BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Joint Petition of

Norfolk Southern Railway Company and

CSX Transportation Inc., to Close the Case No. 19-180-RR-UNC
Franklin Street Crossings (DOT Nos.

481482D &518257V) in Orange Township,

Delaware County.

PRE-FILED TESTIMONY OF AMANDA DeCESARE
OF CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC.

Petitioners Norfolk Southern Railway Company and CSX Transportation, Inc., intend to
offer the sworn testimony of Amanda DeCesare as follows:
1. Please state your name.
Amanda DeCesare
2. By whom are you employed?
CSX Transportation, Inc.
3. What is your job title there?

Project Manager—Public Projects

4. How long have you held that position?
9 years
5. Where is your office located?

Taylor Mill, Kentucky

6. In your position, are you responsible for making recommendations regarding possible
crossing closures and/or crossings that may require flashers and gates?

Yes.
7. Are you involved with implementation of crossing closures?

Yes.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Are you responsible for the CSXT territory that includes the Franklin Street grade crossing,
located in Lewis Center, Ohio, that being DOT crossing nos. 481482D (Norfolk Southern
Railway Company) and 518257V (CSX Transportation, Inc.)?

Yes.

How many tracks comprise that crossing?

Three; two owned and operated by Norfolk Southern Railway Company, and one
owned and operated by CSX Transportation, Inc.

As established by the two crossing numbers referenced above, are there technically two
crossings at this location?

Yes.
As a practical matter, can you close one without the other?
No. For all intents and purposes it is one crossing.

At this crossing, using the directions on the compass, which track belongs to CSX
Transportation, Inc.?

CSXT owns and operates the track located furthest to the East at the crossing. The
other two tracks at that location are owned and operated by Norfolk Southern.

What is the vehicular traffic count at this crossing based on the most current, available
information?

The most current vehicular traffic count at this crossing based on data maintained by
the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the PUCO is 64 vehicles per day.

What is the train traffic count at this crossing based on the most recent, available
FRA/PUCO information?

For CSX Transportation, Inc., the train traffic at this crossing is typically four trains
per day. | also understand that Norfolk Southern Railway Company has many (38)
trains per day that pass through their crossing at Franklin Street.

Avre there alternate crossings in the vicinity of this crossing? If so, which crossings?

Yes.

Lewis Center Road crossing to the North
Shanahan Road crossing to the North
Orange Road crossing to the South



16.

17.

18.
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20.

21.

22,

Would the daily train traffic at these crossings be the same as previously indicated for the
Franklin Street crossing?

Yes.

What is the most current daily vehicular traffic count at these three alternative crossings
based on the FRA/PUCO data?

Lewis Center Road crossing — 10,295 vehicles
Shanahan Road crossing — 1,034 vehicles
Orange Road crossing — 13,711 vehicles

If the Franklin Street crossing is closed, what would be the approximate daily increase in
vehicular traffic at the three alternate crossings be?

It is estimated that these vehicles, as stated above approximately 64 per day, will be
distributed between the Lewis Center, Shanahan and Orange Road crossings, with more
vehicles likely utilizing the Lewis Center Road crossing because it is in such close
proximity to Franklin Street. It is anticipated that the majority of the vehicles that
would have otherwise used the Franklin Street crossing would likely be starting or
ending their trip in Lewis Center, Ohio, as few drivers not intending to begin or end
their trip in Lewis Center, Ohio would intentionally drive to this area and cross at the
Franklin Street crossing.

What is the nature of the roadway at the three alternative crossings?
Lewis Center Road, Shanahan Road and Orange Road are all two lane roads, one lane
in each direction, running generally east and west, surrounded by residential and/or
light commercial properties. All three roads cross the tracks at between a 60 and 90
degree angle.

Are the three alternative crossings already protected by flashers and gates?
Yes, all three alternative crossings already have flashers and gates.

Which alternative crossings are within one linear mile of the Franklin Street crossing?
There are two crossings within one linear mile; Lewis Center Road crossing (less than
.1 mile north) and the Shanahan Road crossing (one mile north). The Orange Road
crossing is located 1.65 linear miles to the south.

