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This Final Environmental Impact Statement and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation describe the social,
economic, and natural environmental impacts of proposed improvements at the Livernois-Junction
intermodal freight terminal in Wayne County,' plus associated road and external rail improvements. This
document includes a summary of the planning basis, the project purpose, the alternatives considered, the
expected impacts of the project and the process involved in determining the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation measures are also included., Accounting for inflation, the estimated cost of the proposed
project is million at a seventy percent confidence level (see Table 1-1). Approximately 32
residential displacements and 29 business displacements are anticipated. The estimate of direct wetlands
effects is 0.01 acres.

Comments on this Final Environmental Impact Statement are due by January 29, 2010, The Michigan
Department of Transportation is extending the public availability period to allow additional time for the
public to review and comment on the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Comments should be sent
to: Mr. Robert Parsons, Public Involvement/Hearing Officer, Michigan Department of Transportation,
PO Box 30050, Lansing. Michigan 48909 (e-mail: parsonsb@michigan.gov).

' Note alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement exiended into Oakland County. The Preferred Alternative does
not






PREFACE

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires that the social, economic, and natural
environmental impacts of any proposed action of the federal government be analyzed for decision-making and
public information purposes. There are three classes of action. Class | Actions are those that may significantly
affect the environment and require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Class Il
Actions (categorical exclusions) are those that do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on
the environment and do not require preparing an EIS or an Environmental Assessment (EA). Class 111 Actions
are those for which the significance of impacts is not clearly established. Class 111 Actions require preparing
an EA to determine the significance of impacts and the appropriate environmental document to be prepared —
either an EIS or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).

This document is a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
proposed improvement of an intermodal freight terminal in Wayne County in Michigan. It presents the
Preferred Alternative, and the measures proposed to minimize harm to the project area. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was approved April 15, 2005, and public hearings were held June
13, 14, 15 and 16, 2005. Though more than three years has passed since the signing of the DEIS, it has been
determined that a supplemental DEIS is not required (see the Foreword in this FEIS). This FEIS reflects the
comments received during the public hearing process and updated data in all critical areas. This FEIS will be
distributed to federal, state and local agencies, private organizations and all members of the public making
substantive comments on the DEIS. Following the circulation of this FEIS, it will be forwarded to the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) with a recommendation that a Record of Decision (ROD) be issued. The
ROD will allow the project to move forward into the design phase. The project has been included in the
Southeast Michigan Council of Government’s (SEMCOG’s) cost-feasible Regional Transportation Plan. This
means that federal, state and local funding has been identified. A Pre-Development Plan Agreement (PDPA)
found in Appendix F indicates the level of funding commitments of the involved railroads.

Because of adverse effects on historic resources this document also serves as coordination documentation
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and as the Final Section
4(f) Evaluation, under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, which protects these
resources.

This document was prepared by a consultant working with the Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT), in cooperation with FHWA and other members of a Technical Team. The Technical Team includes
representatives from the following divisions within MDOT: Design, Environmental, Planning,
Communications, Intermodal/Multimodal, Real Estate, Traffic and Safety, and the Metro Region. Information
was also furnished by other federal and state agencies, local units of government, public interest groups, a
Steering Committee comprised of representatives of MDOT, the City of Detroit, railroads, and automakers,
and a Local Advisory Council of stakeholders and interested local groups, and individual citizens.

This Final EIS is available for review at the MDOT’s Lansing office at 425 West Ottawa Street (third floor),
48909; the Metro Region office at 18101 W. Nine Mile Road, Southfield, Ml 48075; the Detroit
Transportation Service Center at 1400 Howard Street, Detroit, M1 48216; and, the Oakland Transportation
Service Center at 2300 Dixie Highway, Waterford, M1 48238. It is also available at the Ferndale Public
Library, 222 E. Nine Mile, Ferndale, MI 48220; the Henry Ford Centennial Library, 16301 Michigan Avenue,
Dearborn, Ml 48126; the Detroit Public Library, 5201 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, Ml 48202; and the Bowen
Branch of the Detroit Public Library, 3648 W. Vernor, Detroit, Ml 48216. Technical documents referred to in
this Environmental Impact Statement are available at the same locations.
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A Federal agency may publish a notice in the Federal Register, pursuant to 23 USC Section 139(1),
indicating that one or more Federal agencies have taken final action on permits, licenses, or approvals for
a transportation project. If such notice is published, claims seeking judicial review of those Federal
agency actions will be barred, unless such claims are filed within 180 days after the date of publication of
the notice, or within a shorter time period as specified in the Federal laws pursuant to which judicial
review of the Federal agency action is allowed. If no notice is published, then the periods of time that
otherwise are provided by the Federal laws governing such claims will apply.

The reader will note bold text in green boxes such as surrounds this paragraph. This highlights
changes for the FEIS related to the Preferred Alternative.
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FOREWORD

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) highlights the Preferred Alternative at the end
of each section by placing the bold/italic text in a green border.

The Preferred Alternative is a modification of Alternative 4: CSX and NS intermodal rail
operations will expand at the Livernois-Junction Yard. The Triple Crown operation of NS
might move from Melvindale to the Livernois-Junction Yard. And, CP will move its intermodal
operations from the Oak Terminal to the Livernois-Junction Yard. CN has elected not to shift
its Moterm operation to the Livernois-Junction Yard and not to expand its terminal. But, it
will participate in paying its share of the external-to-terminal rail improvements that are part
of the DIFT project. Meanwhile, the CP/Expressway intermodal operation closed permanently
in June 2004 and is no longer part of the project.

Because it has been more than three years since the signing of the Draft EIS (May 2005), a re-
evaluation of the DEIS was required per 23 CFR 771.129. The purpose of this re-evaluation is
to determine whether or not a supplement to the DEIS or a new DEIS is needed. The
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) re-evaluated the Detroit Intermodal Freight
Terminal (DIFT) DEIS. MDOT has determined that a supplemental DEIS is not warranted as
the analysis for the DEIS remains valid for a reduced footprint and the analysis has kept pace
with the air quality regulatory changes. The Federal Highway Administration concurs in this
conclusion (see Appendix G).
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SECTION 1
SUMMARY

1.1 Background

Intermodal freight is a shipping method used
to send products from manufacturers to
where people buy them. It is called
“intermodal” because it employs two
“modes,” trucks and trains, using special
containers or trailers.  Trucks take the
product from the origin to a rail yard and
trains move the product from city to city.
Finally, trucks take the products from a rail
yard to their final destination. This is an
efficient method of transportation because
shippers move their containers from the
trucks to the trains and back again without
having to repack the products. This method  Intermodal Containers on the Move
often proves cost competitive, which is why

more companies are using it.

Operations vary, but, generally, within a rail
yard a truck will arrive at an entry gate and
check in, completing paperwork. Often the
paperwork arrives ahead of the truck
electronically. Once the truck checks in, it is
directed to a parking slot where its
container(s) or trailer is deposited. The truck
then exits empty or picks up an outgoing
load. The container is moved to a waiting
train by either a large front-loader-type
machine or a crane that straddles the load.
Trailers may be loaded similarly or end-
loaded. When the train is loaded, it departs
on a predetermined schedule.

