94.6 0.59 0.67 0.07  1.68 1.50 

De Queen, AR Ashdown, AR K-SHRE-02 37.1 0.28 0.29 0.01  3.64 3.48 

Ashdown, AR Shreveport, LA K-SHRE-03 83.2 0.51 0.58 0.07  1.95 1.72 

Shreveport, LA Frierson, LA K-SHRE-04 21.8 0.25 0.21 (0.04) 4.02 4.72 
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Table 3.1-5.  Incident Rates on CP and KCS Segments 

Rail Line Segments Incidents per Year Years between Incidents 

Between And 
Segment 
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No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Frierson, LA Leesville, LA K-BEAU-01 91.4 0.45 0.53 0.09  2.24 1.88 

Leesville, LA De Quincy, LA K-BEAU-02 50.6 0.25 0.30 0.04  3.95 3.36 

De Quincy, LA Beaumont, TX K-BEAU-03 47.0 0.20 0.26 0.06  5.01 3.88 

Beaumont, TX Rosenberg, TX U-BEAU-01 120.0  0.51   0.54   0.04   1.98   1.84  

Rosenberg, TX Kendleton, TX K-ROSE-01 12.2 0.05 0.06 0.01  19.66 17.39 

Kendleton, TX Victoria, TX K-ROSE-02 74.8 0.33 0.36 0.03  3.02 2.75 

Victoria, TX Placedo, TX U-VICT-01 12.8 0.05 0.06 0.01  19.58 16.95 

Placedo, TX Robstown, TX U-VICT-02 82.8 0.33 0.38 0.05  3.03 2.62 

Laredo, TX Robstown, TX K-LARE-02 144.0 0.97 0.89 (0.08) 1.03 1.13 
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3.1.2 Hazardous Materials Transportation 

This section describes the affected environment and environmental consequences for 

hazardous materials transport.  

3.1.2.1 Approach  

The Board’s regulations do not have a threshold for analyzing hazardous materials transport 

but do require a description of the Applicants’ safety record on derailments, incidents, and 

hazardous spills, as well as reporting on the likelihood of an accidental release of hazardous 

materials.  Consistent with prior rail line acquisitions, for this analysis, OEA considered all 

rail line segments in the U.S. portion of CPKC on which the Applicants' projected increases 

in the transport of hazardous materials.  OEA evaluated whether the probability of a 

hazardous materials release would increase along the rail line segments.  OEA evaluated 

these Applicant-identified segments to calculate the release frequencies by segment for both 

the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Acquisition.   

Regulatory Approach 

The Applicants are required to comply with laws and regulations governing the safe 

transport of hazardous materials.  U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations 

include requirements for shipping and packaging containers for hazardous materials, 

emergency response information, and training.  FRA enforces USDOT regulations that 

require shippers to transport hazardous materials in rail cars specifically designed for safety 

of transport (49 C.F.R. Parts 171 through 180).  These include: 1) FRA Office of Railroad 

Safety (49 C.F.R. Chapter II), which regulates the railroad industry; 2) the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (40 C.F.R. 300), which governs 

the clean-up of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous material sites, incidents, spills, and 

other emergency releases of pollutants and contaminants to the environment; 3) the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (40 C.F.R. Part 264), which establishes the 

framework for the proper management of hazardous and non-hazardous waste from cradle to 

grave; and 4) the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.), which 

applies to the transportation of hazardous materials in commerce, including interstate and 

intrastate carriers.  The Applicants must also comply with FRA regulations governing track 

safety standards, freight car standards, and operating rules and practices, which all affect the 

potential for hazardous materials releases.   

In addition, the transportation of hazardous materials is subject to U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 

regulations.  EPA regulations address spill prevention and cleanup.  Most EPA regulations 

address only fixed facilities rather than transport activities.  However, EPA regulations in 40 

C.F.R. Part 263, “Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste,” specify 

immediate response actions, discharge clean-up, and other requirements for transporters of 

hazardous waste.  The OSHA regulations in 29 C.F.R. §1910.120, “Hazardous Waste 

Operations and Emergency Response,” specify emergency response and clean-up operations 

for releases, or substantial threats of releases, of hazardous substances. 



 

 

 

 

3.1-15 

 

  
Chapter 3  

Freight and Passenger Rail Safety 

 

Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

Mainline Release Analysis 

OEA evaluated how changes in rail activity on rail segments under the Proposed Acquisition 

would change the likelihood of an accidental release of hazardous materials.  This included 

identifying rail line segments that would experience any increase in hazardous materials 

transport and information provided by the Applicants in the Table C.1-1, Master Segment 

Table in Appendix C.  OEA calculated the likelihood of hazardous materials releases for 

both the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Acquisition on the identified segments by 

applying historic release rates in number of annual releases per carload to existing 

operational conditions to estimate existing condition release frequencies for CP and KCS.  

OEA then applied the historical release rates to the projected operational conditions under 

the Proposed Acquisition to predict release frequencies for CPKC.  OEA evaluated the 

estimated release frequencies under both the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed 

Acquisition to determine whether the increase in hazardous materials transport on identified 

segments would increase the likelihood of an accidental release.  Appendix F provides 

details on the calculations used in the aforementioned approach. 

Rail Yards Release Analysis 

To evaluate potential impacts on safety at rail yards, OEA calculated the likelihood of a 

hazardous materials release.  OEA applied the respective No-Action Alternative release rate 

to CP’s and KCS’s respective rail yards to calculate the No-Action Alternative impacts and 

applied the Proposed Acquisition release rate to all yards to calculate the Proposed 

Acquisition impacts.   

3.1.2.2 Affected Environment 

Releases of hazardous materials can occur because of incidents, human error, device issues, 

and other causes.  Definitions for the causes of hazardous materials releases are included in 

Appendix F.  USDOT has specific protocols for the transport of hazardous materials by rail, 

which is usually done by tank car.  Tank car releases of hazardous materials can occur 

because of incidents, human error, packaging failure, and other problems.  Human errors 

may include not closing a valve tightly or overfilling a tank.  Packaging failures include 

situations where inner liners are compromised or containers leak.  Other sources of releases 

include vandalism and improperly vented tank cars.  USDOT regulations require railroads to 

submit a report each time a release occurs.   

Types of Hazardous Materials Transported 

As part of its review of potential impacts on rail safety, OEA reviewed the types of 

chemicals CP and KCS transport.  Common carrier railroads, such as CP and KCS, are 

required to serve shippers upon reasonable request, including shippers that move hazardous 

materials.  Therefore, CP and KCS generally cannot control what types of regulated 

hazardous materials they transport.  Currently, each railroad transports commodities from all 

nine hazard classes.  Class 3 (flammable liquids) make up 50 percent of hazardous materials 

transported annually on the CP and KCS networks.  CP transports bitumen,4 and to a lesser 

 

4  A dense, highly viscous, petroleum-based hydrocarbon that is found in deposits such as oil sands and pitch lakes. 

https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/dense
https://www.britannica.com/science/petroleum
https://www.britannica.com/science/tar-sand
https://www.britannica.com/science/pitch-lake
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extent crude oil, from Alberta, Canada to the U.S., where it is generally destined for the Gulf 

Coast.  Liquified petroleum gas (LPG) is another common commodity moved by rail, 

passing through the U.S. from Alberta.  It is important to distinguish between LPG 

transported here and liquified natural gas (LNG).  LPG is stored, shipped, and transported in 

tanks or cylinders, which is what makes it suitable for rail shipping.  LNG, by contrast, must 

be stored and shipped in specialized cryogenic tanks.  It is then transported by pipeline.  

While LPG has been transported by rail for many years, rail transportation of LNG is 

currently prohibited in the United States under transportation regulations promulgated by the 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and FRA. 

KCS has direct access to chemical products used in plastics and lubricants from the 

following sites: Princeton, Baton Rouge, Westlake, Reserve, Cotton Valley, and Woodlawn 

in Louisiana; Port Neches and Beaumont in Texas; and Vicksburg in Mississippi.   

The Applicants follow USDOT regulations that specify shipping and packaging 

requirements that prevent hazardous materials mixing to form more hazardous compounds.  

USDOT regulations prohibit mixing materials in the same package or container that may 

cause dangerous levels of heat, flammable or poisonous gases or vapors, or produce 

corrosive materials.  There is a prohibition against chemical mixing and release that may 

compromise packaging integrity.  Railcars carrying materials whose mixing would be 

harmful are not permitted to be sequenced next to each other in the rail consist.5  

Both CP and KCS have established hazardous materials protocols, training, and emergency 

response practices that address emergency preparedness, prevention, and response.  These 

plans identify available resources and procedures for responding to a potential incident 

involving hazardous materials.  Following the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants would 

coordinate their safety and emergency response programs as described in the Applicants’ 

application and the SIP. 

Historical Hazardous Material Releases on Mainlines and in Rail Yards 

CP and KCS reported 233 releases between 2015 and 2019.  Of these incidents, 161 (69.1 

percent) occurred in rail yards, while 72 (30.9 percent) occurred outside of rail yards.  Out of 

the total 233 releases, 170 (73.0 percent) were non-locomotive related, and 63 (27.0 percent) 

were locomotive fueling/servicing related.  Table 3.1-6 shows the number of hazardous 

materials incidents that were non-locomotive related as reported by CP and KCS. 

Table 3.1-6. 2015-2019 Hazardous Materials Incidents (non-locomotive related) 

Railroad Hazardous Materials Incidents, 2015-2019 

 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total 

CP 27 13 14 7 21 82 

KCS 18 20 14 19 17 88 

Hazardous material releases were categorized by the Applicants into five types: accident-

related release, non-accident related, locomotive response, third party/adjacent property 

 

5
   A consist is the rolling stock (railroad cars), exclusive of the locomotive, making up a train. 
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impacting operations, and fixed facility response (non-lading).  Of the total 233 reported 

releases, the historical breakdown is as follows: 

• Accident-Related Release: There were 21 (9.0 percent) incident-related releases.  

Incident-related releases are unintentional releases of a hazardous material while in 

transport, including loading and unloading, that are caused by a derailment, collision, or 

other rail-related incident. 

• Non-Accident Related: There were 112 (48.1 percent) non-incident related releases.  

Non-incident releases are unintentional releases of a hazardous material while in 

transport, including loading and unloading, that are not caused by a derailment, collision, 

or other rail related incident.  These releases can include leaks, splashes, and other 

releases from improperly secured or defective valves, fittings, and tank shells, as well as 

venting of non-atmospheric gases from safety relief devices. 

• Locomotive Response: There were 62 (26.6 percent) locomotive response releases.  

These releases refer to spills and releases associated with the fueling and maintenance of 

locomotives. 

• Third Party/Adjacent Property Impacting Operations: There were 32 (13.7 percent) third 

party/adjacent property impacting operations releases.  These refer to incidents occurring 

on property adjacent to the railroad that directly caused a release of a hazardous material.  

Railroad operations and shipping processes were disrupted.   

• Fixed Facility Response (Non-Lading): There were six (2.6 percent) fixed facility response 

(non-lading) releases.  A fixed facility is a non-railroad entity where these hazardous 

materials are stored.  Examples of fixed facilities include factories, storage tanks, and 

pipelines.  Releases in these incidents originated in fixed facilities rather than during 

transport.  

When reviewing accident-related releases, OEA reviewed data provided by the Applicants.  

OEA found that over the five-year review period for both railroads, there were only seven 

types of hazardous materials released, which included: 

• Alcohols, N.O.S.:6   58,069 gallons7 

• LPGs:    10,200 gallons 

• Sodium Chlorate:  1,039 pounds 

• Diesel:   820 gallons 

• Crude Oil:   500 gallons 

• Polymeric Beads:  45 cubic yards 

• Batteries (Acid):  2 gallons 

• Hazardous Waste N.O.S.: 0.5 gallons 

Of the 170 non-locomotive related hazardous materials incidents, 151 were liquid releases.  

Almost two-thirds of all liquid releases were 10 gallons or less.  Of these liquid releases: 

 

6  N.O.S.: Not Otherwise Specified (such as ethanol) 
7  53,180 of the 58,069 gallons released over the five-year period were from a single incident in February 2015. 
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• 16 percent were equal to or less than 1 gallon 

• 58 percent were equal to or less than 10 gallons 

• 78 percent were equal to or less than 50 gallons 

Across all release types, excluding the single incident for Alcohols N.O.S. noted above, 

diesel was the biggest contributor to hazardous material releases (25,450 gallons).  

Locomotive response-related releases comprised 78.7 percent of the diesel releases, and only 

3.2 percent were due to accident-related releases. 

Of the 180 derailment related incidents, only five of these derailments caused any loaded 

hazardous material cars to derail and spill.  Overall, rail-related releases accounted for only 

9 percent of all hazardous material releases. 

Overall, there were only five incidents were releases of crude oil; four of the five were 100 

gallons or less; and all five combined released less than 700 gallons across the 6,890 miles 

of the CP and KCS networks.    

3.1.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

The following describes the environmental consequences of the Proposed Acquisition and 

No-Action Alternative for hazardous materials transportation.  Table C.1-1, Master Rail 

Line Segment Table, in Appendix C outlines the Applicants’ expected changes in 

Hazardous Material Carloads due to both organic growth and Acquisition-related growth.    

Proposed Acquisition 

Mainline Release Rate Analysis 

Table 3.1-7 shows the five-year average release rates for both CP and KCS in terms of 

releases per hazardous materials car-mile. 

Table 3.1-7. 2015-2019 Average Mainline Release Rates 

Railroad Releases 

Hazardous 
Materials Car-
miles Release Rate 

CP       

Five-year average 5.4 207,217,406 2.61 x 10-8 

KCS       

Five-year average 2.8 102,790,252 2.72 x 10-8 

Consistent with past practice, OEA assumed that the combined CPKC system would have an 

average mainline release rate equal the five-year average mainline release rate for CP 

because CP is seeking to acquire KCS.  This is a conservative assumption because it does 

not account for the fact that rail safety has generally improved over time and will likely 

continue to do so in the future with the implementation of new safety equipment and 

procedures.  OEA used the CP five-year average release rate to estimate how the projected 

increase in hazardous materials carloads under the Proposed Acquisition would affect the 

number of predicted hazardous materials releases on specific rail line segments.  Out of the 
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141 total rail line segments on which the number of transported hazardous material carloads 

would increase, 50 would experience measurable increases in the predicted number of 

releases.  The rail line segment that would experience the greatest increase in the predicted 

number of releases as a result of the Proposed Acquisition is segment K-PITT-01 between 

Pittsburg, Kansas, and Kansas City, Missouri.  That segment would experience an estimated 

0.23 releases per year under the Proposed Acquisition, compared to 0.08 releases per year 

under the No-Action Alternative, which is an increase of approximately 0.17 releases per 

year or one additional release every approximately 5.9 years.  As described above in 

Historical Hazardous Material Releases on Mainlines and in Rail Yards, OEA expects that 

the majority of releases that would occur would be minor and would not have the potential 

to result in environmental impacts, injuries, or fatalities.  The 10 most affected segments are 

highlighted in Table 3.1-8.  See Table F.2-2 in Appendix F for all affected segments.  
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Table 3.1-8. Top 10 Rail Line Segments with Highest Change in Acquisition-Related Releases   

Segment Information Hazardous Material (Hazmat) Carloads Per Year 
Projected Releases per 
Year 

Segment   Railroad 
Segment 
Length 

Base 
Hazmat 
Carloads 

Organic 
Growth 
Hazmat 
Carloads 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 
Hazmat 
Carloads 

Acquisition-related 
Growth Hazmat 
Carloads 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 
Hazmat 
Carloads 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

2027 
Proposed 
Acquisition 

K-PITT-01 KCS  124.50   17,716   4,677   22,392   48,313   70,705   0.08   0.23  

C-CARR-01 CP  139.60   151,476   39,990   191,465   39,346   230,811   0.70   0.84  

C-RIVE-02 CP  114.50   200,798   53,011   253,809   41,014   294,823   0.76   0.88  

K-HEAV-01 KCS  107.80   15,643   4,130   19,773   43,850   63,623   0.06   0.18  

K-BEAU-01 KCS  91.40   62,609   16,529   79,138   48,997   128,135   0.20   0.31  

C-MARQ-03 CP  98.00   129,465   34,179   163,644   41,668   205,312   0.42   0.52  

K-SHRE-01 KCS  94.60   17,403   4,594   21,997   42,481   64,478   0.06   0.16  

C-PAYN-02 CP  97.10   180,538   47,662   228,200   40,115   268,316   0.58   0.68  

C-PORT-03 CP  99.20   138,322   36,517   174,838   39,210   214,048   0.45   0.55  

K-SHRE-03 KCS  83.20   21,326   5,630   26,957   46,627   73,583   0.06   0.16  
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In the event of a release of hazardous materials, the impacts of the release would depend on 

many factors, including the type of material or materials released; the number of rail cars 

involved; the volume of material released; the location of the incident in relation to 

inhabited or sensitive environmental areas; and the timing and effectiveness of local 

government and railroad emergency response plans.8  Based on a review of past hazardous 

materials releases on the CP and KCS systems, OEA expects that most hazardous materials 

releases resulting from rail incidents would be small.  In general, OEA expects that a release 

of hazardous materials would involve a relatively short duration exposure and would be 

contained quickly.  This would minimize the potential for groundwater contamination, limit 

the extent of any soil contamination, and allow for the proper management of any surface 

water contamination.  If hazardous materials were to enter surface waters as a result of a 

release, appropriate management actions would depend on the materials involved and the 

resources affected.  These might include, but would not necessarily be limited to, cleaning 

up the spill and temporarily restricting the use of the water body.  Such measures would 

minimize the potential for long-term impacts through unrecognized soil or water 

contamination.  OEA considered the potential impacts to biological and water resources in 

Section 3.11 and Section 3.12, respectively. 

Rail Yards Release Rate Analysis 

OEA calculated the five-year average rail yard release rate for both railroads to be 3.29 x 10-6 

releases per carload processed, as shown in Table 3.1-9, and described in Appendix F, 

Table F.2-3. 

Table 3.1-9. Five-Year Averaged Rail Yard Release Rates 

Railroad No-Action Alternative Proposed Acquisition 

CP 2.42 x 10-6 - 

KCS 4.50 x 10-6 - 

CPKC - 2.42 x 10-6 

Of the 165 rail yards in the study area, 42 yards would experience an increase in at least one 

carload processed per day.  Using the rate outlined above, OEA calculated that of these 42 

yards, 17 would experience increases in the predicted number of annual releases, ranging 

from an additional 0.01 releases per year to an additional 0.3 releases per year, as shown in 

Table 3.1-10. 

 

 

8 As required by 49 C.F.R. Parts 172 and 174.  
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Table 3.1-10. Rail Yards with Acquisition-Related Growth ≥1 Carloads Processed Per Day 

Yard Information Cars Processed Per Day Projected Releases per Year 

Yard Name Railroad State Base 
Organic 
Growth 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

Acquisition-
Related 
Growth 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 

Advance           KCS Louisiana 38.0  10.0  48.0  1.1  49.1   0.08  0.04 

Arbela            KCS Mississippi 147.7  39.0  186.7  2.1  188.8   0.31  0.17 

Artesia           KCS Mississippi 370.2  97.7  468.0  2.2  470.1   0.77  0.42 

Ashdown           KCS Arkansas 46.2  12.2  58.4  7.9  66.2   0.10  0.06 

Baton 
Rouge       KCS Louisiana 413.4  109.1  522.5  5.2  527.7   0.86  0.47 

Bensenville 
Yard CP Illinois 1,139.2  300.7  1,439.9  367.7  1,807.6   1.27  1.60 

Blue Island       CP Illinois 9.4  2.5  11.9  1.4  13.2   0.01  0.01 

Bossier City      KCS Louisiana 63.1  16.6  79.7  1.5  81.2   0.13  0.07 

Calumet           CP Illinois 180.9  47.8  228.7  2.0  230.7   0.20  0.20 

Chicago           CP Illinois 408.2  107.8  516.0  3.8  519.7   0.46  0.46 

Chicago 
Clearing  CP Illinois 705.6  186.3  891.9  2.0  893.9   0.79  0.79 

Cordova           CP Illinois 6.9  1.8  8.7  3.4  12.1   0.01  0.01 

Cottage 
Grove     CP Minnesota 103.3  27.3  130.6  8.6  139.2   0.12  0.12 

Cotton 
Valley     KCS Louisiana 12.7  3.3  16.0  1.4  17.4   0.03  0.02 

Dallas            KCS Texas 78.7  20.8  99.5  8.4  107.9   0.16  0.10 

Davis 
Junction    CP Illinois 15.4  4.1  19.5  1.2  20.7   0.02  0.02 

Det Con 
Term      CP Michigan 26.3  6.9  33.2  23.2  56.5   0.03  0.05 

Geismar           KCS Louisiana 33.8  8.9  42.7  1.3  44.0   0.07  0.04 
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Table 3.1-10. Rail Yards with Acquisition-Related Growth ≥1 Carloads Processed Per Day 

Yard Information Cars Processed Per Day Projected Releases per Year 

Yard Name Railroad State Base 
Organic 
Growth 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

Acquisition-
Related 
Growth 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 

Gibsland          KCS Louisiana 45.4  12.0  57.3  1.3  58.6   0.09  0.05 

Glenwood          CP Minnesota 259.8  68.6  328.4  6.3  334.8   0.29  0.30 

Hughes 
Springs    KCS Texas 29.3  7.7  37.0  3.3  40.3   0.06  0.04 

Intl Freight 
Gate KCS Missouri 98.0  25.9  123.8  19.3  143.1   0.20  0.13 

Kendleton         KCS Texas 90.1  23.8  113.9  2.2  116.1   0.19  0.10 

Mason City        CP Iowa 124.4  32.8  157.3  21.4  178.7   0.14  0.16 

Milwaukee         CP Wisconsin 141.2  37.3  178.5  10.5  189.0   0.16  0.17 

Minneapolis 
Humbo CP Minnesota 53.6  14.2  67.8  1.0  68.8   0.06  0.06 

Muscatine         CP Iowa 226.7  59.9  286.6  5.4  291.9   0.25  0.26 

Nahant            CP Iowa 363.7  96.0  459.8  8.4  468.1   0.41  0.41 

New 
Orleans       KCS Louisiana 364.1  96.1  460.2  6.3  466.5   0.76  0.41 

Ottumwa           CP Iowa 217.8  57.5  275.3  1.0  276.3   0.24  0.24 

Pittsburg         KCS Texas 14.7  3.9  18.6  2.7  21.3   0.03  0.02 

Port Arthur       KCS Texas 245.4  64.8  310.2  209.4  519.6   0.51  0.46 

Port Neches       KCS Texas 245.7  64.9  310.6  2.1  312.7   0.51  0.28 

Princeton         CP Iowa 7.7  2.0  9.7  1.5  11.2   0.01  0.01 

Schiller 
Park Yard CP Illinois 58.6  15.5  74.0  76.5  150.6   0.07  0.13 

Shoreham 
Yard CP Minnesota 70.6  18.6  89.2  28.7  117.8   0.08  0.10 

Shreveport KCS Louisiana 1,245.4  328.8  1,574.2  80.7  1,654.9   2.58  1.46 
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Table 3.1-10. Rail Yards with Acquisition-Related Growth ≥1 Carloads Processed Per Day 

Yard Information Cars Processed Per Day Projected Releases per Year 

Yard Name Railroad State Base 
Organic 
Growth 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

Acquisition-
Related 
Growth 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 

2027 Proposed 
Acquisition 

Sibley            KCS Louisiana 19.9  5.3  25.2  1.4  26.6   0.04  0.02 

St. Paul           CP Minnesota 1,805.1  476.6  2,281.7  69.7  2,351.3   2.01  2.08 

Thief River 
Falls CP Minnesota 97.0  25.6  122.6   6.1  128.8   0.11  0.11 

Tracy CP Minnesota 176.1  46.5  222.6  21.7  244.3   0.20  0.22 

Wylie             KCS Texas  260.7  68.8  329.6  137.0  466.5   0.54  0.41 
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No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Acquisition would not occur, and CP would 

not acquire KCS.  Therefore, the projected increase in rail traffic on rail lines and projected 

increase in operational activities at rail yards would not occur as a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition.  However, the Applicants expect that both the CP and the KCS networks would 

experience organic growth in rail traffic under the No-Action Alternative.  Therefore, the 

number of hazardous material releases along rail lines and in rail yards under the No-Action 

Alternative likely would be higher than under current conditions but lower than under the 

Proposed Acquisition.  Across all of the CP and KCS rail line segments in the study area, 

OEA projects that a total of 10.36 total releases would occur per year under the No-Action 

Alternative compared to 12.88 releases per year under the Proposed Acquisition.  Across all 

of the rail yards in the study area, OEA projects that a total of 23.50 releases would occur 

per year, compared to 24.99 releases per year under the Proposed Acquisition. 

3.1.2.4 Conclusion 

As outlined in Table F.2-2 and Table F.2-5, OEA expects the number of hazardous material 

releases would remain low on both the affected rail line segments and yards.  On rail 

segments, OEA expects that CPKC release rates would range on average from 1.02 releases 

per year to zero releases per year, with some segments likely to see a reduction in average 

number of releases.  OEA expects that rail yards would also have low release rates, 

averaging from 2.82 releases per year to near zero releases per year, and some yards are 

likely to have a reduction in average number of releases. 

Based on the information in Section 3.1.2.2, Affected Environment, 91 percent of releases 

were not accident related (for example, the releases were in a yard or a shipper’s facility).  

