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Memo 
20!6AUG25 AH 10: 53 

-̂ U 0 0 

To: Docketing Division 

From: George Martin, Grade Crossing Planner, Rail Division 

Re: in tlie matter of tlie authorization of the Ohio Central Railroad and CSX Transportation to install 
active grade crossing warning devices Tuscarawas and Wood Counties 

Pate: August 25,2016 

The Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) has authorized funding for the Ohio Central 
Railroad (OHCR) and CSX Transportation (CSX) to install mast-mounted flashing lights and 
roadway gates as follows: 

OHCR, Tuscarawas County, Buck Township, near Baltic, Schrock Rd/TR 656, DOT# 474241X, 
surveyed due to constituent complaint on March 2, 2015, approved cost $177,189.00, electric 
utility provider AEP. 

CSX, Wood County, Washington Township, near Tontogany, Green Rd/TR 96, DOT# 155802E, 
surveyed due to hazard rank on September 29, 2015, approved cost $300,673.00, electric utility 
provider Toledo Edison. 

CSX, Wood County, near Portage, CR 28, DOT# 513660E, surveyed due to hazard rank on 
September 29, 2015, approved cost $254,015.00, electric utility provider AEP. 

These projects will be paid for with federal funds, and are actual cost. As the plans and estimates 
in the above referenced amounts have been submitted and approved, staff requests a Finding & 
Order with completion due in nine months. Construction may commence at once. Staff requests 
that the following language be incorporated in the Entry: 

It is expected that all work necessary for FHWA acceptance of the warning devices will be 
completed by the in-service due date and that the railroad will be responsible for this 
work. This work includes, but is not limited to: 
Any ancillary work to make the warning devices function as designed and visible to the 
roadway user, and 
MUTCD compliance, including minor roadway work if necessary. 

A suggested case coding and heading would be: 

PUCO Case No. 16- / 7 ^ / / -RR-FED In the matter of the authorization of the Ohio 
Central Railroad and CSX Transportation to install active grade crossing warning devices in 
Tuscarawas and Wood Counties 

C: Legal Department 

Page1 

This 1. to certify l^at^JJ«_^2;j;;^,•;•--, t i , . ^ 
accurate ana ' ^ ^ ^ ? : - ' l ; ; ' ^ C : ' - ^ , ^ course of buso^^s. 

Technxcian,,^—^ .̂/x-v-f— 



Please serve the following parties of record. 

Ms Cathy Stout 

Ohio Rail Development Commission 

1980 West Broad St, Mailstop 3140 

Columbus, Oh 43223 

Bucks Township Trustees 

7026 Fiat Rd SW 

Stone Creek, Oh 43840 

AEP Toledo Edison 

Ms Amanda DeCesare 

CSX Transportation 

500 Meijer Dr, Ste 305 

Florence, Ky41042 

Mr John Hilborn 

Ohio Central Railroad 

4349 Easton Way, Ste 110 

Columbus, Oh 43219 

Mr Ray Huber, PE, PS 

Wood County Engineer 

One Courthouse Square 
Bowling Green, OH 43402 

Washington Township Trustees 

PO Box 232 

Tontogany, Oh 43565 
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OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

TO: Randall Schumacher, Supervisor, Rail Division, PUCO 

FROM: Cathy Stout, Manager, Safety Section, ORDC 

BY: James Tucker, Safety Project Manager ORDC 

SUBJECT: Tuscarawas County, TR656/Schrock Rd. 
DOT# 474241X, PID# 100023. 

DATE: August 22, 2016 

The Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) established a diagnostic survey at the subject 
location on March 2, 2015. The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) attended the 
review. The Diagnostic Team recommended the improvement of warning devices to flashing 
lights and roadway gates. Copies of the diagnostic review form and the plan and estimate are 
attached. 

PE has already been provided by the railroad. ORDC approves the site plans and estimates as 
provided. Please issue a construction-only order for the project outlined above. This 
authorization is made with the stipulation and understanding that an approved estimate may 
contain entries for items or activities that may be cited and found to be ineligible for federal 
participation during the project audit. 

It is expected that all work necessary for FHWA acceptance of the warning devices will be 
completed by the in-service due date and that the railroad will be responsible for this work. This 
work includes, but is not limited to: 

• any ancillary work to make warning devices hinction as designed and visible to the 
roadway user, and 

• MUTCD compliance - including minor roadway work if necessary. 

Thank you for your assistance with these matters. 

Attachment: Diagnostic Review 
Plan & Estimate 

c: George Martin, PUCO 
Susan Arduni, ORDC 
ORDC Project Manager (file) 



OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
Mai! Stop #3140,1980 West Broad Street, Columbus OH 43223 

John R. Kasich, Governor • Mark Polidnskt ORDC Chairman 

August 22,2016 

Mr. John Hilbom 
Vice President-Engineering, Ohio Valley Region Railroads 
Genesee & Wyoming/OHCR 
4349 Easton Way, ste.llO 
Columbus, Oh 43219 

RE: Tuscarawas County, TR 656/Schrock Rd, DOT#474241X 
PID# 100023 

Dear Mr. Hilbom: 

The plan aad estimate dated 8/22/2016, for the referenced project has been reviewed and is 
acceptable. OHCR may proceed with the construction of tiie proposed grade crossing warning 
system in accordance with the abbreviated plan. Construction may include but is not limited to 
circuitry design, installation of service poles, procurement of materials and signal construction. 
Please note ODOT Raikoad Audit Circular No.4 Subcontracted Costs for Railroads and 
accordingly provide ORDC with any relevant bid documents and bid tabs pertaining to this 
project. This authorization is made with the stipulation and understanding that the approved 
estimate may contain entries for items or activities that may be cited and found to be ineligible 
for federal participation during the project audit. Reimbursement of eligible actual cost is 
limited to $177,189.00 and will be adjusted based on bid tabulations if applicable. Additional 
costs must be approved in writing by the Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) prior to 
being incurred. Emergency verbal authorizations by ORDC may be permitted and will be 
confirmed by ORDC in writing within ten (10) business days of the verbal approval. 

This authorization is contingent upon OHCR accepting the following instructions: 

1. OHCR's project foreman will fiimish written notification five (5) working days prior to 
the date work will start at the project site to James Tucker, ORDC, email 
james.tucker@dot,ohio.gov, and to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio at 
George.martin(a),puc.state.oh.us. OHCR's project foreman will also notify the same of 
any stops arid re-starts of the work activity and of the date work was completed for the 
project. 