Intermodal Container Being Loaded to Railcar

In Southeast Michigan, the transfer of trailers is conducted by Norfolk Southern’s (NS) Triple
Crown operation. Today, that is accomplished at the Melvindale and Willow Run terminals.
Canadian Pacific (CP) also transferred trailers in its Expressway operation at the terminal behind
the Michigan Central Depot, but that operation ended in June 2004. CP handles containers at the
Oak terminal. Both NS and CSX transfer containers at the Livernois-Junction Yard. Canadian
National Railroad (CN) handles containers at the Moterm terminal in Ferndale, Michigan.
(Mazda has an intermodal terminal in Flat Rock in Wayne County serviced by Canadian National
Railroad, but it is solely dedicated to Mazda use.)

The purpose of the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal (DIFT) project is to support the economic
competitiveness of Southeast Michigan and the state by improving freight transportation
opportunities and efficiencies for business, industry and the military. The goal is to ensure
Southeast Michigan has a regional facility, or facilities, with sufficient capacity and
interconnectivity to provide for existing and future intermodal demand, and reduce time,
monetary costs and congestion to support the economic competitiveness of Southeast Michigan.
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There is a current lack of adequate intermodal capacity in Southeast Michigan (see Section 2.2.1),
and the connectivity between intermodal terminals is poor (see Section 2.2.2). Therefore, the
DIFT Project proposed enhancement of intermodal operations by the four Class I railroads™
(Figure 1-1a). As an example of the lack of capacity, the Norfolk Southern Railroad has
increased its Triple Crown business to the extent it could be accommodated at the Melvindale
terminal. Norfolk Southern has requested financial assistance of the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT) so that it can consolidate its intermodal operations at its portion of the
Livernois-Junction Yard. But, until the DIFT is concluded, use of federal monies to provide such
assistance is not available. So, NS has reopened its Willow Run terminal in Romulus, Michigan,
to handle its Triple Crown business growth. Once the Record of Decision (ROD) is signed, and,
if appropriate improvements are made on a timely basis, NS will shift its intermodal operations in
Michigan to the Livernois-Junction Yard.

This FEIS includes a signed Pre-Development Plan Agreement (Appendix F) that provides a
basis for railroad development under the Preferred Alternative.

Figure 1-1a
Current Class | Railroad Intermodal Terminals in Southeast Michigan

or, Horm i Current Class |
: - ’ Railroad Terminals in
‘”"‘% W e b Southeast Michigan
r,.,,w A Serving Inl?rmodul
Operations

4 A Class | Railroad does at least $319 million (2007 dollars) of business annually. In Michigan there are four Class |
railroads: CSX, Norfolk Southern, Canadian National and Canadian Pacific.
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1.2 Practical Alternatives Considered in DEIS

Practical Alternatives were analyzed for this project with extensive public involvement. The
alternatives and their impacts were documented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) and in technical reports listed at the end of the Table of Contents. The general
characteristics of the Practical Alternatives are:

Alternative 1 No Action: This alternative assumed the railroads would develop their existing
intermodal rail yards in Southeast Michigan without federal and state government
funding assistance and oversight.

Alternative 2 Improve/Expand: This alternative proposed improvements would be made to
four existing intermodal rail terminals (at Livernois-Junction Yard,
CP/Expressway, CP/Oak and CN/Moterm) operated by the four Class I railroads
in Southeast Michigan with railroad funding, as well as federal and state
governments funding assistance and oversight.  This alternative included
improvements inside and outside the existing railroad terminal property.

Alternative 3 Consolidate: This alternative proposed the intermodal operations of all four
Class 1 railroads be consolidated at the Livernois-Junction Yard area. Railroad
funding, plus federal and state governments funding assistance and oversight
would be involved in making improvements inside and outside the existing yard.
The existing terminals from which intermodal business was to be transferred
were to continue to serve other railroad business.

Alternative 4 The Composite Option: This alternative proposed the intermodal operations of
three railroads (CSX, Norfolk Southern and Canadian Pacific) be consolidated at
the site of the Livernois-Junction Yard in Southwest Detroit, while
improving/expanding the existing CN/Moterm terminal, with federal and state
funding assistance and oversight for improvements inside and outside the
terminals. The railroads would also invest in these improvements. The existing
terminals from which intermodal business was to be transferred were to continue
to serve other railroad business.

“External-to-terminal” improvements, such as the rail connections at Delray, Milwaukee Junction
and Vinewood interlockers (locations where rail lines cross), were part of Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.
These were to be accomplished on existing railroad property. Alternative 2, 3 and 4 also included
improving the north side of the 1-94/Livernois Avenue interchange to facilitate truck movements
to the Livernois-Junction Yard and keep them out of the neighborhood to the south.

1.3  Description of the Preferred Alternative

This summary focuses on the characteristics and impacts of the Preferred Alternative. Details on
how this alternative compares to the Practical Alternatives are included in the remainder of this
FEIS.

The Preferred Alternative (Figure 1-1b) was formulated after reviewing public and agencies’
comments that were received after the public hearing, and in consultation with the railroads. The
Preferred Alternative involves consolidating intermodal operations of the CSX, NS, and CP
railroads at the Livernois-Junction Yard in Southwest Detroit. The Preferred Alternative shown
in Figure 1-1b includes elements from the Practical Alternatives. The difference between the
Preferred Alternative and Alternative 4 is that CP’s Expressway operation (trailer loading) at the
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Michigan Central Depot has ended and CN has opted not to expand its existing Moterm terminal.
The footprint for the Preferred Alternative is smaller than the footprint for Alternative 4, or
Alternative 3 (Figure 1-1c).

External-to-terminal rail improvements are included with the Preferred Alternative. CN will still
pay its share of external-to-terminal rail improvements that are part of the DIFT project. Such
improvements will increase the efficiency of operations. Road improvements will also be made.
Both the proposed external-to-terminal rail and road improvements are discussed below.

The DIFT project has independent utility from the Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC).
The DIFT is a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements are
made in the area. The biggest change that could be brought by the DRIC would be closing the
Livernois-Dragoon interchange with I-75. This interchange closure would reinforce the DIFT’s
intention to focus truck traffic on 1-94 to Livernois and Wyoming Avenues, which will keep truck
traffic out of neighborhoods.

The Gateway Project, which improves access to the Ambassador Bridge, and any new river
crossing from Detroit to Canada will have little effect on the DIFT because a very small amount
of intermodal truck traffic crosses the Detroit-Windsor Border. This is known from observation
and documented by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in 2006 (based on 2002 data),
which found that the combination of “truck-rail intermodal” and “other intermodal” represents
only one fourth of one percent of the weight (in tons) flowing across the border at Detroit.™

Discussion of a new rail tunnel in Detroit adjacent to the existing rail tunnel is again underway. It
would permit passage of domestic “double stack” containers (stacking containers two high on a
rail car) carried by CP across the border. The smaller international sized containers that are
handled at the Detroit-Livernois Yard are already double stacked through the existing tunnel, so a
new rail tunnel would have a negligible effect on the DIFT.