OEA expects that most incidents would be minor, and the majority of releases would not be 

caused by train accidents.  The Applicants expect that the Proposed Acquisition would 

increase the volumes of certain hazardous commodities on rail lines in the study area, but 

the majority of that traffic is already moving by rail on other carriers’ lines.  The Applicants 

forecast that the efficiencies created by the Proposed Acquisition would allow CPKC to 

capture a portion of the hazardous material traffic from those other carriers to the combined 

CPKC system.  Therefore, OEA expects that any potential increase in the number of releases 

along rail line segments on the combined CPKC network would be partially offset by a 

reduction in the number of releases along other rail lines owned and operated by other 

railroad companies.  In addition, to the extent that the transportation of hazardous materials 

could be diverted from truck to rail as a result of the Proposed Acquisition, the probability of 

a release occurring would decrease because rail transportation is generally safer than  

truck transportation.   

To further minimize the potential release of hazardous materials and the potential for a 

hazardous materials release to affect human health and the environment, the Applicants have 

proposed voluntary mitigation measures to reduce potential adverse impacts, including a 

commitment to notify appropriate federal, state, and local agencies in the event of a 

reportable hazardous materials release (VM-Rail-02) and the commitment to conduct 

training workshops for emergency responders in communities through which dangerous 
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goods are transported (VM-Rail-03).  Additionally, a condition requiring completion of the 

SIP process and compliance with the SIP per FRA and Board requirements (49 C.F.R. Part 

1106) would reduce the probability of incidents occurring (VM-Rail-02). 

3.1.3 Passenger Rail Safety 

This section describes the affected environment, and environmental consequences for 

passenger rail safety.  

3.1.3.1 Approach 

The Applicants do not expect that the Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in 

passenger rail traffic on rail lines in the combined CPKC network.9  However, the Proposed 

Acquisition could affect passenger rail safety because it would cause an increase in the 

average daily number of freight trains on rail lines that passenger trains also use.  In general, 

increased freight rail traffic on rail lines that are used for passenger service has the potential 

to increase the probability of collisions between freight and passenger trains.   

The threshold for passenger rail safety analysis here is an increase of one or more freight 

trains per day due to the Proposed Acquisition of KCS by CP, on rail line segments where 

freight and passenger rail operations share tracks.  OEA applied this analysis threshold, also 

used in previous mergers, as a conservative benchmark to identify potential impacts on 

passenger rail in shared corridors.  The Applicants’ Operating Plan identifies nine rail line 

segments with passenger rail service that would exceed OEA’s threshold for analysis due to 

the Proposed Acquisition.   

As part of the passenger rail safety analysis, OEA reviewed current operating/trackage 

agreements between the Applicants and passenger service operators on rail line segments in 

the study area.  Operating/trackage agreements set parameters for each railroad’s 

movements and track occupancy to address the inherently competing interests of the freight 

and passenger rail service.  Operating/trackage agreements establish protocols for using 

track sections during certain times of day and identify operating priorities and dispatching 

responsibilities among other provisions.  The existing operating/trackage agreements 

between passenger rail service operators and the Applicants that OEA reviewed preclude 

actions by the Applicants that would result in a reduction in established commuter or 

intercity passenger rail service frequency.  The agreements allow for increases in intercity 

passenger service in some cases, and commuter passenger rail service during established 

time periods. 

Table 3.1-11 shows the nine rail line segments on which the Applicants share trackage with 

a passenger rail operator that would increase above the analysis threshold under the 

Proposed Acquisition.  Two intercity passenger rail services (Amtrak Sunset Limited and 

Empire Builder) and two commuter rail services (Metra Milwaukee District West Line and 

Metro Transit Northstar) operate on segments where freight traffic would increase above the 

 

9
   OEA is aware that Amtrak intends to increase passenger rail service on certain rail lines within the CPKC network in the 

future.  However, those potential increases in Amtrak service would not occur as a result of the Proposed Acquisition 

and therefore are appropriately considered in Section 3.14, Cumulative Impacts. 
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analysis threshold due to the Proposed Acquisition.  Therefore, OEA analyzed those 

segments to determine the impact of the Proposed Acquisition on the passenger rail services 

that operate over these segments. 

To evaluate potential impacts to passenger rail safety resulting from the Proposed 

Acquisition, OEA calculated a nationwide freight and passenger train collision rate 

(nationwide incident rate) in collisions per million passenger train miles.  The nationwide 

incident rate covers the most recent 10 years of data from January 1, 2008, to December 31, 

2018, and only includes collision incidents between freight and passenger trains.  The 

potential nationwide incident rate includes head-on, rear-end, and side-collisions between 

passenger and freight trains.  Passenger train incidents unrelated to freight trains that 

occurred on shared rail line segments are not included.  The nationwide incident rate does 

not include other incident types such as fire, collisions with obstructions, and derailments 

that are not initially caused by a freight and passenger train collision.   
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Table 3.1-11. Existing (2019) Freight and Passenger Traffic on CP and KCS Lines that Exceed Board Thresholds for Analysis 

Rail Line Segment 

Rail Line Corridor 

Rail Segment 
Owner 
(Trackage 
Rights) 

Passenger 
Service 
Provider 

Existing Train Traffic (trains per day) 

Between And 
Segment 
Code 

Segment 
Length 

Passenger 
Trains 

Freight 
Trains 

Total Trains 

Tower B12, IL Bensenville 
Metra Station, IL 

C-ELGI-02 4.6  Chicago Union Station 
to Big Timber Station 
(Elgin, IL) 

Metra Metra 58 
(Weekday) 

29.4 87.4 

Bensenville Metra 
Station, IL 

Randall Road, IL C-ELGI-01 23.0 Chicago Union Station 
to Big Timber Station 
(Elgin, IL) 

Metra Metra 57 
(Weekday) 

3.2 60.2 

St. Paul Yard, MN Northtown, MN B-TWIN-01 14.7 Chicago to 
Seattle/Portland via 
Minneapolis (Amtrak), 
Minneapolis to Big 
Lake (Northstar) 

BNSF (CP) Amtrak, 
Metro 
Transit 

14 16.7 30.7 

River Jct, MN Newport, MN C-RIVE-02 114.5 Chicago to 
Seattle/Portland via 
Minneapolis 

CP Amtrak 2 16.2 18.2 

Newport, MN Minneapolis, MN C-RIVE-01 16.5 Chicago to 
Seattle/Portland via 
Minneapolis 

CP Amtrak 2 13.7 15.7 

Beaumont, TX Rosenberg, TX U-BEAU-01 120.1 New Orleans to Los 
Angeles via 
Minneapolis 

UP (KCS) Amtrak 0.9 8.5 9.3 

De Quincy, LA Beaumont, TX K-BEAU-03 47.6 New Orleans to Los 
Angeles via Houston 

KCS Amtrak 0.9 8.7 9.5 

Marquette, IA River Jct, MN C-MARQ-01 28.4 Chicago to 
Seattle/Portland via 
Minneapolis 

CP Amtrak 2 4.7 6.7 

Hoffman St. Paul, 
MN 

Fordson Jct, MN C-MEPA-01 4.9 Chicago to 
Seattle/Portland via 
Minneapolis 

CP Amtrak 2 1 3 

Sources: Amtrak (2019), Metra (2019), Metro Transit (2019), Canadian Pacific Railway (2021), ArcGIS (2019) 
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OEA determined the nationwide incident rate as approximately 0.0047 collisions per million 

passenger train miles or approximately 2.2 years between incidents throughout the U.S. 

passenger rail network.  To predict future collision frequencies, OEA applied the nationwide 

incident rate to estimated operations on rail line segments shared between passenger and 

freight trains, specifically, to segments that would potentially increase in freight train traffic 

of one train or more per day under the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA’s approach to predicting 

passenger rail safety conservatively assumes freight and passenger rail operations are mixed 

throughout the day even though in many cases they have separate operating windows by 

time period in accordance with their operating/trackage agreements.  OEA predicted 

incident frequencies using incident rates per year and intervals between collisions in years 

on the nine rail line segments where passenger and freight trains share trackage with an 

increase of one or more freight trains per day due to the Proposed Acquisition.  First, OEA 

multiplied the national incident rate by the total train miles in the future with the Proposed 

Acquisition (2027), divided by the total train miles in the existing conditions for each of the 

nine segments.  That number was then multiplied by the total train miles on a segment basis 

to obtain the predicted annual collision rate.  The results are also expressed in terms of the 

estimated number of years between predicted collisions, which was obtained by dividing 1 

by the annual rate (Table 3.1-13).  Appendix F further explains the safety analysis 

calculation methods.   

3.1.3.2 Affected Environment 

For the existing conditions in 2027 for passenger rail services, OEA used 2019, the last full 

year before the COVID-19 pandemic began in early 2020, which led to significant service 

reductions on commuter and intercity passenger rail lines throughout the U.S.  Full 

pre-pandemic passenger rail service has not been restored as of June 2022; therefore, 2019 

schedules were conservatively assumed.  Passenger rail services in the project area include 

intercity rail services and commuter rail services.  There are 47 rail segments where CP or 

KCS freight operations share trackage with passenger rail services.  Table F.3-1 in 

Appendix F contains a table of these 47 rail segments.  According to FRA collision data 

between 2015 and 2019 (the most recent available five-year time frame), no collisions 

between a freight and passenger train occurred on any of these 47 shared rail segments.   

Intercity Rail Service 

The National Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak) operates long haul and short haul 

intercity passenger rail services in the U.S.  Amtrak trains operate on trackage on which CP 

also operates in New York, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota.  Amtrak operates on track 

where KCS trains also operate in Illinois, Louisiana, and Texas.  Per the Rail Passenger 

Service Act of 1970, as amended, Amtrak intercity passenger rail trains have operating 

priority over freight trains.   

In New York, Amtrak’s Adirondack Service operates on a 178-mile segment that CP owns 

between Schenectady and Rouses Point near the Canadian border.  Amtrak’s Ethan Allen 

service between New York City and Rutland, Vermont, also operates on a 60-mile portion 

of the same segment between Schenectady and Whitehall.  Both services operate daily with 

one train in each direction.  None of the New York segments on which Amtrak operates 
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meet the Board’s threshold for passenger rail operation environmental analysis because the 

projected increase in freight is less than one train per day.  

In the Midwest, the Amtrak Empire Builder operates on a 384-mile segment from Rondout, 

Illinois, to St. Paul, Minnesota, and through Wisconsin, where CP operates.  The Empire 

Builder is a daily long haul Amtrak service that operates between Chicago and 

Seattle/Portland via Minneapolis.  Some segments of the Empire Builder are owned by 

BNSF, on which CP has operating rights.  The Amtrak Hiawatha Line also operates on a 

53-mile portion of the segment between Rondout, Illinois, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin.  

Amtrak operates 14 Hiawatha trains and two Empire Builder trains per day over those 

segments.  In Illinois, northeast of St. Louis, Missouri, the Amtrak Lincoln and Texas Eagle 

services use KCS trackage on a 20.8-mile-long segment between Godfrey and East St. 

Louis.  KCS has trackage rights from UP on the northern portion of the segment between 

Godfrey and East Alston.  Amtrak operates eight Lincoln Service and two Texas Eagle 

trains per day on this segment.  Two Amtrak services, the Lake Shore Limited and Capitol 

Limited, use a 151-mile segment of NSR trackage on which CP has operating rights, 

between northeastern Illinois and Butler, Indiana.  

In New Orleans, Louisiana, Amtrak operates the Sunset Limited and the City of New 

Orleans services daily in each direction on an eight-mile segment of CN trackage on which 

KCS has operating rights.  In Texas, Amtrak’s long haul Sunset Limited service operates six 

times per week over a 120-mile segment of UP track between Beaumont and Rosenberg, on 

which KCS also has operating rights, and a KCS-owned 1.8-mile segment in and just east of 

Beaumont.  Sunset Limited service operates between New Orleans and Los Angeles via 

Houston.   

Commuter Rail Service 

There are two existing commuter rail operators in the project area that share trackage with 

CP: the Northern Illinois Railroad Corporation (Metra) in the Chicago, Illinois, area and 

Metro Transit in the Minneapolis, Minnesota area.  One planned future commuter rail 

service, the Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) Silver Line, would overlap with KCS 

trackage (segment KALLI-03) in the area of Plano, Texas.  DART anticipates that Silver 

Line service will begin in 2023. 

Under an operating/trackage agreement with Metra, CP has trackage rights across 

approximately 67.3 miles of track owned by Metra on two of its lines, the Milwaukee 

District-West (MD-W) line and the Milwaukee District-North (MD-N) line.  The MD-W 

line runs from Chicago Union Station to Big Timber Station in Elgin, Illinois.  CP has 

operating rights on 34.3 miles of the MD-W line.  In 2019, the MD-W line had an estimated 

5.9 million annual passenger trips, or approximately 20,600 weekday riders, and operated 58 

daily trains.  The MD-N line runs from Chicago Union Station to Fox Lake, Illinois, and 

Metra and CP share operations for 47 miles on the line.  Metra owns 33 miles of the line 

from Union Station to Rondout, Illinois, and CP owns 17 miles from Rondout to Fox Lake.  

In 2019, the MD-N had an estimated 6.5 million annual passenger trips, or approximately 

22,100 weekday riders, and operated 63 daily trains.  CP has trackage rights on a BNSF-

owned segment shared with Northstar, a 40-mile commuter rail line that connects downtown 

Minneapolis and Big Lake, Minnesota, which is operated by Metro Transit.  As of 2019, 
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Metro Transit operated 12 Northstar trains on weekdays and six trains on weekend days, 

carrying 787,000 passengers per year in 2018.   

3.1.3.3 Environmental Consequences 

The following describes the environmental consequences of the Proposed Acquisition and 

the No-Action Alternative for passenger rail safety.   

Proposed Acquisition 

Two Amtrak intercity services, the Empire Builder and the Sunset Limited, and two 

commuter rail services, the Metra MD-W line and the Metro Transit Northstar line, operate 

on rail line segments that would experience freight traffic increases above the analysis 

threshold for passenger rail safety of one or more additional freight trains per day, on 

average.   

Amtrak’s Sunset Limited service operates over a 1.8-mile portion of the 47.6-mile-long 

segment K-BEAU-03 through Beaumont, Texas.  It also operates over segment U-BEAU-

01, which extends 120 miles from Beaumont through Houston, Texas to Rosenberg, Texas.  

Although UP owns segment U-BEAU-01, KCS has operating rights over the segment 

(Figure 3.1-1).  The Applicants expect that the Proposed Acquisition would increase freight 

traffic on segment K-BEAU-03 and segment K-BEAU-01 by an average of 11 freight trains 

and 7.6 freight trains per day, respectively (Table 3.1-12).   

Amtrak’s Empire Builder service operates on five segments shared by CP that would 

potentially experience an increase in freight trains as a result of the Proposed Acquisition 

(Figure 3.1-2).  Segments C-RIVE-02 and C-MARQ-01, which connect at River Junction, 

Minnesota, would potentially increase by six freight trains per day for a total of 25.1 and 

13.3 combined passenger and freight trains per day, respectively (Table 3.1-12).  Segment 

C-MEPA-01 would potentially increase by 3.6 freight trains per day to 4.6 freight trains (6.6 

trains total including two daily passenger trains).  Segment C-RIVE-01 has shared trackage 

between passenger and freight trains on 13.5 miles of its 16.5-mile extent and would 

potentially increase by 4.6 freight trains per day for a total of 19.1 freight trains, and 21.1 

total trains, including two daily passenger trains (Table 3.1-12).  Segment B-TWIN-01, a 

BNSF-owned segment in Minneapolis over which CP has operating rights, would 

potentially increase by 5.6 freight trains per day as a result of the Proposed Acquisition, for 

a total of 23.1 CP trains daily and 37.1 trains overall, including intercity and Northstar 

commuter trains.  
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Table 3.1-12. Post-Acquisition Freight and Passenger Traffic on CP and KCS Lines that Exceed the Board’s Analysis Threshold 

Rail Line Segment 
No-Action Alternative - 2027 
Train Traffic (trains per day) 

Proposed Acquisition - 2027 
Train Traffic (trains per day) Change in 

Freight Train 
Traffic Between And 

Segment 
Code 

Segment 
Length 

Passenger 
Trains 

Freight 
Trains 

Total 
Trains 

Passenger 
Trains 

Freight 
Trains 

Total 
Trains 

De Quincy, LA Beaumont, TX K-BEAU-03 47.6 0.9 9.3 10.2 0.9 20.3 21.1 11.0 

Bensenville Metra 
Station, IL 

Randall Road, IL C-ELGI-01 23.0 57 3.4 60.4 57 11.4 68.4 8 

Beaumont, TX Rosenberg, TX U-BEAU-01 120.1 0.9 9.3 10.1 0.9 16.8 17.7 7.6 

Tower B12, IL Bensenville Metra 
Station, IL 

C-ELGI-02 4.6 58 30.5 88.5 58 37.0 95.0 6.4 

River Jct, MN Newport, MN C-RIVE-02 114.5 2 17.1 19.1 2 23.1 25.1 6 

Marquette, IA River Jct, MN C-MARQ-01 28.4 2 5.3 7.3 2 11.3 13.3 6 

St. Paul Yard, MN Northtown, MN B-TWIN-01 14.7 14 17.5 31.5 14 23.1 37.1 5.6 

Newport, MN Minneapolis, MN C-RIVE-01 16.5 2 14.5 16.5 2 19.1 21.1 4.6 

Hoffman St. Paul, 
MN 

Fordson Jct, MN C-MEPA-01 4.9 2 1 3 2 4.6 6.6 3.6 

Sources: Amtrak (2019), Metra (2019), Metro Transit (2019), Canadian Pacific Railway (2021), ArcGIS (2019) 
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Figure 3.1-1. Shared Passenger/Freight Segments that Exceed the Board’s Analysis Threshold – 

Beaumont to Rosenberg, Texas 
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Figure 3.1-2. Shared Passenger/Freight Segments that Exceed the Board’s Analysis Threshold – 

Minneapolis to La Crescent, Minnesota 
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The Metra MD-W line operates on two track segments (C-ELGI-01 and C-ELGI-02) where 

rail traffic would increase as a result of the Proposed Acquisition (Figure 3.1-3).  Segment 

C-ELGI-01, which is 23 miles long and stretches from Metra’s Bensenville Station to the 

last stop on the MD-W line in Elgin, Illinois, would experience a projected increase of eight 

daily freight trains, on average, for a total of 11.4 daily freight trains.  Including 57 daily 

Metra passenger trains on the MD-W Line, this segment would have 68.4 daily trains under 

the Proposed Acquisition (Table 3.1-12).  C-ELGI-02, a 4.6-mile segment east of 

C-ELGI-01 and west of Chicago Union Station, would experience a projected increase of 

6.4 freight trains per day as a result of the Proposed Acquisition, which would result in a 

daily total of 37 freight trains per day, on average.  Metra operates 58 passenger trains per 

day on segment C-ELGI-02, for a combined total with freight operations of 95 total trains 

per weekday.  Segments C-ELGI-01 and C-ELGI-02 are double tracked at a minimum and 

Centralized Traffic Controlled, which maximizes available track capacity.  Metra and CP’s 

operating/trackage agreement over Metra-owned tracks provides full operating rights to 

Metra during a.m. and p.m. peak period operating windows, in addition to several scheduled 

trips outside the peak periods.10  Metra uses all tracks on the corridor to provide local and 

zone-express commuter service11 to and from Chicago Union Station.  CP is obligated to 

protect these windows to avoid interfering with scheduled Metra trains.  While Metra is the 

owner of the tracks, CP dispatches all passenger and freight trains along the MD-W line 

from its US Operations Center in Minneapolis.  The Applicants intend to move the 

Operations Center to Kansas City if the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition.  All 

freight traffic growth resulting from the Proposed Acquisition would need to adhere to the 

established agreement with Metra and be scheduled around the agreed upon operating times. 

The Metro Transit Northstar commuter line shares approximately 5.7 miles of segment 

B-TWIN-01 with freight and Amtrak trains.  This segment, specifically the BNSF Midway 

Subdivision that is part of the BNSF-owned and -dispatched Twin Cities Division, would 

potentially see an increase of 5.6 freight trains per day as a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition, for a total of 23.1 CP trains daily.  With growth in freight traffic as a result of 

the Proposed Acquisition, the segment would total 37.1 freight and passenger trains per day 

(Table 3.1-12).  This analysis conservatively assumes that freight and commuter rail 

operations share approximately 5.7 miles of the B-TWIN-01 segment; however, the 

Northstar service typically only overlaps with CP operations for approximately 1.2 miles 

because many CP trains access Shoreham Yard and the CP Paynesville Subdivision by 

diverting to or from B-TWIN-01.  CP’s yard and the junction with the Paynesville line use 

tracks on the east side of the corridor and Northstar typically operates on the west side  

of the corridor.   

As a result of the Proposed Acquisition, the predicted annual collision rate would increase 

and the interval between collisions (years) would decrease for each of the nine identified 

segments (Table 3.1-13).  Segment U-BEAU-01 would have the highest predicted annual 

collision rate of 0.007002 and the shortest interval between collisions (142 years).  Segment 

 

10
   Metra a.m. peak corresponds to trains arriving in Chicago between 6:30 a.m. and 9:30 a.m., and p.m. peak corresponds to 

trains departing Chicago between 3:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays. 
11

   Zone-express commuter service skips some local stops to provide faster overall trip times.  These trains typically operate 

during the peak periods only and may pass a local train if the track infrastructure and capacity is available. 
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C-MEPA-01 would have the lowest predicted annual collision rate of 0.000124 and the 

longest interval between collisions (8,083 years) in the future with the Proposed Acquisition.    

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Acquisition would not occur, and CP would 

not acquire KCS.  However, the Applicants expect that both the CP and the KCS networks 

would experience organic growth in freight rail traffic under the No-Action Alternative as a 

result of general economic growth.  Because of this organic growth, the Applicants expect 

that the average volume of freight rail traffic would increase on 41 of the 47 rail segments 

on which CP or KCS operate and share trackage with passenger rail services (Table F.3-2 in 

Appendix F).  OEA assumed that there would be no change to the passenger rail service 

under the No-Action Alternative compared to the existing conditions.  Under the No-Action 

Alternative, the lowest predicted interval between collisions (years) was 250 years on 

segment C-RIVE-02, (a 0.003995 annual collision rate) and 39,003 years on segment C-

MEPA-01, (a 0.000026 annual collision rate) as summarized in Table 3.1-13.



 

3.1-37  

January 2023 

Chapter 3  

Freight and Passenger Rail Safety 

 

  

Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern 

Final Environmental Impact Statement  

Figure 3.1-3. Shared Passenger/Freight Segments that Exceed the Board’s Analysis Threshold – Chicago to Elgin, Illinois 
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Table 3.1-13. Predicted Intervals Between Collisions 

Rail Line Segment Collisions Per Year Years between Collisions 

Between And 
Segment 
Code 

Segment 
Length 

Length of 
Passenger 
Rail 
Operations 
on Segment 
(miles) 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

No-Action 
Alternative 
Predicted 
Interval  

Proposed 
Acquisition 
Predicted 
Interval  

De Quincy, LA Beaumont, TX K-BEAU-03 47.6 1.8 0.000034 0.000148 29,177 6,753 

Bensenville Metra 
Station, IL 

Randall Road, IL C-ELGI-01 23.0 23.0 0.002019 0.002715 495 368 

Beaumont, TX Rosenberg, TX U-BEAU-01 120.1 120.1 0.002294 0.007020 436 142 

Tower B12, IL Bensenville Metra 
Station, IL 

C-ELGI-02 4.6 4.6 0.000634 0.000743 1,576 1,345 

River Jct, MN Newport, MN C-RIVE-02 114.5 114.5 0.003995 0.006906 250 145 

Marquette, IA River Jct, MN C-MARQ-01 28.4 3.6 0.000050 0.000166 20,022 6,017 

St. Paul Yard, MN Northtown, MN B-TWIN-01 14.7 7.7 (Amtrak) 
5.7 (Northstar) 

0.000376 0.000547 2,660 1,828 

Newport, MN Minneapolis, MN C-RIVE-01 16.5 13.5 0.000411 0.000671 2,433 1,489 

Hoffman St. Paul, MN Fordson Jct, MN C-MEPA-01 4.9 4.9 0.000026 0.000124 39,003 8,083 



 

 

  

 

 

3.1-39 

  
Chapter 3  

Freight and Passenger Rail Safety 

 

Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

3.1.3.4 Conclusion 

OEA concludes that the probability of a collision between freight and passenger trains 

would be very low under the Proposed Acquisition.  The Applicants expect that the 

Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in one or more freight trains per day on 

nine rail segments that share trackage with a passenger rail operator and thus meet the 

Board’s analysis threshold.  The probability of a collision occurring on any of those nine rail 

line segments would be very low under either the Proposed Acquisition or the No-Action 

Alternative.  Across all nine rail line segments, OEA predicts a total of 0.98 collisions per 

100 years between freight and passenger trains would occur each year under the No-Action 

Alternative.  By comparison, OEA predicts a total of 1.90 collisions per 100 years across all 

nine rail segments in the future with the Proposed Acquisition.  The Applicants’ voluntary 

mitigation measures, as set forth in Chapter 4, Mitigation, would minimize the potential for 

passenger rail impacts.  In addition, the Applicants would be required to complete the SIP 

process and implement the SIP, when it is finalized, and the SIP includes provisions that 

address safety on rail lines that are shared with passenger trains.  FRA would monitor the 

Applicants’ implementation of the SIP during the operations integration period, consistent 

with the governing FRA regulations at 49 C.F.R. Part 244 and the Board’s regulations at 49 

C.F.R. Part 1106.  Given this mitigation, and because the probability of a collision between 

freight and passenger trains would be very low on any rail line segment in the combined 

CPKC network, OEA concludes that additional mitigation to address such impacts is 

unnecessary. 
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3.2 Grade Crossing Safety 

This section describes the impacts of the Proposed Acquisition on safety at roadway/rail at-

grade crossings (grade crossings).  A grade crossing is defined as “a location where a public 

highway, road, street, or private roadway, including associated sidewalks and pathways, 

crosses one or more railroad tracks at grade,” according to 49 C.F.R. § 234.5.  If the Board 

were to authorize the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants expect that rail traffic would 

increase on certain rail line segments along the combined CPKC network.  This increase in 

rail traffic would result in an increased risk of crashes involving trains and motor vehicles at 

grade crossings.  Aside from crashes involving individuals trespassing on railroad tracks, the 

majority of rail-related fatalities and injuries, including fatalities involving motor vehicles 

and pedestrians, occur at grade crossings (AAR 2022).  Based on FRA data from 2017 to 

2021, there were 9,030 crashes at public grade crossings in the United States, resulting in 

1,262 deaths and 2,865 injured people. 