2. OHCR will arrange for utilities to be located at the project site by the Ohio UtiUties 
Protection Service (OUPS) prior to any construction activities at the site. Utilities that 
are not participating members of the service must be contacted directly by OHCR. 

3. OHCR's project foremen will notify James Tucker at 614-398-6897(teIephone) or 
iames.tuckcr(S)^ot.ohio. gov (email) of any changes in the scope of work, cost overruns. 

www,rail.ohio.gov phonet 614.644.0306 

IMPROVING RAIL TODAY FOR TOMORROW'S ECONOMY 



material changes, etc. which are not included in the approved plan and estimate and 
secure approval of same before the work is performed. 

4. Open cut of roadways is not permitted except in unusual circumstances and must be 
coordinated with the local highway authority and preapproved by ORDC. 

5. OHCR vnW furnish two (2) copies of each partial bill to ORDC. Please find the enclosed 
ODOT Purchase Order to reference when billing. 

6. OHCR will ftimish two (2) copies of the final all-inclusive bill to ORDC stating the exact 
dates of starting and completing work, the initial and final dates of construction and 
location where the accounts may be audited. 

7. This installation will include any ancillary work to make the warning devices fiinction as 
designed and meet MUTCD. 

Thank you for your assistance with these matters. 

Sincerely, 

James Tucker 
Project Manager 

C: Randall Schumacher, Rail Division Supervisor, PUCO 
George Martin, Grade Crossing Planner, PUCO 
Susan Arduini, ORDC 
ORDC (file) 



OHIO RAIL DB/ELOPMENT 
COMMISSION 

Ohio Rail Development Commission 
MailStop3l40, 1980 W. Broad Street, 

Columbus, OH 43223 

Reason for Survey: ^ Q J 
(e.g. formula, accident, constltuait, etc) 

Diagnostic Review Team Survey 
Date: 3/2/2015 

Street or Raid Name: 
Shrock Road 

Etoute/Road Number 
(i.e. Twp., Co., SR or US) TR656 us DOT No.: 47424IX 

County: TUS Township: Buck Otf. 
(In or New) 

N ^ r Baltic 

Railroad 
Name Ohio Central Railroad Railroad 

Division: Western Brandi/Une 
Name Zanesville Dist 

N^restRR 
Tlm^able Station: 

(Ihclude: Name - Organization - Phone Number - Etnail) 

2. .CAA<^r- Z./l^iX.f 

OUDO Gt4-^74'^ZS7 
f > £ / C a ^/4^-^^r-///^ 

3. 

4. 

6 £ ^ ^ MA(HX\Ja ^OCQ m-n^^'"^ '^^ 
'^ inruJw^ c. • I c a v ^ n ^ ^ P "Try/^fte^e 320^011 10010 

t>VK^ti/> 33<£>-g>^7-g'4g/ 
6, •g^yC - r ^A / r toA- t ^ •ovtf^'g'c- Z ^ ' Q ^ = - ^ ' ^ ^ / / z ^ ^ 

7. PAfj ^/gjuMcx-^ dH<^n^ ^V6 ^ - ^ r V/Z^ 
8. 

9. 

Exist ing Traff ic Con t ro l Devices 

Type of Warn ing Dewces Installed? / instaiieaf / 
a Yes g l N o 

Quantity/Comments 

Advance Warning Signs (condition?) 
'Stop' Signs D Y e s No 
"Stop Ahead' Signs D Y e s No 
Pavanent Markings (condition?) D Yes Q No 

V W^ytguQ"^ Crossbucks ( 3 Yes D No 
Number of Tracks Signs D X e s [ g N o 

B'Yes ?^ ^AJ'^ Inventory Tags 

Interconnected Kighvray Traffic Signal 
No 

D Y e s No 
Mast-Mounted Flashing Lights D Y e s No 
Cantilever Flashing Lights D Y e s No Number: Length: 
Side Lights D Yes [ g No 
Automatic Gates D Y e s Q N O Number: Length: 
Bells D Y e s B N C Number: 
Sidewalk Gate Arms D Y e s 0 N O 
'No Turn' Signs D Y e s H N o 
Illumination D Y e s 23 Nc 
Is crossing flagged by train crew? D Y e s Q N C 

Other D Yes D No 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Safety Data (Obta in crash reports^ if possible, p r i o r t o review) 

Number & dates of clashes 
in previous 5 years 

Hazard Ranking 

Initial Information ( f rom database) 

0 

1430 Date Run: 12/30/2014 

Revised 

Railroad Characteristics init ial Information ( f rom database) Reused 
Total trains per day 

< 1 per day 

Day thru trains 
Night thru trains 

Daytime switching movements 
- * 

Nighttime switching movements 
Total number of ^acks 

Number of main tracks 

Number of other tracks 
Maximum train speed 30 

^ 
Typic^ train speed 30 
Amtrak 4 If non-gated crossing, is clearing sight distance adequate in al! quadrants? (See Table I) D Yes Q N o * ^ l ^ 0 6 ^ Q / J W^> 
If multiple tracks, can two trains occupy crossing at the same time? D Yes 0 No 

Can one train block the motorists' view of another tnun at crossing? D Ye^ (E>q3lain b^ow) 

Can one or more tracks be eliminated t h rou^ the crossing? D Yes \_] No 

0̂^ No 

^ No Are there other track(s) crossing this same roadway within 100 ft of this crossing? D Yes 
If yes, Crossing DOT #(if different) 
If yes, distance (take measurement between track centerlines at closest point along roadway) 

Loc^ Highway Authority: Buck Township 
Roadway Characteristics initial Information ( f rom database) 

-w^ 
Reused 

Average d^ly traffic 

Ef Highway paved Yes D N o D Yes D No 

Roadway Surface: Blacktop D Gravel D Concrete DOther, 

Roadway width: 

Number of hi^way lanes 

Urban or Rural 4U:L Urban 

Speed: i ^ Vehicle MPH 

iJYes 7l School Bus Operation: D No 

M 
. Amount ^ ^ 

Hazardous MateriiOs Trucks? D No Yes . Amount 

Shoulders: D No Yes 

HYes Is the shoulder sur^ced? D No 

Is tJiere existing guardrail along roadvray in crossing vicinity? j 3 No D Yes fflNo 
[g^Nc Is stopping site distance adequate? (See Table 2) D Yes No If no. deficient approach(es) 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Quadrant Curb and Gutter: 