The proposed project to upgrade the Blue Water Bridge Plaza would have a negligible effect on
the Detroit-Windsor area, including the DIFT project, because there will be neither cost, nor
travel time savings sufficient to cause long distance diversions.

The Preferred Alternative will;

e Expand the NS and CSX intermodal operations at the Livernois-Junction Yard;

e Shift the NS Triple Crown operations from Melvindale and Willow Run in Romulus to
the Livernois-Junction Yard; and

e Move the CP Oak intermodal operation to the Livernois-Junction Yard.

Also, all four Class | railroads will participate in an external rail improvement program at the
following locations (Preferred Alternative locations shown in yellow in Figure 1-1d):

e Beaubien e Milwaukee Junction e Waterman

e Coolidge e Oakwood Junction e West Detroit

e Delray e Schaefer e New Rotunda

e Dix e Trenton e Track from Delray to Dix

o Mill e Vinewood e Track from Oakwood to

Schaefer

5 Data from the Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) as presented by FHWA, February 14, 2006, in Lansing. For
information on the FAF see http://ops.fjwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/
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Figure 1-1b
Preferred Alternative
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Figure 1-1c
Livernois-Junction Yard
Alternative Footprints
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Several road improvements will be made to facilitate access to the Livernois-Junction Yard:

e Modifying the 1-94/Livernois
interchange on its north side so
that trucks will use this
interchange (one curve is now
too tight for efficient use) and
Livernois Avenue, rather than
other roads that pass through
areas that are predominantly
residential;

e Closing the Waterman/Dix
entrance to the Livernois- |* & A N -
Junction Yard and modifying [ T e T et s e
the Livernois entrance so that | - - . TR R e

trucks access the yard from 1-94
only;

e Closing Lonyo Avenue and
rebuilding Central  Avenue
under the Livernois-Junction
Yard so that railroad operations
do not conflict with the
movements of cars and trucks
that now pass across the yard;

e Providing two new access
points to the yard from the west
off Wyoming Avenue. The
most southerly is approximately
1,000 feet south of the point
where the mainline east-west
tracks servicing the yard cross -
Wyoming Avenue. The other is Proposed Central Avenue Underpass
approximately 500 feet south of
the mainline track crossing.

e Improving John Kronk for a new gate at Martin (entrance from Livernois Avenue) for a
new terminal on the north of and contiguous to the existing Livernois-Junction Yard.

e Constructing a north perimeter road to replace John Kronk between a point west of
Stecker to Central, then along the terminal boundary to Martin. This road is laid out with
curves east of Central Avenue to discourage use by large trucks and high-speed traffic.

The Preferred Alternative will generate by 2030 approximately 4,500 permanent jobs statewide of
which about 2,360 new jobs will be in the Detroit area, and approximately 1,540 in the Livernois-
Junction Yard area.

The Preferred Alternative will require acquisition of approximately 169 acres of land and relocate
28 single-family dwellings, four apartment units, and 29 businesses.

Consultation with public interest stakeholders has resulted in a carefully defined program of
mitigation/enhancements that is summarized on the project mitigation summary “Green Sheet”
contained in this FEIS at the end of Section 5.
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1.4 Impacts

The following is a summary of
the impacts associated with the
No Action and Preferred

Alternatives (Table 1-1). A more FSEEES S S T ) A
detailed description of impacts is |[Sel & SEE R l’m'""“:_fn‘;t -
found in Section 4 of this FEIS. o R N . R\ R S S R
Proposed mitigation measures o A AR WREANE g cee g

are discussed in Section 5.
1.4.1 Traffic and Safety

The traffic analysis of the A AT S e s
Preferred  Alternative ~ was RS NS e
updated in 2008 to extend the [T =R et t Tl 13 e
forecasts to 2030, the Horizon [ il ~ ; : AR
Year in the Long-Range Existing Livernois-Junction Yard to be Expanded for DIFT Program
Transportation Plan of

SEMCOG, the regional planning agency. The forecast of traffic for the Preferred Alternative was
also adjusted when it became clear that the CP’s Expressway operation, which was doing
business in Southeast Michigan at the Michigan Central Depot, would not continue. It was
assumed 25 percent of the CP/Expressway business would go to a competitor and the rest to
shipment by truck. Figure 1-2 and Table 1-2 show the changes.

Figure 1-2
Forecast of Intermodal Activity (Lifts) — Without CP/Expressway

Alternative 1: Preferred Alternative 1050
No Action Alternative
Growth in Lifts

Growth in Lifts

Lifts Per Yeor (thousands)
Lifts Per Year (thousands)

2000 2005 010 V 05 0% 2030 2000 2005 2010 05 005 2030
ear
Year

" Adjusted to reflect elimination of the CP/Exp
?Based on railrond input.

SOURCE: The Corrodino Group of Michigan, Inc.
L Prom 2846 A Gropha FERUbGrwtlon o

Table 1-2 illustrates how annual lifts translate to daily two-way truck volumes at gates. The
assignment of these trucks to key links in the roadway network around the Livernois-Junction
Yard is shown on Figure 1-3. Railroad operating terminals are shown in Figure 1-4. Background
traffic was assumed to grow at one percent a year. So, the No Action Alternative volumes
increase over time. W.ith the Preferred Alternative, new gates at the west end of the yard
connecting to Wyoming Avenue would split intermodal truck traffic with Livernois Avenue
(Table 1-2 and Figure 1-3). The gate at Dix/Waterman, near a residential area, would close.
Truck volumes on Central Avenue, which serves a residential area for most of its length north of
Kronk Street, would decline.

DIFT Final Environmental Impact Statement and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Table 1-1
Summary of Direct and Indirect Impacts — No Action and Preferred Alternatives — Livernois-Junction Yard