In assessing grade crossing safety impacts, OEA considered federal, state, and local 

regulatory frameworks for transportation, including the requirements of Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and FRA, which both have jurisdiction over aspects of grade 

crossing safety under federal law. 

3.2.1 Approach 

This subsection discusses the approach for estimating safety impacts at grade crossings 

under the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Acquisition.  During the scoping period, 

commenters expressed concern regarding grade crossing safety.  OEA considered these 

concerns and developed the approach below to assess grade crossing safety. 

Crashes can occur at crossings when vehicles attempt to cross the tracks at the same time as 

a passing train.  Although such crashes are generally rare, they can result in damages, 

injuries, or fatalities when they occur.  In 2020, FRA published a report that includes 

statistics on the safety performance of more than 105,000 public grade crossings in the U.S. 

that are not closed and not grade-separated (FRA 2020).  During the five-year period from 

2014 to 2018, there were 8,467 crashes at those grade crossings, representing an average of 

0.016 crashes per grade crossing per year, or approximately one crash per grade crossing 

every 62.5 years.  OEA analyzed more recent FRA data to estimate the proportion of 

pedestrian crashes relative to total grade crossing crashes.  During the five-year period from 

2017 to 2021, there were 9,030 crashes at public grade crossings, including 833 pedestrian-

train crashes.  Based on the five years of national data at grade crossings, pedestrian crashes 

represent approximately 9 percent of total grade crossing crashes. 

OEA defined the study area for grade crossing safety to include all rail lines where the 

Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in rail traffic of eight or more trains per 

day, on average.  OEA identified those rail lines by comparing projected rail traffic for the 

year 2027 under the Proposed Acquisition to projected rail traffic in 2027 under the No-

Action Alternative.  OEA then identified all grade crossings in the study area and estimated 

the probability of a crash occurring at each grade crossing.  In response to public comments 
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Figure 3.2-1. Grade Crossings for Safety Analysis on Proposed CPKC Rail System1 

  
1 Refer to Appendix H for a detailed list of grade crossings included in the safety analysis by state, county, and 

city.  

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

To characterize the potential environmental consequences at the 1,1341,270 grade crossings 

for safety analysis, OEA estimated vehicular traffic safety performance due to anticipated 

train movements in 2027 under the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.   
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3.2.3.1 Proposed Acquisition 

OEA expects that the Proposed Acquisition would result in minor impacts on the safety 

performance of grade crossings in the study area.  Because collisions between trains and 

road users (including vehicles and pedestrians) tend to occur more frequently as rail traffic 

increases, OEA expects that the projected increase in rail traffic would result in an increase 

in predicted number of crashes and a reduction in the time between crashes at the grade 

crossings.  Across the 1,1341,270 grade crossings included in the safety analysis, the 

predicted number of crashes would increase by an average of 0.005 crashes per crossing per 

year as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  Assuming that pedestrian crashes represent 

approximately 9 percent of total train crashes based on national FRA data, the predicted 

number of train-pedestrian crashes would increase by an average of 0.00045 crashes per 

crossing per year as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  This corresponds to one additional 

grade crossing crash approximately every 200 years, which includes one additional train-

pedestrian crash every approximately 2,000 years, on average.  Appendix H provides 

detailed inputs and results of OEA’s analysis, including current safety-related conditions at 

each grade crossing and pedestrian-only grade crossing in the study area, as well as the 

predicted number of crashes per year and estimated time between crashes under the 

Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative for each grade crossing in the study 

area.   

In general, crossings with less traffic volume and more safety measures (such as gates and 

flashers) have the lowest predicted crashes and the lowest increase in predicted crashes.  On 

the other hand, crossings with more traffic volume and less safety protection (such as 

passive protection) have the highest predicted crashes.  The crossings with the highest 

projected increases in train volumes have the largest increase in predicted crashes, but these 

crossings also have less protection (such as passive protection).  The crossings with the 

lowest predicted increase in crash frequency include Crossing ID 329007L across Roy 

Hopkins Drive in Vivian, Louisiana, and Crossing ID 329237M across McDonald Drive in 

Many, Louisiana.  For these crossings, the predicted increase in crash frequency is 0.0007 

crashes per year, or one additional crash every 1,429 years.  The largest increase is 0.0277 

crashes per year, or one additional crash every 36 years.  This predicted increase would 

occur at Crossing ID 743351B across Miller Road in Hungerford, Texas.  This is also the 

crossing with the highest total predicted number of crashes per year, with a predicted 

average of 0.2075 crashes per year, or one crash approximately every five years, under the 

Proposed Acquisition. 

Adding together all potential crashes at the 1,1341,270 crossings resulted in a total of 

31.724.9 predicted crashes per year, as compared to the No-Action Alternative of 25.519.1 

total crashes per year.  This results in a predicted total increase of 6.25.8 crashes per year 

under the Proposed Acquisition compared to the No-Action Alternative throughout the 

entire system of 1,1341,270 crossings.  Assuming that pedestrian crashes represent 

approximately 9 percent of total train crashes based on national FRA data, there would be a 

total of 2.92.2 predicted train-pedestrian crashes at the 1,1341,270 crossings per year, as 

compared to 1.72.3 train-pedestrian crashes per year under the No-Action Alternative.  This 

is a predicted total increase of 0.60.5 train-pedestrian crashes per year under the Proposed 

Acquisition compared to the No-Action Alternative throughout the entire system of 
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1,1341,270 crossings.  Detailed information on potential environmental consequences of the 

Proposed Acquisition on grade crossing safety is presented in Appendix H. 

Impacts to Quiet Zones 

OEA identified 45 77 grade crossings located in designated quiet zones.  Appendix H 

presents the predicted total, fatal, and casualty crashes under the No-Action Alternative and 

under the Proposed Acquisition for these 45 77 grade crossings, along with the basic train, 

vehicle traffic, and roadway characteristics used in the calculation of performance measures. 

Under the Proposed Acquisition, there would be an impact on the predicted safety 

performance of the 45 77 grade crossings.  Specifically, the expected increase in train traffic 

would result in an increase in the predicted number of crashes.  Across the 45 77 grade 

crossings in quiet zones, there would be a predicted increase of 0.15 crashes per year under 

the Proposed Acquisition as compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

Of the 45 77 grade crossings located in designated quiet zones, all 45 77 of the grade 

crossings have lights and gates installed, and 40 72 of the grade crossings have supplemental 

safety measures (SSM) installed (such as median barriers or quad gates).  As long as the 

SSMs remain in place, the conditions needed to establish a quiet zone would remain for all 

but one of the quiet zones under the Proposed Acquisition.   

The five grade crossings without SSMs are spread across quiet zones in three communities: 

Bartlett, Illinois (Crossing IDs 372210R, 372206B, 372207H), Bensenville, Illinois 

(Crossing ID 372170V), and Edna, Texas (Crossing ID 746639T).  The conditions to 

maintain the existing quiet zones would remain under the Proposed Acquisition provided 

that Quiet Zone Risk Index (QZRI) would remain less than the National Significant Risk 

Threshold (NSRT) or the Risk Index with Horns.  OEA does not expect that the projected 

increase in rail traffic associated with the Proposed Acquisition would cause the QZRI to 

exceed the higher value of the NSRT or Risk Index with Horns for the existing quiet zones 

in Bensenville, Illinois, and Edna, Texas.  Therefore, OEA expects that these two quiet 

zones would remain if the Proposed Acquisition were implemented even though there are 

grade crossings within the two quiet zones that do not currently have SSMs.  OEA expects 

that, in the absence of mitigation, the projected increase in rail traffic associated with the 

Proposed Acquisition would cause the QZRI to exceed the Risk Index with Horns for the 

existing quiet zone in Bartlett.  However, OEA expects that the Applicants' voluntary 

mitigation (VM) (specifically, VM-Noise-01) would ensure that the existing quiet zones 

would remain in compliance with safety regulations for grade crossings in quiet zones.  

Therefore, OEA does not anticipate that the Proposed Acquisition would adversely affect 

grade crossing safety in quiet zones.  

Pedestrian-Only Grade Crossings 

OEA identified 31 pedestrian-only grade crossings in the study area.  Appendix H presents 

the current crossing protection and historical fatal and casualty crashes for these 31 

pedestrian-only grade crossings. 
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3.2.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Board would not authorize the Proposed Acquisition 

and CP would not acquire KCS.  Therefore, impacts related to safety at grade crossings and 

pedestrian-only grade crossings would not occur as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  

However, rail traffic at grade crossings and pedestrian-only grade crossings could increase 

in the future due to changing market conditions, including general economic growth, under 

the No-Action Alternative, which would affect grade crossing safety. 

3.2.4 Conclusion  

If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, OEA estimates that the number of crashes 

at grade crossings would increase by 0.005 crashes per grade crossing per year, on average, 

in the study area.  Across all 1,1341,270 grade crossings in the study area that met the 

criteria for safety analysis, the total predicted number of crashes would be 31.724.9 crashes 

per year under the Proposed Acquisition, compared to 25.519.1 crashes per year under the 

No-Action Alternative, which is a difference of 6.25.8 crashes per year.  Across all 

1,1341,270 grade crossings in the study area, the total predicted number of train-pedestrian 

crashes would be 2.92 crashes per year under the Proposed Acquisition, compared to 1.72.3 

crashes per year under the No-Action Alternative, which is a difference of 0.65 crashes per 

year.  While OEA thus expects that the Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in 

the number of crashes in the study area, the number of crashes at grade crossings along other 

rail lines in the U.S. and on roadways could decrease as the result of the diversion of rail 

traffic from other rail lines to the combined CPKC network and the diversion of truck traffic 

to rail traffic.   

To reduce grade crossing safety impacts, the Applicants have voluntarily proposed 

mitigation measures.  These measures include a commitment to making Operation Lifesaver 

programs available to affected communities, including schools and other organizations (see 

Chapter 4, Mitigation, VM-EJ-02).  Operation Lifesaver is a non-profit education and 

awareness program that helps increase the public's awareness of the dangers around rail 

lines.  In addition, the Applicants have committed to work with affected communities upon 

request in support of securing funding for increasing the safety of existing grade crossings 

(VM-Grade Crossing-01) and to consult with affected communities to improve visibility at 

grade crossings by clearing vegetation, where practicable (VM-Grade Crossing-03).  The 

Applicants have also committed to notifying appropriate Emergency Services Dispatching 

Centers if grade crossings become blocked by trains that may be unable to move for a 

prolonged period of time (VM-Grade Crossing-06).  The Applicants have also committed to 

funding improvements necessary to allow communities with existing quiet zones to maintain 

their quiet zone designation if an increase in rail traffic resulting from the Proposed 

Acquisition would otherwise cause the quiet zone to fall out of compliance with FRA's quiet 

zone regulations (VM-Noise-01).  These mitigation measures would also address pedestrian 

safety at grade crossings and elsewhere.   

Following issuance of the Draft EIS, the Applicants notified OEA that the Applicants are 

committed to implementing additional voluntary mitigation measures to address potential 

impacts in communities in the Houston area, which could include impacts related to grade 
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crossing safety.  These measures include a commitment to meet regularly with community 

representatives in the Houston area and to work with communities to address concerns 

related to impacts resulting from the Proposed Acquisition.  The Applicants also commit to 

providing community leaders with options for reporting issues, such as blocked grade 

crossings.  The Applicants state that these options would include CP’s “Community 

Connect” webpage and CP’s Public Safety Communication Centre, which can be reached 

toll-free at 1-800-716-9132.  The Applicants state that the Public Safety Communications 

Centre is staffed 24 hours a day, 365 days a year with trained communication officers who 

track reported incidents using Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) software (see VM-

Community-01 and VM-Community-02). 

Also following issuance of the Draft EIS, the Applicants notified OEA that the Applicants 

are committed to implementing additional voluntary mitigation measures to address 

potential impacts in communities in the Chicago area with which the Applicants have been 

unable to reach agreements, including DuPage County, the Village of Bartlett, the Village of 

Bensenville, the City of Elgin, the Village of Itasca, the Village of Hanover Park, the Village 

of Roselle, the City of Wood Dale, and the Village of Schaumburg.  Those commitments 

include funding and installing a predictive mobility system, interconnected with existing 

railroad crossing signals, that will deliver advanced notice of blocked grade crossings to 

citizens, police, fire, and rescue operations, and others; funding and installing Intelligent 

Transportation Systems (ITS) Interconnect for Advanced Warning Signs at strategic 

locations to give drivers information about occupied grade crossings, allowing them to make 

better on-the-spot decisions; and funding and installing Positive Train Control wireless 

technology tie-ins at grade crossings adjacent to Metra platforms, which will minimize the 

activation of crossing lights and gates (see VM-Community-03).1 

To facilitate compliance with VM-Community-01 and VM-Community-02, OEA is 

recommending that the Board impose an additional mitigation measure MM-Community-03, 

which would require the Applicants to establish a Community Liaison to consult with 

Houston area community leaders.  To facilitate compliance with VM-Community-03, OEA 

is also recommending that the Board impose mitigation measure MM-Community-04, which 

would require the Applicants to establish a Community Liaison to consult with community 

leaders of the Chicago area communities referenced above (the Village of Itasca, the Village 

of Bensenville, the City of Wood Dale, the Village of Roselle, the Village of Schaumburg, 

the Village of Hanover Park, the Village of Bartlett, the City of Elgin, and DuPage County) 

(MM-Community-04).  Finally, OEA is also recommending that the Board impose a 

mitigation measure requiring the Applicants to consult with appropriate state Departments of 

 

1  FRA defines ITS as “the application of new communications, computer, and sensor technologies to highways and transit 

systems and the careful integration of system functions to provide more efficient and effective solutions to multimodal 

transportation problems. The goal of ITS is to provide a seamless, multimodal, and nationwide transportation system.”  

Tie-ins to Positive Train Control provide information on train locations because each locomotive has a Global 

Positioning (GPS) device.  FRA is working with the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way 

Association to develop standards for ITS grade crossing systems for broader deployment.  An example of potential use 

includes an ITS interconnect system to transmit the status of a crossing to in-vehicle navigation systems.  Another 

example includes Changeable Messaging Signs that use PTC train locations and speed to provide information about 

trains approaching, second trains, and estimated delay times. 
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Transportation and other appropriate agencies prior to constructing, relocating, upgrading, or 

modifying grade crossings, including grade crossing warning devices, and to abide by those 

agencies’ reasonable requirements for the design of grade crossings and associated warning 

devices (MM-Grade Crossing-01).   

OEA believes that the Applicants’ voluntary mitigation measures and OEA’s additional 

recommended mitigation measures would minimize the impact of the Proposed Acquisition 

on grade crossing safety. 

Because impacts related to grade crossing safety would be minor and would be reduced by 

the mitigation measures proposed by the Applicants, OEA is not recommending any 

additional mitigation measures for grade crossing safety.  
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3.3 Grade Crossing Delay  

This section describes the existing conditions and environmental consequences for vehicular 

delay at roadway/rail at-grade crossings (grade crossings) resulting from the Proposed 

Acquisition.  If the Board were to authorize the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants expect 

that rail traffic would increase and average train lengths would decrease on certain rail line 

segments along the combined CPKC network.  Increases in rail traffic would increase the 

total amount of time during the day that some grade crossings would be closed to vehicle 

traffic, which would cause delay for drivers.  However, reductions in train lengths would 

reduce the average time a grade crossing would be blocked by each passing train.  The 

subsections that follow describe the approach used to analyze the impacts, the affected 

environment, and the impacts of the Proposed Acquisition on grade crossing delay.  In 

assessing grade crossing delay impacts, OEA considered federal, state, and local regulatory 

frameworks for transportation, including the requirements of FHWA and FRA, which both 

have jurisdiction over aspects of grade crossing safety under federal law. 

3.3.1 Approach 

This subsection discusses OEA’s approach for estimating the expected delay at grade 

crossings under the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  During the 

scoping process leading to the preparation of this Draft EIS, many commenters expressed 

concern to OEA that the Proposed Acquisition would increase delay at grade crossings due 

to the projected increase in rail traffic.  Drivers travelling on roadways experience delay 

whenever passing trains temporarily block crossings.  For roads with low levels of vehicular 

traffic, the delay that drivers experience is approximately equal to the amount of time it 

takes the passing train to clear the crossing, which depends on the length of the train and the 

speed at which it is moving.  For busier roads with more vehicle traffic, delays at crossings 

can be made longer by the queue of vehicles waiting for the passing train to clear the 

crossing.  The longest delays occur when a train passes through a crossing on a busy road 

during the hours of peak traffic.  Long delays can also occur when a train stops unexpectedly 

due to a crash or breakdown while traversing a crossing, but such events are relatively rare. 

Consistent with past practices in other acquisition proceedings and thresholds set forth in the 

Board’s environmental regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(5), OEA defined the study area 

for the grade crossing delay analysis to include all rail line segments where the Proposed 

Acquisition would result in a projected increase in rail traffic of eight or more additional 

freight trains per day or a 100 percent or greater increase in annual GTM.  The study area 

also includes rail line segments in air quality nonattainment areas and Class I areas (areas 

managed by the National Park Service [NPS], U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS], 

U.S. Forest Service, and several Native American Tribes) that would experience an increase 

of the segments with three or more additional freight trains per day or a 50 percent or more 

increase in annual GTM as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA applies a lower 

threshold in nonattainment and Class I areas for grade crossing delay analysis because grade 
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crossing delay can affect air quality by increasing the amount of time that motor vehicles 

spend idling at crossings. 

To quantify changes in delay, OEA relied on rail traffic and vehicle traffic data projected out 

to the analysis year 2027.  OEA then compared the predicted delay at grade crossings under 

the Proposed Acquisition to the predicted delay under the No-Action Alternative.  OEA did 

not estimate delay at grade-separated crossings because those crossings do not create a 

potential for delay impacts.  OEA did not estimate delay at private and pedestrian only 

crossings because of very low traffic volumes.   

Consistent with past practice, OEA quantified delay impacts for grade crossings on public 

roadways with an AADT of 2,500 or more vehicles per day.  Most of the grade crossings in 

the study area are on public roadways with an AADT of less than 2,500 vehicles per day.  

Because so few vehicles use crossings on those roadways, the average total increase in delay 

at those crossings as a result of increased rail traffic would be negligible.  Although OEA 

did not quantify delay impacts at grade crossings with an AADT of less than 2,500 vehicles 

per day, Table H.1-1 in Appendix H provides information for those grade crossings, and 

for all other grade crossings in the study area, including the estimated time that a passing 

train would take to pass through the crossingaverage gate down time at each grade crossing 

location under the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  In characterizing 

the current and future conditions of highly trafficked grade crossings in the study area, OEA 

considered performance measures such as blocked crossing time per train; crossing delay 

per stopped vehicle; number of vehicles delayed per day; maximum vehicle queue length; 

average delay per vehicle in a 24-hour period; total vehicle delay per day; and level of 

service (LOS).  LOS is a qualitative measure of motor vehicle traffic flow, indicated by 

letters from A to F, where A represents free flow conditions and F indicates extreme 

congestion.  OEA calculated estimated delay time using the industry standard equations set 

forth in Appendix H, which include the following variables: AADT, train speed, train 

length, number of trains per day, number of railroad tracks, and number of roadway lanes. 

OEA specifically considered the impact of increased delay on emergency vehicles on 

designated emergency routes as identified in the FRA database.  In addition to delay, OEA 

considered site-specific conditions in analyzing the potential impacts on emergency vehicle 

response, including existing highway and road networks; locations of nearby grade or 

grade-separated crossings; and time to access the opposite side of the crossing if a train is 

encountered.  OEA identified grade crossings and alternate routes.  The distance for 

alternate routes was determined by the shortest alternate route.  Posted speed limits along the 

alternate routes were determined by Google Maps Street View imagery.  Impacts to 

emergency services were defined as a situation in which the Proposed Acquisition would 

completely block access to a residence or business without reasonable access via an alternate 

route. 

OEA did not quantify delay impacts at private grade crossings because insufficient data exist 

on vehicle traffic volumes at private grade crossings to allow for such an analysis.  

However, because traffic on private roadways is generally very low, any impacts on private 

grade crossings would be similar to the impacts on public grade crossings with an AADT of 

less than 2,500 vehicles per day.  The Proposed Acquisition would likely increase delay at 
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private grade crossings, but the change in average total delay at those grade crossings would 

be negligible due to the very low vehicular traffic volumes. 

3.3.2 Affected Environment 

OEA identified a total of 1,3651,352 public grade crossings in the study area.  Of these, 

OEA identified 2767 grade crossings that have an AADT of 2,500 or more vehicles per day 

(Figure 3.3-1).  These 2767 grades crossings are distributed along the CP mainline, 

extending west and then south from Chicago, Illinois, to Kansas City, Missouri, and along 

the KCS mainline, extending south from Kansas City to Laredo, Texas.  Figure 3.3-1 shows 

the total number of grade crossings in each state within the study area, as well as the number 

of grade crossings in each state that met OEA’s AADT threshold of 2,500 or more vehicles 

per day for inclusion in the grade crossing delay analysis.  Appendix H provides a list of all 

grade crossings within the study area from Chicago, Illinois, to Laredo, Texas, including the 

2767 crossings with an AADT of 2,500 or more vehicles.  These include crossings in eight 

states: Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, and Texas.  The 

grade crossings in the study area range from rural crossings with low levels of vehicle traffic 

to urban crossings with high levels of traffic.  The number of mainline tracks at the grade 

crossings ranges from one to two tracks and the number of highway lanes ranges from two 

to eight lanes.  The grade crossings included in the analysis include both paved and unpaved 

roads and both crossings with passive warning devices (such as signs) and crossings with 

active warning devices. 

The projected 2027 motor vehicle traffic volume for the grade crossings in the study area 

ranges from 2,500 to approximately 45,000 vehicles per day with an average of 9,700 

vehicles per day.  The current estimated delay per vehicle in 2027 ranges from 0.1 to 83.6 

seconds per grade crossing with an average of 4.0 seconds per grade crossing based on 

projected traffic volumes and organic train growth only.  The corresponding LOS ranges 

from LOS A to LOS F with an average LOS A based on the average delay per grade 

crossing.  

In the Draft EIS, OEA identified 28 grade crossings along FRA-designated emergency 

routes.  For these crossings, OEA identified potential alternate routes that could be used if 

needed and determined the distance and posted speed limits along the alternate routes.  

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS, OEA expanded its analysis by reviewing 

the comprehensive list of 1,365 public grade crossings in the study area and identifying 751 

grade crossings to evaluate for emergency vehicle impact analysis.  These include all 276 

grade crossings with an AADT of 2,500 or more vehicles per day, as well as 475 low-traffic 

grade crossings with lower AADT that are isolated (more than 2 miles away) from grade-

separated crossings and from heavily trafficked grade crossings and that therefore may serve 

as a corridor for emergency service vehicles in more rural areas.  OEA did not evaluate 

impacts on emergency vehicles for low-traffic grade crossings that are within 2 miles of a 

grade-separated crossing or within 2 miles of a grade crossing with an AADT of 2,500 or 

higher.  Because the dispatching of emergency services vehicles is determined at a local 

level and depends on emergency-specific conditions, OEA cannot know which individual 

grade crossings emergency vehicles would use during a particular emergency or what the 
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best alternative route would be for an emergency vehicle to reach its destination.  However, 

OEA assumed that emergency vehicles would tend to use larger roadways (i.e., those with 

an AADT of 2,500 or higher) and grade separated crossings where available. 
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Figure 3.3-1. Grade Crossings for Delay Analysis on Proposed CPKC Rail System1 

 

 

 

1 Refer to Appendix H for a detailed list of grade crossings included in the delay analysis by state, county, and city. 
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3.3.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.3.3.1 Proposed Acquisition 

Table H.1-1 in Appendix H shows information for every grade crossing in the study area, 

including the projected increase in rail traffic, the estimated train speed and length, AADT, 

and the estimated time that a passing train would take to pass through the crossing under the 

Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  Table H.2-32 in Appendix H shows 

the change in average delay per vehicle that would occur as a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition for the 2767 grade crossings on roadways with AADT of 2,500 vehicles or 

more.  Table H.1-1 in Appendix H also shows the gate down time by train type, the results 

of the emergency vehicle alternative route analysis, and the Proposed Acquisition-related 

increase in total vehicle delay and average delay per delayed vehicle.   

Impacts to Grade Crossings 

Across all 2767 grade crossings in the study area with an AADT of 2,500 or more vehicles 

per day, the Proposed Acquisition would result in an average increase in delay of 

approximately 0.7 seconds per vehicle.  Average delay would be approximately 4.7 seconds 

per vehicle under the Proposed Acquisition, compared to 4.0 seconds per vehicle under the 

No-Action Alternative.  The greatest average increase in delay for any grade crossing would 

be 7.3 seconds per vehicle, which would occur at Crossing ID 865653R across Ripley Street 

in Davenport, Iowa.  2  For some grade crossings, average delay would decrease under the 

Proposed Acquisition relative to the No-Action Alternative because of projected changes in 

train length.  Specifically, the Applicants expect that Proposed Acquisition would allow 

train lengths to become shorter on some rail line segments, which would reduce the average 

time that a passing train would block a crossing.  OEA assumed that average train speed 

would be the same under the Proposed Acquisition as under the No-Action Alternative.  

However, if train speed were to increase as a result of the Proposed Acquisition, then 

average delay at grade crossings would be lower.  