D Functional (Curb height = 4" or more) 

D Non-fonctional (Curb height = Less than 4") 

O^None 

M 

Quadrant Curb and Gutter 

D Functional (Curb height = 4" or more) 

D Non-functional (Curb height = Less than 4") 

[ ^ None 

Pedestrians: DYes 
Is sidewalk present? [vj No • Yes 

Is there a ne^by intersection that could cause queuing over the crossing? 
If yes, 

Distance 

No D Y e s 

D Y e s 

Is this intersection signalized? D No D Yes 

Are rfie signals curramtiy interconnected with the existing crossing warning devices? D No 

Is there a 'Do not Stop on Track' sign? • No Q Yes 

Is a roadway improvement project (e^. widening, turn lanes, nearby new or upgraded traffic signal, sidewalk) planned at or near this 
location in tiie foreseeable future? [ ^ N o D Yes 
(fyes, 

Improvement type Lead Agency Timeline/completion 

Is it the consensus of the Diagnostic Review Team that this is a potential closure project 0 No D Y e s 
Explain reasons: 

Type o f Deve lopment 

D Open Space 

D industiial 

^Residential 

D Institutional 

[ J Commercial 

Location of nearby schools: 

Is commercial power available? D No © • es 

At7 Utility Provider (Company Name) / A C . \ Phone Number 

Nearest Available Power Source ff N * ^ ^ ^ 

What other utilities are present? D ^ ^ 0 Cable Q Telephone 0^Fiber Optic Cable 
(add locations to sketch) Q Petroleum • Water D Sanitary Sewer 

D Otiier 

Is(are) there potential utility confIict(s) Q Yes 

Comments: 

D No D Unknown 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Potential Red Flags /Project Challenges 

Traffic Signal Preemption (include traffic signal intersection name and LHA witii jurisdiction over traffic signal, if known): 

fid 

Crossing Consolidation or Closure; 

1̂ 0 

Real Estate or ROW: 

Culverts / Drainage / Ballast Conditions: 

'P>6i ?t t i 3^' • 

Roadway and/or Sidev/^ks: 

At 
Circuitry (eg. reaches out to otiier crossings, specific needs, etc): 

Environmental: 

4 
Other 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Diagnostic Team Recomtnendations 

Quadrants Needed 
D Install/upgyade active devices 

D Automatic Flashing Lights (^LS) 

D AFLS /Cants 

^o—^e [g^AFLS/Gates 
D AFLS/Gates/Cants 
Q Bells / number 

• Upgrade circuitry/type 

D Sidelights 
Q Guardrail Needed 

D Install/Replace curb 

D Bungalow placement & offset from rail & highway 

ra Other (define) 

-t^- Q M l - l f ^ ^ . Comments: 

• Instil/upgrade traffic si©ial preemption 

• No improvements needed 
D Other (define) 

Acknowledgement of Recommendations (each entity represented at the diagnostic must have at least one signature 
acknovyl edgement): cknov/led^e 

c>^*? mc^^^ 
M- Ĉ ^̂ "̂  « 

M£L 

hi o - j oOJ ̂  I -e, 4<? ^ ' ^ ' ^ 

4 - t-i a.':2_̂ '̂ ~e( ns'-'^Jit.-^' - ^ 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Sidewalk 

Parkway 

Roadway 

(0 

10 
* 

y ' 

Show North 
Direction 

^ 

Q Roadway 

Parkway 

Sidewalk 

Crossing Angle • 0 - 2 9 ° • 30-59° 060 -90° Measured in AJS- Quadrant? 

Measurements by: -M 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Include utilities as marked by OUPS and LHA; include ROW boundaries as indicated by railroad and LHA. 

Crossing Angle Q 0-29' Q 30-59° Cj60-90° Measured in ^ g ^ ^ M b Quadrant? 

Sketch by: ._m: 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



TABLE I Table 2 

Clear ing S ight Distances 

Maximum Authorized Train 
Speed 

1-10 

15 

30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

70 

7S 

80 

85 

90 

Distance (dT) Along 
Railroad from Crossing (ft) 

240 

360 

600 

W 
840 

960 

1080 

1200 

1320 

1440 

1560 

1680 

1800 

1920 

2040 

2160 

Source; R-H Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 132-133) 

Notes: 

All calculated distances are rounded up to tiie next higher 5-
foot increment 

Distances indicated are for 65-ft double bottom semi-tractor 
trailers and level single track 90 de^^e crossings; and may 
need to be adjusted for multiple tracks, skewed crossings or 
approaches on grades. 

Clearing Sight Distance is to be measured in each vehicle 
travel direction at non-gated (;rossings as viewed from a point 
25 feet from centerline of nearest track in the center of 
whichever travel lane is nearest the direction jdong track 
being measured. 

S topp ing Sight Distances 

Highvay Vehide Speed 

0 
5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

U.̂  " 66 

65 

70 

Distance (dH) Along Roadway 
from Crossing (ft) 

n/a 
50 

70 

105 

135 

ISO 

225 

280 

340 

410 

490 

570 ^ 

esr^ 
760 

865 

Source: R-H Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 132-133) 

Notes: 

M\ calculated distances are rounded up to the next higher 5-
foot increment-
Distances indicated are for 65-ft double bottom semi-tractor 
trailers on dry level pavements. 

Stopping Sight Distance is to be measured on each roadway 
approach to crossing fi*om stop bar. 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

TO: Randall Schumacher, Supervisor, Rail Division, PUCO 

FROM: Cathy Stout, Manager, Safety Section, ORDC 

BY: Don Damron, Project Manager, ORDC 

SUBJECT: Wood County, TR 96, Green Rd. / CSX Transportation 
DOT# 155802 
PID# 102020 

DATE: August 25, 2016 

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) established a Diagnostic Review Team Survey 
at the subject highway/railroad crossing location on 9/29/2015. The Ohio Rail Development 
Commission (ORDC) attended the Diagnostic Survey. The Diagnostic Review Team 
recommended the improvement of warning devices to flashing lights and roadway gates. Copies 
of the Diagnostic Review Team Survey form and the railroad plan and estimate are attached. 

The PE has already been provided by the railroad. ORDC approved the site plans and estimates 
as provided. Please issue a construction-only order for the project outlined above. This 
authorization is made with the stipulation and understanding that an approved estimate may 
contain entries for items or activities that may be cited and found to be ineligible for federal 
participation during the project audit. 