Livernois-Junction Yard Area®

Relocations
Traffic and Safety Community Cohesion Environmental Justice Land Use No. of Residential Units No.'of XSS Oujer Affe:\cted
Affected (Acquisitions) Ul Af_fs_acted Prop_e_r t_les
(Acquisitions) (Acquisitions)
No No
No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred Action Pref. Action Pref. Action Pref.
e Normal, non- e Grade separation | ¢ Industrial/ e Lonyo will be e No adverse e Thereisahistory |e Maintains e Consistent with e 28single- 0 e 29 N/A e None
DIFT traffic of of Central will commercial closed. Central disproportionate of impacts to existing land Detroit and family
all kinds reduce vehicle- uses will Avenue railroad impact expected. minority and low- use pattern. Dearborn land e Four
increases. rail conflicts and continue to be crossing will be income use plans. apartments
Truck traffic crashes. mixed with grade separated. populations
continues to use | e 1-94/Livernois residential uses. Truck traffic will associated with
neighborhood interchange e Continued rail/ be reduced on past
streets. improvement vehicle neighborhood industrialization
e Acceptable will improve conflicts at streets. and transportation
volume/ safety. Central/Lonyo. projects. There
capacity o Truck traffic will will be adverse
conditions at all be reduced on disproportionate
intersections, local roads. impacts from this
except at the o Acceptable project.
Dix/Waterman/ volume/capacity
Vernor conditions will
intersection. be experienced at
e Continued all intersections.
rail/vehicle
conflicts at
Central and at
Lonyo.
Farmland and Open Space/ . Air Quality . . .
Part 361 Lands Economic Impacts Hot Spofs e TG TBiTden Noise Considerations
No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred
e No active e No active e Jobs Relocated: 0 e Jobs Relocated: 231 e No violations e No violations e Terminal burdens | e Terminal burdens |e No perceptible No perceptible
farmland, or Part farmland, or Part | ¢  Net Jobs Gained: e Net Jobs Gained: of CO of CO less than existing about same as No increase. increase with the
361 open space 361 land needed. Terminal Area 194 Terminal Area 1,542 standards at standards at conditions except Action even with addition of planned
land needed. Statewide 1,029 Statewide 4,514 intersections. intersections. for PMy, and increased security walls.
e Qualitative PMys. intermodal
analysis of e Roadway burdens activity.
PM,5 or PMyg less than existing Roadway burdens
hotspots conditions similar to No
indicates there because of Action.
will be no cleaner engines Regional burdens
standards and fuels. will be reduced
violated. e Regional burdens with freight shift
are reduced. to rail.

2 Only the Livernois-Junction Yard is involved in the Preferred Alternative. There are no project impacts at other terminals.
Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.
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Table 1-1 (continued)
Summary of Direct and Indirect Impacts — No Action and Preferred Alternatives — Livernois-Junction Yard

Livernois-Junction Yard Area®

Threatened and Historic/ Parklands/ ’
ST L JE e Endangered Species Archaeological 4(f) Resources Recreational Land 4(f) Resources VISUEL SHiiBE5
No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action | Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred
e No e Yard paving will e None e 0.01 acres of e None e None o No effect o Adverse effect with | e No effect o Nodirect effects, |e Unsightly e Removal of some
change improve drainage. Palustrine Emergent removal of Michigan indirect or properties and unsightly properties

o Storm drainage wetland of low Box Company cumulative streetscapes remain. through acquisition will
subject of NPDES quality will be building. negative effects. be positive.
permitting. affected. e SHPO review of o Security wall along north

o Spill prevention security wall across edge of terminal will
plans will be in from 6332 Kronk for separate terminal
place. compatibility. operations.

e Particulate matter o Directional lighting near
that clogs sewers residential areas will be
will be reduced. used to reduce/avoid light

intrusion.
Contaminated Sites Soils Indirect and Cumulative Energy il S SR Pr(gg(l:lta(;:sr;st (Uil S0 fnt
No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred No Action Preferred
o No sites e 27 sites ¢ No e Formerclay | e Perpetuates e Nonegative |e Ambient e Some e DRICP project |e Continues | e Energy will e Land Acquisition o Land Acquisition
around need change pits will current traffic noise levels contaminated will reduce past be used and Relocation: $0| and Relocation: $123
terminal additional need conditions/ congestion may increase property 1-75 access to trends. during Construction:  $0| e Construction: $395
area testing geotechnica trends in effects. in reclaimed. Livernois/ construction. Community e Community
expectedto | ¢ Up to 100 | testing traffic, e Some commercial e Available Dragoon o Improved Benefits: $0 Enhancements: $11
change acres for priorto economics, business areas _Wlth no infrastructure efficiencies e Studies: $7| o Total: $529
« Potential to non- construction land use, expansion negative is expected to from e Total: $7

remediate terminal of any community expected. eff'ect_. handle conversion of Note that inflation
upto 10 intermodal structures. effects, noise, |e Unwanted | Existing land stormwater some freight would add $121
acres for activity will cultural mixing of use controls from the shipments million for a Year of
non- be resources, land uses must be buildout of from truck to Expenditure total cost
terminal remediated. contaminated must be enforced to the expanded rail are of $650 million
intermodal snes_and water resisted avoid adverse Livernois- expected
activity quality. through local cultural Junction :

Pollution land use resource Yard.

reduced by controls. impacts.

cleaner o No adverse

engines/fuel. air quality

effects are
expected.

2 Only the Livernois-Junction Yard is involved in the Preferred Alternative. There are no project impacts at other terminals.

®DRIC is the Detroit River International Crossing, proposing a new international bridge to Canada. The DIFT has independent utility from the DRIC.

Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.
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Table 1-2

2030 Annual Lifts and Truck Traffic

No Action Alternative

From Commodity Flow Model Adjusted Daily Two-Way Principal
Terminal® Low High Downward Truck Trips Access
w 425,800 533,000 309,800 1,520 Livernois
Y 160,500 200,900 117,900 460 Evergreen
z 81,900 87,800 75,000 430 8 Mile
Total 668,000 821,700 503,000 2,410
Preferred Alternative
From Commodity Flow Model Daily Two-Way | Terminal Principal
Terminal® Low High Truck Trips Gate Access
A 101,000 135,000 720 NA 8 Mile Rd.
B 127,000 157,000 570 2 Livernois
C 132,000 188,500 1,270 3 Wyoming
D1 227,000 357,000 1,140 5 Wyoming
D2 135,000 212,500 820 4 Livernois
Total 722,000 1,050,000 4,520

& Terminal’s owner/operator is not identified at the railroads’ request in light of proprietary interests.
Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc.

The daily 2030 two-way intermodal truck total will be 4,520 (3,800 at the Livernois-Junction
Yard and 720 at the CN/Moterm terminal) in the Preferred Alternative, compared to 2,400 (1,500
at the Livernois-Junction Yard) with the No Action Alternative. The net increase in intermodal
truck trips at the Livernois-Junction Yard would be 2,300. But, acquisition of land for the
Preferred Alternative will eliminate 1,600 two-way truck trips per day. The net result is an
increase of 700 trucks per day. Traffic will shift from Livernois Avenue to Wyoming Avenue,
with 80 percent of the Wyoming traffic expected to use 1-94.

The truck (and auto) traffic adjustments from the Preferred Alternative would not result in any
intersections being at Level of Service D?, or worse, in the peak hour in 2015 or 2030.

The Preferred Alternative will close Lonyo Avenue at the rail terminal and divert its traffic via a
new Perimeter Road to Central Avenue. Safety will be improved with eliminating the two
rail/highway crossings. The regional shift from truck to rail will reduce regional vehicle miles of
travel so that Wayne County’s annual 2030 injury crashes and fatalities will be reduced by 25 and
one, respectively, and the reduction in these statistics for the seven-county Southeast Michigan
region will be 97 and 4, compared to the No Action Alternative.