The majority of grade crossings would operate at LOS A under either the Proposed 

Acquisition or the No-Action Alternative.  Of the 2767 grade crossings, OEA expects that 

only 22 21 crossings would operate at an LOS lower than LOS A under either the Proposed 

Acquisition or the No-Action Alternative and only five four would experience a decrease in 

LOS as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  All five four grade crossings where LOS 

would decrease are located on rail lines that the Applicants own.   

Table 3.3-1 identifies the grade crossings at which LOS would change as a result of the 

Proposed Acquisition.  Under the Proposed Acquisition, OEA expects that 255 crossings 

would operate at LOS A, 18 17 crossings would operate at LOS B, two crossings would 

operate at LOS C, one crossing would operate at LOS D, and one crossing would operate at 

LOS E.  By comparison, under the No-Action Alternative, OEA expects that 25760 

crossings would operate at LOS A, 153 crossings would operate at LOS B, two crossings 

would operate at LOS C, one crossing would operate at LOS D, and one crossing would 

 

2 See Appendix H for an explanation of the deletion of this sentence. 
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operate at LOS F.  The Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in the LOS at one 

three crossings compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The grade crossings at 25th Avenue 

and Edgington Street in Franklin Park, Illinois would improve from LOS B to LOS A 

because trains moving through this crossing would become shorter, on average, as a result of 

the Proposed Acquisition and would therefore block the crossing for a shorter amount of 

time, on average, than under the No-Action Alternative.  Similarly, the grade crossing at 

Phillips Road in Bloomington, Texas, which would improve from LOS F to LOS E because 

trains moving through this crossing would become shorter as a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition and would therefore block the crossing for a shorter amount of time than under 

the No-Action Alternative. 

Appendix H presents the predicted number of stopped vehicles delayed per day, average 

delay per delayed vehicle, average delay per vehicle in a 24-hour period, total delay in a 24-

hour period, LOS, and maximum vehicle queue by grade crossing, along with the basic 

train, vehicle, and roadway characteristics used in the calculation of these performance 

measures. 

Impacts to Emergency Vehicle Routes 

In the Draft EIS, OEA identified 28 grade crossings in the study area that are located along 

FRA-designated emergency routes (Table 3.3-2).  The designated emergency routes are 

identified as “emergency vehicle route” in the FRA database (FRA 2020).  Information on 

“emergency vehicle routes” is reported to FRA by state agencies.  State agencies can 

identify a grade crossing as an emergency vehicle route if the grade crossing is routinely 

used by highway vehicles to obtain access to facilities that provide emergency services, such 

as hospitals and police and fire stations. 

On average, the grade crossing delay along FRA-designated emergency vehicle routes 

would be 2.9 seconds per vehicle (LOS A) under the No-Action Alternative, compared to 

3.9 seconds per vehicle (LOS A) under the Proposed Acquisition (Table 3.3-2).  This is an 

average difference of 1.0 second of delay per vehicle between the Proposed Acquisition and 

the No-Action Alternative.  For 26 of the 28 grade crossings on emergency vehicle routes, 

the maximum predicted increase in average delay is 2.2 seconds per vehicle between the 

Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  Those 26 crossings would continue to 

operate at LOS A under either the Proposed Acquisition or the No-Action Alternative.   

There are only two grade crossings along a designated emergency route where the LOS 

would decrease under the Proposed Acquisition in comparison to the No-Action Alternative.  

These are the grade crossing over Flournoy Lucas Road in Shreveport, Louisiana, where the 

LOS would decrease from LOS A to LOS B and the grade crossing over College Street 

(U.S. 60 Business) in Neosho, Missouri, where the LOS would also decrease from LOS A to 

LOS B.  For the Flournoy Lucas Road grade crossing, OEA estimates that average delay 

would be 8.4 seconds per vehicle under the No-Action Alternative and 10.7 seconds per 

vehicle with the Proposed Acquisition, which is a difference of 2.3 seconds per vehicle.  For 

the College Street grade crossing, OEA expects that average delay would be 7.6 seconds per 

vehicle under the No-Action Alternative and 10.6 seconds per vehicle under the Proposed 

Acquisition, which is a difference of 3.0 seconds per vehicle. 
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All of the grade crossings along emergency vehicle routes have an alternate route (see Table 

3.3-2 for a subset of delay results presented in detail in Appendix H).  The distance to 

access the opposite side of the crossing via alternate routes ranges from 0.19 to 5.1 miles, 

with an average distance of 2.1 miles.  For all 28 crossings, however, the alternate route also 

involves a grade crossing, which could also result in delay if both routes were to be delayed 

by a train.  Under the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants expect that the average train 

length would decrease at 2145 of the 2767 crossings.  Throughout the study area, OEA 

estimates that the average train length would be 8,198205 feet under the No-Action 

Alternative and 7,1538 feet under the Proposed Acquisition, which corresponds to an 

average reduction of 1,0457 feet.  The shorter train lengths under the Proposed Acquisition 

would reduce the average delay per train crossing and also reduce the likelihood of a train 

blocking both the primary and alternate crossing locations compared to the No-Action 

Alternative.   

While those grade crossings designated as emergency routes are where an emergency 

vehicle would be more likely to cross, an emergency vehicle could cross at any grade 

crossing, those designated as emergency routes are where an emergency vehicle would be 

more likely to cross.    

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS, OEA analyzed the gate down time at all 

1,365 grade crossings in the study area for particular types of freight and passenger trains.  

Gate down time represents the time it would take a train to pass through a grade crossing 

and thus represents a reasonable estimate of the delay that emergency vehicles would 

experience at grade crossings.  For many grade crossings in the study area, average gate 

down time would decrease as a result of the Proposed Acquisition because the average 

length of freight trains would decrease; however, OEA estimated the gate down time for 

three separate types of trains to illustrate the longer or shorter gate down times for different 

types of trains.  Appendix H presents the estimated gate down time for passenger trains, 

bulk freight trains, and intermodal/automotive/manifest freight trains, using the estimated 

length of each type.  Appendix H also includes maps showing the locations of emergency 

service facilities, including hospitals, fire stations, and police stations, in relation to grade 

crossings and grade separated crossings throughout the study area. 

Under normal conditions, trains are moving.  Railroads utilize operational procedures to 

minimize the frequency of trains stopped at crossings, including: 

• Planning train schedules, inbound and outbound yard movements, and crew work 

schedules that result in minimizing the time a train occupies a grade crossing. 

• Modifying railcar-switching practices and operations such as stopping a train clear of a 

crossing to conduct legally required mechanical inspections. 

• Extending sidings and constructing new ones where trains can be stationed, resulting in 

fewer blocking crossings. 

• Holding trains outside of crossings where vehicular traffic is substantial. 

• Seeking to park trains outside of crossings when the crews have worked the maximum 

hours permitted. 

• Considering the potential for blocked crossings on sidings when trains are meeting. 
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• Training dispatchers to optimize the utilization of sidings, meeting and passing 

opportunities, and stopping points, resulting in fewer blocked crossings. 

• Issuing orders across all Class I railroads that require train crews to minimize the 

occurrence of blocked crossings and to cut crossings where appropriate. 

• Requiring crews to alert dispatchers when crossings are blocked and giving the 

dispatchers the authority to address the blocked crossing. 

• Testing notification systems at crossings that notify dispatchers when crossings are 

blocked. 

As shown in Table H.2-4 in Appendix H, the average gate down time is relatively short.  

As such, emergency vehicles would typically wait for the train to pass.  Although an 

infrequent occurrence, a grade crossing can become blocked when a train comes to a stop 

before clearing the crossing.  While also infrequent, it is possible that an emergency could 

occur at the same time that a stopped train blocks a grade crossing.  These simultaneous 

events are rare, but represent a potentially serious situation.  Therefore, OEA analyzed 751 

of the 1,365 grade crossings in greater detail for potential impacts of stopped trains on 

emergency response vehicles.  These include all grade crossings in the study area with an 

AADT of 2,500 vehicles per day or greater, as well as grade crossings with an AADT less 

than 2,500 vehicles per day that are “isolated” because they are more than 2 miles from a 

grade-separated crossing and more than 2 miles from a grade crossing with an AADT of 

2,500 or higher.  For the 751 grade crossings that met these criteria, Appendix H reports the 

length of the closest alternative route that an emergency vehicle could take in the event that 

a long freight train (10,000 feet long) were to block the grade crossing.   

In identifying alternative routes, OEA made two very conservative assumptions that may 

tend to overestimate the length of the alternative route.  First, because there is no way of 

knowing exactly where a train could become stopped, OEA assumed that a freight train that 

could block a grade crossing would also block any other grade crossings within 2 miles in 

either direction, measured along the track.  By definition, therefore, all alternative routes that 

do not involve a grade-separated crossing are more than 2 miles long.  In reality, it would 

not be possible for a single train to block all grade crossings within 2 miles in either 

direction, so shorter alternative routes could be available for many grade crossings 

depending on where a train became stopped.   

Second, OEA calculated the length of the alternative route as the distance from one side of 

each grade crossing to the opposite side of the same grade crossing.  In reality, the 

destination of most vehicles would not be the opposite side of the railroad tracks and 

vehicles would most likely use only a portion of the alternative route to reach their 

destination.  The alternate route distance is essentially a round-trip mileage from one side of 

the blocked grade crossing to the other, using only grade separated crossings or crossings 

more than 2 miles away, measured along the tracks.  Therefore, the alternative route lengths 

reported in Appendix H represent the upper limit of the additional mileage that a vehicle 

would need to travel to go around a train blocking a grade crossing.  

An example of the analysis process is shown in Figure 3.3-2.  This example is specific to 

Crossing ID 329317F, which is across Mahlon St in De Ridder, Louisiana.  The alternative 

route shown on the map is 8 miles long, which is the shortest route utilizing the closest 
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public crossing (Crossing ID 329352X) that would not be blocked simultaneously by the 

same 10,000-foot train.   

Of the 751 grade crossings for which OEA conducted an alternative route analysis, 640 

grade crossings have a viable alternative route and the majority of those alternative routes 

(82 percent) are less than 10 miles in length.  OEA identified 118 grade crossings with 

alternative routes that are 10 miles or longer.  Those grade crossings are located in the 

communities of Grannis, Gravette, Hatfield, Horatio, Mena, Ogden, Texarkana, Wilton, and 

Winthrop in Arkansas; Blakesburg, Letts, Rathbun, and Richland in Iowa; Anacoco, 

Blanchard, Converse, De Quincy, De Ridder, Hornbeck, Leesville, Mansfield, 

Mooringsport, Rodessa, Rosepine, Singer, Starks, and Vivian in Louisiana; Arcadia, 

Chillicothe, Chula, Dawn, Deerfield, Drexel, Foster, Galt, Harris, Laredo, Merwin, 

Newtown, Osgood, Powersville, Richards, and West Line in Missouri; Heavener, Marble 

City, Panama, Poteau, Sallisaw, Stilwell, Watts, and Westville in Oklahoma; and Agua 

Dulce, Beasley, Benavides, Devers, Edna, Hebbronville, Hungerford, Kendleton, Laredo, 

Louise, Mirando City, Odem, Raywood, Refugio, San Diego, and Woodsboro in Texas.  In 

the unlikely event that a train could become stopped in a position where it blocks those 

grade crossings, and all crossings within 2 miles, for an extended period of time during an 

emergency, emergency services could be adversely affected. 

OEA also identified 73 grade crossings that do not have a possible alternative route because 

they are located on or provide the only access to dead-end streets.  In addition, OEA 

identified 38 grade crossings where the only alternative route involves another grade 

crossing that could potentially be blocked by the same train.  These grade crossings are 

located in the communities of Hatfield, Mena, Ogden, and Siloam Springs in Arkansas; 

Davis Junction, Kirkland, and Monroe Center in Illinois; Bettendorf, Buffalo, Camanche, 

Clinton, Davenport, Fredonia, Le Claire, Muscatine, Pleasant Valley, Princeton, Riverdale, 

Sabula, and Seymour in Iowa; Anacoco, Converse, De Quincy, Florien, Leesville, 

Mansfield, Mooringsport, Rodessa, Rosepine, Singer, and Starks in Louisiana; Amoret, 

Chula, Cowgill, Dawn, Drexel, Goodman, Harris, Laredo, Ludlow, and Neosho in Missouri; 

Heavener, Marble City, Sallisaw, and Watts in Oklahoma; and Banquete, Bloomington, 

China, Crosby, Edna, Laredo, Louise, McFaddin, Raywood, Realitos, Richmond, 

Rosenberg, and Texarkana in Texas.  In the unlikely event that a train could become stopped 

in a position where it blocks those grade crossings for an extended period of time during an 

emergency situation, emergency services could be adversely affected. 
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Table 3.3-1. Grade Crossings with Potential Decreases in LOS Under the Proposed Acquisition 

State City Street 

Crossing 

ID Owner AADT 

No-Action Proposed Acquisition 

Trains 
Per Day 

Average 
Delay 
per 
Vehicle 
(seconds) LOS 

Trains 
Per Day 

Average  

Delay per 
Vehicle 
(seconds) LOS 

Iowa Davenport Perry Street 865649B CP 4,389 8.3 5.5 A 22.7 10.9 B 

Iowa Davenport Ripley Street 865653R CP 11,717 8.3 7.3 A 22.7 14.6 B 

Louisiana Shreveport Flournoy Lucas Road 329154Y KCS 20,451 25.1 8.4 A 36.0 10.7 B 

Missouri Neosho College Street 330102D KCS 5,077 16.2 7.6 A 28.6 10.6 B 

Missouri Neosho Landis Road 330120B KCS 2,528 16.2 7.3 A 28.6 10.1 B 
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With the exception of grade crossings located along the 25 planned capital 

improvements, which are discussed in more detail below, the presence of an 

alternative route and the length from any alternative route is an existing condition 

that would exist regardless of whether or not the Board authorizes the Proposed 

Acquisition.  Moreover, because the Applicants expect that average train length 

would decrease at many grade crossings as a result of the Proposed Acquisition, the 

average amount of time that an emergency vehicle would have to wait for a train to 

pass would decrease at most grade crossings in the study area.  However, because 

average rail traffic would increase, the chance that emergency vehicles could be 

delayed by trains would increase as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  For the 

rare and unpredictable events that could stop a train and result in a blocked grade 

crossing, there are existing Emergency Notification System (ENS) signs at most 

grade crossings.  The signs include a toll-free phone number to contact the railroad.  

FRA provides guidance and resources to law enforcement and first responders on 

what to do in the event of an emergency at a grade crossing, such as a stopped train.  

To address the possibility of blocked grade crossings, the Applicants voluntarily 

proposed mitigation measures, including a commitment to not block public crossings 

for longer than 10 minutes unless it cannot be avoided (see Chapter 4, Mitigation, 

Voluntary Mitigation [VM]-Grade Crossing-02) and to investigate the potential to 

create alternative access for properties whose sole access would be blocked more 

than once a week by a train stationary for longer than 10 minutes at a single location, 

where practical (VM-Grade Crossing-04).  Further, the Applicants have committed 

to notifying Emergency Services Dispatching Centers for potentially affected 

communities of all grade crossings blocked by trains that are stopped and may be 

unable to move for a significant period of time (VM-Grade Crossing-06). 
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Figure 3.3-2. Example Emergency Services Routing Analysis 
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Table 3.3-2. Grade Crossings along Emergency Vehicle Routes designated by FRA 

State City Street 
Crossing 
ID AADT 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Alternate Route 

Alternate 
Route 
Distance 
(miles) 

Alternate 
Route 
Speed 
Limit(s) 
(mph) 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Arkansas Ashdown Main Street 

330575G 4,335 2.8 A 3.8 A 

Main Street 
Constitution Avenue 
Commerce Street 
Front Street 

0.21 35 

Arkansas De Queen 
East Stilwell 
Avenue 

330524W 4,804 3.6 A 5.2 A 

Stilwell Avenue 
Lakeside Drive 
Red Bridge Road 
3rd Street 

2.15 30 to 45 

Arkansas 
Siloam 
Springs 

Jefferson 
Street 

330375X 5,038 3.5 A 4.9 A 
Jefferson Street 
Main Street 
Britt Street 

0.78 25 to 30 

Arkansas 
Siloam 
Springs 

Lincoln 
Street 

330405M 6,561 3.4 A 4.8 A 

Lincoln Street 
Ashley Street 
Hico Street 
Main Street 

1.07 30 to 45 

Louisiana Anacoco 
Trigger 
Trapp Road 

329259M 4,218 2.5 A 4.2 A 

Shreveport Highway 
Beavers Road 
Miers Street 
Miller Road 
Port Arthur Avenue 
Trigger Trapp Road 

2.84 25 to 45 

Louisiana De Quincy 
East 4th 
Street 

329356W 14,267 3.0 A 4.9 A 
4th Street 
College Street 
Center Street 

0.21 45 



Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Chapter 3 

                          Grade Crossing Delay 

   

3.3-15  
May 10, 2022 January 2023 

Table 3.3-2. Grade Crossings along Emergency Vehicle Routes designated by FRA 

State City Street 
Crossing 
ID AADT 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Alternate Route 

Alternate 
Route 
Distance 
(miles) 

Alternate 
Route 
Speed 
Limit(s) 
(mph) 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Lake Charles 
Avenue 

Louisiana De Quincy 
West 4th 
Street 

329346R 10,896 2.3 A 4.2 A 

4th Street 
Holly Street 
Canterberry Street 
4th Street 

0.57 -- 

Louisiana De Ridder 

East Fourth 
Street/ West 
Third Street 

329320N 4,171 2.2 A 3.7 A 

4th Street 
Jefferson Street 
2nd St/City Hall  
Washington Street 

0.19 -- 

Louisiana De Ridder First Street 
329319U 27,095 3.2 A 5.4 A 

1St St (LA-171) 
Jefferson Street 
Washington Street 

0.21 -- 

Louisiana Rosepine 
Louisiana 
10 

329298D 8,436 2.0 A 3.4 A 

Pitkin Highway 
Lebleu Road 

Lake Charles 
Highway 

4.5 45 

Louisiana Shreveport 
East 85th 
Street 

329128J 2,929 
4.8 

A 

 6.2 A 

East 85th Street 

Fairfield Avenue 

East 79th Street 

St Vincent Avenue 

1.8 

 25 to 35 

Louisiana Shreveport 
Flournoy 
Lucas Road 

329154Y 20,451 8.4 A 10.7 B 
Flournoy Lucas 
Road 
Ellerbe Road 

1.60 40 to 50 
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Table 3.3-2. Grade Crossings along Emergency Vehicle Routes designated by FRA 

State City Street 
Crossing 
ID AADT 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Alternate Route 

Alternate 
Route 
Distance 
(miles) 

Alternate 
Route 
Speed 
Limit(s) 
(mph) 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Dalton Street 
Forbing Road 

Louisiana Shreveport 
Norris Ferry 
Road 

329157U 4,988 4.8 A 6.1 A 

Norris Ferry Road 
Par Road 
118/Overton Brooks 
Road 
Par Road 153 
Southern Loop 

4.87 45 

Louisiana Vivian 
Camp 
Vivian Road 

329006E 4,687 2.1 A 3.1 A 

Camp Road 
Pardue Street 
Arkansas Avenue 
Pine Street 

1.77 35 to 40 

Louisiana Vivian 

East  
Arkansas 
Avenue 

328998G 5,572 2.3 A 3.4 A 

Arkansas Avenue 
Front Street 
Alabama Avenue 
Front Street 

0.34 45 

Missouri Grandview Main Street 

329807X 6,087 2.5 A 3.6 A 

Main Street 
7 Street 
Duck Road 
2nd Street 

1.64 25 to 35 

Missouri Joplin 32nd Street 

330061B 17,557 4.1 A 5.9 A 

32nd Street 
Davis Boulevard 
20th Street 
Rangeline Road 

2.85 30 to 40 
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Table 3.3-2. Grade Crossings along Emergency Vehicle Routes designated by FRA 

State City Street 
Crossing 
ID AADT 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Alternate Route 

Alternate 
Route 
Distance 
(miles) 

Alternate 
Route 
Speed 
Limit(s) 
(mph) 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Missouri Neosho 
College 
Street 

330102D 5,077 7.6 A 
10.6 

B 
College Street 
La-Z-Boy Parkway 
Spring Street 

1.90 25 to 35 

Oklahoma Stilwell 
Oklahoma 
51 

330625H 2,987 2.8 A 4.2 A 

OK 51 
4720 Road 
810 Road 
2nd St/ OK-59 

3.92 40 

Texas Alice 
Flournoy 
Road 

793651B 8,476 5.7 A 5.6 A 

Flournoy Road 
Villegas Street 
Stadium Road 
Sain Drive 
Flournoy Road 

1.79 30 to 50 

Texas Carrollton Josey Lane 

021765H 35,576 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Josey Lane 
Hebron Parkway 
Old Denton Road 
Parker Road 

3.14 40 to 55 

Texas 
Highland 
Village 

Highland 
Village 

021676R 12,970 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Highland Village 
Road 
Brazos Boulevard 
Sellmeyer Lane 

3.09 30 to 35 

Texas Lewisville 

Garden 
Ridge 
Boulevard 

021774G 7,850 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Garden Ridge 
Boulevard 
Valley Ridge 
Boulevard 
Stone Hill Farms 

2.74 30 to 40 
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Table 3.3-2. Grade Crossings along Emergency Vehicle Routes designated by FRA 

State City Street 
Crossing 
ID AADT 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Alternate Route 

Alternate 
Route 
Distance 
(miles) 

Alternate 
Route 
Speed 
Limit(s) 
(mph) 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Average 
Delay per 
Vehicle 
in 24-
hour 
Period 
(seconds) LOS 

Parkway 
Justin Road 

Texas Refugio 
FM 774 
Empresario 

427570V 6,004 5.1 A 4.9 A 

Empresario Street 
Mesquite Street 
Purisima Street 
Osage Street 

0.47 40 

Texas Richardson Alma Road 

753757M 14,802 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Alma Road 
Plano Parkway 
Central Expressway 
Renner Road 

2.4 40 to 45 

Texas Richardson Custer 

789628A 14,203 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Custer Parkway 
Plano Parkway 
Alma Drive 
Renner Road 

3.23 40 

Texas Wylie 
Country 
Club Road 

789648L 13,583 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Country Club Road 
Farm to Market Road 
544 
West Gate Way 
Brown Street 

5.1 40 to 45 

Texas Wylie 
Springwell 
Parkway 

331279Y 13,223 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Springwell Parkway 
Riverway Lane 
McCreary Road 
Farm to Market Road 
544 

2.65 30 to 35 



          

  Chapter 3 

                                                                  Grade Crossing Delay 

 

 

3.3-19 
Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

Delay Impacts from New Sidings 

If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, the Applicants plan to make certain capital 

improvements within the existing rail right-of-way (ROW) to support the projected increase 

in rail traffic.  Those planned capital improvements include extending 13 existing sidings, 

adding 11 new sidings, adding an industrial working track at one location, and adding 

double track at one location.  Where these planned capital improvements would cross 

roadways, it is possible that the stopped trains could block crossings. 

Blocked crossings occur when a stopped train impacts the flow of vehicles or pedestrians at 

crossings for an extended amount of time.  This is most common at sidings where trains stop 

to allow other trains to pass by on the main track.  Blocked crossings can impact public 

safety, especially if there are no feasible alternate routes.  Blocked crossings can also pose a 

safety issue to pedestrians who try to go under or cut through trains to get to the other side of 

crossings.  Further, blocked crossings may cause trucks to take detours on local streets that 

might not be equipped to handle trucks. 

Table 3.3-3 shows a list of the 25 planned capital improvements and identifies grade 

crossings that would be blocked by stopped trains and the average dwell times of those 

stopped trains.  The Applicants have indicated that the average dwell times would range 

from 24.03 to 97.58 minutes.  Of the 18 grade crossings that could be blocked by stopped 

trains, seven crossings involve businesses, facilities, or residences that could be completely 

isolated due to a stopped train if the Applicants do not develop alternate access during final 

engineering and design, while the other 11 crossings currently have alternate routes, ranging 

from 1.22 to 8.85 miles in length.  The alternate route distance is based on the distance from 

one side of the crossing to the other via the nearest alternate route.  One planned siding 

extension, located near Loring, Louisiana, would involve relocating the western endpoint of 

the siding so as to avoid blocking a grade crossing that is currently crossed by the existing 

siding; however, this siding extension would cross a different grade crossing near its eastern 

endpoint, as shown in Table 3.3-3.
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Table 3.3-3. Potential Blocked Grade Crossings at Planned Capital Improvements 

City, State, 
Crossing 

Crossing 
ID 

Alternate 
Route 
(yes/no) 

Average Dwell Time (min) 
Distance to Opposite 
Side of Crossing via 
Nearest Alternate 
Route (miles) 

Alternate 
Route Speed 
Limit (mph) Comments 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Asbury, Missouri  

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

MP 247 (Baron), Oklahoma  

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Bellevue, Iowa 

334th Street 376106K No n/a  n/a n/a n/a This grade crossing could 
impact approximately 30 to 40 
residences along Smith’s Ferry 
Road.  While there is no current 
alternate route, the Applicants 
intend to relocate the crossing 
by approximately 0.5 miles to 
avoid impacts. 

Blue Valley, Missouri 

17th Street 329764G Yes 73.18 73.18 1.5 35 Alternate route available. 

Camanche, Iowa 

Beaver 
Channel 
Parkway 

865539R No 48.62 34.62 n/a n/a This grade crossing could 
impact one business driveway. 
While there is no current 
alternate route, the crossing 
could be relocated by 
approximately 0.25 miles to 
avoid impacts. 