It is expected that all work necessary for FHWA acceptance of the warning devices will be 
completed by the in-service due date and that the railroad will be responsible for this work. This 
work includes, but is not limited to: 

• any ancillary work to make warning devices function as designed and visible to the 
roadway user, and 

• MUTCD compliance - including minor roadway work if necessary. 

Thank you for your assistance with these matters. 

Attachments: 
Diagnostic Review Team Survey dated 9/29/2015 
CSX Force Account Estimate dated 3/15/2016 
Proposed Crossing Layout - PE Approved Signal Layout 

cc: George Martin, PUCO 
ORDC Project Manager (file) 



OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
Mail Stop #3140,1980 West Broad Street, Columbus OH 43223 

John R. Kasich, Governor • James G. Bradley, Chairman 

o 

August 25, 2016 

Amanda DeCesare 
Project Manager - Public Projects 
CSX Transportation 
500 Meijer Drive, Suite 305 
Florence, KY 41042 

RE: Grade Crossing Warning Device Improvement - Construction Authorization 
Wood County, TR 96, Green Rd. 
DOT# 155802E 
PID# 102020 
CSX ACCT. CODE: OH1088 

Dear Ms. DeCesare: 

The Force Account Estimate dated 3/15/2016 for the referenced project has been reviewed and is 
acceptable and the Proposed Crossing Layout has been approved as to signal layout only. CSX 
Transportation may proceed with the construction of the proposed grade crossing warning devise 
upgrade in accordance with the abbreviated plan. Please also refer to the ORDC email which 
authorized construction on 7/29/16 (attached). The authorization is made with the stipulation 
and understanding that the approved estimate may contain entries for items or activities that may 
be cited and found to be ineligible for federal participation during the project audit. 
Reimbursement of eligible actual cost is limited to $300,673.00. Additional costs must be 
approved in writing by the Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) prior to being incurred. 
Emergency verbal authorizations by ORDC may be permitted and will be confirmed by ORDC 
in writing within ten (10) business days of the verbal approval. 

This authorization is contingent upon CSX Transportation accepting the following instructions: 

1. CSX's project foreman will furnish written notification five (5) working days prior to the 
date work will start at the project site to Don Damron, ORDC, 1980 West Broad Street, 
Columbus Ohio 43223, or email don.damron(g),dot.ohio.gov. (mobile: 614-917-8466; 
office: 614-466-2509), and to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio at 
George.martintg.puc.state.oh.us (phone: 614-752-9107). The CSX project foreman will 
also notify the same of any stops and re-starts of the work activity and of the date work 
was completed for the project. 

2. CSX will arrange for utilities to be located at the project site by the Ohio Utilities 
Protection Service (OUPS) prior to any construction activities at the site. Utilities that 
are not participating members of the service must be contacted directly by CSX. 

www.rail.ohio.gov phone: 614.644.0306 

IMPROVING RAIL TODAY FOR TOMORROW'S ECONOMY 

http://www.rail.ohio.gov


3. CSX 's project foremen will notify Don Damron at 614-917-8466 (mobile phone) or 
don.damron(g),dot.ohio.gov (email) of any changes in the scope of work, cost overruns, 
material changes, etc. which are not included in the approved plan and estimate and 
secure approval of same before the work is performed. 

4. CSX will furnish two (2) copies of each partial bill to ORDC. Please find the enclosed 
ODOT Purchase Order to reference when billing. 

5. CSX will furnish two (2) copies of the final all-inclusive bill to ORDC stating the exact 
dates of starting and completing work, the initial and final dates of construction and 
location where the accounts may be audited. 

Thank you for your assistance with these matters. 

Sincerely, 

Donald J. Damron 
Project Manager 

C: Randall Schumacher, Supervisor, Rail Division, PUCO 
George Martin, Grade Crossing Planner, PUCO 
ORDC (file) 



Damron , Donald 

From: Stout Catherine 
Sent Friday, July 29,2016 8:51 AM 
To: DeCesare, Amanda; Damron, Donald 
Cc: Henning, Nicole {ExternaO; Elliott, Scott (External); Reinhardt, Joseph 
Subject RE: Status of PE forTR 96, Green Rd DOT# 155802E, and CR 28, Mermiif Rd. DOT# 

513660E 

Yes, I have been in the field most of this week and was going to respond to Scott's email this morning... 

We can issue formal construction authorization next week. I had been waiting on a couple of things on the traffic signal 
side but I have no problem issuing construction authorization. If you wish, you may consider this email authorization to 
proceed and we will follow up with the usual authorization letter next week. 

Cathy Stout 
Manager, Safety Programs 
MS 3140,1980 W. Broad Street 
Columbus, OH 43223 
614-466-0313 

From: DeCesare, Amanda [mailto:Amanda_DeCesare@csx.com] 
Sent: Î riday, July 29,2016 8:47 AM 
To: Damron, Donald <Don.Damron@dot.ohio.gov>; Stout, Catherine <Catherine.Stout@dot.ohio.gov> 
Cc: Henning, Nicole (External) <Nicole_Henning@csx.com>; Elliott, Scott (External) <Scott_Elliott@csx.com> 
Subject: RE: Status of PE forTR 96, Green Rd DOT# 155802E, and CR 28, Mermill Rd. DOT# 513660E 

Cathy, 
Do you have an ETA on the construction authorization for this project? 
Our signal team wouid like to do this at the same time as Hannah Rd. 
Thank you, 

Amanda J. DeCesare 
Project Manager 
CSX Transportation | Public Projects (MI, OH, IN, IL) 
(859) 372-61241500 Meijer Drive, Suite 305, Florence, KY 41042 
Click to view CSX's Public Projects Manual 

From: DeCesarC; Amanda 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 9:03 AM 
To: Don.Damron@dot.ohio.aov 
Cc: Henning, Nicole (External) 
Subject: FW: Status of PE for TR 96, Green Rd DOT# 155802E, and CR 28, Memiill Rd. DOT# 513660E 

Don, 
See attached. PE was submitted in March. 

mailto:Amanda_DeCesare@csx.com
mailto:Don.Damron@dot.ohio.gov
mailto:Catherine.Stout@dot.ohio.gov
mailto:Nicole_Henning@csx.com
mailto:Scott_Elliott@csx.com
mailto:Don.Damron@dot.ohio.aov