1.4.2 Relocations, Community Cohesion, Environmental Justice, Land Use and Farmland
Expanding the Livernois-Junction Yard, as called for in the Preferred Alternative, is consistent
with the Detroit Master Plan of Policies because much of the development will take place on
industrial property. About ten acres of the 169 acres of the expansion area is now residential and
rezoning would be required.

% Level of Service (LOS) is a way of expressing how much congestion there is. LOS “A” is best. LOS “E” is the
maximum flow possible without breakdown.
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The Preferred Alternative is expected to result in the acquisition of thirty-two housing units.
Adequate housing is available to accommodate the relocatees. Twenty-nine businesses will be
relocated. They provide 275 jobs. Vacant industrial/commercial space is widespread so finding
opportunities to relocate businesses is

not complicated. The business owner at ! '?_k . !
the northwest corner of Central Avenue NGB, )
and Kronk Street has noted a concern NGk 5 ot L
with relocation. No farmland will be -{_;j-: Eﬁ j %_ *_,:}*-,'f*" X
affected, nor will the Part361 lands 2 B L T :

Y
which are protected by state law. A

e
The Preferred Alternative will provide a
buffer/security wall on the north side
and most of the south side of the | PROPOSED
terminal, creating a visual and noise | SEGURITY WALL
break between the terminal and
adjacent neighborhoods/noise-sensitive
residential uses.

There will be disproportionately |
adverse housing and cultural resource
effects on minority or low-income
populations as defined in Executive
Order 12898, “Federal Actions To
Address Environmental Justice In
Minority Populations And Low-Income

Populations,” or discrimination }

prohibited by Title VI of the Civil .

Rights Act of 1964. The details are .
provided below. Proposed Security Wall and Perimeter Road

e Mobility — There will be acceptable levels of traffic congestion throughout the roadway
network around the terminal, as presented in Section 4.1 of this FEIS. There will be a net
increase of approximately 700 trucks a day in 2030 in the terminal area compared to the
No Action Alternative. The planned road and gate improvements will split truck traffic
between Livernois and Wyoming Avenues, with Wyoming serving an industrial area and
Livernois Avenue serving a mix of residential and commercial development. Truck
traffic will be reduced on neighborhood streets (Central north of Kronk, Livernois south
of the terminal entrance gate, and Dragoon south of Dix). Lonyo will be closed, while
the Central Avenue crossing of the railroad tracks will be grade separated, thereby
improving the safe movement of traffic around the terminal area. Finally, improving the
1-94/Livernois interchange will improve safe truck movements and also help reduce truck
traffic on neighborhood streets. There will be no impacts on public transit routes.

e Economic Impacts — Approximately 275 jobs are expected to relocate within or outside of
the terminal area due to terminal expansion. These will be replaced in the terminal area by
more than 1,540 new jobs associated with the investment in intermodal development, over
the next 20 years, as defined in Section 4.5 of this FEIS. The new job total is expected to
be approximately 4,500 statewide. In the Detroit area, the net new jobs total is forecast at
about 2,360. Local business expansion and growth in the local tax base are anticipated.
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Land Use — The expected investment by the government and railroads is likely to
stimulate, over the next 20 years, industrial/commercial development of up to 60 acres of
available land to support intermodal activity, as defined in Section 4.5 of this FEIS. This
intermodal development activity is consistent with the land use plans of Detroit and
Dearborn.  Unwanted mixing of land uses can and should be resisted by applying
already-existing provisions in the Detroit Master Plan of Policies and the Dearborn
Master Plan.

Air Quality — Analyses presented in Section 4.8 of this FEIS indicate no violations of CO
standards are expected in the area around the Preferred Alternative. Likewise, no
violations of PM, s or PMy, daily or annual standards are anticipated, based on qualitative
hot-spot analyses of these two pollutants. Compared to the No Action condition in 2030,
terminal pollutant burdens are expected to change. Carbon monoxide and particulate
matter are expected to decrease, while the other pollutants are expected to increase with
the increase in intermodal activity. The roadway burdens are expected to be about the
same as the No Action Alternative because of the removal of traffic through
acquisition/relocation from the area around the terminal (29 businesses). The regional
mobile source pollutant burdens will be reduced due to diversion of freight shipments
from truck to rail and the use of cleaner fuels and engines.

Community Effects — Twenty-nine business properties, 28 single-family residences, and
four apartment units are expected to be acquired for the expansion of the terminal.
Almost 275 jobs would be relocated within or outside of the terminal area, compensated
by an increase of approximately 1,540 new jobs stimulated by intermodal investment,
consistent with data presented in Section 4.5 of this FEIS. Lonyo would be closed and
Central Avenue grade separated from the railroad lines, improving safe flow of vehicles,
pedestrians and bicyclists. Truck traffic on a number of neighborhood streets would be
reduced. Security walls on the north side of the terminal, and part of the south, will
buffer its activity, improving the aesthetics of the area. The terminal will be paved,
reducing the effects of dust on the nearby population.

Noise — No perceptible increase in noise on sensitive areas is expected with planned
security walls, as defined in Section 4.9 of this FEIS. Traffic volumes in the terminal area
will increase as economic conditions improve, but in terms of noise, the changes with DIFT
traffic are inconsequential compared to background traffic. The exception is that
redirecting truck traffic on Livernois away from the area south of the entry gate and closing
the existing gate, at Dix/Waterman, will cut truck traffic on south Livernois and Dragoon to
a noticeable extent, so that noise levels will be perceptibly lower.
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e Cultural Resources — Removal of the
Michigan Box Company building will
result in an adverse effect; the
construction of a security wall across
from 6332 Kronk may pose an
adverse effect.* (Section 4.13.) No
effects are forecast on parks/
recreational lands, as presented in
Section 4.14 of this FEIS.

e Contaminated Sites — Twenty-seven
sites in the immediate area around the
terminal, suspected of having
contamination, need  additional
testing. This information is presented
in Section 4.16 of this FEIS. The
increased intermodal activity could
cause, over the next 20 years, up to 60
acres of contaminated land (e.g.,
brownfields) to be reclaimed by the
private sector. This could lead to
increased, but less polluted, water
runoff.

o Water Quality — As discussed in
Section 4.11 of this FEIS, it is
expected that paving the Livernois-
Junction Yard will improve drainage
as the runoff today clogs sewer inlets,
which causes standing water in
railroad viaducts on Lonyo, Central and Livernois. The standing water sometimes causes
these roads to be impassable. The storm drainage system of the improved terminal will
be subject to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting.
Where the project increases stormwater amounts by paving terminal surfaces that now
absorb water, surface runoff will be directed to an engineered onsite collection site to
ensure that future flow rates do not increase. Because of the combined sewer system, all
water will be treated before it outfalls to the Detroit River. Prevention plans to address
accidental spills of hazardous materials will continue to be maintained by the railroads.
Reclaiming up to 60 acres of potential contaminated properties (e.g., brownfields) is
possible, as noted above.

East.