Avre there any sight distance obstructions at the three alternative crossings?
No. There do not appear to be any permanent sight obstructions at any of the three

alternative crossings and, as previously indicated, all three crossings are already
protected by flashers and gates.



23. Do you have an opinion regarding the impact of closure of the Franklin Street crossing on
vehicular traffic, emergency vehicles, and/or commercial enterprises?

Yes.
24.  What is your opinion?

It is my opinion that closure of the Franklin Street crossing would have minimal, if any,
impact on vehicular traffic generally, on emergency vehicles, and/or on commercial
enterprises. There are no commercial enterprises (excluding a Delaware County EMS
station) in the vicinity of this crossing. Furthermore, based on my understanding of
sworn testimony provided by Orange Township and Delaware County personnel, the
impact of closure of the Franklin Street crossing on the operation of the Delaware
County EMS station, located in the Northeast quadrant of the crossing, would be
negligible.

25.  What is the basis of your opinion?

I am familiar with this area and | have driven the various roads in the area, including
the narrow roads (sometimes less than two full lanes) located in Lewis Center, Ohio,
specifically including Franklin Street. | have also read or otherwise been advised of
the sworn testimony of the various Delaware County or Orange Township officials who
have been deposed in this matter.

Based on this information, it is my opinion that the relatively few motor vehicle
operators who might use this crossing each day will not be significantly impacted by
the closure of this redundant grade crossing, located less than .1 mile south of the Lewis
Center crossing. It is also my opinion that closure of this crossing will not significantly
affect emergency vehicle traffic or resulting response times anywhere in Delaware
County, including Orange Township generally and the area compass west of the tracks,
despite the current location of a Delaware County EMS station (Medic No. 3) in the
Northeast quadrant of the crossing. Closure of the Franklin Street crossing will have
little or no impact on Medic No. 3’s ability to respond to calls east of the crossing,
which geographically comprises most of Medic No. 3’s territory, because they do not
need to cross the tracks to get to those areas. Regarding Medic No. 3’s response to the
west of the crossing, | am aware that Delaware County and Orange Township
emergency vehicles successfully responded to all areas of the community, with no
documented impact on response times, despite prior contemporaneous closures of the
Lewis Center and Franklin Street crossings for maintenance, and despite a lengthy
closure of Lewis Center Road in both directions in 2019 for construction of a
roundabout located west of the railroad tracks.

Additionally, there are no nearby commercial enterprises located in the proximity of
the Franklin Street crossing that would be impacted by closure of that crossing.
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31.

32.

Do you have an opinion as to whether the Franklin Street crossing meets the statutory
requirements for closure under Ohio law?

Yes.
What is your opinion?

The Franklin Street crossing meets all of the criteria for closure set forth in R.C.
4907.474 and R.C. 4907.475, and should be closed to the motoring public because there
is no demonstrable need for the Franklin Street crossing.

What is the basis of that opinion?

As discussed in my testimony above, all of the statutory criteria for closure are met.
Moreover, this crossing is very hazardous because of its layout, including the large
separation between the Norfolk Southern and the CSXT tracks, and the site view
considerations. The crossing has been evaluated by the State of Ohio and currently
ranks as the 39" most hazardous crossing in Ohio based on that analysis. A Diagnostic
Review Team met at this crossing in 2012 and agreed to recommend that the Franklin
Street crossing should be closed. Furthermore, if the Franklin Street crossing is not
closed, the PUCO will likely order the installation of flashers and gates. That
installation project would be very expensive because of the need to tie in the electrical
wiring for this crossing with the existing electric wiring for the Lewis Center Road
crossing, and because two different railroads are involved at both crossings. The cost
of this project to install flashers and gates would not be at all commensurate with the
vehicle usage (approximately 64 vehicles per day) at this crossing, and the federal
and/or state funds that would be used to install flashers and gates here, if required, could
be far better used at other, busier crossings.

Did you attend the diagnostic survey at this crossing?
Yes.

Attached hereto is Exhibit A to your testimony. Are you able to authenticate that Exhibit
as a true and accurate copy of the Diagnostic Review Team Survey for this crossing?

Yes.
Did you sign this survey form?
Yes.