OHIO RAIL DEVELOPIVIENT 

COMMISSION 

Ohio Rail Development Commission 
Mail Stop 3140, 1980 W. Broad Street 

Columbus. OH 43223 

Reason for Survey: pormula 
{e^. formuQ, accident, consauient, etc) 

Street or Road Nam« Green Road 

Diagnostic Review Team Sxirvey 
Date: 

-̂ /̂̂ iT, ^ y j g o / r 

Koute/Road Number 
(i.e. Twp., Co, SR or US) TR96 US DOT No.: I55802E • ^ 

County: ^ ^ Q Township: 
Washington Twp. (In or Near) Near Tontogany 

Railroad ,-.cv T ' ^ • 
Name: ^ ^ ^ Transportation 

Railroad 
Di^ion: Louls^ l̂le Brandi/Une 

Name: 

RR Mileposc Ift-^^-) B G / g 5 , j ? " ^ Nearest RR 
Timetable Station: Tontogany 

(Include: Name - Organization - Phone Numbo" - Email) 

3. 

^ t / ^ 

4. /^foUf. î /Ha\iJ 7 u ^ C^^-'^^'^^^^^"^ 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. ^A^o l?A//Ljg^7AQ A i ^ P A £ S S ^ r ^ r / U j ^ . 

Existing T*'afflc Control Devices ; | 
Type of Warn ing Devices 

Advance Warning Signs (condition?) 

'Stop' Signs 

'Stop Ahead' Signs 
Pavement Markings (condition?) 

Crossbucks 
Number of Tracks Signs 
Inventory Tags 

Interconnected Highway Traffic Signal 

Mast-Mounted Flashing Lights 

Cantilever Flashing Lights 
Side Lights 

Automatic Gates 
Bells 

Sidewalk Gate Arms 

*No Turn' Signs 
Illumination 

Is crossing flagged by train crew? 

Other 

Installed? 
\B^e$ D N o 

DYes, E ^ o 
DYes S ^ o 

r iYes S ^ o 
liases D N o 

DYes [2i<3o 

E^es Q N O 

DYes Q-Ko 
DYes Q^No 
DYes ©TMo 
DYes [giMo 
DYes \ ^ o 
DYes M N O 

• Yes [V^Ho 

C Yes S ^ o 
D Y e s [ 3 ^ o 

D Yes n No 

D Yes n No 

Quantity/Comments 

Number: Length: 

Number: Length: 

Number: 

Oi^KKtO^^AJ 

UPDATED (04/2013) 



Safety Data (Obtain crash reports, if pctssible, prior to review) 

Number & dates of crashes 
in pfevious 5 years 

Hazard Ranking 

Initial Information (from database) 
0 

1522 Date Run: 8/18/15 

Reused 

Railroad Characteristics Initial Information ( f rom database) Reused 

Total trains per day 10 N G e O £•&*» f ^ f t t M A T f O t J 
< I per day 

Day thru trains 

Night thru trauns 
Daytime svwtching movements 

Nighttime switching movements 

Total number of tracks 

Number of main tracks 

Number of other uacks 
Majamum train speed 50 A/gg |g c ^ A i fi/ii/ffATiOiL/ 
Typical train speed 50 
Amtrak •$/A-<t/«a.u 

If non-gated crossing, is clearing sight distance adequate in all quadrants? (See Table I) Q Yes 

If multiple tracks, can two trains occupy crossing at the same time? Q Yes B ^ o 

Can one train Hock the motorists' view of another train at crossing? Q Yes (Explain below) 

Can one or more tracks be eliminated th rou^ the crossing? • Yes Q-Wo 

C3-W^ 

Are there other track(s) crossing this same roadway within 100 ft of this crossing? • Yes Q'Wo 
If yes. Crossing DOT #(if different) 
If yes, distance (take measurement between track centerlines at closest point along roadway) 

Local Highway Authority: Washington Twp. 
Roadway Chan^ter ist ics Initial Information ( f rom database) Revised 

Avera^ daily traffic 187 (2007) fJ<? fO v̂t̂  (O/ata ^tM>M^i.e 
Highway paved Yes a No 

Roadway Surface: [^^lacktop • Gravel • Concrete QOther, 

n Yes n No 

Roadway width: / a t ft. z Number of highway lanes 

iwa Urban or Rural 

Vehicle Speed: S ^ MPH 

School Bus Operation: • No J S Yes _^Si_ Amount ^ ^ 

Hazardous Materials Trucks: Q No © T e s i 0 5 Amount 

Shoulders: [ ^ N o D Yes 

Is the shoulder surfaced? [ f c ^ o DYes 
Is there e>dsting guardrail along roadway in crossing vicinity? Q ' N o p j Yes 

Is stopping site distance adequate? (See Table 2) Q T e s • No If no, deficient approach{es) 



Quadrant Curb and Gutter 

• Funaional (Curb height = 4" or more) 

• Non-functional (Curb height = Less than 4") 

Q * ' ' ^ n e 

Quadrant. Curb and Gutter: 

n Functional (Curb height = 4" or more) 

Q Non-functional (Curb height = Less than 4") 

Pedestrians: S^ • Yes 
Is sidewalk present? [ ^ ^ o Q Yes 

Is there a nearby intersection that could cause queuing over the crossing? [JEh^ D Yes 
If yes. 

Distance 

Is this intersection signalized? { ^ ^ o • Yes 

Are the signals curpendy interconnected with the existing crossing warning devices? Q ^ o Q Yes 

Is there a 'Do not Stop on Track' sign? Q ^ • Yes 

Is a roadway improvement project (e.g. v«dening, turn Janes, nearby new or upgraded traffic signal, sidewalk) planned at or near this 
location in the foreseeable future? • No • Yes 
If yes, . ^ 

Improvement type / / Q / " S L / ^ A / J " Lead Agency Timeline/completion -

Is it the consensus of the Diagnostic Review Team that this is a potential closure project: 0 ^ o • Yes 
Explain reasons: 

Type of Deve lopmen t 

[ 3 ^ p e n Space 

Q Industrial 

n Residential 

Ut i l i t y I n fo rma t ion 

[71 Institutional 

f~| Commercial 

Location of nearby schools: 

Is commercial power available? • No E ^ e s 

Utility Provider (Company Name) 7 ^ ^ . f i J o ^ l S f > t U Phone Number 

Nearest Available Power Source A ^ B^ f3T}SJ&^S iJ^ *^L . A /ouSS A T C h c e i f ^ ^ C 