Michigan Box Company — North Wall, View to

The results of the conditions presented above indicate an adverse effect in terms of relocations
and cultural resources on populations covered by the EJ regulations. Therefore, mitigation is
included in Section 5 of this FEIS. Nonetheless, it must be recognized that, over time,
undesirable environmental features have accumulated from industrialization and related
transportation projects. Some have existed for many years. Public resources to address many of
these conditions have been lacking. The DIFT project is envisioned as a way for public and
private sector investments to bring some measure of improvement to existing rail activity and the
affected population, knowing that activity will expand in the future with or without the project.

* The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will review the security barrier wall across from the house at
6332 Kronk in the design phase.
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On balance, the investment and improvements of the Preferred Alternative with mitigation and
community enhancements is seen to be beneficial to these areas compared to the No Action
Alternative.

1.4.3 Economics — Permanent and Construction Jobs

Results of the analysis of the Preferred Alternative
reflect updated data and reapplication of the REMI
model. While some 275 jobs would be relocated by
the DIFT project, the economic stimulus of it would = 5%
generate approximately 4,500 jobs statewide .
including 2,360 jobs in the Detroit area. The
schedule of the Preferred Alternative construction = **
occurs later than was foreseen for the Practical = .
Alternatives, as the project has been delayed in its
review/approval. Nonetheless, about 3,085 person
years® of employment would be generated, with

construction peaking in 2014 at 620 jobs. . .
Projected Construction Employment

1.4.4  Air Quality

A protocol (Appendix E) was developed to guide the DEIS air quality analysis with respect to
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS).°
Since the DEIS was published, analysis methodologies have changed. Therefore, the air quality
presentation is considerably different than that in the DEIS. Further, the analysis reflects updates
for the intermodal activity of the Preferred Alternative, as well as air pollutant monitor data and
emission factors. Also reflected in the analysis is the fact that, since the project began, the
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) has advanced the horizon year of their
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to 2030 from 2025.

The scope of and methodology used in this air quality analysis are consistent with current
guidance from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and MDOT. Interagency
consultation was held with SEMCOG, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 5, and the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). This air quality
analysis covers the following topics:

Pollution Burden

Mobile Source Air Toxics
Air Quality Conformity

Air Quality Control Measures
Construction Impacts

1.4.4.1 Pollution Burden Analysis

Pollutant burden analysis was performed for conditions at the terminal and on the surrounding
streets (Section 4.8.2). The analysis of the terminal activity includes visitor and employee traffic;
container truck activity; container handling in the yard; locomotive activity; fugitive dust; loss of

® A person year is one person working one year.
® The Corradino Group, Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal Study Air Quality Protocol, March 2005 and Addendum
October 2006.
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traffic due to relocation of some businesses; and, closure of public streets that fall within the
future terminal. For the roadway analysis, the number of vehicles was used in conjunction with
road link lengths and speeds.

1.4.4.1.1 Terminal Area Pollution Burden

Because the CN/Moterm terminal is not to be expanded as part of the Preferred Alternative, its
activity and pollutant burden will be only marginally higher than under No Action conditions. On
the Livernois-Junction Yard, the greater truck activity, compared to the No Action Alternative,
means the hydrocarbon (HC), nitrogen oxide (NOX), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), diesel
particulate matter (DPM), benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and acrolein burdens will be
higher. The paving of the yard will substantially reduce particulate matter compared to No
Action.

EPA regulations will continue to improve air quality on terminals as well as roadways. By mid-
2010 non-road diesel equipment, such as that used to move containers, will be required to use the
same low-sulfur fuel that on-road vehicles began using in 2007. (This fuel prevents the fouling of
pollution control equipment on newly manufactured vehicles.) Locomotives have until 2012 to
start using the fuel. But, as a practical matter, refineries are fully converting to production of the
ultra low sulfur fuel. All new and remanufactured locomotives must met Tier 3 air quality
standards by 2009 (which includes idle reduction requirements) and Tier 4 by 2015 (essentially
adding afterburners and benefiting from clean diesel). So, new equipment will continue to be
cleaner. The railroads could adopt voluntary measures.

While new diesel equipment will have cleaner burning engines and use low-sulfur fuels, hybrid or
electric vehicles are an option. An additional optional measure that may be available would be a
continued partnering on conversion of local switch locomotives to units that emit less and reduce
idling. It is notable that CSX has received from SEMCOG in collaboration with MDOT
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) grants to retrofit four switch locomotives. These
must remain in the Dearborn and Detroit yards for a minimum of five years.

1.4.4.1.2 Public Roadway Pollution Burden

The Preferred Alternative would direct DIFT truck traffic to two gates accessed from Wyoming
Avenue and two from Livernois Avenue. Access to the Wyoming gates is expected to be
predominantly from 1-94 and access to the Livernois gate is expected to be exclusively from 1-94.
This pattern moves the roadway air quality pollutant burden away from residential areas.
Combined with the lower emission factors in the future, the pollutant burden on many roadway
links near the Livernois-Junction Yard will go down in the future (2015 and 2030) from base year
(2004) levels and will be slightly less than the No Action Alternative.

In 2015, the number of trucks on Wyoming Avenue, south towards Dix, will increase by 145 with
the Preferred Alternative relative to the No Action Alternative. This is in close proximity to the
Wyoming Avenue air quality monitoring site. However, the annual PM, s value for 2015, which
is of greatest concern, is the same (0.06 tons) as for the No Action conditions and less than half of
the 2004 value of 0.13 tons per year.

In summary, considering both roadway and terminal pollutant burdens, the Preferred Alternative
at the Livernois-Junction Yard would reduce the levels of NAAQS pollutants relative to the No
Action Alternative in 2015 for all but VOC, which would be almost unchanged. When pollution
within the terminal is added in 2030, these pollutants would remain lower than the No Action
Alternative, except for NOx and VOC. In those latter cases, the increases over the No Action
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Alternative would be more than offset by decreases at the Wayne County and regional levels.
Particulate matter would be substantially reduced.

1.4.4.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS) — Quantitative Analysis

The quantitative analysis of MSATS presented in Section 4.8.3 of this FEIS provides a means of
comparing the Preferred Alternative to taking no action, consistent with the federal guidance and
the agreed-upon analysis protocol.

1.4.4.2.1 Terminal Area MSAT Quantitative Analysis

The overall conclusion for MSAT conditions for the terminal area indicate diesel particulate
matter (DPM) will drop substantially from current levels with the Preferred Alternative. But,
increased terminal activity will increase the levels of butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, and
acrolein compared to today’s levels and compared to taking no action. These increases would be
more than offset by reductions in Wayne County with the mode shift from truck to rail.

