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Dear Task Force Members: 
 
 During my testimony at your 10-24-2007 hearing, a question arose 
regarding clarification of my proposal for the US Surface 
Transportation Board to reverse its decision to split up Conrail’s Ft. 
Wayne Line among Norfolk Southern and CSX.  The following is a more 
thorough analysis of the problem and proposal for that line segment. 
 

The Pittsburgh, Ft. Wayne, and Chicago RR Co. had constructed a 
rail line between Pittsburgh-Alliance-Lima-Ft. Wayne-Chicago, that was 
later acquired by the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. and integrated as a 
significant part of its high capacity, high speed New York-Chicago 
main line (R&LH Railroad History #196 S-S-2007 p.27). 

 
As mentioned the US STB (successive regulator to the US 

Interstate Commerce Commission) split the line in half at Crestline, 
with the eastern half awarded to Class I-sized Norfolk Southern and 
the west to Class I CSX.  CSX having failed to integrate the segment 
into its northern US network deferred its maintenance and now net 
leases it to Class II Chicago, Ft. Wayne & Eastern RR, and that line 
is single-tracked and 25 MPH at best. 

 
STB however did not award all of Conrail’s line segments to 

either of the two railroads.  The article “Managing tight capacity: 
How today’s Conrail adds value for its owners” describes how shared 
trackage areas are administered by Conrail minority successor Conrail 
Shared Assets ( . 
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http://www.multimodalways.org/docs/opinions/OTTF/OTTF Addendum/R%26LH %23196 p27.pdf
http://www.multimodalways.org/docs/opinions/OTTF/OTTF Addendum/CRHS V3I3 F 2007 pp16-18.pdf


The original Ft. Wayne Line ran from Pittsburgh-Rochester, PA-
Alliance-Chicago.  NS now uses the line segment between Pittsburgh-
Alliance as part of its Pittsburgh-Cleveland main line, which due to 
the tremendous amount of traffic hosted is not recommended for 
inclusion in the new Ft. Wayne Line proposal.  The sister subsidiary 
to the PFtW&C was the Cleveland & Pittsburgh RR Co. that also ran from 
Pittsburgh-Rochester, but then branched along the Ohio River south to 
Yellow Creek, OH before heading northwest to Alliance and Cleveland.  
NS uses the Alliance-Cleveland portion of the ex-C&P for its Cleveland 
Line, which is also not recommended for inclusion. 

 
CSX acquired the Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR Co. and is using its 

Pittsburgh-Youngstown main line to augment its own Pittsburgh-
Youngstown main line for its Pittsburgh-Youngstown-Chicago route.  The 
ex-P&LE line parallels the Ft. Wayne Line on the opposite side of the 
Ohio River from Pittsburgh-Rochester.  A new connection from the ex-
P&LE to the ex-C&P (“Bayard Branch”) at the southeast quadrant of the 
West Bridgewater P&LE overpass indicated by an X could be constructed 
to provide CSX with direct access to the Ft. Wayne Line via the 
Rochester-Yellow Creek-Alliance route ( ) 
(Conrail Conway Map 4-1986 zoom view). 
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Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Daniel L. Van Epps 
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http://www.multimodalways.org/docs/opinions/OTTF/OTTF Addendum/Proposed NS-CSX Gary INX.pdf
http://www.multimodalways.org/docs/railroads/companies/CR/CR Maps/CR Vicinity Maps/CR Gary Map 3-1981.pdf
http://www.multimodalways.org/docs/railroads/companies/CR/CR Maps/CR Vicinity Maps/CR Conway Map 4-1986.pdf
http://www.multimodalways.org/docs/opinions/OTTF/OTTF Addendum/Proposed NS-CSX Rochester INX.pdf