What other utilities are present? • Gas • Cable 
(add locations to sketch) • Petroleum • Water 

n Other 

[ ] ] Telephone • Rber Optic Cable 
• Sanitary Sewer 

Is(are) there potential utility conflict(s) • Yes • No [ ^ ^ k n o w n 

Comments: 



Potent ial Red Flags / P r o j e c t Challenges 

Traffic Signal Preemption (include traffic signal intersection name and LHA with jurisdiction over traffic signal, if known): 

^A 

Crossing Consolidation or Closure: 

Real Estate or ROW: 

A/A 

Culverts / Drainage / Ballast Conditions: \ ^ o o A R€.TA.J*^^40 ^ \ 4 ^ A Ul~ S A / O t i 

Roadway and/or Sidewalks: 

A/A 

Circuitry (e.g. reaches out to other crossings, specific needs, etc.): 

Environmental: 

Othen 



Diagnostic Team Recommendations 

[^^Install/upgrade active devices 

[~[ Automatic Flashing Li^ts (AFLS) 

• AFLS/Cants 
[g - I ^LS / Gates 

n AF13^ Gates / Cants 

Q u e l l s / number 

• Upgrade circuitry / t>pe 

• Sidelights 
n Guardrail Needed 

Q Install/Replace curb 

Q Bungalow placement & offset from rail & hi^way 
n Other (define) 

Quadrants Needed 

f>B-^ ATU/ 

0OAJ6AC^^ F'L.A£.s/ifZMr HAviii£ S>/j=/̂ ic^a 

Comments: Q ^ ^ g e ^ j ^ ^ ^ ( ^ ^ ^ Q ^ y c ^ £ f i , ) J 

l/P6(kAC>B I C ^ A A ; / * / 6 C€i^iC^5 T O U ^ M l y >jyO0 & ^ T ^ $ 

Q Install/upgrade traffic signal preemption 
• No improvements needed 

• Other (define) 

Acknowledgement of Recommendations (each entity represented 
acknov/ledgement): --. 

^ " " f^fc^cANi 

at the dia^ostic must have at least one signature 
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• ^ ^ 

Crossing Angle 0 0 - 2 9 ° [ § 30-59° 0 6 0 - 9 0 ° Measured in Quadrant? 

Sketch by: ^ j 3 



TABLE I Table 2 

Clearing Sight Distances Stopping Sight Distances 

Maximum Authorized Train 
Speed 

1-10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

70 

75 

80 

85 

90 

Distance (dT) Along 
Railroad from Crossing (ft) 

240 

360 

480 

600 

720 

840 

960 

1080 

1200 

1320 

1440 

1560 

1680 

1800 

1920 

2040 

2160 

Source: R-H Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 132-133) 

Notes: 

All c^culated distances are rounded up to the next higher 5-
foot increment 

Distances indicated are for 65-ft double bottom semi-tractor 
trailers and level single track 90 degree crossings; and may 
need to be adjusted for multiple tracks, skewed crossings or 
approaches on grades. 

Clearing S i^ t Distance is to be measured in each vehicle 
travel direction at non-gated crossings as viewed from a point 
25 feet from centerline of nearest track in the center of 
whichever travel lane is nearest the direction along track 
being measured. 

Highway Vehicle Speed 

0 
5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

<1S> 
60 

65 

70 

Distance (dH) Along Roadvwiy 
from Crossing (ft) 

n/a 
50 

70 

105 

135 

180 

225 

280 

340 

410 

490 

c ^ 
660 

760 

865 

Source: R-H Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 132-133) 

Notes: 

All calculated distances are rounded up to the next higher 5-
foot increment 

Distances indicated are for 65-ft double bottom semi-tractor 
trailers on dry level pavements. 

Stopping Sight Distance is to be measured on each roadway 
approach to crossing from stop bar. 



OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

TO: Randall Schumacher, Supervisor, Rail Division, PUCO 

FROM: Cathy Stout, Manager, Safety Section, ORDC 

BY: Don Damron, Project Manager, ORDC 

SUBJECT: Wood County, CR 28, Mermill Rd. / CSX Transportation 
DOT# 513660E 
PID# 101889 

DATE: August 25,2016 

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) established a Diagnostic Review Team Survey 
at the subject highway/railroad crossing location on 9/29/2015. The Ohio Rail Development 
Commission (ORDC) attended the Diagnostic Survey. The Diagnostic Review Team 
recommended the improvement of warning devices to flashing lights and roadway gates. Copies 
of the Diagnostic Review Team Survey form and the railroad plan and estimate are attached. 

The PE has already been provided by the railroad. ORDC approved the site plans and estimates 
as provided. Please issue a construction-only order for the project outlined above. This 
authorization is made with the stipulation and understanding that an approved estimate may 
contain entries for items or activities that may be cited and found to be ineligible for federal 
participation during the project audit. 

It is expected that all work necessary for FHWA acceptance of the warning devices will be 
completed by the in-service due date and that the railroad will be responsible for this work. This 
work includes, but is not limited to: 

• any ancillary work to make warning devices function as designed and visible to the 
roadway user, and 

• MUTCD compliance - including minor roadway work if necessary. 

Thank you for your assistance with these matters. 

Attachments: 
Diagnostic Review Team Survey dated 9/29/2015 
CSX Force Account Estimate dated 3/4/2016 
Proposed Crossing Layout - PE Approved Signal Layout 

cc: George Martin, PUCO 
ORDC Project Manager (file) 



OHIO RAIL DEVELOPIVIENT COMMISSION 
Mai! Stop #3140,1980 West Broad Street, Columbus OH 43223 

John R, Kasich, Governor • James G. Bradley, Chairman 

o 

August 25, 2016 

Amanda DeCesare 
Project Manager - Public Projects 
CSX Transportation 
500 Meijer Drive, Suite 305 
Florence, KY 41042 

RE: Grade Crossing Warning Device Improvement - Construction Authorization 
Wood County, CR 28, Mermill Rd. 
DOT#513660E 
PID# 101889 
CSX ACCT. CODE: OH1087 

Dear Ms. DeCesare: 

The Force Account Estimate dated 3/4/2016 for the referenced project has been reviewed and is 
acceptable and the Proposed Crossing Layout has been approved as to signal layout only. CSX 
Transportation may proceed with the construction of the proposed grade crossing warning device 
upgrade in accordance with the abbreviated plan. Please also refer to the ORDC email which 
authorized construction on 7/29/16. The construction authorization is made with the stipulation 
and understanding that the approved estimate may contain entries for items or activities that may 
be cited and found to be ineligible for federal participation during the project audit. 
Reimbursement of eligible actual cost is limited to $254,015.00. Additional costs must be 
approved in writing by the Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) prior to being incurred. 
Emergency verbal authorizations by ORDC may be permitted and will be confirmed by ORDC 
in writing within ten (10) business days of the verbal approval. 