Cave Spring, Oklahoma 

N4660 Road 330640K Yes 51.10 51.10 8.33 -- Alternate route available. 
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Table 3.3-3. Potential Blocked Grade Crossings at Planned Capital Improvements 

City, State, 
Crossing 

Crossing 
ID 

Alternate 
Route 
(yes/no) 

Average Dwell Time (min) 
Distance to Opposite 
Side of Crossing via 
Nearest Alternate 
Route (miles) 

Alternate 
Route Speed 
Limit (mph) Comments 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

MP 431 (Dawn), Missouri  

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Deer Creek, Iowa 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Gentry, Arkansas 

Private 
Crossing 

330361P Yes 
31.50 31.50 

1.22 -- 
Alternate route available. 

Floyd Moore 
Road 

330360H Yes 31.50 31.50 3.6 
-- 

Alternate route available. 

MP 186 (Goodman), Missouri 

Splitlog Road 330150T Yes 38.34 38.34 8.85 -- Alternate route available. 

Blackstock 
Lane 

330148S No 38.34 38.34 n/a n/a This grade crossing would 
impact three residences.  No 
alternate route is currently 
available. 

Private 
crossing 

330147K Yes 38.34 38.34 5.0 -- Alternate route available. 

Grandview, Missouri 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Heavener, Oklahoma  

Stand Pipe 
Road 

330789Y Yes 97.58 97.58 6.31 -- Alternate route available 

Nichols Lane 330788S No 97.58 97.58 n/a n/a This grade crossing would 
impact one farm including its 
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Table 3.3-3. Potential Blocked Grade Crossings at Planned Capital Improvements 

City, State, 
Crossing 

Crossing 
ID 

Alternate 
Route 
(yes/no) 

Average Dwell Time (min) 
Distance to Opposite 
Side of Crossing via 
Nearest Alternate 
Route (miles) 

Alternate 
Route Speed 
Limit (mph) Comments 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

residence.  No Alternate route is 
currently available. 

Private 
Crossing 

330787K No 97.58 97.58 n/a n/a This grade crossing would 
impact a sewer treatment plant.  
No alternate route is currently 
available. 

Laredo, Missouri  

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Letts, Iowa 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Loring, Louisiana 

Private 
Crossing 

329231W Yes 56.90 56.90 5.5 -- Alternate route available. 

Mansfield, Louisiana 

Private 
Crossing 

329180N No 34.20 34.20 -- -- This grade crossing would 
impact one residence.  No 
alternate route is currently 
available. 

MP 75 (Monroe), Illinois 

North Bennett 
Road 

372324D Yes 44.97 44.97 5 -- Alternate route available. 

Moravia, Iowa 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

MP 377 (Mena), Arkansas 
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Table 3.3-3. Potential Blocked Grade Crossings at Planned Capital Improvements 

City, State, 
Crossing 

Crossing 
ID 

Alternate 
Route 
(yes/no) 

Average Dwell Time (min) 
Distance to Opposite 
Side of Crossing via 
Nearest Alternate 
Route (miles) 

Alternate 
Route Speed 
Limit (mph) Comments 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

Polk 76 Road 
West 

330448F Yes 24.033 24.03 6.8 -- Alternate route available. 

Newtown, Missouri  

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Ottumwa, Iowa 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

MP 71 (Turkey River), Iowa 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

Spiro, Oklahoma 

Bailey Road 330709D Yes 37.05 37.05 3.72 -- Alternate route available. 

Singer, Louisiana 

Private 
driveway 

329334W No 34.82 34.82 n/a n/a This grade crossing would 
impact one residence.  No 
alternate route is currently 
available. 

MP 255 (Washington), Iowa 

None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a No impacts. 

 

3 No dwell time data for Mena; assumed similar dwell times nearby siding in Potter, which is along the same Shreveport subdivision. 
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Impacts from Rail Yards 

Most of the rail yards located in the study area would experience minimal increases in rail 

yard activity as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  However, four rail yards—Bensenville 

and Schiller Park in Illinois, Detroit Container Terminal in Michigan, and Wylie in Texas—

would experience increases in rail yard activity that would exceed thresholds for 

environmental review (Table 3.3-5).  The delay analysis accounted for the projected 

increase in truck traffic and rail traffic that could be associated with the increase in activity 

at rail yards under the Proposed Acquisition.  Specifically, the delay analysis included any 

projected increases in truck traffic and rail traffic at crossings near these rail yards.  The 

following is a summary of the expected delay for grade crossings near the rail yards under 

the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative. 

• Bensenville and Schiller Park Yards: There are four grade crossings that exceed the 

threshold for delay analysis in Bensenville and Franklin Park, which are proximate to the 

Bensenville and Schiller Park rail yards in Illinois.  For these four grade crossings, the 

average delay per vehicle would be 6.63.7 seconds per grade crossing under the 

Proposed Acquisition compared to 6.33.4 seconds per grade crossing under the No-

Action Alternative.  Only one of the four crossings (York Road in Bensenville) is 

located along a truck route and associated with a projected increase in truck traffic; 

approximately another 200 trucks per day under the Proposed Acquisition compared to 

the No-Action Alternative.  

• Detroit Container Terminal: There are no grade crossings that exceed the thresholds for 

delay analysis near the Detroit Container Terminal in Michigan.   

• Wylie Yard: There are six grade crossings that exceed the threshold for delay analysis in 

Wylie, which are proximate to the Wylie rail yard in Texas.  For these six grade 

crossings, the average delay per vehicle would be 0.2 seconds per grade crossing under 

the Proposed Acquisition compared to 0.2 seconds per grade crossing under the No-

Action Alternative.  These grade crossings are not along major truck routes.  As such, 

there is not a projected increase in truck traffic at these crossings under the Proposed 

Acquisition. 

While there would be a 25 percent to 100 percent increase in rail yard activity in these four 

rail yards under the Proposed Acquisition, only one of the crossings is along a truck route 

and associated with a projected increase in truck traffic under the Proposed Acquisition.  

Based on this analysis, OEA concluded there would be a minimal increase in average delay 

per vehicle at the proximate grade crossings under the Proposed Acquisition compared to the 

No-Action Alternative. 

Table 3.3-4. Grade Crossings Near Rail Yards 

Yard Name State 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 
Cars 
Processed Per 
Day 

Acquisition-
Related 
Growth Cars 
Processed Per 
Day 

2027 
Proposed 
Acquisition 
Cars 
Processed 
Per Day 

Acquisition-
Related Growth 
Percentage Cars 
Processed Per Day 

Bensenville Yard Illinois 1,427.7 367.7 1795.5 25.8 
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Table 3.3-4. Grade Crossings Near Rail Yards 

Yard Name State 

2027 No-
Action 
Alternative 
Cars 
Processed Per 
Day 

Acquisition-
Related 
Growth Cars 
Processed Per 
Day 

2027 
Proposed 
Acquisition 
Cars 
Processed 
Per Day 

Acquisition-
Related Growth 
Percentage Cars 
Processed Per Day 

Schiller Park Yard Illinois 74.0 76.5 150.6 103.4 

Detroit Container 
Terminal 

Michigan 33.2 23.2 56.5 70.0 

Wylie Texas 323.1 137.0 460.0 42.4 

Criteria for Considering Grade Crossing Separation 

USDOT, through FHWA and FRA, has regulatory jurisdiction over safety at grade 

crossings, pursuant to the Highway Safety Act of 1966 (HSA) (23 U.S.C. §§ 401-408).  The 

HSA governs the distribution of funds to states aimed at eliminating hazards at grade 

crossings and USDOT has issued regulations that address grade crossing safety and provides 

funding for the installation and improvement of warning devices through the states.  

Jurisdiction over grade crossings falls primarily to the states.  Each state is required to 

periodically inspect grade crossings and to determine the adequacy of warning devices at 

each location, as well as to order safety improvements.  USDOT oversees and approves the 

state determinations.  In addition to federal oversight and funding, states also monitor 

crossings and, in many cases, designate funding to complement the federal funds.  Grade 

separations are very costly and, because grade separations typically benefit primarily the 

community and not the railroad, railroads typically pay a small share of the total cost.  

Under USDOT regulations at 23 C.F.R. § 646.210 and pursuant to 23 U.S.C. § 130(b), the 

railroad share for a grade separation project seeking federal aid that would eliminate an 

existing crossing with active warning devices (i.e., flashing lights, bell and/or gates) would 

be 5 percent of the project costs, including preliminary engineering, right-of-way and 

construction costs. 

According to FHWA guidelines (FHWA and FRA 2019), grade crossings should be 

considered for grade separation if one or more of the following conditions exist: 

• The road is a limited access facility; 

• The posted highway speed equals or exceeds 55 mph; 

• AADT exceeds 30,000 in urban areas or 20,000 in rural areas; 

• Maximum authorized train speed exceeds 79 mph; 

• Freight trains average 30 or more trains per day; 

• Passenger trains average 75 or more per day in urban areas or 30 or more per day in 

rural areas; 

• Transit trains average 150 or more per day in urban areas or 60 or more per day in 

rural areas; 
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• Freight train crossing exposure (the number of freight trains per day times the 

AADT) exceeds 900,000 in urban areas or 600,000 in rural areas; 

• Passenger train crossing exposure (the product of the number of passenger trains per 

day and AADT) exceeds 2,250,000 in urban areas or 600,000 in rural areas; 

• Transit train crossing exposure (the number of transit trains per day times the 

AADT) exceeds 4,500,000 in urban areas or 1,200,000 in rural areas;  

• The expected accident frequency for active devices with gates, as calculated by the 

USDOT Accident Prediction Formula, including five-year history, exceeds 0.5 per 

year.  If the highway is a part of the designated National Highway System, the 

expected accident frequency for active devices with gates, as calculated by the 

USDOT Accident Prediction Formula including five‑year accident history, exceeds 

0.2 per year; or 

• Vehicle delay exceeds 30 vehicle hours per day with consideration for cost 

effectiveness.    

While OEA considered FHWA criteria, these are not federal requirements for grade 

separation and many grade crossings that meet these criteria have not been allocated federal 

or state funding for separation.  Further, only certain FHWA criteria are applicable to 

evaluating the potential impacts of the Proposed Acquisition.  There are many criteria that 

would remain the same in both the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Acquisition, 

including road facility type, posted speed of the roadway, AADT, train speed, number of 

passenger and transit trains, and the crossing exposure for passenger and transit trains. 

Of the 276 grade crossings that OEA analyzed for delay, Table 3.3-5 identifies 23 that 

would exceed FHWA criterion for freight volume per day or the FWHA criterion for vehicle 

hours of delay per day under the Proposed Acquisition but not under the No-Action 

Alternative.  While several additional grade crossings within the study area would exceed 

one or more of the FHWA criteria under the Proposed Acquisition, those grade crossings 

would also exceed one or more criteria under the No-Action Alternative.   

As part of its analysis of grade crossings and whether to recommend site-specific grade 

crossing mitigation, OEA also considered whether the Proposed Acquisition would increase 

average delay per delayed vehicle by 30 seconds or more at any of the grade crossings listed 

in Table 3.3-5 or whether the Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in average 

queue length at the grade crossing that could adversely affect mobility of a community by 

blocking a major roadway that would not be blocked under the No-Action Alternative.  OEA 

found that, for all of the grade crossings where FHWA criteria would be met or exceeded, 

the Proposed Acquisition would result in a decrease in average delay per delayed vehicle 

and a decrease in average queue length.  This is because the Applicants expect that, although 

average rail traffic would increase at those grade crossings, the length of the average train 

would decrease.  In addition, OEA found that the Proposed Acquisition would not cause the 

LOS of any of the grade crossings in Table 3.3-5 to decrease.   

OEA also notes that all of the grade crossings where FHWA criteria would be met or 

exceeded under the Proposed Acquisition have alternate routes that could be used by 

emergency service providers or other vehicles to cross the rail line in the unlikely event that 



                                                                                Chapter 3 

                           Grade Crossing Delay 

    

 

3.3-27 
Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

the grade crossing were to be blocked for a substantial amount of time.  For all of those 

grade crossings, the distance of the alternative route from the grade crossing would be less 

than 10 miles, with an average distance of 4.8 miles.  

For these reasons, OEA is not recommending that the Board require the Applicants to fund 

or partially fund grade separations at those grade crossings as mitigation to address the 

environmental impacts of the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA is recommending that the Board 

impose the mitigation measures that the Applicants voluntarily proposed.  Those measures 

include a commitment to not block public crossings for longer than 10 minutes unless it 

cannot be avoided (see Chapter 4, Mitigation, Voluntary Mitigation [VM]-Grade Crossing-

02) and to investigate the potential to create alternative access for properties whose sole 

access would be blocked more than once a week by a train stationary for longer than 10 

minutes at a single location, where practical (VM-Grade Crossing-04).  OEA is also 

recommending additional mitigation that would require the Applicants to consult with 

appropriate state Departments of Transportation and other appropriate agencies prior to 

constructing, relocating, upgrading, or modifying grade crossings, including grade crossing 

warning devices, and to abide by those agencies’ reasonable requirements for the design of 

grade crossings and associated warning devices (MM-Grade Crossing-01). 

Table 3.3-5. Grade Crossings Exceeding FHWA Criteria for Separation Consideration 

State City Street Crossing ID 30+ freight 
trains/day 

Vehicle delay 
> 30 hours/day 

Louisiana De Ridder First Street 329319U -- Yes 

Louisiana De Ridder Mahlan Street 329317F -- Yes 

Louisiana Frierson Gravel Point Road 329164E Yes -- 

Louisiana Frierson Louisiana 175 329162R Yes -- 

Louisiana Shreveport East 85th Street 329128J Yes -- 

Louisiana Shreveport Norris Ferry Road 329157U Yes -- 

Missouri Grandview Main Street 329807X Yes -- 

Missouri Kansas City 17th Street 329764G Yes -- 

Texas Bloomington Texas 185 435914C Yes -- 

Texas Crosby Crosby Eastgate Road 762865H Yes -- 

Texas Crosby Miller Wilson Road 762872T Yes -- 

Texas Crosby Ramsey Road 762869K Yes -- 

Texas Houston Beechnut Street 758519L Yes -- 

Texas Houston Bissonnet Street 758517X Yes -- 

Texas Houston Braeswood Boulevard 758521M Yes -- 

Texas Houston John Ralston Road 762907S Yes -- 

Texas Houston Roy Street 758532A Yes -- 

Texas Houston San Felipe Road 758512N Yes -- 

Texas Houston US 59 Westbound Frontage 758611L Yes -- 

Texas Houston Van Hut Lane 762901B Yes -- 

Texas Houston West Bellfort Avenue 758523B Yes -- 



                                                                                Chapter 3 

                           Grade Crossing Delay 

    

 

3.3-28 
Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

Table 3.3-5. Grade Crossings Exceeding FHWA Criteria for Separation Consideration 

State City Street Crossing ID 30+ freight 
trains/day 

Vehicle delay 
> 30 hours/day 

Texas Houston Willowbend Boulevard 758525P Yes -- 

Texas Liberty Bowie Street 762770A Yes -- 

As shown in the table, 10 of the 23 grade crossings where the FWHA criterion of 30 or more 

freight trains per day would be met are located in Houston, Texas.  These grade crossings 

are located along rail line segment U-BEAU-01, which is part of UP’s Houston Subdivision 

and Glidden Subdivision.  KCS currently operates trains on this rail line segment under a 

trackage rights arrangement with UP, and CPKC would continue to operate under a trackage 

rights arrangement if the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition.  Depending on the 

exact location, rail line segment U-BEAU-01 currently supports between approximately 

21.76 and 43.61 trains per day, most of which are UP trains.  The Applicants project that the 

Proposed Acquisition would increase rail traffic through Houston by approximately 7.57 

trains per day and, for the purposes of its environmental analysis of the Proposed 

Acquisition, OEA assumed that all new freight trains would move on rail line segment U-

BEAU-01.  The addition of 7.57 trains per day would increase rail traffic through the 10 

grade crossings in Houston shown in the table from between 20 and 30 freight trains per day 

to between 30 and 40 freight trains per day. 

However, OEA understands that, because UP and BNSF own most of the rail lines in 

Houston, CPKC could not control the dispatching of trains on those rail lines.  Based on 

information submitted to the Board by UP, BNSF, and others, it appears that trains through 

Houston are typically dispatched directionally, with westbound traffic using UP’s Houston 

Subdivision and eastbound traffic using UP’s Beaumont Subdivision.  To the extent that 

some CPKC trains may be dispatched on rail line segments other than U-BEAU-01, then the 

increase in rail traffic on that segment resulting from the Proposed Acquisition is likely to be 

less than the 7.57 trains per day that the Applicants have projected.  Therefore, the results 

reported in this section in the Final EIS may overstate the potential impacts of the Proposed 

Acquisition on grade crossing delay in Houston, including at the 10 grade crossings shown 

in Table 3.3-5. 

3.3.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Board would not authorize the Proposed Acquisition 

and CP would not acquire KCS.  The projected increases in rail traffic on existing rail lines 

and the projected increases in activity at rail yards would not occur as a result of the 

Proposed Acquisition.  Similarly, the Applicants would not make the planned capital 

improvements associated with the Proposed Acquisition under the No-Action Alternative 

and thus are existing conditions.  However, rail traffic could increase on rail lines and road 

traffic could increase at the crossings within the study area in the future due to changing 

market conditions, including general economic growth.  CP and KCS could also make 

capital improvements along their respective rail lines in the future without seeking Board 

authority if needed to support rail operations.  Grade crossing delay could also increase 

under the No-Action Alternative as a result of increased road traffic if population growth 
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occurs.  Delay at grade crossings would increase under the No-Action Alternative as a result 

of increased rail and road traffic due to organic growth. 

3.3.4 Conclusion  

Although the Proposed Acquisition has the potential to cause increased delay at grade 

crossings due to the projected increase in rail traffic, OEA expects that this impact would be 

minor.  In response to comments on the Draft EIS, OEA provided information related to 

grade crossing delay under the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative for 

1,365 grade crossings in the study area and further quantified delay impacts at 276 grade 

crossings with an AADT of 2,500 or more vehicles per day.  OEA found that the Proposed 

Acquisition would result in a decrease in the LOS at only four grade crossings.  

OEA evaluated potential impacts at 277 grade crossings that would experience an increase 

in rail traffic of eight or more trains per day and concluded that the Proposed Acquisition 

would result in a decrease in the LOS at only five of those grade crossings.  OEA predicts 

that the Proposed Acquisition would cause the LOS to decrease from LOS A to LOS B at all 

five four of these crossings.  Because LOS B corresponds to stable flow, OEA concludes 

that the Proposed Acquisition would result in minor adverse delay impacts at these grade 

crossings but would not warrant mitigation.  OEA notes that, because most of the projected 

increase in rail traffic on the combined CPKC network would be diverted from other rail 

lines outside of the study area, the Proposed Acquisition could potentially result in 

decreased delay at grade crossings on those other rail lines.   

For the 28 grade crossings on FRA-designated emergency routes, OEA concluded that grade 

crossing delay caused by the Proposed Acquisition would have a minor impact on the 

provision of emergency services because, on average, the grade crossing delay along 

emergency vehicle routes would be 2.9 seconds per vehicle (LOS A) under the No-Action 

Alternative, compared to 3.9 seconds per vehicle (LOS A) under the Proposed Acquisition 

and because all of these crossings have alternative routes, no mitigation is warranted.   

OEA finds that the Proposed Acquisition generally would have minor effects on emergency 

service vehicles.  For the 28 grade crossings on FRA-designated emergency routes, OEA 

concluded that grade crossing delay caused by the Proposed Acquisition would have a minor 

impact because, on average, the grade crossing delay along emergency vehicle routes would 

be 3.9 seconds per vehicle (LOS A) under the Proposed Acquisition, compared to 2.9 

seconds per vehicle (LOS A) under the No-Action Alternative.  For the 751 grade crossings 

that OEA included in the alternative route analysis, the majority (approximately 82 percent) 

have a viable alternative route that is less than 10 miles long.  Further, a 10,000-ft freight 

train could become stopped and block these grade crossings under both the Proposed 

Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative, resulting in the same alternative routes.  For the 

majority of the 1,365 grade crossings in the study area, average gate down time per train 

would decrease, which means that, although the frequency with which emergency vehicles 

would be stopped by trains would increase, those emergency vehicles would have to wait for 

a shorter time, on average, for a train to pass compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

The vast majority (approximately 98 percent) of grade crossings in the study area would not 

meet FHWA criteria for considering grade crossing separation under either the Proposed 



                                                                                Chapter 3 

                           Grade Crossing Delay 

    

 

3.3-30 
Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

Acquisition or the No-Action Alternative.  The Proposed Acquisition would cause 21 grade 

crossings to exceed the FHWA criterion of 30 or more freight trains per day and would 

cause two grade crossings to exceed the FHWA criterion of 30 hours of total delay.  

However, the Proposed Acquisition would not result in an increase in average delay per 

delayed vehicle, an increase in maximum queue length, or a decrease in the LOS at any of 

these 24 grade crossings and all of these crossings have viable alternative routes.  OEA did 

not identify any grade crossings where the impacts of the Proposed Acquisition would 

warrant site-specific mitigation, such as grade separation mitigation. 

The Proposed Acquisition would also not result in adverse impacts on grade crossings near 

rail yards where rail yard activity would increase. 

The Proposed Acquisition would result in delay impacts at 18 grade crossings where the 

Applicants intend to add a new passing siding or extend an existing siding.  Among these, 

seven have the potential to completely isolate residences, businesses, or other buildings if 

the Applicants do not develop alternate access routes during final engineering and design.  

The Applicants have committed to abide by federal rules requiring railroads to not block 

public crossings for longer than 10 minutes unless it cannot be avoided (see Chapter 4, 

Mitigation, Voluntary Mitigation [VM]-Grade Crossing-02) and to investigate the potential 

to create alternative access for properties whose sole access would be blocked more than 

once a week by a train stationary for longer than 10 minutes at a single location, where 

practical (VM-Grade Crossing-04). 

The Applicants have voluntarily proposed a number of mitigation measures that would 

address grade crossing delay, as set forth in Chapter 4, Mitigation.  The Applicants have 

committed to work upon request with potentially affected communities in support of 

securing funding, in conjunction with appropriate state agencies, for crossing mitigation 

projects where they may be appropriate under criteria established by relevant state 

transportation departments to increase the safety of existing grade crossings (VM-Grade 

Crossing-01).  The Applicants have also committed to operate under the General Code of 

Operating Rules rule numbers 6.32.6 (Blocked Public Crossings) and 6.32.4 (Clear of 

Crossings and Signal Circuits), which provide that, when practical, a standing train or 

switching movement must avoid blocking a public crossing longer than 10 minutes and, 

when practical, cars, engines and other equipment should not be left standing closer than 

250 feet from a road crossing when there is an adjacent track (VM-Grade Crossing-04).  To 

address the possibility of blocked grade crossings, the Applicants have committed to 

notifying Emergency Services Dispatching Centers for potentially affected communities of 

all grade crossings blocked by trains that are stopped and may be unable to move for a 

significant period of time (VM-Grade Crossing-06).   

In addition, the Applicants have committed to consult with local transportation officials 

regarding detours and associated signs, as appropriate and practical, during the construction 

of the planned capital improvements to allow for the quick passage of emergency vehicles 

(VM-Grade Crossing-05).  These mitigation measures would minimize the impacts on grade 

crossing delay resulting from the planned capital improvements.  Because impacts related to 

grade crossing delay would be minor and would be minimized by the mitigation measures 

proposed by the Applicants, OEA is not recommending any additional mitigation measures 

for grade crossing delay. 
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Following issuance of the Draft EIS, the Applicants notified OEA that the Applicants are 

committed to implementing additional voluntary mitigation measures to address potential 

impacts in communities in the Houston area.  These measures include a commitment to meet 

regularly with community representatives in the Houston area and to work with 

communities to address concerns related to impacts resulting from the Proposed Acquisition.  

The Applicants also commit to providing community leaders with options for reporting 

issues, such as blocked grade crossings.  The Applicants state that these options would 

include CP’s “Community Connect” webpage and CP’s Public Safety Communication 

Centre, which can be reached toll-free at 1-800-716-9132.  The Applicants state that the 

Public Safety Communications Centre is staffed 24 hours a day, 365 days a year with trained 

communication officers who track reported incidents using Computer Aided Dispatch 

(CAD) software (see VM-Community-01 and VM-Community-02). 

Also following issuance of the Draft EIS, the Applicants notified OEA that the Applicants 

are committed to implementing additional voluntary mitigation measures to address 

potential impacts in communities in the Chicago area with which the Applicants have been 

unable to reach agreements, including DuPage County, the Village of Bartlett, the Village of 

Bensenville, the City of Elgin, the Village of Itasca, the Village of Hanover Park, the Village 

of Roselle, the City of Wood Dale, and the Village of Schaumburg.  Those commitments 

include funding and installing a predictive mobility system, interconnected with existing 

railroad crossing signals, that will deliver advanced notice of blocked grade crossings to 

citizens, police, fire, and rescue operations, and others; funding and installing ITS 

Interconnect for Advanced Warning Signs at strategic locations to give drivers information 

about occupied grade crossings, allowing them to make better on-the-spot decisions; and 

funding and installing Positive Train Control wireless technology tie-ins at grade crossings 

adjacent to Metra platforms, which will minimize the activation of crossing lights and gates 

(see VM-Community-03).4 

To facilitate compliance with VM-Community-01 and VM-Community-02, OEA is 

recommending that the Board impose an additional mitigation measure MM-Community-03, 

which would require the Applicants to establish a Community Liaison to consult with 

Houston area community leaders.  To facilitate compliance with VM-Community-03, OEA 

is also recommending that the Board impose mitigation measure MM-Community-04, which 

would require the Applicants to establish a Community Liaison to consult with community 

leaders of the Chicago area communities referenced above (the Village of Itasca, the Village 

of Bensenville, the City of Wood Dale, the Village of Roselle, the Village of Schaumburg, 

the Village of Hanover Park, the Village of Bartlett, the City of Elgin, and DuPage County) 

(MM-Community-04).  Finally, OEA is also recommending that the Board impose a 

 

4  FRA defines ITS as “the application of new communications, computer, and sensor technologies to highways and transit 

systems and the careful integration of system functions to provide more efficient and effective solutions to multimodal 

transportation problems. The goal of ITS is provide a seamless, multimodal, and nationwide transportation system.”  Tie-

ins to Positive Train Control provide information on train locations because each locomotive has a Global Positioning 

(GPS) device.  FRA is working with the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association to 

develop standards for ITS grade crossing systems for broader deployment.  An example of potential use includes an ITS 

interconnect system transmitting the status of a crossing to in-vehicle navigation systems.  Another example includes 

Changeable Messaging Signs that use PTC train locations and speed to provide information about trains approaching, 

second trains, and estimated delay times. 
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mitigation measure requiring the Applicants to consult with appropriate state Departments of 

Transportation and other appropriate agencies prior to constructing, relocating, upgrading, or 

modifying grade crossings, including grade crossing warning devices, and to abide by those 

agencies’ reasonable requirements for the design of grade crossings and associated warning 

devices (MM-Grade Crossing-01). 