1.4.4.2.2 Roadway MSAT Quantitative Analysis

The Preferred Alternative will reduce vt [—
the MSAT pollutant burden on the ||™"™" et el
local road network in 2015 and in e

2030, compared to 2004. The most \ /":__‘_j:.
important reductions would occur on M~ —_—

Livernois Avenue and Dragoon Street - - o000
south of Dix to I-75. There, the \ e ——

homes are about 30 feet from the W | —owomerem
streets. MSAT burdens in 2030 with — —_
the Preferred Alternative would be — ————

about one-third of base year (2004) T T T e T

amounts. U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles vs. MSAT Emissions

1.4.4.3 SEMCOG Attainment Status/Air Quality Conformity

EPA has promulgated two sets of regulations to implement the conformity requirements of the
Clean Air Act: 1) General Conformity Regulations, which apply to other Federal projects; and
2) Transportation Conformity Regulations, which apply to highways and mass transit and
establish the criteria and procedures for determining whether transportation plans, programs, and
projects funded under title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Act conform with the State
Implementation Plan (58 FR 62188). These two regulatory approaches are discussed below.

The Clean Air Act requires Michigan (and all other states) to have a State Implementation Plan
(SIP) to demonstrate how it will attain and/or maintain NAAQS (Table 4-21). SEMCOG
collaborates with the Air Quality Division of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ) to prepare and/or update a SIP. SEMCOG is responsible for evaluating mobile source
(vehicular) emissions in Southeast Michigan when projects are proposed for inclusion in its long-
range transportation plan. SEMCOG’s 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) must undergo a
guantitative analysis demonstrating that emissions levels associated with implementing planned
transportation projects are equal to, or lower than designated emissions limits (budgets) set forth
in the SIP. In doing so, SEMCOG is managing the transportation air quality conformity process
in Southeast Michigan. The DIFT project is subject to air quality transportation conformity
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review through SEMCOG. This review has occurred and the DIFT Preferred Alternative has
been found to conform.

1.4.4.3.1 General Conformity

General conformity normally applies to non-transportation projects. Threshold (de minimus)
emission levels have been set by EPA for particulate pollution (PM,s and PMy,) to determine
when general conformity determinations are necessary (40 CFR 93.153(b)). Because the DIFT is
a transportation project, transportation conformity would normally apply. But, DIFT is unique in
that it involves a terminal(s). There, trucks will idle briefly as they pick up and drop off
containers. Therefore, plaza activity has been examined to determine whether de minimus levels
of 100 tons per year for PM,s or PMy, are exceeded during system operations. The year of
highest emissions, 2015, has been analyzed and compared to the de minimus thresholds.

Because of the scale of the DIFT project, the de minimus threshold was also applied to
construction activities to determine whether PMy, dust levels exceed 100 tons in any construction
year.

PM,s and PM;, Operations de minimus Analysis — The federally-determined de minimus level
of 100 tons annually was published in the Federal Register of July 17, 2006, for both PM, 5 and
PMyo. The DIFT project implementation will actually reduce the annual PM,s and PM;q burden
at the Livernois-Junction Yard (the only terminal that receives government funding under the
Preferred Alternative) in 2015 and 2030 compared to the No Action Alternative. So, the DIFT
project operations will not trigger the need to conduct general conformity.

PM;, Construction de minimus Analysis — An examination of the proposed DIFT construction
program found that, in any given year, the dust created during project implementation will also be
well within the PMj, de minimus level. The 300 existing acres, plus 169 new acres, are
predominantly clear of major buildings and structures. With a project implementation program of
ten years, it is reasonable to assume about 125 acres would be the most to be worked on in a
given year. Assumptions were a site development area 1100 feet wide and 5000 feet long and use
of earthmovers and/or graders with a PMq dust emission factor of 3.6 Ibs/vehicle mile of travel of
the construction equipment. Using the methodologies available in EPA’s “Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume 1: Stationary Point and Area Sources,”
revised December 2003, and the construction assumptions, maximum yearly estimates of dust
from construction are under 30 tons, well under the 100 ton threshold.

1.4.4.3.2 Transportation Conformity

Regional Conformity — With identification of the Preferred Alternative, DIFT project elements
that cause changes to the transportation network were evaluated by SEMCOG for air quality
conformity. When analyzed together with other plan elements, the air pollution generated must
not exceed “budgets” established in the SIP. This is the case for carbon monoxide, ozone, and
PM,s. This analysis has been performed and the DIFT has been included in SEMCOG’s cost-
feasible RTP and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

Hot-spot Analysis — Hot-spot analysis is designed to evaluate whether there are air quality
impacts on a smaller scale than an entire nonattainment or maintenance area. Conforming to the
purpose of the SIP means that transportation activities will not cause new air quality violations,
worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS.
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The hot-spot analysis applies to carbon monoxide (CO), PM;s, and PM,, consistent with 40 CFR
93.116.

The CO analysis is done on a guantitative basis per 40 CFR 93.123(a) to determine whether
estimated “with-project” concentrations of CO exceed the established one-hour and/or eight-hour
standards. If they do not, the project conforms. Hot-spot conformity for PM,s and PMyg is
determined on a qualitative basis per 40 CFR 93.123(b)(4) until appropriate methods and
modeling guidance are available for quantitative analysis.

Regarding PMy,, a portion of Detroit that includes the proposed DIFT project is a maintenance
area. In the Maintenance Plan, SEMCOG, MDEQ and EPA concluded that mobile source
(vehicular) PMyo emissions are not a significant contributor to regional PM;, emissions. So,
SEMCOG is not required to consider PMy, in its regional conformity analyses. However,
because no similar determination was made with respect to whether mobile source PMyq
emissions contribute to localized hot-spot problems, a PMy, hot-spot qualitative analysis is
required. It is covered later in this section. First, discussions of CO and PM, 5 are presented.

CO_Hot-spot _Quantitative Analysis — = - — —
Guidance for CO hot-spot analysis | * il , AL
(40 CFR 93.123(a)) states that, if there are R BN
no violations of the CO standards in the s 2 Bl TR

area affected by the project, then the | N, B e TR
project's future effect is compared to the | & . W Ok T O
standard because the test is whether the | & ¥ & AN S
project causes an exceedance of the T [t
standard at a sensitive receptor. Based on i ,,.:—l(.:‘j’ i -
available local monitoring data, there are | g VW
no cyrrent violations in_ the area. So, the / e *a

test is whether the project could cause a 2,

new violation. Modeling performed for the

DEIS indicates the Preferred Alternative m ' Folset Bonito Suchon
would not cause CO values at hot-spots ek

around the terminal anywhere near the Project Area Air Quality Monitors
level of the one-hour and eight-hour
NAAQS standards.

PM,s Hot-spot Qualitative Analysis — This subsection addresses the change since the
publication of the DEIS in the air quality regulatory background resulting from the
publication of the “Final Rule for PM,s and PM, Hot-spot Analyses in Project-Level
Transportation Conformity Determinations,” which appeared in the March 10, 2006, Federal
Register. Subsequent to the publication of the Final Rule, EPA and FHWA jointly issued
“Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM,s and PMy,
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas,” March 29, 2006. The DIFT project is of “air quality
concern” (Transportation Conformity Guidance, Chapter 1.3) for PM,s because it would
represent a transfer point that has “a significant number of diesel vehicles congregating at a
single location.” (40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(iii)). A hybrid of methods A and B from the
Guidance is used.