Did representatives of Orange Township also attend the Diagnostic Team survey and sign
the Diagnostic Survey form?

Yes.



33.  What were the findings of the Diagnostic Review Team that led to the recommendation

that the crossing should be closed?

In addition to consideration of the crossing data referenced above concerning motor
vehicle and train usage, the Diagnostic Review Team considered the roadway
characteristics of Franklin Street, the lack of existing crossing protection, the width of
the overall crossing, including the Norfolk Southern tracks and the CSXT track, the
fact that there are three schools in the area and that it has been observed that high school
students use this crossing to get around school buses backed up on Lewis Center Road,
among other factors. All of these factors caused the Diagnostic Review team to
conclude that the Franklin Street crossing is unsafe for the motoring public and meets

the criteria for closure under the Ohio Revised Code.

34, Does this complete your pre-filed testimony?

Yes. | reserve the right to file rebuttal testimony as warranted based upon further

developments in this case.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ R. Leland Evans

R. Leland Evans (0006833)
(Trial Attorney)

Richard J. Silk, Jr. (0074111)

DICKIE, MCCAMEY & CHILCOTE, P.C.

250 Civic Center Dr., Suite 280
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Telephone: (614) 258-6000
Facsimile: (614) 258-6006
revans@dmclaw.com
rsilk@dmclaw.com

Attorneys for Co-Petitioner
CSX Transportation, Inc.

/s/ D. Casey Talbott (via e-mail approval)
D. Casey Talbott (0046767)
(Trial Attorney)

Mark W. Sandretto (0079536)
EASTMAN & SMITH LTD.
One SeaGate, 24" Floor

P. O. Box 10032

Toledo, Ohio 43699-0032
Telephone: (419) 241-6000

Fax: (419) 247-1777
dctalbott@eastmansmith.com
mwsandretto@eastmansmith.com

Attorneys for Co-Petitioner
Norfolk Southern Railway Company



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

A copy of the foregoing Pre-Filed Testimony of Amanda DeCesare of CSX Transportation,
Inc. was filed electronically with the PUCO this 5" day of October, 2021. Notice of this filing
has been sent via electronic mail to the following:

D. Casey Talbott

DCTalbott@eastmansmith.com
Counsel for Co-Petitioner Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Aric Hochstettler
AHochstettler@co.delaware.oh.us

Julie Donnan
jdonnan@BJGlaw.net

Jennifer L. Huber
jhuber@BJGlaw.net

/s/ R. Leland Evans

R. Leland Evans

Attorney for Co-Petitioner
CSX Transportation, Inc.
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TABLE | Table 2
Clearing Sight Distances Stoppling Sight Distances
Mwdmm fs\;g;:ﬁm e mntﬂiﬁ%ﬁfgﬁgé’m} Highvay VehicloSpasd | e ! Q«ﬁm 23“‘“’“’
1-10 240 0 nla
15 360 5 50
20 480 0 70
25 _ 600 i5 105
0 720 20 5
85 840 ¢ 2 !% >
40 960 T e R
45 ' 1080 35 ' 280
50 1200 40 340
55 1320 45 410
50 ‘ 1440 [13] 480
€5 | 1560 55 | 570
70 1680 60 660
75 1800 65 760
80 1920 70 863
85 2040 Source: ReH Grade Crossing Handbook Table 36 (pp, 132+133)
s 2160 Notes:

Souree Mok Grade Crosaing Handbook Table 36 (pp. 1324133
Notes:

All caleulated distances arecroundad up to the next higher S«
foot Incremant,

Distancos indicaved are for 85+t double botrom semi-tracor
trallers and level single track 20 degree crossings and may
naed to be adjusted for multiple tracks, skawed crossings or
approaches on grades.

Clearing Sight Distance Js to be measured In each vehicle
travel dirsction at pon-gate sligs as viewed from a point
25 faet from centerline of mamx t.ra{:k in the center of
whichever travel lane ls nearest the direction slong track
belng measured.

Al ealeulated distances ave rounded up to the next highar 5.
foot Incrarmant.

Distances Indicasad ara for 654t double bottom semi-tractor
trallers.on dry lavel pavements.

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