OEA believes that the Applicants’ voluntary mitigation measures and OEA’s additional 

recommended mitigation measures would minimize the impact of the Proposed Acquisition 

on grade crossing delay. 
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3.4 Truck-to-Rail Diversions 

This section describes the approach, affected environment, and potential environmental 

consequences for truck-to-rail diversion.  The Proposed Acquisition could result in impacts 

on traffic and roadway systems by diverting freight from truck transportation to rail 

transportation, which would decrease the number of trucks along certain trucking routes.  

While this section focuses on the impact of truck-to-rail diversions on vehicular traffic, 

those diversions would also affect the movement of energy commodities and energy 

efficiency, as discussed in Section 3.8, Energy.  Section 3.7, Air Quality and Climate 

Change, discusses the implications of truck-to-rail diversion on air quality and climate 

change. 

3.4.1 Approach 

The Applicants predict that the Proposed Acquisition would reduce truck transportation on 

certain U.S. highways because some freight that currently moves by truck would move by 

rail instead.  The Applicants project that the Proposed Acquisition would reduce truck traffic 

by approximately 64,018 trucks per year along various highway routes.  The total distance 

that trucks would travel would be reduced by approximately 80,371,708 truck-miles under 

the Proposed Acquisition compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The approach that the 

Applicants used to make these projections is detailed in the Applicants’ application, and 

additional information is also provided in Appendix I of this Draft EIS.   

The truck-to-rail diversion study area includes highways on which truck traffic would 

decline as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA expects that truck traffic would 

decrease along the major north-south trucking routes across the Midwest, including between 

the Detroit/U.S.-Canada border ports and Dallas/San Antonio/U.S.-Mexico border ports 

(approximately 1,490 miles on average); between Chicago and Dallas/San Antonio/U.S.-

Mexico border ports (approximately 1,185 miles on average); and between Minneapolis and 

Dallas/San Antonio/U.S.-Mexico border ports (approximately 1,208 miles on average).   

As described in detail in Appendix I, OEA assessed the potential impacts of truck-to-rail 

diversions using industry standard capacity evaluation procedures and highway network data 

derived from the Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) and the Highway Performance 

Monitoring System (HPMS).  The FAF is a transportation modeling tool produced through a 

partnership between the Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) and FHWA that 

integrates data from a variety of sources to create a comprehensive picture of freight 

movement among states and major metropolitan areas by all modes of transportation (BTS 

2018).  The HPMS is a national highway information system that includes data on the 

extent, condition, performance, use, and operating characteristics of the nation's highways.  

Critical information in the HPMS includes highway class, speed limit, number of travel 

lanes, terrain, current year AADT, single unit and combination truck volumes, directional 

split factors (D-factor), design hourly volume factors (K-factor), future year (2039/2040) 

AADT, and other geometric and control information that have impacts on the potential 

capacities of the highway facilities.   
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OEA identified highways on which truck traffic could decrease as a result of the Proposed 

Acquisition, based on the origins and destinations (O/D) for truck traffic described in the 

Applicants’ application.  Each O/D pair represents a trade flow between two geographical 

areas with distinct economic markets, corresponding to “Business Economic Areas” based 

around cities in the U.S., “Canadian Metropolitan Areas” in Canada, and “federal entities” 

or states in Mexico.  The Applicants identified approximately 115 O/D pairs including, for 

example, Dallas, Texas to Detroit, Michigan; Chicago, Illinois to Nuevo Leon, Mexico; and 

Toronto, Canada to Kansas City, Missouri (see Table I.1-1, Appendix I).  OEA simplified 

this list of O/D pairs by replacing locations in Mexico and Canada with the most logical 

border crossing into the U.S.  OEA then used the FAF to model the likely route that trucks 

would take between each O/D pair, taking into account highway, roadway, and traffic data 

included from the HPMS (see Figure I.1-1, Appendix I).   

OEA conducted a capacity evaluation and performance assessment following the Highway 

Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM) (Transportation Research Board 2016) approach, while 

adopting the simplified capacity evaluation methods in HPMS.  OEA grouped and evaluated 

highways based on similarities in geometrics and traffic control methods.  OEA then 

conducted capacity evaluations for each FAF/HPMS-designated highway segment based on 

its facility type, including freeway facilities, multilane highways, two-lane highways, and 

signalized corridors.  OEA quantified the effect of reduced truck traffic in terms of the 

volume to capacity (v/c) ratio averaged across highway routes, states, and the country as a 

whole.  The v/c ratio is a commonly used measure of how sufficient an intersection is for 

handling the traffic that passes through it.  A v/c ratio less than 0.85 is generally adequate 

capacity, and vehicles are not expected to experience significant queues and delays.  As the 

v/c ratio approaches 1.0, traffic flow may become unstable, and delay and queuing 

conditions may occur.  A v/c ratio greater than 1.0 results in the demand exceeding capacity 

and traffic flow is unstable and excessive delay and queuing is expected (FHWA 2016).  

3.4.2 Affected Environment 

Based on the latest available data (2018) published by BTS, truck transports account for 

38.7 percent of the 5.25-million-ton annual volume of freight throughout the U.S., in 

comparison with 32.9 percent that moves by rail.  The major truck movement corridors that 

the Proposed Acquisition could affect are as follows: 

• Approximately 113,245 annual highway loads travel an average distance of 1,490 miles 

between the Detroit/U.S.-Canada border ports to Dallas/San Antonio/U.S.-Mexico 

border ports. 

• Approximately 78,125 annual highway loads travel an average distance of 1,185 miles 

between Chicago to Dallas/San Antonio/U.S.-Mexico border ports.   

• Approximately 52,321 annual highway loads travel an average distance of 1,208 miles 

between Minneapolis to Dallas/San Antonio/U.S.-Mexico border ports.   
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3.4.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.3.1 Proposed Acquisition 

OEA determined that the Proposed Acquisition would have some beneficial impacts to the 

highway system by diverting freight from trucks to rail (Figure 3.4-1).  The projected 

reduction in truck traffic on the U.S. highway network of approximately 64,018 trucks 

annually (Table I.1-1, Appendix I) could potentially result in marginal benefits in terms of 

highway performance compared to the No-Action Alternative.  OEA estimates that 9,765 

miles of highways would, on average, experience a traffic decrease of 0.071 percent, while 

the v/c ratio would decrease by 0.033 percent, on average.  Midwestern states, including 

Texas, Oklahoma, Illinois, and Missouri, among others, would see the most benefit to 

roadways from trucks being removed from the roadway network under the Proposed 

Acquisition.  These highways support more than 113 trillion vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 

including 26.9 trillion truck-miles traveled.  Among roadways that would be beneficially 

affected by the diversion of truck transportation to rail, 82.5 percent are classified as 

freeways with full control of access, 10.3 percent are multilane highways, 6.6 percent are 

two-lane highways, and 0.6 percent are signalized corridors.  Most roadways are within rural 

areas (78 percent), and about 58 percent of roadway segments have reported truck 

percentages of 25 percent or greater.  The Proposed Acquisition would not change the 

percentage of the highway network operating near, at, or over capacity compared to the No-

Action Alternative.  

3.4.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Acquisition would not cause the diversion of 

freight from truck transportation to rail transportation.  Based on existing traffic on 

roadways in the study area and projected growth rates, OEA estimates that 16 percent of the 

highway network would operate near capacity, 4 percent would operate at capacity, and 7 

percent would operate over capacity in 2027 under the No-Action Alternative.  

3.4.4 Conclusion  

As evidenced in the analysis, the Proposed Acquisition would result in the diversion of 

trucks from the highway network system, which could provide some benefits to the highway 

system (Figure I.1-3 in Appendix I).  The capacity evaluation shows that the roadway 

network could have a 0.071 percent reduction of VMT, and a 0.00033 reduction, from 

0.40450 to 0.40417, in v/c ratio.  Because the Proposed Acquisition would not result in any 

adverse impacts to traffic and roadway systems as a result of truck-to-rail diversions, OEA is 

not recommending any mitigation related to traffic and roadway systems. 
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Figure 3.4-1  Primary Roadway Network Truck Diversions 
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3.5 Intermodal Facility Traffic 

This section describes the approach, affected environment, and potential environmental 

consequences for intermodal facility traffic.  The Proposed Acquisition could result in 

impacts on traffic and roadway systems by increasing operations at certain intermodal 

facilities, which could increase truck traffic on local roadways that provide access to those 

facilities.  

3.5.1 Approach  

The Applicants’ Operating Plan identified U.S. intermodal facilities that would experience 

increases in truck traffic on nearby local roads as a result of the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA 

analyzed six intermodal facilities that the Applicants project would experience an increase in 

truck traffic of at least 50 trucks per day, a 10 percent increase in average daily truck traffic, 

or both (Table I.2-1 in Appendix I).  OEA identified local roadways near the six intermodal 

facilities, as well as major routes and connecting routes.  OEA also considered limiting 

factors, such as truck route designations, truck restrictions (signed or physical), and minor 

local roadways.  Based on these criteria, applicable roadway segments were selected for 

evaluation.  For the purposes of this analysis, OEA assumed there would be no physical 

changes to roadway networks resulting from the Proposed Acquisition.   

OEA calculated the AADT for the 2027 No-Action Alternative using the base year 2022 

AADTs with a 1.5 percent annual organic growth rate, derived from a survey of sample data 

from the HPMS.  OEA estimated traffic in 2027 under the Proposed Acquisition by adding 

the projected additional truck trips to the base 2027 AADTs. 

OEA conducted a capacity analysis for the roadway network based on the HCM 

(Transportation Research Board 2016), the Simplified Highway Capacity Calculation 

Method for the HPMS, and Generalized Service Volume Tables in HPMS.  For roadway 

segments where HPMS data were not available, OEA used the HCM default values based on 

the roadway’s functional class, context (urban, small urban, or rural), and observations of 

traffic data at the state and local levels.  OEA conducted a capacity evaluation separately for 

freeway (full control of access), multilane highway (partial or no control of access), two-

lane highway (partial or no control of access), and signalized highway corridors.   

OEA calculated v/c ratios for roadways in the study area based on AADTs and service 

volumes reported in FHWA’s Simplified Highway Capacity Calculation Method Tables 

(FHWA 2018).1  OEA determined facility performance capacity using the service volumes 

associated with LOS E.  A roadway segment operating at LOS E represents a perceptible 

level of delay for drivers and roadway conditions that are nearing over capacity.  For this 

assessment, a v/c ratio over 1.0 represents a roadway where the calculated volumes exceed 

the assigned capacity.  

 

1  The v/c ratio, also referred to as degree of saturation, represents the sufficiency of an intersection to accommodate the 

vehicular demand (FHWA 2013). 
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See Appendix I for more details on the approach for intermodal facility traffic.   

3.5.2 Affected Environment 

The local roadways near the six intermodal facilities are primarily used by motor vehicles, 

including passenger vehicles and trucks.  However, in more urban areas, pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities are also present along some of the roadways.  The Intermodal Facility 

Summary Tables (Tables I.2-1 through I.2-9) in Appendix I provide a detailed summary of 

segments that OEA identified along the local roadways.  OEA determined the capacity of 

each roadway segment based on roadway characteristics and service volumes, as explained 

in detail in Appendix I.  OEA determined the v/c ratios for each roadway segment based on 

the current AADT of the segment and the projected AADT under the Proposed Acquisition 

and the No-Action Alternative.  OEA identified four roadway segments that are currently 

operating with a v/c over 1.0 (exceeding the roadway capacity): one segment at the 

Minneapolis Intermodal Management System facility at Minneapolis, Minnesota; one 

segment at the International Freight Gateway in Kansas City, Missouri; and two segments at 

the Wylie KCS Terminal in Wylie, Texas.  All other roadway segments currently operate 

within the roadway capacity, based on the v/c ratios that OEA calculated.  

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.5.3.1 Proposed Acquisition 

The Proposed Acquisition would result in increased truck traffic on some local roads in the 

vicinity of intermodal facilities because activities at those intermodal facilities (such as 

loading and unloading trains) would increase.  However, the Proposed Acquisition would 

not cause the v/c ratio to exceed 1.0 for any roadway segments beyond those that would 

already exceed 1.0 under the No-Action Alternative.  OEA estimated that the v/c ratio on 

roadways near intermodal facilities would increase by less than 0.0045 as compared to the 

No-Action Alternative, which is a minor increase that would have a negligible effect on 

safety or delay on those roads.  As shown in Table I.2-3 in Appendix I, OEA projects that 

the Proposed Acquisition would result in an increase in average truck trips per mile of less 

than 1.5 percent for all intermodal facilities.  Based on the results of the intermodal facility 

network assessment, this projected increase in truck traffic would not result in degradation 

along the network roadways as compared to the No-Action Alternative.  Table I.2-4 through 

Table I.2-9 in Appendix I provide a detailed summary table of roadway segments for each 

intermodal facility.   

3.5.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Board would deny the Proposed Acquisition and CP 

would not acquire KCS.  Therefore, there would be no increase in activities at intermodal 

facilities and no increase in truck traffic on roadways near intermodal facilities as a result of 

the Proposed Acquisition.  However, OEA expects that activities at intermodal facilities and 

truck traffic on nearby roadways would increase as a result of general economic growth.  

OEA predicts that increased truck traffic unrelated to the Proposed Acquisition would cause 
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three roadway segments near intermodal facilities in the study area to exceed roadway 

capacity (i.e., the v/c ratio would increase from less than 1.0 to more than 1.0).  Two of 

those roadway segments are located near the Wylie KCS Terminal and one segment is 

located near the International Freight Gateway.  Table I.2-4 through Table I.2-9 of 

Appendix I provides a detailed summary table of roadway segments in the study area for 

each intermodal facility. 

3.5.4 Conclusion  

The Proposed Acquisition would result in an increased number of trucks on roadways near 

the six intermodal facilities that OEA evaluated.  However, the additional trucks would 

account for only a small proportion of total daily traffic on roadways near those facilities 

and the v/c ratios for those roadways would be largely unaffected.  As a result, OEA 

concludes that these increases would have a negligible effect on the networks surrounding 

the intermodal facilities.  Accordingly, OEA is not recommending any mitigation related to 

effects on local roadways near intermodal facilities. 
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3.6 Noise and Vibration 

This section describes the existing conditions and potential environmental consequences for 

noise and vibration under the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  As 

detailed in this section, the Proposed Acquisition would introduce additional train traffic and 

increase freight handled at rail yards and intermodal facilities, which would increase noise in 

nearby communities.  The Proposed Acquisition would also cause temporary construction 

noise and vibration related to the 25 planned capital improvements, which could affect 

nearby communities.   

3.6.1 Approach 

This subsection describes the approach that OEA used to analyze noise and vibration under 

the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative. 

3.6.1.1 Noise and Vibration Study Area 

The study area for noise and vibration includes rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal 

facilities where the Proposed Acquisition would result in increased rail traffic, increased 

vehicular traffic, or increased activities that would exceed the thresholds set forth in the 

Board’s regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(6).  Table 3.6-1 shows the thresholds for noise 

and vibration analysis for rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities.   

Table 3.6-1. Thresholds for Noise Analysis 

Activity Threshold  

Rail Line 
Segment 

An increase in rail traffic of at least 100 percent (measured in GTMs annually) 
or an increase of at least eight trains per day on any segment of rail line 
affected by the Proposed Acquisition. 

Rail Yard 
An increase in rail yard activity of at least 100 percent (measured by carload 
activity). 

Intermodal 
Facility 

An average increase in truck traffic of more than 10 percent of the average 
daily traffic or 50 vehicles a day on any affected road segment.  

Source: 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(6) 

In addition to rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where analysis 

thresholds would be met, the noise and vibration study area also includes the locations of 25 

planned capital improvements.  If the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, the 

Applicants intend to add new sidings, extend existing sidings, add double track, and add 

facility working track at these locations to support the projected increase in rail traffic.  As 

shown in Figure 3.6-1 the noise and vibration study area extends along CP mainlines from 

Bensenville, Illinois to Kansas City, Missouri; along KCS mainlines from Kansas City to 

Port Arthur, Texas; and from Rosenberg, Texas to Laredo, Texas.   

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS, OEA expanded the study area for noise 

and vibration to also include rail line segment U-BEAU-01, which extends from Beaumont, 

Texas to Rosenburg and passes through the Houston area.  This rail line segment is part of 
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UP’s Houston Subdivision and Glidden Subdivision.  KCS currently operates trains on this 

segment under a trackage rights arrangement with UP, the segment’s owner.  If the Board 

authorizes the Proposed Acquisition, CPKC would continue to operate on this segment 

under a trackage rights arrangement.  The Applicants project that the Proposed Acquisition 

would increase rail traffic on segment U-BEAU-01 by 7.57 trains per day, on average, 

which is less than the noise analysis threshold of eight trains per day. 

For the purposes of its environmental analysis of the Proposed Acquisition, OEA assumed 

that all new freight trains would move on rail line segment U-BEAU-01.  OEA understands 

that, because UP and BNSF own most of the rail lines in Houston, CPKC could not control 

the dispatching of trains on those rail lines.  Based on information submitted to the Board by 

UP, BNSF, and others, OEA understands that trains through Houston are typically 

dispatched directionally, with westbound traffic using UP’s Houston Subdivision and 

eastbound traffic using UP’s Beaumont Subdivision.  To the extent that some trains may be 

dispatched on rail line segments other than U-BEAU-01, then the increase in rail traffic on 

that segment resulting from the Proposed Acquisition is likely to be less than the 7.57 trains 

per day that the Applicants have projected.  Therefore, the results reported in this section in 

the Final EIS may overstate the potential noise and vibration impacts of the Proposed 

Acquisition in the Houston area.  

The noise and vibration study area also includes the areas surrounding the Bensenville, 

Schiller Park, Detroit Container Terminal, Wylie, Minneapolis, and International Freight 

Gateway intermodal facilities and the Schiller Park Rail Yard.  At these locations, there 

would be an increase in rail yard activity of at least 100 percent (measured by carload 

activity) and/or an average increase in truck traffic of more than 10 percent of the average 

daily traffic or 50 vehicles per day on any affected road segment. 
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Figure 3.6-1. Noise and Vibration Study Area 
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3.6.1.2 Background Information 

Noise 

Noise is unwanted or undesirable sound.  Sound is the result of small vibrations that cause 

air pressure to oscillate above and below the ambient atmospheric pressure, which humans 

perceive through their sense of hearing.  This section describes noise impacts on humans, 

but noise may also affect wildlife, as described in Section 3.11, Biological Resources.  The 

basic parameters of sound that affect how humans perceive it are: 

• Sound level; 

• Sound frequency; and 

• Variation in sound over time.  

Sound level is determined by how greatly the sound pressure fluctuates above and below the 

atmospheric pressure and is expressed on a compressed scale in units called decibels (dB).  

Values between 0 and 120 dB fall in the range of normally encountered sound.  

The frequency of sound relates to its tone or pitch, which is determined by the rate of air 

pressure fluctuation and is expressed in terms of cycles per second or Hertz (Hz).  The 

human ear can detect a wide range of frequencies, from about 20 Hz to 17,000 Hz.  Because 

the sensitivity of human hearing varies with frequency, sound is measured for environmental 

noise commonly using a weighting system to provide a single-number descriptor that 

correlates with subjective human response.  Sound levels measured using this weighting 

system are called “A-weighted” and are expressed in decibel notation as “dBA.”  Sound and 

noise experts widely accept the A-weighted sound level as a unit for describing 

environmental noise.  

Because sound levels fluctuate from moment to moment, there are different ways to 

characterize the range of sound levels over a period of time.  This is commonly done using 

the following sound level metrics:  

• Lmax is the maximum instantaneous A-weighted sound level.  The Lmax represents the 

highest sound level generated by a source.  

• Leq is the energy-average sound level.  The Leq is a single value that is equivalent in 

sound energy to the fluctuating levels over a period.  The Leq accounts for how loud 

noise events are, how long they last, and how many of them occur.  

• Ldn is the day-night average sound level.  The Ldn is a single value equivalent to the 

sound energy fluctuating over 24 hours with a 10-dB penalty applied to sound at night 

(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).  The Ldn accounts for how loud noise events are, how long 

they last, how many of them occur over a 24-hour period, and how many occur at night. 

• SEL is the sound exposure level.  The SEL is a single-value equivalent to the total 

sound energy from an event normalized to one second.  The SEL is a fundamental 

measure of sound from a source used to determine Leq and Ldn levels. 

Because sound levels are measured in decibels, adding sound levels is not linear.  When two 

equal sources of sound are added together, the overall sound level increases by 3 dB.  For 
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example, 60 dB plus 60 dB equals 63 dB.  Research indicates the following relationships 

between A-weighted sound level and human perception: 

• A 3-dB increase in sound level is a doubling of acoustic energy and is generally the 

threshold of perceptibility to the average person.  This means that if a constant source of 

sound increases by less than 3 dB, that difference is usually not perceptible to the 

average person. 

• A 10-dB increase is a tenfold increase in acoustic energy and is perceived as a doubling 

in loudness. 

Figure 3.6-2 presents the typical range of background Ldn noise levels, based on setting and 

typical Ldn noise levels, generated by freight train activity, at a distance of 100 feet from the 

tracks. 

Figure 3.6-2. Typical Ldn Noise Levels 

 
Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 2018 
 

EPA, in consultation with the USDOT, regulates noise from railroad equipment and 

facilities pursuant to Section 17 of the Noise Control Act of 1972, 42 U.S.C. § 4916.  EPA 

regulates railroad noise by controlling the noise at the source—locomotives and rail cars.  

For example, EPA’s regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 201.11(c) limit sound levels from stationary 

locomotives manufactured after December 31, 1979 to 87 dBA at a distance of 100 feet at 

any throttle setting except idle and to 70 dBA at idle throttle setting.  EPA’s regulations at 

49 C.F.R. § 201.12(c) limit sound levels from locomotives manufactured after December 31, 

1979, while moving at any speed to 90 dBA at a distance of 100 feet.   

To characterize noise impacts, OEA considers not only the source of noise, but also existing 

background noise levels, as well as sensitivity to noise.  Noise especially affects people in 
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certain locations, such as schools, places of worship, libraries, hospitals, residences, 

retirement communities, and nursing homes, and these locations are therefore known as 

noise-sensitive receptors (hereafter, receptors).  The Board’s regulations at 

49 C.F.R. 1105.7(e)(6) include two specific thresholds for noise analysis as follows:     

• An increase in noise exposure as measured by a day-night average noise level, and 

• 3 dBA or more. 

If the thresholds are exceeded, OEA identifies the receptors in the project area and quantifies 

the noise increase for these receptors.  An adverse noise impact occurs when the noise level 

at a receptor increases by 3 dBA or more and reaches or exceeds a Ldn of 65 dBA when 

combined with the existing background noise.  Research indicates that both of these 

conditions must be met or exceeded to cause an adverse noise impact from rail operations 

(Surface Transportation Board 1998; Coate 1999).1   

Unlike noise from rail operations, noise from construction activities are temporary in nature.  

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has developed general methods for assessing 

noise impacts from construction activities related to transportation, including noise impacts 

from construction equipment.  Table 3.6-2 shows FTA’s criteria for construction noise, 

expressed in Leq.  These criteria are based on the noise levels that FTA has found to cause 

annoyance in humans.  They depend on the type of land use category and whether 

construction occurs during the day or night.  

Table 3.6-2. Construction Noise Criteria 

Land Use Category 

Construction Noise Criteria (Leq, dBA) 

Day Night 

Residential 80 70 

Commercial 85 85 

Industrial 90 90 

Source: FTA 2018 

Vibration 

Ground-borne vibration is the oscillatory motion (moving back and forth) of the ground 

around an equilibrium position.  Vibration can be a concern because it can annoy people 

and, if it is strong enough, damage buildings and other structures.  When evaluating 

annoyance, vibration is measured in terms of decibels with “VdB” used in place of dB to 

avoid confusing vibration decibels with sound decibels.  For annoyance impacts, receptors 

are generally the same as for noise because vibrations can annoy people inside buildings like 

schools, residences, libraries, nursing homes, hospitals, and places of worship.  When 

evaluating potential damage to structures, vibration is measured in terms of the peak-particle 

velocity (PPV) in inches per second.  Building damage thresholds are much higher than 

 

1    Although the Board’s regulations at 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(e)(6) indicate that either an increase of 3 dBA or an increase 

to an Ldn of 65 dBA would be an adverse impact, research indicates that both of these conditions must be met or 

exceeded for an adverse noise impact from rail operations to occur. 
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human annoyance thresholds.  Figure 3.6-3 illustrates a range of vibration levels using 

typical sources as examples.  It also includes typical human responses to thresholds and 

levels generated by common sources. 