Upon publication of the guidance, interagency consultation occurred on May 11, 2006,
among EPA, FHWA, SEMCOG, MDOT and MDEQ. EPA, FHWA, and MDOT met again
July 19, 2006. Consultation led to an Addendum to the original Air Quality Protocol for the
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DIFT project (Appendix E). Both the Protocol and the Addendum fr————
guided the analysis in this section of this FEIS. Subsequent to |

|
these noted activities, interagency consultation continued on the | N \'(
Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC), which proposes . Appendix | |
building a new bridge to Canada, also to be located in Southwest | Air Quality progoeq) l

Detroit. The DIFT project has independent utility from the DRIC. I |
That further consultation led to refinements to the DIFT Air | I
Quality Protocol and Addendum. The analysis that follows | II
reflects the continued interagency consultation. , I

The qualitative PM,s “hot-spot” analysis is in addition to the [|_ |
process SEMCOG has used in past years to determine regional
transportation conformity. The qualitative hot-spot analysis is

designed to determine the effect of PM, s on a localized basis, i.e., project-level conformity.
This hot-spot analysis is designed to consider direct emissions only, not secondary particles,
as these take several hours to form in the atmosphere, giving emissions time to disperse

beyond the immediate area of concern.

The qualitative hot-spot analysis in this section addresses both the 24-hour and annual
standards for PM,s. The SEMCOG area was designated non-attainment with the annual
PM,s standard of 15 p/m® in 2004. The analysis herein addresses that standard and the
concurrent 65 pg/m® 24-hour standard. It has been anticipated that during 2009 the region
will be designated in non-attainment with the stricter 35 p/m® 24-hour standard established in
2006. However, based on the rules that govern conformity, the region will have another year
before conformity to the 35 pw/m?® standard applies. Therefore, while 35 p/m® is the 24-hour
standard shown herein in tables and graphics, it is the 65 p/m?® standard that is still the test for
conformity. The DIFT project will be implemented over a number of years. If there are
future federal actions or major project changes, the U.S. Department of Transportation will
comply with whatever conformity requirements apply at that time.

The hot-spot analysis includes the Livernois-Junction Yard and the roadway network which
trucks would use to carry containers to and from that terminal. It does not need to include
activity at key intersections where the LOS drops to D, or worse, because the DIFT traffic
analysis found there are no such locations. It considers construction activity because dust
could be a consideration in the SIP. The SIP for PM,s is now under review by U.S. EPA.
Consequently, there are not yet “budgets”” for PM,s. Until there are, regional conformity is
determined by ensuring that future annual emissions do not exceed 2002 levels.

The DIFT is a project of air quality concern because large numbers of diesel trucks are
involved. The DIFT project, and its increase in truck traffic, will develop over a ten-year
period, 2010 through 2019. There is no “year of opening,” as there would be with many
other transportation projects. Rather, the railroads, in conjunction with MDOT, will prioritize
and capitalize a set of improvements over time. The year of peak construction is projected to
be 2014. So, for analysis purposes, the year of highest emissions is taken to be 2015. By this
point in time, major features of the project are expected to be in place, such as the purchase of
property and entry gate development on Wyoming Avenue. The Detroit River International
Crossing project will be in place (projected year of opening of 2015), limiting access to the
DIFT by the reconstruction of the Livernois/Dragoon interchange with 1-75. The further in

" Budgets for certain pollutants limit how much can be produced in an area so that air quality standards can be attained

and maintained.
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the future the analysis is performed, the cleaner the overall vehicle fleet will be. So, 2015 is a
reasonable choice as the highest year of emissions.

While the Preferred Alternative will develop over a ten-year period, it consists of a set of
project elements at different times and locations, none of which last five years. The project
design year is 2030, consistent with SEMCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan.

The PM;s annual terminal pollutant burden is projected to be 14.9 tons in 2030 for the
Preferred Alternative, compared to 30.9 tons for the No Action Alternative. In 2015, the
relationship is 8.8 tons for the Preferred Alternative to 26.0 for the No Action Alternative.
Existing (2004) PM,s is 43.5 tons a year. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative’s PM,s
terminal burden will be less than one fourth the 2004 condition. The principal change will
come with paving the Livernois-Junction Yard. Though PM,s is a small fraction of the
particulate matter on the unpaved yard, the yard is so big that the portion which is unpaved
produces a large quantity of pollution.

The DIFT project would result in higher intermodal truck volumes overall, but a
redistribution of that truck traffic away from residential areas. This would happen by shifting
trucks to two new gates off Wyoming Avenue, reorienting intermodal truck traffic on
Livernois Avenue to the north, and closing the Dix/Waterman gate to the Livernois-Junction
Yard. These changes can be seen in the last two columns in Table 1-3. Truck volumes
would decrease on Livernois Avenue and Dragoon Street south of the existing gate to 1-75
(I red box on Table 1-3). Lonyo traffic (CJ orange box) would shift to Central Avenue and
Kronk Street would be closed by the project (0 green box). The net traffic change on
Central Avenue (O blue box) would be a decrease because several large trucking concerns
would be relocated by the project and trucks that are presently using Central would be
removed in the future. Truck volumes will increase on Wyoming (O black box), especially
between the new proposed gates and Michigan Avenue and, to a lesser extent, south of the
gates towards Dix. The Dearborn air quality monitor is located on Wyoming between the
new gates and Dix.

Table 1-3
Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal Study
Truck Volumes — Preferred Alternative and No Action

2004 2015 2030 Pref. minus No Action
No No
Road Segment Base | Action | Pref. | Action | Pref. 2015 2030

Liv-Junc Yard From To
Wyoming Dix New Gate 1350 1499 1644 1634 2016 146 382
New Gate Kronk 1534  1703] 2586f 1856 3684 883 1828
Kronk 1-94 Ramp 1360] 15101 2128 1646 3209 619 1564
1-94 Ramp  |Michigan 1304] 1447] 2066f 1578 3141 619 1564
Conyo Michigan Kronk 780 866 862 947 940 -4 -4
Kronk Dix 696 773 0 842 0 -773 -842
[Cental  [Michigan _ [Kionk [ 1024] TT37 895 1230 99| 24 240
Kronk Dix 955 1060 970 1156 1066 -90| -90|
Perimeter Rd Lonyo Central 0l 0 431 0| 470 431 470
Livernois Michigan Exist. Gate 2275 2548] 2552 2801 3433] 4 633
Exist. Gate [Dix 2420 2740 1749 3041 1927 -992 -1114
Dix 1-75 1081 1226 618 1364 694 -609 -670)
Dragoon Dix 1-75 968 1101 492| 1227 557 -609 -670)
Wﬁ%ﬁﬁp
Lonyo Central 239 265 0| 289 0| -265 -289
Central Livernois 238 264 301 288 580 37 292

2 To project Preferred Alternative traffic to 2030, background traffic was grown at 1% a year until 2025 then 0% a year to 2030. Intermodal
traffic was based on lifts growth.
Source: The Corradino Group of M