This authorization is contingent upon CSX Transportation accepting the following instructions: 

1. CSX's project foreman will furnish written notification five (5) working days prior to the 
date work will start at the project site to Don Damron, ORDC, 1980 West Broad Street, 
Columbus Ohio 43223. or email don.damron(g),dot.ohio.gov, (mobile: 614-917-8466; 
office: 614-466-2509), and to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio at 
George.martin@puc.state.oh.us (phone: 614-752-9107). The CSX project foreman will 
also notify the same of any stops and re-starts of the work activity and of the date work 
was completed for the project. 

2. CSX will arrange for utilities to be located at the project site by the Ohio Utilities 
Protection Service (OUPS) prior to any construction activities at the site. Utilities that 
are not participating members of the service must be contacted directly by CSX. 

www.rail.ohio.gov phone: 614.644.0306 

IMPROVING RAIL TODAY FOR TOMORROW'S ECONOMY 

http://ohio.gov
mailto:George.martin@puc.state.oh.us
http://www.rail.ohio.gov


3. CSX 's project foremen will notify Don Damron at 614-917-8466 (mobile phone) or 
don.damronfgidot.ohio.gov (email) of any changes in the scope of work, cost overruns, 
material changes, etc. which are not included in the approved plan and estimate and 
secure approval of same before the work is performed. 

4. CSX will furnish two (2) copies of each partial bill to ORDC. Please find the enclosed 
ODOT Purchase Order to reference when billing. 

5. CSX will furnish two (2) copies of the final all-inclusive bill to ORDC stating the exact 
dates of starting and completing work, the initial and final dates of construction and 
location where the accounts may be audited. 

Thank you for your assistance with these matters. 

Sincerely, 

Donald J. Damron 
Project Manager 

C: Randall Schumacher, Supervisor, Rail Division, PUCO 
George Martin, Grade Crossing Planner, PUCO 
ORDC (file) 



OHIO BAIL DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION 

Ohio Rail Development Commission 
Mail Stop 3140, 1980 W. Broad Street. 

Columbus. OH 43223 

Reason f o t Survey: 
(e^. formula, acddent, COTStituent, etc) 

Formula 

Diagnostic Review Team Survey 
Date: 

2AM^= lol^/ S'T, ^ois 
Street or Road Name 

Mermill Road 

Route/Road Number 
(i.e,Twp.,Co., SRorUS) CR28 US DOT No.: 

5I3660E 

County: 
W O O 

Township: City: 
(in or Near) Near Portage 

Railroad 
Name CSX. Transportation Railroad _ . . 

Division: ^ ^ ' ^ a g o 
Brandi/Une f h * ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ 
Name ©C?4XfC'4J A 

Nearest RR 
Timetable Sntioti: 

RR MiIeposc_ 2 6 0 4 

^ d u d e : Name-Orgemization-PhoneNumber-Einail) 

3. v^^L^Kyg^^^ 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

E x i s t i n g T r a f f i c C o n t r o l D e v i c e s 

Type of Warn ing Devices Installed? Quantity/Comments 

Advance Warning Signs (condition?) H^< es D N o 
'Stop' Signs • Yes W^o 
'Stop Ahead' Signs • Yes [ & n o 
Pavatient Markings (condition?) 
Crossbucks 

Number of Tracks Signs 

• No 

• No 
A / t £ ^ 0 l ^ i = ' t h / j O T y A j ^ ^ 

• Ye^ TO'NS 
Inventory Tags W Y es • Np 

Interconnected Highway Traffic Signal • Yes g i s j o 
Mast-Mounted Flashing Lights • Yes 0 f T c 
Cantilever Flashing U^its • Yes B^<fq Number: Length: 
Side Lights • Yes B ^ o 
Automatic Gates • Yes 0^( Number: Length: 
Bells • Yes W^i Number 
Sidewalk Gate Arms • Yes ^ ^ 
'No Turn' Signs • Y^ B-f^ 

^ - ^ f O o ' F f o n X f f J ^ - ' d f f > y H S i P ^ ^ Illumination "B^ es • No 
Is crossing flawed by train crew? • Yes • No 
Other • Yes • N o 

UPDATED (0^20i 3) 



Safety Data (Obtain crash reports, if possible, prior to review) 
Initial Information (from database) Revised 

Number & dates of crashes 
in previous 5 years 

(6/21/2004) 

Hazard Ranking 

R^lroad Characteristics Initial information (from d a t ^ a s e ) Reused 

Total trains per day &>K 
< I per day 
Day thru trains Ok 
Night thru trains ^ A . 
Daytime switching movements 5 . fit'3S f "/^^M/cia-efi. PcA,'^> 
Nighttime sv/itching movements FiiU:̂  Ho^fieas r*i S C 

HMjy SmeeeAs C>K> (^enAtk^Kl Total number of tracks 
Number of main tracks 

Numt>er of other tracks 
Maximum train speed 50 
Typical train speed 50 
Amlrak 

If non-gated crossing, is clearing sight distance adequate in all quadrants? (See Table () Q ^ e s • No ^ ^ h / i P i \ ^ t ^ O t ^ ^ 

(f multiple tracks, can two trains occupy crossing at the same time? • Yes • No 

Can one train block the motorists' view of another train at crossing? • Yes (Explain below) 

Cari one or more tracks be eliminated through the crossing? • Yes Q No 

• No 

Are there other track(s) crossing this same roadway vrtthin 100 ft: of this crossing? • Yes • No 
If yes. Crossing DOT #(if different) 
If yes, distance ( t ^e measurement between track centerlines at closest point along roadway) 

Local Highway Authority: 

Roadway Characteristics 

Average daily traffic 

Highv/ay paved 

W o o d County 

Init ial Information ( f rom database) 

340 (2012) 

^ Yes • No 

Revised 

7 $ " ^ &i/ /5i£>0 
• Yes • No 

Roadway Surface: Q^lacktop • Gravel • Concretfi •Ofhp. r 

Roadway width: O L O h. 