Figure 3.6-3.  Typical Ground-Borne Vibration Levels 
 

Source: FTA 2018 

Although federal regulations do not set thresholds for ground-borne vibration from train 

operations, FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) 

provides guidance on evaluating and assessing potential adverse vibration effects.  Table 

3.6-3 shows FTA’s criteria for construction-related vibration, based on the thresholds at 

which FTA determined that damage to different types of buildings could occur.  As the table 

shows, most modern buildings without plaster have a vibration threshold of 0.5 inches per 

second, while some historic buildings that are particularly susceptible to vibration damage 

have a lower threshold of 0.12 inches per second.  If vibration levels should exceed these 

thresholds, it does not necessarily mean that structural damage would occur but rather that 

there would be an increased potential for damage. 
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Table 3.6-3. Construction Vibration Criteria 

Building Category 

Vibration 
Threshold peak 
particle velocity 
(PPV) (in/s) 

Vibration 
Threshold 
(VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 
Source: FTA 2018 

Vibrations caused by passing trains are generally not nearly strong enough to cause damage 

to even the most susceptible buildings.  OEA has concluded in past cases that vibration from 

passing trains has the potential to exceed FTA’s criteria for fragile buildings only within the 

rail ROW, where no such buildings are present.  Outside of the rail ROW, vibration could 

cause annoyance, but not damage to structures (Surface Transportation Board 2015; Surface 

Transportation Board 2021).  Table 3.6-4 shows FTA’s criteria for annoyance impacts from 

vibration.  Because even events that cause lower levels of vibration can be annoying if they 

occur often throughout the day, FTA’s criteria depend on the frequency of events, as well as 

the type of receptor.  

Table 3.6-4. Vibration Impact Criteria 

Land Use Category 

Vibration Level (VdB) 

Frequent Events1 Occasional Events2 Infrequent Events3 

Special-use Buildings 65 65 65 

Residential 72 75 80 

Institutional 75 78 83 

Source: FTA 2018 
1 Frequent events correspond to more than 70 trains per day 
2 Occasional events correspond to 30 to 70 trains per day 
3 Infrequent events correspond to fewer than 30 trains per day 

For most of the rail lines in the study area, the total projected rail traffic under the Proposed 

Acquisition would be fewer than 30 trains per day, so the criteria for infrequent events 

would apply.  Along rail lines where there would be between 30 and 70 projected trains per 

day under the Proposed Acquisition, such as the segment between Shreveport, Louisiana and 

Frierson, Louisiana, the occasional events criteria would apply. 

3.6.1.3 Noise and Vibration Measurements 

To characterize the sound and vibration from trains in the study area, OEA conducted sound 

level measurements of freight train operations at 10 locations and vibration measurements at 

seven locations in the study area.  OEA selected the measurement sites to include several 

locations spread throughout the study area near receptors where there were a relatively high 

number of existing daily train operations.  OEA selected sites to capture both CP and KCS 
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train operations along relatively straight track segments with typical train speeds.  OEA 

conducted sound level measurements on wayside segments of track and near or at grade 

crossings to determine levels with and without the train horn.  OEA collected these data to 

supplement the broader set of data available on sound and vibration emissions of freight 

trains and to evaluate actual measurements with the emissions that were previously used in 

other railroad mergers (Surface Transportation Board 1997; Surface Transportation Board 

2015; Surface Transportation Board 2021).  See Appendix M for further information on the 

measurement results. 

OEA conducted noise measurements at locations near Davis Junction, Illinois; Stillman 

Valley, Illinois; Clinton, Iowa; Kansas City, Missouri; Grandview, Missouri; and 

Shreveport, Louisiana.  OEA calculated the SEL, Leq, and frequency content of 

locomotives, railcars, and horns from these sound level measurements.  The sound level 

results include: 

• Locomotives generated sound levels from 85 to 100 dBA (SEL), with an average of 

92 dBA (SEL), depending on train speed.   

• Horns typically ranged from 106 to 116 dBA (SEL), with an average of 108 dBA (SEL) 

at locations between a quarter mile and an eighth mile from grade crossings and 

111 dBA (SEL) at the grade crossing.   

• Railcars generated 63 to 83 dBA (Leq), with an average of 75 dBA (Leq), depending on 

train speed. 

These sound measurements are relatively consistent with prior OEA environmental reviews, 

including the Conrail merger (Surface Transportation Board 1997), and the Tongue River 

Railroad (Surface Transportation Board 2015), and Uinta Basin Railway (Surface 

Transportation Board 2021) construction cases.  Therefore, OEA used the same reference 

noise levels as those prior projects to model potential noise increases that could result from 

the Proposed Acquisition.  Section 3.6.3, Environmental Consequences, presents the results 

of OEA’s model. 

OEA conducted vibration measurements from passing trains at locations near Davis 

Junction; Stillman Valley, Illinois; Clinton, Iowa; Kansas City, Missouri; and Shreveport, 

Louisiana.  The intensity of the vibrations that OEA measured varied between sites due to 

different soil conditions and rail conditions (see Appendix M).  Train speed and distance 

from the tracks also affected the vibration measurements.  Overall, OEA’s vibration 

measurements were generally consistent with FTA’s general ground-borne vibration curves 

(see Appendix M).  Therefore, OEA used FTA’s vibration curves as the basis for modeling 

predicted vibration resulting from the Proposed Acquisition.  

3.6.1.4 Noise Modeling Methods 

Freight Train Noise 

OEA used a sound prediction software program to predict noise from freight rail operations 

throughout the study area.  The noise modeling software, Cadna-A, implements the 

International Standards Organization Standard 9613-2:1996, “Acoustics—Attenuation of 



   

 

 

 

3.6-10 

 

Chapter 3 

Noise and Vibration   

Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

Sound During Propagation Outdoors— Part 2: General Method of Calculation.”  Cadna-A is 

a three-dimensional model that accounts for the sound emissions of sources in octave-bands, 

terrain, intervening objects such as buildings, ground cover, and atmospheric conditions.  

OEA modeled noise levels from locomotives, railcars, and horns in octave-bands from 31.5 

to 8,000 Hz.  

OEA calculated noise levels (Ldn) at a reference distance of 100 feet for each track segment 

using equations based on the daily train volumes, number of locomotives, train length, and 

speed, assuming flat, acoustically soft ground conditions (see Appendix M for details).  

These track segments included: 

• Wayside track (without horns); 

• The first half of horn-sounding segments (within one quarter to one eighth mile from the 

grade crossing); 

• The second half of horn-sounding segments (within one eighth mile to the grade 

crossing); and 

• Noise at planned track siding locations, where locomotives would idle.   

Based on freight train emissions used in prior cases, OEA predicted that the sound emissions 

would be: 

• 95 dBA (SEL) at 100 feet from a single locomotive moving at 40 mph; 

• 82 dBA (Leq) at 100 feet from railcars moving at 40 mph; 

• 110 dBA (SEL) within one eighth mile from a crossing for train horns; 

• 107 dBA (SEL) between one fourth mile and one eighth mile from a crossing for train 

horns; and 

• 70 dBA (Leq) at 100 feet from idling locomotives are 70 dBA. 

To predict train noise beyond 100 feet, OEA used Cadna-A to account for terrain, 

intervening objects, ground cover, and atmospheric conditions using a combination of digital 

elevation models with one-third arc-second (approximately 10-meter) resolution from the 

United States Geological Survey for terrain and the Microsoft National Building Footprints 

dataset to identify receptors.  OEA categorized buildings as residences, schools, libraries, 

museums, places of worship, and nursing homes based on a review of aerial photography, 

state and/or municipal zoning maps, and limited field observations.  OEA conducted the 

Cadna-A calculations in a grid with 30-foot spacing at a height of 5 feet above ground 

across a half-mile area from either side of the tracks. 

Passenger Train Noise 

Because receptors in the study area are already located near an operation rail line, those 

receptors already experience noise from passing trains and would continue to do so whether 

or not the Board authorizes the Proposed Acquisition.  In some portions of the study area, 

the vast majority of passing trains are passenger trains, such as Metra trains in the Chicago 

area.  To account for noise from passenger trains, which would continue whether or not CP 

were to acquire KCS, OEA used a similar approach as for modeling noise from freight 
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trains.  OEA calculated predicted noise levels (Ldn) at a distance of 100 feet of each track 

segment based on daytime and nighttime train volumes, number of locomotives, train length, 

speed, and assuming flat, acoustically soft ground conditions.  To predict train noise beyond 

100 feet, the use of Cadna-A accounted for terrain, intervening objects, ground cover, and 

atmospheric conditions.  Reference noise levels at 100 feet with and without train horn noise 

were calculated using FTA’s Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet (dated October 1, 2018) 

for Metra.  The passenger train volumes were based on the Metra train schedule (dated July 

12, 2021).  

Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, OEA identified six rail yards 

and intermodal facilities where the Proposed Acquisition would cause the number of railcars 

processed per day or the volume of truck traffic per day to exceed the thresholds for 

environmental analysis (see Table 3.6-1 above).  Those six rail yards and intermodal 

facilities are the Bensenville yard, the Schiller Park yard, the Detroit Container Terminal, 

the Wylie yard, the Minneapolis IMS facility, and International Freight Gateway facility.  In 

general, noise from intermodal facilities includes noise from cranes that are used for lifting 

freight containers and noise from trucks.  Noise from rail yards includes the noise produced 

by the movement of the switching engines that process railcars from the departure yard to 

the receiving yard and noise from railcars coupling as new trains are put together.  The rail 

yards at issue here do not include wheel retarders, which generate noise when braking 

railcars.   

OEA modeled noise from rail yards and intermodal facilities based on methods used in 

previous environmental reviews (Surface Transportation Board 1997; EPA 1979; 

FRA 1982).  See Appendix M for details on the equations that OEA used to predict noise 

from rail yards and intermodal facilities.  OEA’s noise modeling accounted for the number 

of lifts performed each day, the volume of trucking operations, the number of rail cars 

processed, and the hours of operations of the rail yards and intermodal facilities.   

3.6.1.5 Vibration Modeling Methods 

Trains generate vibration from the force of locomotives and railcars on the track.  Vibration 

propagates through the track structure, the ground, and into nearby buildings, creating the 

potential to cause human annoyance.  Locomotives typically generate higher vibration levels 

compared to railcars due to their greater weight.  FTA has established general ground-borne 

vibration curves for freight locomotives and railcars, basing the outdoor vibration level on 

the distance from the track.  OEA used these FTA general ground-borne vibration curves to 

predict vibration levels throughout the noise and vibration study area for the Proposed 

Acquisition, adjusting the levels for train speed and for the fact that vibration tends to be 

reduced as it passes from outside to inside of buildings. 

Train speed affects vibration levels such that higher speeds generally correspond to higher 

vibration levels.  According to FTA guidelines, a doubling in speed typically corresponds to 

a 6 VdB difference in vibration level.  For most wood-framed buildings, interior vibration 

levels are 5 VdB lower than outdoor levels.  Larger buildings or heavier masonry buildings 
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generally provide additional vibration attenuation to the interior of the building.  For all 

buildings in this analysis, OEA has assumed an outdoor-to-indoor building vibration 

attenuation of 5 VdB. 

Based on the applicable FTA impact criterion, the speed and number of trains, the general 

vibration curves, and outdoor-to-indoor vibration attenuation, OEA calculated the distance 

from the track at which receptors would experience vibration effects.  OEA calculated the 

distances to potential vibration impacts for the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action 

Alternative and compared these to existing conditions.   

Table 3.6-5 shows the distance from the track centerline at which the vibration from a 

standard freight locomotive would exceed 75 VdB or 80 VdB for train speeds of 10 to 60 

mph.  As discussed above, 80 VdB is the criterion for annoyance impacts from vibration for 

infrequent events (such as fewer than 30 trains per day), while 75 VdB is the criterion for 

annoyance impacts from vibration for occasional events (e.g., between 30 and 70 trains per 

day).  The distances to vibration annoyance (75 and 80 VdB) account for 5 VdB of outdoor-

to-indoor vibration attenuation.  The distance to potential structural damage for buildings 

extremely susceptible to vibration damage (0.12 inches per second) is evaluated at the 

exterior of the building and does not include outdoor-to-indoor vibration attenuation.  As the 

table shows, the distance from the track at which vibration becomes annoying ranges from 

8 feet for rail lines with few slow-moving trains to 94 feet for rail lines with many fast-

moving trains.  The distance to potential structural damage for buildings extremely 

susceptible to vibration damage is 4 feet from the track for slow-moving trains to 28 feet for 

fast-moving trains. 

Table 3.6-5. Train Vibration Levels 

Train Speed 
(mph) 

Distance from Track 
Centerline to 75 VdB 
(feet) 

Distance from Track 
Centerline to 80 VdB 
(feet) 

Distance from Track 
Centerline to 90 VdB 
(0.12 in/s) (feet) 

10 14 8 4 

20 29 16 9 

30 45 24 13 

40 61 33 18 

50 77 42 23 

60 94 51 28 

Based on these modeled distances, OEA created vibration contours for each rail line 

segment in the study area.  The contours represent the area in which vibration levels would 

reach the annoyance criterion threshold under the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action 

Alternative.  OEA then identified all receptors located within the vibration contours, as 

discussed in Section 3.6.3, Environmental Consequences.  Appendix M presents maps of 

the vibration contours. 
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3.6.2 Affected Environment 

3.6.2.1 Existing Noise and Vibration Sources 

Sources of existing noise and vibration in the study area include freight trains; passenger 

trains, including the Metra Milwaukee District West Line from Bensenville to Elgin, Illinois 

and the Heartland Flyer Amtrak line from Metro to Alliance, Texas; Chicago O’Hare 

International Airport; Fort Worth Alliance Airport; vehicular traffic, trucking activity, and 

stationary equipment at intermodal facilities; and natural sources such as wind blowing 

through trees and ground cover, insects, and birds.  Throughout most of the study area, the 

predominant source of existing noise is the existing freight train activity, except near O’Hare 

International Airport and locations near interstate highways, where aviation and roadway 

sources also contribute to the existing noise environment. 

As presented in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, Table 2-1, existing KCS and 

CP freight train operations in the noise and vibration study area range from approximately 

three to over 20 daily trains.  Each train typically has two to three locomotives and ranges 

from 4,200 to 7,100 feet in length.  The types of railcars include hopper cars, tank cars, 

boxcars, automotive cars, intermodal container cars, and flat cars.  Because the primary 

source of noise is from the wheel/rail interaction, most railcars generate similar noise and 

vibration.  The trains have diesel-electric locomotives such as the EMD SD40-2, EMD 

GP20C-ECO, GE AC4400CW, and SD40, which have approximately 3,000 to 4,400 

horsepower.  The trains typically operate at speeds between 20 and 60 mph throughout the 

study area.   

OEA’s observations of existing trains in the field showed that the vast majority of train 

wheelsets are in good running condition, with limited wheel flats2 that can increase noise or 

vibration conditions.  The existing tracks are primarily continuous-welded rail, which 

provides a smooth-running surface to minimize increases in noise and vibration such as what 

may occur with jointed tracks.   

In accordance with 49 C.F.R. Parts 222 and 229, Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail 

Grade Crossings; Final Rule, FRA requires locomotive engineers to sound their train horns 

at public at roadway/rail at-grade crossings.  FRA regulations require train engineers to 

sound their horn for 15 to 20 seconds (not to exceed 25 seconds), using a long-long-short-

long sounding pattern.  Engineers may not sound the horn farther than a quarter of a mile 

from the crossing and must continue until the first locomotive has passed through the 

crossing.  The horns must generate a sound level between 96 and 110 dBA (Lmax) at a 

distance of 100 feet in front of the locomotive.  Although train horns are sounded for a 

relatively short time compared to the time it takes for an entire freight train to pass by—

often two minutes or more—horns are substantially louder than the locomotive and railcars 

and, consequently, Ldn noise levels are higher at grade crossings than at wayside locations. 

 

2  Wheel flats are a flat section on a steel wheel of a rail vehicle that is a result of skidding on steel rails and affect the 

wheel radius (FTA 2018).  
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There are approximately 1,200 grade crossings throughout the noise and vibration study 

area.  A few municipalities are designated quiet zones by FRA; in these zones, locomotive 

engineers do not routinely sound their horn through the crossings except during emergency 

conditions.  There are existing quiet zones in portions of Bartlett, Illinois; Schaumberg, 

Illinois; Bensenville, Illinois; Itasca, Illinois; Muscatine, Iowa; Neosho, Missouri; 

Beaumont, Texas; Victoria, Texas; Wharton, Texas; El Campo, Texas; Louise, Texas; Edna, 

Texas; and north of Texarkana, Texas.   

Based on the noise and vibration approach described in Section 3.6.1.4 and Section 3.6.1.5, 

OEA determined existing noise and vibration conditions throughout the study area from 

Bensenville, Illinois to Laredo, Texas.  Appendix M presents the existing noise contours.  

Table 3.6-6 presents the noise levels at a distance of 100 feet from the track centerline for 

trains at 40 mph on wayside track segments (with no train horn noise) and segments within 

one eighth mile of at-grade crossings.  These noise levels vary based on the number of 

trains, number of locomotives per train, and length of trains.  OEA assumed train operations 

occur equally throughout all hours of the day.  OEA reported noise levels in this table based 

on a train speed of 40 mph, since this is a typical operating speed throughout the study area.  

As described in Section 3.6.1.4, Noise Modeling Methods, the noise contour calculations 

using Cadna-A are based on actual train speeds throughout the study area.  

Table 3.6-6 also presents the number of receptors within the existing 65 dBA (Ldn) noise 

contour and within the existing vibration impact threshold.  This table shows that there are a 

total of 16,0432,385 receptors currently within the 65 dBA (Ldn) noise contour and 27844 

receptors currently within the annoyance threshold for vibration (75 or 80 VdB depending 

on the number of trains per day).  

Table 3.6-6. Existing Noise and Vibration Conditions (2019) 

Track Segment 
Length 
(miles) 

Noise Level at 100 feet and 
40 mph (Ldn, dBA) 

Receptors 
within 
65 dBA 
(Ldn) 

Receptors 
within 
Vibration 
Annoyance 
Threshold Wayside 

Grade-
Crossing 

(within 1/8-
mile) 

Bensenville, IL to Elgin, IL1 23.0 67.0 77.7 189 1 

Elgin, IL to Davis Junction, IL 38.7 65.5 72.6 227 0 

Davis Junction, IL to Sabula, IA 61.4 68.9 76.0 235 0 

Sabula, IA 0.7 68.6 75.7 1 0 

Sabula, IA to Clinton, IA 17.5 70.6 77.9 173 0 

Clinton, IA to Water Works, IA 33.2 69.6 76.9 643 25 

Water Works, IA to Nahant, IA 4.5 69.6 76.9 4 0 

Nahant, IA to Muscatine, IA 24.6 69.3 75.9 183 0 

Muscatine, IA to Ottumwa, IA 82.5 67.8 74.4 325 0 

Ottumwa, IA to MO/IA State Border 61.2 66.2 73.0 105 2 

MO/IA State Border, to Laredo, MO 41.1 66.2 73.0 15 0 

Laredo, MO to Polo, MO 51.6 66.9 73.7 64 0 
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Table 3.6-6. Existing Noise and Vibration Conditions (2019) 

Track Segment 
Length 
(miles) 

Noise Level at 100 feet and 
40 mph (Ldn, dBA) 

Receptors 
within 
65 dBA 
(Ldn) 

Receptors 
within 
Vibration 
Annoyance 
Threshold Wayside 

Grade-
Crossing 

(within 1/8-
mile) 

Polo, MO to Kansas City, MO 42.1 66.7 73.6 191 3 

Kansas City, MO to Pittsburg, KS 124.5 71.4 79.5 661 0 

Pittsburg, KS to Watts, OK 107.8 72.0 79.4 1,565 0 

Watts, OK to Poteau, OK 90.4 71.4 78.8 806 0 

Poteau, OK to Heavener, OK 11.6 71.6 79.0 203 0 

Heavener, OK to De Queen, AR 94.6 70.7 78.6 486 0 

De Queen, AR to Ashdown, AR 37.1 71.6 79.4 189 0 

Ashdown, AR to Shreveport, LA 83.2 70.7 78.6 734 1 

Shreveport, LA to Frierson, LA 21.8 74.4 81.7 509 0 

Frierson, LA to Leesville, LA 91.4 70.3 77.9 621 0 

Leesville, LA to De Quincy, LA 50.6 70.5 78.0 508 1 

De Quincy, LA to Beaumont, TX 47.0 69.7 77.2 425 0 

Beaumont, TX to Port Arthur, TX 20.1 67.5 75.0 333 0 

Beaumont, TX to Rosenberg, TX 120.0 74.9 82.4 3,658 234 

Rosenberg, TX to Kendleton, TX 12.2 69.8 77.1 133 0 

Kendleton, TX to Victoria, TX 74.8 69.9 77.3 478 5 

Victoria, TX to Placedo, TX (UP) 12.8 71.4 77.3 250 0 

Placedo, TX (UP) to Robstown, TX 82.8 71.4 77.3 610 0 

Robstown, TX to Laredo, TX 144.0 71.8 79.2 1,519 6 

 
  Total 16,043 

2,385 

278 

44 
1 Noise levels include METRA Milwaukee District West Line train operations 

3.6.3 Environmental Consequences 

The following subsections discuss the environmental consequences of the Proposed 

Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative. 

3.6.3.1 Proposed Acquisition 

Noise Impacts from Increased Rail Traffic 

Under the Proposed Acquisition, rail traffic would increase on certain rail line segments 

throughout the combined network.  There would be an increase of eight or more trains per 

day in the noise and vibration study area, which runs from Bensenville, Illinois to Port 

Arthur, Texas and from Rosenberg, Texas to Laredo, Texas, as shown in Figure 3.6-1.  The 
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Applicants plan to make 25 capital improvements within the existing rail ROW to support 

the projected increase in rail traffic.  These capital improvements include new passing 

sidings, which are low-speed sections of track alongside the main rail line often used as 

passing lanes.  Under the Proposed Acquisition, there would be increased noise due to idling 

locomotives at these siding locations.  As described in Section 3.2, Grade Crossing Safety 

and Section 3.3, Grade Crossing Delay, the Proposed Acquisition would result in the 

removal of quiet zone designations for four grade crossings in Bartlett, Illinois.  These grade 

crossings include Prospect Avenue, South Oak Avenue, South Western Avenue, and 

Naperville Road.  Therefore, OEA has conservatively assumed that locomotive engineers 

would sound horns at these crossings.   

The Proposed Acquisition would not increase the number of daily trains from Renner, Texas 

to Alliance, Texas and would minimally increase carload tonnage of CP and KCS trains—

from approximately 1.29 to 1.97 million gross tons per mile (mGT) under the No-Action 

Alternative to 3.33 to 4.22 mGT under the Proposed Acquisition.  OEA did not conduct 

further noise and vibration analysis, since four to 26 trains currently operate on these 

segments and the small increase in carload tonnage would not result in a doubling of overall 

carload activity and not result in a 3 dBA or greater increase in noise. 

The largest increase in rail traffic under the Proposed Acquisition would occur on the CP 

mainline between Sabula, Iowa, and Kansas City, Missouri, where OEA estimates that rail 

traffic would increase by approximately 14.4 additional trains per day, on average.  Table 

3.6-7 presents the number of receptors within the 65 dBA (Ldn) noise contours and the 

vibration thresholds for the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  This table 

shows that there would be a total of 29,8533,742 receptors within the 65 dBA (Ldn) and 

43960  receptors within the vibration thresholds under the Proposed Acquisition.  

As the table shows, the Proposed Acquisition would cause the vibration annoyance threshold 

to be exceeded at 439 receptors in the study area, including 379 receptors along rail line 

segment U-BEAU-01 in UP's Houston Subdivision.  This result is due to the fact that 

average rail traffic on portions of segment U-BEAU-01 would be under 30 trains per day 

under the No-Action Alternative but would be over 30 trains per day under the Proposed 

Acquisition.  Therefore, under the No-Action Alternative, FTA’s "infrequent events" 

threshold for vibration annoyance would apply, while the lower “occasional events” 

threshold for vibration annoyance would apply under the Proposed Acquisition.  Although 

OEA does not expect that the Proposed Acquisition would cause vibration levels from 

passing trains to increase, people living along the affected rail lines would experience the 

vibration more frequently than they do currently and thus vibration would affect more 

receptors due to the lower vibration threshold.  

As noted above, OEA assumed for the purposes of its environmental review that all new 

freight trains would move on rail line segment U-BEAU-01.  OEA understands that, because 

UP and BNSF own most of the rail lines in Houston, CPKC could not control the 

dispatching of trains on those rail lines.  Based on information submitted to the Board by 

UP, BNSF, and others, OEA understands that trains through Houston are typically 

dispatched directionally, with westbound traffic using UP’s Houston Subdivision and 

eastbound traffic using UP’s Beaumont Subdivision.  To the extent that some trains may be 
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dispatched on rail line segments other than U-BEAU-01, then the increase in rail traffic on 

that segment resulting from the Proposed Acquisition is likely to be less than the 7.57 trains 

per day that the Applicants have projected.  Therefore, the results reported in this section in 

the Final EIS may overstate the potential impacts of the Proposed Acquisition in the 

Houston area, including vibration annoyance impacts. 

