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1 IHB notes that EJE anticipates filing for 
authority to abandon the Hammond Line. 

2 Each OFA must be accompanied by the filing 
fee, which currently is set at $1,500. See 49 CFR 
1002.2(f)(25). 

3 Because this is a discontinuance proceeding and 
not an abandonment, trail use/rail banking and 
public use conditions are not appropriate. Likewise, 
no environmental or historical documentation is 
required here under 49 CFR 1105.6(c) and 
1105.8(b), respectively. 

center, and has the same congestion 
challenges as those airports. 

The Department is seeking comment 
on whether it should act on the requests 
by JetBlue, Delta, American, Continental 
and US Airways by means of one of the 
following four measures: (1) Deny each 
exemption request; (2) grant one or more 
of the exemption requests in their 
entirety; (3) grant a limited temporary 
exemption for operations at one or more 
of the airports by allowing the 3-hour 
limit to be raised to 4 hours during the 
two specific heavy construction periods 
(April 29 thru June 30, 2010 and 
September 16 thru September 29, 2010) 
planned for JFK’s Bay Runway; or (4) 
deny each exemption request, but direct 
the Aviation Enforcement Office to 
consider the runway closure and 
unexpected bad weather in deciding 
whether to pursue an enforcement case 
against a carrier for a lengthy tarmac 
delay incident that occurs at one or 
more of the airports. 

We invite interested persons to 
comment on these proposed courses of 
action. What are the potential costs or 
benefits of each measure? Are there 
other alternative measures that the 
Department should consider? How 
likely are the proposed measures to 
succeed in protecting passengers from 
lengthy tarmac delays? Should carriers’ 
requests for an exemption for their JFK 
operations be treated differently than 
the request for an exemption for the 
operations at LGA, EWR and PHL? 
Should any course of action apply to all 
carriers at JFK or only specific carriers 
(e.g., carriers with more significant 
presence at JFK)? Since carriers can 
establish any tarmac delay limits for 
international flights in their contingency 
plans, is there any reason that an 
exemption is needed for such flights? 
Commenters should explain their 
reasons for supporting or not supporting 
a particular measure or method. 

Issued this 25th day of March 2010, at 
Washington, DC. 
Ray LaHood, 
Secretary of Transportation. 
[FR Doc. 2010–7198 Filed 3–29–10; 8:45 am] 
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Surface Transportation Board 

[STB Docket No. AB–317 (Sub-No. 6X)] 

Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad 
Company—Discontinuance of 
Trackage Rights Exemption—in Lake 
County, IN 

Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad 
Company (IHB) has filed a verified 

notice of exemption under 49 CFR 1152 
Subpart F—Exempt Abandonments and 
Discontinuances of Service and 
Trackage Rights to discontinue its local 
and overhead trackage rights over 
approximately 1.78 miles of Elgin, Joliet 
& Eastern Railway Company’s (EJE) line 
of railroad extending from milepost 
47.88 at Hammond, to milepost 46.10 at 
Hammond (Hammond Line), in Lake 
County, IN.1 The line traverses United 
States Postal Service Zip Code 46320. 

IHB has certified that: (1) No local 
traffic has moved via its trackage rights 
over the line for at least 2 years; (2) any 
IHB overhead traffic can be rerouted 
over other lines; (3) no formal complaint 
filed by a user of IHB rail service on the 
line (or by a state or local government 
entity acting on behalf of such user) 
regarding cessation of service over the 
line either is pending with the Surface 
Transportation Board (Board) or with 
any U.S. District Court or has been 
decided in favor of complainant within 
the 2-year period; and (4) the 
requirements at 49 CFR 1105.12 
(newspaper publication), and 49 CFR 
1152.50(d)(1) (notice to governmental 
agencies) have been met. 

As a condition to this exemption, any 
employee adversely affected by the 
discontinuance of service shall be 
protected under Oregon Short Line R. 
Co.—Abandonment—Goshen, 360 I.C.C. 
91 (1979). To address whether this 
condition adequately protects affected 
employees, a petition for partial 
revocation under 49 U.S.C. 10502(d) 
must be filed. 

Provided no formal expression of 
intent to file an offer of financial 
assistance (OFA) has been received, this 
exemption will be effective on April 29, 
2010, unless stayed pending 
reconsideration. Petitions to stay that do 
not involve environmental issues and 
formal expressions of intent to file an 
OFA for continued rail service under 49 
CFR 1152.27(c)(2) 2 must be filed by 
April 9, 2010.3 Petitions to reopen must 
be filed by April 19, 2010, with: Surface 
Transportation Board, 395 E Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20423–0001. 

A copy of any petition filed with the 
Board should be sent to IHB’s 
representative: Michael J. Barron, Jr., 
Fletcher & Sippel LLC, 29 North Wacker 

Drive, Suite 920, Chicago, IL 60606– 
2832. 

If the verified notice contains false or 
misleading information, the exemption 
is void ab initio. 

Board decisions and notices are 
available on our website at 
www.stb.dot.gov. 

Decided: March 25, 2010. 
By the Board, Rachel D. Campbell, 

Director, Office of Proceedings. 
Kulunie L. Cannon, 
Clearance Clerk. 
[FR Doc. 2010–7015 Filed 3–29–10; 8:45 am] 
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[FHWA Docket No. FHWA–2010–0027] 

Livability Initiative under Special 
Experimental Project No. 14 

AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice; request for comments. 

SUMMARY: The FHWA is requesting 
comments on a livability initiative to 
harmonize and coordinate the Federal- 
aid Highway Program with grant-in-aid 
programs administered by the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). Under this initiative, the FHWA 
intends to utilize Special Experimental 
Project No. 14 (SEP–14) to permit, on a 
case-by-case basis, the application of 
HUD requirements on Federal-aid 
highway projects that may otherwise 
conflict with Federal-aid Highway 
Program requirements. One such 
requirement is contained in HUD’s 
Section 3 Program, the goal of which is 
to provide training, employment and 
contracting opportunities to low and 
very low income persons residing 
within the metropolitan area (or 
nonmetropolitan county) in which the 
project is located and businesses that 
substantially employ such persons. The 
purpose of this proposed SEP–14 
experiment is to further the goals of the 
DOT, HUD, and EPA partnership on 
sustainable communities. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before May 14, 2010. 
ADDRESSES: All comments should 
include the docket number that appears 
in the heading of this document and 
may be submitted in the following ways: 

• E-Gov Web site: http:// 
www.regulations.gov. This Web site 
allows the public to enter comments on 
any Federal Register notice issued by 
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