Number of highway lanes 

Urban or Rural ^ ^ 

Vehicle Speed: . ^ f MPH { W ^ M > T ) 

y-
KtUr fJ 

School Bus Operation; • No J^LYes (P Amount 

Hazardous Materials Trucks: • No 0 ^ e s j O S Amount feiiT/u-^ieiL 
Shoulders: ( g ^ o • Yes 

Is the shoulder surfaced? [ J ^ o • Yes 

Is there existing guardrail along roadway in crossing vicinity? Q ^ o 

is stopping site distance adequate? (See Table 2) fvf^es • No 

• Yes 
If no. deficient approach{es) 

i5MPM= 030* 



Quadrant ^ j £ Curb and Gutter 

• Functional (Curb height = 4" or more) 

• Non-ftinctional {Curb he i^ t = Less dian 4") 

Q^None 

Quadrant . ^ h / ^ Curb and Gutter 

• Function^ (Curb height = 4" or more) 

• Non-ftjnctional (Curb height = Less than 4") 

[g^Jone 

Pedestt-ians: • No H ^ ^ 

Is sidewalk present? [ 3 ^ o • Yes 

Is there a nearby intersection that could cause queuing over the crossing? Q ^ o • Yes 
If yes, 

Distance 

Is this intersection signalized? Q ^ o • Yes 

Are the signals currently interconnected with the existing crossing warning devices? [ " ^^o • Yes 

Is there a 'Do not Stop on Track' sign? Q ^ p • Yes 

Is a roadway improvement project (e.g. widening, turn laies. nearby new or upgraded traffic signal, sidewalk) planned at or near this 
location in the foreseeable future? [ E ^ D Y e s ^ ^ o K ^ ' C ^ £ S T<Sc0AJ i ' l 'Y 
If yes, 

Improvement type Lead Agency Timeline/completion -

Is it the consensus of the Diagnostic Review Team that this is a potential closure project: Q i ' i o 
Explain reasons; 

• Yes 

T y p e o f D e v e l o p m e n t 

• Open Space 

• Industrial 

[^^s ident ia l 

U t i l i t y I n f o r m a t i o n 

• Institutional 

• Commerd^ 

Location of nearby schools: 

Is commercial power available? • No Q ^ ' 

Utility Provider (Company Name) A f c r ' Phone Number 

Nearest Available Power Source A T C M ^ 3 / V C, 

What other utilities are present? H ^ ^ ^ ^ • Cable Q Telephone • Fiber Optic Cable 
(add locations to sketch) • Petroleum • Water • Sanitary Sewer 

• Odier 

• No • Unknown !s(are) there potential utility conflict(s) © T e s 

Comments: 

\ ^U(^ fib&^^ At^o^c B r ^ r ^rOB £?F fiJ^ THh^-k^ 

^ O C CAS ys APi'R.ĉ x 0.0' rAofH ei)<^ ?̂e e,OAt?t̂ AY 

^ Po^6<i n,cj£ /A/ AJ£ a M c ^ HAY m ^ r a o o y - P ^ - i / / B n ^ . 



Potent ia l Red Flags / P ro jec t Challenges 

Traffic Signal Preemption (include traffic signal intersection name and LHA with jurisdiction over traffic signal, if known): 

/VA 

Crossing Consolidation or Closure: 

Real Estate or ROW: r 

Culverts / Drainage / Ballast Conditions: 

^ ^ 

Roadway and/or Sidewalks: 

Circuitry (e.g. reaches out to other crossings, specific needs, etc): 

X^T^thBO/^r^ s^/eu^us. (Sr&Ky^c^ H P U S ^ ) 

Environmental: 

Other 



Diagnost ic T e a m Recommendat ions 
Quadrants Needed 

fj jr Install/upgrade active devices 
• Automatic Flashing Lights (AFLS) 

• AFLS /Cants 
( ^ AFLS / Gates h ) £ ^ 5 ' k / {SuAP£9 
• AFLS / Gates / Cants 

( T U ^ O I P K B L L ^ Bells / number 
|~~| Upgrade circuitry / type 

• Sidelights 
• Guardrail Needed 

• Install/Replace curb 
• Bungalow placement & offset from rail & highvray 

• Other (define) 

Comments: ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . ' ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ A J U / I U < ^ ^ & 0 / 0 i ^ 'T~i> k f ^ ^ M T S -A/OO 

n Install/upgrade traffic signal preemption 

• No improvements needed 
Q Other (define) 

Acknowledgement of Recommendations (each entity represented at the diagnostic must have at least one signature 
acknovHedgement): ;̂-—"'•̂  ^ / / j / 

\eacn enaty represenieu 
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TABLE I Table 2 

Clear ing Sight Dis tances 

Maximum Authorized Train 
Speed 

1-10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

( ^ 

55 

60 

65 

70 

75 

80 

85 

90 

Distance (dT) Along 
Railroad from Crossing (ft) 

240 

360 

480 

600 

720 

840 

960 

1080 

<:l2oa> 

1320 

1440 

1560 

1680 

1800 

1920 

2040 

2160 

Source: R-H Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 132-133) 

Notes: 

M\ calculated distances are rounded up to the next higher 5-
foot increment 

Distances indicated are for 65-ft double bottom semi-tractor 
trailers and level single track 90 degree crossings; and may 
need to be adjusted for multiple tracks, skewed crossings or 
approaches on grades. 

Clearing Sight Distance is to be measured in each vehicle 
travel direction at non-gated crossings as viewed from n point 
25 feet from centeriine of nearest track in the center of 
whichever travel lane is nearest the direction along track 
being measured. 

S topp ing S igh t Distances 

Highway Vehicle Speed 

0 
5 

10 

IS 

20 

25 

30 

(3 
40 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

70 

Distance (dH) Along Roadway 
from Crossing (ft) 

n/a 
50 

70 

105 

135 

180 

225 

Q 7 m ^ 

340 

410 

490 

570 

660 

760 

865 

Source; R-H Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 132-133) 

Notes: 

^ l calculated distances are rounded up to the next higher 5-
foot increm^it. 

Distances indicated are for 65-ft double bottom semi-tractor 
trailers on dry level pavements. 

Stopping Sight Distance is to be measured on each roadv/ay 
approach to crossing hom stop bar. 