Table 3.6-7. Receptors Within Noise and Vibration Contours Under the Proposed 

Acquisition and No-Action Alternative 

Track Segment 

Receptors within 
65 dBA (Ldn) Noise 
Contour 

Receptors within 
Vibration Annoyance 
Threshold 

Proposed 
Acquisition No-Action 

Proposed 
Acquisition No-Action 

Bensenville, IL to Elgin, IL1 5612 237 1 1 

Elgin, IL to Davis Junction, IL 622 281 0 0 

Davis Junction, IL to Sabula, IA 480 274 0 0 

Sabula, IA 4 1 0 0 

Sabula, IA to Clinton, IA 313 188 0 0 

Clinton, IA to Water Works, IA 1,246 747 25 25 

Water Works, IA to Nahant, IA 18 4 0 0 

Nahant, IA to Muscatine, IA 399 210 0 0 

Muscatine, IA to Ottumwa, IA 1,020 373 0 0 

Ottumwa, IA to MO/IA State Border 395 120 2 2 

MO/IA State Border, MO to Laredo, MO 79 18 0 0 

Laredo, MO to Polo, MO 242 78 0 0 

Polo, MO to Kansas City, MO 684 283 3 3 

Kansas City, MO to Pittsburg, KS 1,253 932 6 0 

Pittsburg, KS to Watts, OK 2,775 1,858 7 0 

Watts, OK to Poteau, OK 1,454 983 0 0 

Poteau, OK to Heavener, OK 380 246 0 0 

Heavener, OK to De Queen, AR 943 610 0 0 

De Queen, AR to Ashdown, AR 322 224 0 0 

Ashdown, AR to Shreveport, LA 1,434 981 1 1 

Shreveport, LA to Frierson, LA 865 644 3 0 

Frierson, LA to Leesville, LA 1,102 731 0 0 

Leesville, LA to De Quincy, LA 930 622 1 1 

De Quincy, LA to Beaumont, TX 847 507 0 0 

Beaumont, TX to Port Arthur, TX 551 397 0 0 

Beaumont, TX to Rosenberg, TX 6,111 4,832 379 234 

Rosenberg, TX to Kendleton, TX 217 170 0 0 

Kendleton, TX to Victoria, TX 855 624 5 5 

Victoria, TX to Placedo, TX (UP) 409 270 0 0 
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Table 3.6-7. Receptors Within Noise and Vibration Contours Under the Proposed 

Acquisition and No-Action Alternative 

Track Segment 

Receptors within 
65 dBA (Ldn) Noise 
Contour 

Receptors within 
Vibration Annoyance 
Threshold 

Proposed 
Acquisition No-Action 

Proposed 
Acquisition No-Action 

Placedo, TX (UP) to Robstown, TX 969 662 0 0 

Robstown, TX to Laredo, TX 2,373 1,922 6 6 

Total 
29,853 

3,742 

20,029 

15,197 

439 

60 

278 

44 
1 Noise levels include METRA Milwaukee District West Line train operations 

2 Grade crossings at Prospect Avenue, South Oak Avenue, South Western Avenue, and Naperville Road would 

exceed the risk threshold for a quiet zone with Proposed Acquisition.  OEA has assumed horns would be 

sounded with Proposed Acquisition prior to mitigation. 

Applying the Board’s thresholds, the Proposed Acquisition would result in an adverse noise 

impact for receptors where noise levels from rail operations meet or exceed 65 Ldn and 

increase by at least 3 dBA Ldn, compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The increase in 

noise would vary from track segment to track segment based on train volumes as well as 

train consists (the lengths of the trains including all locomotives and railcars).  OEA 

assumed that the Proposed Acquisition would not affect train speeds.  The train consists are 

an important factor in determining Ldn noise levels at wayside locations, where there is no 

train horn noise.  At grade crossings, where the train horn is the predominant source of 

noise, train consists do not affect Ldn noise levels as much, since longer or shorter trains 

sound their horn equally.  Therefore, noise levels would increase with the Proposed 

Acquisition slightly differently at wayside and grade crossing locations. 

Table 3.6-8 presents the noise levels at a speed of 40 mph and a distance of 100 feet from 

the track centerline for each rail line segment in the study area under the Proposed 

Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative.  The table reports the modeled noise levels 

based on an assumed train speed of 40 mph, since this is a typical operating speed 

throughout the study area.  The increase in noise would be consistent at all train speeds.  The 

increase in noise is applicable to all receptors within the study area since they are close 

enough to the tracks and other non-train noise sources (such as airplanes, traffic, and natural 

sources) do not contribute substantially to the overall noise levels.  As shown in the table, 

there would be a 3 dBA or greater increase in noise (see bolded values) along the rail line 

segments between Bensenville, Illinois and Davis Junction, Illinois and Clinton, Iowa and 

Kansas City, Missouri.  There would be a 3 dBA or greater increase in noise at the four 

existing grade crossings that would no longer qualify as quiet zones in Bartlett, Illinois.  

There would also be a 3 dBA or greater increase in noise near grade crossings between 

Elgin, Illinois and Kansas City, Missouri and De Quincy, Louisiana and Beaumont, Texas.  

Noise levels would not increase by 3 dBA or more at other track segments, generally 

because these segments already have a relatively high number of daily train operations.  
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Table 3.6-8. Noise Level Increase by Track Segment for Proposed Acquisition 

Track Segment 

Noise Level at 100 feet and 40 mph (Ldn, dBA) 

Wayside Grade-Crossing 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

No- 
Action Increase 

Proposed 
Acquisition 

No- 
Action Increase 

Bensenville, IL to Elgin, IL1 71.8 68.0 3.8 80.42 77.8 2.6 

Elgin, IL to Davis Junction, IL 71.5 67.3 4.2 78.4 73.3 5.1 

Davis Junction, IL to Sabula, IA 72.6 70.5 2.1 79.6 76.5 3.1 

Sabula, IA 72.5 70.2 2.3 79.5 76.2 3.3 

Sabula, IA to Clinton, IA 75.9 73.0 2.9 82.2 78.7 3.5 

Clinton, IA to Water Works, IA 75.4 71.8 3.6 81.7 77.5 4.2 

Water Works, IA to Nahant, IA 75.4 71.8 3.6 81.7 77.5 4.2 

Nahant, IA to Muscatine, IA 74.3 70.4 3.9 81.2 76.3 4.9 

Muscatine, IA to Ottumwa, IA 73.9 69.2 4.7 80.8 75.1 5.7 

Ottumwa, IA to MO/IA State Border 73.7 68.8 4.9 80.5 73.9 6.6 

MO/IA State Border to Laredo, MO 73.7 68.8 4.9 80.5 73.9 6.6 

Laredo, MO to Polo, MO 74.0 69.8 4.2 80.7 74.7 6.0 

Polo, MO to Kansas City, MO 74.0 69.7 4.3 80.7 74.5 6.2 

Kansas City, MO to Pittsburg, KS 76.5 74.6 1.9 83.0 80.7 2.3 

Pittsburg, KS to Watts, OK 75.9 74.1 1.8 82.6 80.3 2.3 

Watts, OK to Poteau, OK 75.6 73.5 2.1 82.3 79.7 2.6 

Poteau, OK to Heavener, OK 75.7 73.6 2.1 82.4 79.8 2.6 

Heavener, OK to De Queen, AR 76.0 74.0 2.0 82.3 79.7 2.6 

De Queen, AR to Ashdown, AR 76.4 74.7 1.7 82.7 80.5 2.2 

Ashdown, AR to Shreveport, LA 75.9 73.9 2.0 82.3 79.6 2.7 

Shreveport, LA to Frierson, LA 78.0 76.7 1.3 83.9 82.4 1.5 

Frierson, LA to Leesville, LA 75.2 72.6 2.6 81.5 78.6 2.9 

Leesville, LA to De Quincy, LA 75.2 72.7 2.5 81.5 78.7 2.8 

De Quincy, LA to Beaumont, TX 74.9 72.0 2.9 81.2 78.0 3.2 

Beaumont, TX to Port Arthur, TX 71.3 69.5 1.8 77.6 75.4 2.2 

Beaumont, TX to Rosenberg, TX (UP)3 78.7 77.1 1.6 84.3 83.2 1.1 

Rosenberg, TX to Kendleton, TX 74.0 72.2 1.8 80.5 78.0 2.5 

Kendleton, TX to Victoria, TX 74.1 72.5 1.6 80.6 78.2 2.4 

Victoria, TX to Placedo, TX (UP) 74.1 72.4 1.7 80.5 77.9 2.6 

Placedo, TX (UP) to Robstown, TX 74.1 72.4 1.7 80.5 77.9 2.6 

Robstown, TX to Laredo, TX 76.1 75.4 0.7 81.9 80.4 1.5 
1 Noise levels include METRA Milwaukee District West Line train operations 
2 Grade crossings at Prospect Avenue, South Oak Avenue, South Western Avenue, and Naperville Road would exceed the risk threshold 

for a quiet zone with Proposed Acquisition.  Therefore, OEA conservatively assumed that trains would sound their horns at these 

locations. 
3 The projected increase in rail traffic for this segment is 7.57 trains per day.  Although this projected increase is below the threshold for 

noise analysis, OEA modeled train noise for this segment in response to public comments on the Draft EIS.  
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OEA assessed noise impacts throughout the study area to determine the number of receptors 

in each county that would exceed 65 dBA (Ldn) with a 3 dBA increase under the Proposed 

Acquisition.  Table 3.6-9 and Figure 3.6-4 present the number of receptors by county where 

noise levels would exceed 65 dBA (Ldn) in the existing, No-Action Alternative and 

Proposed Acquisition, and where there would be noise impact.  See Appendix M for 

additional information on the number of receptors within the 65 dBA (Ldn) and noise 

impacts by cities and towns throughout the study area. 

OEA’s analysis found that the Proposed Acquisition would result in adverse noise impacts at 

a total of 6,307 receptors.  Many of those receptors are near at-grade crossings where there 

are higher noise levels and a generally higher density of receptors.  The counties with the 

greatest number of adversely affected receptors include Clinton County, Iowa; Scott County, 

Iowa; Muscatine County, Iowa; and Orange County, Texas. 
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Table 3.6-9. Noise Results by County 

County 

Receptors within 65 dBA (Ldn) Receptors with 
Adverse Noise 
Impacts (65 dBA 
Ldn and 3 dBA 
increase) Existing 

Proposed 
Acquisition No-Action 

DuPage County, IL 116 289 140 127 

Cook County, IL 26 147 38 8 

Kane County, IL 85 263 116 146 

DeKalb County, IL 99 299 128 299 

Ogle County, IL 266 515 297 472 

Carroll County, IL 59 150 73 135 

Jackson County, IA 13 18 14 0 

Clinton County, IA 345 616 373 590 

Scott County, IA 499 1016 593 1,016 

Muscatine County, IA 260 675 294 675 

Louisa County, IA 60 180 73 180 

Washington County, IA 94 333 107 333 

Keokuk County, IA 0 2 0 2 

Jefferson County, IA 3 12 4 12 

Wapello County, IA 71 233 86 233 

Monroe County, IA 1 8 1 8 

Appanoose County, IA 33 127 39 127 

Wayne County, IA 55 175 59 175 

Putnam County, MO 7 28 9 28 

Sullivan County, MO 6 39 6 39 

Grundy County, MO 2 12 3 12 

Livingston County, MO 48 182 60 182 

Caldwell County, MO 19 71 24 71 

Ray County, MO 90 261 118 261 

Clay County, MO 98 412 159 412 

Jackson County, MO 169 371 278 0 

Cass County, MO 144 293 213 0 

Miami County, KS 3 6 5 0 

Bates County, MO 151 258 193 0 

Vernon County, MO 52 67 58 0 

Barton County, MO 43 47 46 0 

Crawford County, KS 405 767 510 0 

Cherokee County, KS 1 2 2 0 

Jasper County, MO 342 590 408 0 

Newton County, MO 169 272 201 0 
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Table 3.6-9. Noise Results by County 

County 

Receptors within 65 dBA (Ldn) Receptors with 
Adverse Noise 
Impacts (65 dBA 
Ldn and 3 dBA 
increase) Existing 

Proposed 
Acquisition No-Action 

McDonald County, MO 355 597 411 0 

Benton County, AR 375 718 444 0 

Adair County, OK 277 475 323 0 

Sequoyah County, OK 256 455 306 0 

Le Flore County, OK 585 1,123 731 0 

Polk County, AR 331 647 421 0 

Sevier County, AR 72 133 92 0 

Little River County, AR 278 491 338 0 

Miller County, AR 12 14 12 0 

Bowie County, TX 185 376 245 0 

Cass County, TX 59 112 77 0 

Caddo Parish, LA 835 1,548 1,108 0 

De Soto Parish, LA 332 545 381 0 

Sabine Parish, LA 203 366 240 0 

Vernon Parish, LA 419 756 500 0 

Beauregard Parish, LA 164 295 203 0 

Calcasieu Parish, LA 165 335 203 198 

Newton County, TX 34 64 41 56 

Orange County, TX 291 582 348 510 

Jefferson County, TX 463 333  774 551 561 397 0 

Liberty County, TX 397 673 486 0 

Harris County, TX 2,347 3,895 3,151 0 

Fort Bend County, TX 974 190 1,628 308 1,266 235 0 

Wharton County, TX 181 329 240 0 

Jackson County, TX 148 257 195 0 

Victoria County, TX 491 815 554 0 

Refugio County, TX 173 261 187 0 

San Patricio County, TX 216 347 231 0 

Nueces County, TX 426 652 503 0 

Jim Wells County, TX 268 508 388 0 

Duval County, TX 387 564 471 0 

Jim Hogg County, TX 133 237 170 0 

Webb County, TX 377 545 474 0 

Total 162,043
385 

23,74229,853 15,19720,029 6,307 

 



   

 

 

 

3.6-23 

 

Chapter 3 

Noise and Vibration   

Canadian Pacific Acquisition of Kansas City Southern  

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

January 2023 

 

Figure 3.6-4. Receptors with Adverse Noise Impact by County 
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Intermodal Facilities and Rail Yards 

The Proposed Acquisition would result in changes in activities associated with increased 

truck traffic, lifting equipment such as cranes and gantries, switching engine movements, 

and car coupling when processing cars and building trains at the six intermodal facilities and 

rail yards in the study area.  These changes would result in an increase in the average noise 

levels that nearby receptors would experience.  The average noise levels near each rail yard 

and intermodal facility would depend on the number of lifts (moving containers between 

trucks and railcars) conducted each day, the daily volume of truck traffic, and the total 

number of railcars processed each day.  Table 3.6-10 summarizes these factors and the 

estimated average noise levels at the closest receptors under the Proposed Acquisition and 

the No-Action Alternative (see Appendix M for maps showing the locations of the closest 

receptors).   

As the table shows, OEA estimates that average noise levels under the No-Action 

Alternative would range from 42.5 to 65.0 dBA (Ldn) at the closest receptor locations.  

Under the Proposed Acquisition, OEA estimates that the average noise levels would range 

from 43.2 to 66.5 dBA at the closest receptors.  The largest difference in average noise 

levels between the Proposed Acquisition and the No-Action Alternative would be 

approximately 2.9 dBA, which would occur near the Schiller Park yard, where OEA 

estimates that average noise levels would be approximately 60.2 dBA under the Proposed 

Acquisition.  The only receptors where OEA expects that average noise levels would exceed 

65 dBA (Ldn) under the Proposed Acquisition are the residences on Colby Lane near the 

Wylie yard.  Noise levels at these residences would only increase by up to 1.6 dBA under 

the Proposed Acquisition.  As discussed above, a receptor experiences an adverse noise 

impact when the average noise level increases by 3 dBA or more and exceeds 65 dBA 

(Ldn).  OEA did not identify any receptors that would experience an adverse noise impact as 

a result of increased activities at intermodal facilities and rail yards caused by the Proposed 

Acquisition. 
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Table 3.6-10. Intermodal Facilities and Rail Yards Noise Impact Assessment Results 

Intermodal Facility/ 
Rail Yard 

Distance to 
Receptors (feet) 

Proposed Acquisition 
(Daily) 

No-Action (Daily) Noise Level (Ldn) 

Lifts Trucks Railcars Lifts Trucks Railcars 
Proposed 
Acquisition 

No-
Action  

Increase 

Minneapolis IMS1 1,444 - 5,584 543 332 131.7 457 279 103 55.9 - 60.4 55.1 - 59.6 0.8 

Detroit Container 
Terminal 

1,451 - 2,352 248 228 57 156 141 33 51.4 - 55.7 49.1 - 53.5 2.2 - 2.3 

Bensenville2 1,099 - 5,344 955 698 1796 534 383 1428 53.7 - 57.4 52.5 - 55.3 1.2 - 2.0 

Schiller Park3 650 - 1,849 356 324 151 190 190 74 51.9 - 60.2 49.0 - 57.3 2.8 - 2.9 

International Freight 
Gateway 

5,555 - 7,757 204 104 143 103 51 124 43.2 - 46.8 42.5 - 46.1 0.7 

Wylie 1,052 - 4,560 994 474 460 702 326 323 51.1 - 66.5 49.6 - 65.0 1.5 - 1.6 
1 Shoreham rail yard has been included with the Minneapolis IMS intermodal facility.  
2 Intervening buildings between the receptors and rail yard/intermodal facilities provide a minimum of 10 dBA noise reduction. 
3 Schiller Park includes a noise barrier along eastern boundary assumed to provide a minimum of 5 dBA noise reduction. 
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Noise and Vibration from Capital Improvements 

As described in Chapter 2, the Applicants plan to make 25 capital improvements within the 

existing ROW.  The siding track construction would include excavating, grading, 

constructing the sub-ballast and ballast layers, placing ties, laying track, welding track 

sections, and spiking the track on the ties.  OEA anticipates that construction activities 

would generally occur over a short period of time (typically, approximately two weeks) at 

each location, and since construction occurs linearly along the track, it would not occur in 

front of any particular receptor for a prolonged period of time.  Nevertheless, noise and 

vibration during construction of the capital improvements has the potential to cause 

annoyance to nearby receptors. 

Table 3.6-11 presents the utilization factor (percent of time the equipment is used) and 

maximum noise level at 50 feet from construction equipment typically used for track 

construction related to the planned capital improvements.  The table presents the energy-

average noise level (Leq) at 50 feet from each piece of equipment and the cumulative noise 

level of all equipment.  Cumulatively, track construction would generate 86 dBA (Leq) at a 

distance of 50 feet.  

Table 3.6-11. Construction Noise Levels 

Equipment 

Maximum Noise 
Level at 50 feet 
(Lmax, dBA) 

Utilization 
Factor (%) 

Energy-Average Noise 
Level at 50 feet 
(Leq, dBA) 

Compactor 82 20% 75 

Crane 83 16% 75 

Dump Trucks 76 40% 72 

Front End Loaders 80 40% 76 

Road Grader 85 40% 81 

Rail Tamper 83 40% 79 

Rail Tensor/Stressor 82 50% 79 

Thermite Welder 74 40% 70 

Cumulative Construction Noise Level at 50 feet (Leq, dBA) 86 

OEA calculated the distances to construction noise levels under the 25 planned capital 

improvements that exceed the FTA construction noise criteria based on a 7.5 decibel 

reduction per distance doubling.  The distances to construction noise impact are as follows: 

• Construction noise would exceed the residential day threshold of 80 dBA (Leq) within 

88 feet. 

• Construction noise would exceed the commercial threshold of 85 dBA (Leq) within 

56 feet. 

• Construction noise would exceed the industrial threshold of 90 dBA (Leq) within 

35 feet. 

Construction noise levels would exceed FRA construction noise guidelines at three noise 

sensitive receptors (such as residences) within 88 feet of the proposed Heavener siding in 
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LeFlore County, Oklahoma and two commercial and two industrial facilities within 56 and 

35 feet from the proposed Blue Valley siding in Jackson County, Missouri.  

Generally speaking, ground-borne vibration from some construction equipment, such as 

earth-moving equipment, loaded trucks, and vibratory rollers may have the potential to 

cause some damage to nearby buildings only if those buildings are located very close to the 

construction activities.  Table 3.6-12 presents the vibration level of construction equipment 

typically used during track construction.  This table shows that vibration levels from this 

equipment would approach the thresholds for potential structural damage within 14 feet of 

Category I buildings and within 34 feet of Category IV buildings which are particularly 

susceptible to vibration damage.  Since these distances to construction vibration impacts 

would not extend beyond the railroad ROW, there are no structures within these screening 

distances and therefore no potential for structural damage. 

Table 3.6-12.  Construction Vibration 

Equipment 

Vibration 
Level at 25 
feet (in/s) 

Distance 
(feet) to 
Building 
Category I 
Threshold 
(0.5 in/s) 

Distance 
(feet) to 
Building 
Category II 
Threshold 
(0.3 in/s) 

Distance 
(feet) to 
Building 
Category III 
Threshold 
(0.2 in/s) 

Distance 
(feet) to 
Building 
Category IV 
Threshold 
(0.12 in/s) 

Compactor/Vibratory Roller 0.210 14 18 25 34 

Dump Trucks 0.076 7 10 14 18 

Front End Loaders 0.089 8 11 15 20 
Source: FTA 2018; VHB 2022 

3.6.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, CP would not acquire KCS and rail traffic on rail lines 

and activities at rail yards and intermodals facilities would not increase as a result of the 

Proposed Acquisition.  However, rail traffic could increase on CP and KCS lines as a result 

of changing market conditions, such as general economic growth, and activities at rail yards 

at intermodal facilities could also increase.  These changes would not involve authorization 

from the Board or environmental review by OEA under NEPA.  As discussed above and in 

Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, OEA anticipates that, even in the absence of 

the Proposed Acquisition, rail traffic due to general economic growth would result in higher 

average noise levels than currently exist along those rail lines today.  As shown in Table 

3.6-7, OEA estimates that a total of 20,02915,197 receptors in the study area would 

experience an average noise level of 65 dBA (Ldn) or above under the No-Action 

Alternative.  This is more than the estimated number of receptors in the study area that 

currently experience a noise level of 65 dBA or above (16,0432,385), but less than the 

number of estimated receptors that would experience that noise level under the Proposed 

Acquisition (29,8533,742).  OEA does not expect that the number of receptors currently 

affected by vibration from passing trains (27844) would change under the No-Action 

Alternative. 
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Table 3.6-13. Noise Level Increase by Track Segment for No-Action Alternative 

Track Segment 

Noise Level at 100 feet and 40 mph (Ldn, dBA) 

Wayside Grade-Crossing 

Existing 
No- 
Action 

No-Action 
minus 
Existing  Existing 

No- 
Action 

No-Action 
minus 
Existing  

Placedo, TX (UP) to Robstown, TX 71.4 72.4 1.0 77.3 77.9 0.6 

Robstown, TX to Laredo, TX 71.8 75.4 3.6 79.2 80.4 1.2 
1 Noise levels include METRA Milwaukee District West Line train operations 

3.6.4 Conclusion 

The Proposed Acquisition would result in adverse noise and vibration impacts due to the 

projected increase in rail traffic.  The Proposed Acquisition would cause noise levels to 

increase by at least 3 dBA and to exceed 65 dBA (Ldn) at 6,307 receptors in the study area.  

Those receptors include residences, hospitals, school, libraries, nursing homes, and places of 

worship.  OEA does not expect that the Proposed Acquisition would cause individual trains 

to become substantially louder or to become audible in places where they are not currently.  

However, the projected increase in rail traffic from the Proposed Acquisition would make 

rail-related noise more frequent, which would result in a higher day-night average noise 

level (Ldn) at many receptors.  Noise from construction activities associated with the 25 

planned capital improvements would be temporary, and there would be no adverse vibration 

impacts from construction activities.  Although vibration from passing trains would not be 

strong enough to cause damage to any buildings, the projected increase in rail traffic would 

exceed the annoyance threshold for vibration at some receptors in the study area.   

The Applicants have proposed voluntary mitigation measures to minimize noise and 

vibration impacts.  These measures include a commitment to minimize construction-related 

noise between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. local time during construction of the 25 planned 

capital improvements (see Chapter 4, Mitigation, Voluntary Mitigation [VM]-Noise-02) and 

a commitment to use continuously welded rail at the planned capital improvements to reduce 

wheel-rail wayside noise, to the extent practicable (VM-Noise-03).  The Applicants have 

also committed to fund the improvements necessary to allow any potentially affected 

community with an existing quiet zone to maintain that designation should the increase in 

merger related train traffic cause that community to fall out of compliance with FRA 

regulations (VM-Noise-01).   

OEA is also recommending additional mitigation measures to ensure that noise impacts 

would be minimized.  These measures would require the Applicants to maintain rail and rail 

beds according to American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association 

standards (MM-Noise-01), to comply with FRA regulations establishing decibel limits for 

train operations (MM-Noise-02), to consider lubricating curves where doing so would be a 

safe and effective means of reducing noise (MM-Noise-03), to employ other safe and 

efficient operating procedures that would reduce noise (MM-Noise-04), and to promptly 

respond to community inquiries concerning the establishment of quiet zones and assist 
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communities in identifying measures, methods, or technologies that may enable those 

communities to establish quiet zones (MM-Noise-05).  Even if the Board imposes these 

mitigation measures, however, OEA expects that the Proposed Acquisition would result in 

unavoidable adverse noise impacts. 



















































































































































































































































































































































https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=35.9127307&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&city=Adair%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Adair%2BCounty&area-id=40001&fips=40001&zoom=7
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=35.9127307&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&city=Adair%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Adair%2BCounty&area-id=40001&fips=40001&zoom=7
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=35.9127307&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&city=Adair%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Adair%2BCounty&area-id=40001&fips=40001&zoom=7
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=34.8622042&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&area-id=40079&zoom=7&city=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty&fips=40079
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=34.8622042&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&area-id=40079&zoom=7&city=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty&fips=40079
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=34.8622042&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&area-id=40079&zoom=7&city=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty&fips=40079
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=34.8622042&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&area-id=40079&zoom=7&city=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty&fips=40079
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?lat=34.8622042&lon=-94.645035&id=days_tmax_gt_100f&area-id=40079&zoom=7&city=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty%2C+OK&county=Le%2BFlore%2BCounty&fips=40079
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?county=Harris+County&city=Houston%2C+TX&fips=48201&lat=29.7604267&lon=-95.3698028&id=days_tmax_gt_100f
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?county=Harris+County&city=Houston%2C+TX&fips=48201&lat=29.7604267&lon=-95.3698028&id=days_tmax_gt_100f
https://crt-climate-explorer.nemac.org/climate_graphs/?county=Harris+County&city=Houston%2C+TX&fips=48201&lat=29.7604267&lon=-95.3698028&id=days_tmax_gt_100f
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