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[Comment Number: 1 |

Surface Transportation Board 23

Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18072

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: John Peters Date Received: 03/19/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 03/19/2010

Submitter's Comments

This Railroad Connection 2 will run right thru my house and my business and storage yard , | oppose this direction for your
unneeded spur. Even if it didn't go thru my house and property | would still oppose all the noise pollution that it would bring. |
lam over a mile away from the main line right now and can hear it's noise.

IThere are alot of houses around here and the most logical route would be the Conn 3 . There is nobody out there. | am sure if
lyou pick conn. 2 you will be meet by protest . My wife and myself have close to thirty years invested in these business's and
house and will not just give it away without a fight. John + Teresa Peters Lakeway Woods block 1 lots 11,12,13

(907) 892-7108 (WE HATE NOISE)

Image Attachment(s)

STORE.jpg

STORE.jpg

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/3B675...  5/4/2010
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[Comment Number: 2 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18073

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: John Peters Date Received: 03/19/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 03/19/2010

Submitter's Comments

This Railroad Connection 2 will run right thru my house and my business and storage yard , | oppose this direction for your
unneeded spur. Even if it didn't go thru my house and property | would still oppose all the noise pollution that it would bring. |
lam over a mile away from the main line right now and can hear it's noise.

IThere are alot of houses around here and the most logical route would be the Conn 3 . There is nobody out there. | am sure if
lyou pick conn. 2 you will be meet by protest . My wife and myself have close to thirty years invested in these business's and
house and will not just give it away without a fight. John + Teresa Peters Lakeway Woods block 1 lots 11,12,13

(907) 892-7108 (WE HATE NOISE)

No On Connection 2 It will go through our storage yard Home and consignment business. This is for our retirement, PLEASE
don't go this way. Teresa Peters

Image Attachment(s)

STORE.jpg

B

STORE.jpg

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/FD38D... 5/4/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 3 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18076

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Howard Hancock Date Received: 03/28/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 03/28/2010

Submitter's Comments

Draft EIS - Alaska Railroad - Port MacKenzie Rail Extension:

lAs a property owner in Willow, AK, the major impacts for me are from 1)train/rail noise, both from initial construction and
longoing future operations and 2)Parks and Recreational/Trails resources. Noise of course will increase for all build
alternatives, but the swamps in the Willow route will carry and echo train sound more than other wooded routes to Houston or
Big Lake would. Per the DEIS noise would have "severe" impacts.

More parks and recreational trails will be impacted in the Willow area than in other areas, per the DEIS. | am a frequent winter
user of the parks and trails in the Willow area and do not want to see them bisected and disrupted by a rail line. My preference|
is to see the Mac East, Conn 3, Houston, Houston South or Houston North alternatives. This route would have the least

impact on recreational park and trail users and would not impact or create crossings over the Parks highway or Big Lake Road
or Willow Creek.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/6FAFE... 5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 5 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record

Page 1 of 1

#EI-18089

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Ben Demboski Date Received: 04/05/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/05/2010

Submitter's Comments

every year from this area. Houston Alaska is a better choice. Respectfully, Ben Demboski

STB Finance Docket 35095 Alaska Railroad Point Mckenzie rail extension. Please do not build this Extenxion to Willow
IAlaska. it will cross parklands and ruin Hunting and fishing in the area. My family depends on the Moose and Salmon | get

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/4BBFF... 5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 7 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record

Page 1 of 1

#EI-18091

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Phillip Saunders Date Received: 04/07/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/07/2010

Submitter's Comments

comment.

Just writing to say I'm in full support of the Alaska rail line extension to Port MacKenzie. Thanks for the opportunity to

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/3EAEL... 5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 9 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18093

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Dan Kruse Date Received: 04/09/2010
Group: Big Lake Trails, Inc. (501c3 non-  Date of Letter: 04/09/2010
profit trail organization for Big Lake
Alaska)

Submitter's Comments

During the April 7, 2010 Public Hearing held in Big Lake, Alaska regarding the MacKenzie railroad project on the STB draft
EIS, the STB was asked by the audience if they had seen or read the 2009 Big Lake Comprehensive Plan. Enclosed is the
PDF document of the Big Lake Final Plan that the community developed for the long term (20+ year) vision and
recommended developments for the Big Lake community. This plan was developed and adopted by Big Lake community
stakeholders over many years, extensively reviewed in Public Hearings, and endorsed in 2009 by the Mat-Su Assembly under
ordinance as the guiding community planning document. The document can be found online at
http://ww1.matsugov.us/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=1906&Itemid=238 and it is also attached
electronically for the public record and your consideration. This official planning document for Big Lake is a detailed all-
lencompassing community planning tool, including existing and future trail strategies that are entirely consistent with the
presentation and recommendations made by Big Lake Trails, Inc. (Dan Kruse, Vice President), which is also enclosed in PDF
format for your reference and record. Please review the comprehensive planning document as you consider this very
important decision as it accurately reflects the opinions and sentiments of the majority in Big Lake and what you heard and
was submitted at the Big Lake Public Hearing held on April 7, 2010 with the STB regarding the draft rail project EIS. Restating
our April 7, 2010 position, Big Lake Trails, Inc. supports the Willow rail route, with the Big Lake route as a poor second choice,
and completely opposes any and all of the Houston rail routes given the severe impacts it will have to the existing MSB
approved historic and regionally significant recreational trail system and to a large segment of greater Big Lake area private
property owners.

Sincerely,

Dan Kruse

\Vice President

Big Lake Trails, Inc.
trails@biglaketrails.org
www.biglaketrails.org

Image Attachment(s)

ATTALMOG.pdf ATTZUVPY.pdf

ATTALMOG.pdf ATTZUVPY .pdf

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/4C763...  5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 10 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record

Page 1 of 1

#EI1-18094

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Lynndeen Knapp Date Received: 04/11/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/11/2010

Submitter's Comments

Please concider the Willow option with more distance from Red shirt Lake. Thank you Lynndeen

The option that should be taken out of the picture is the Big Lake route. There is most environmental and cultural damage
with this path. There are the wetlands, moose habitat, cranes nesting in this area to be considered. There is the other things
such as spliting up the neighborhood, safety with the school and finally the sound carries so far in the quiet of the winter.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/DF486... 5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 11 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18095

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: James Faiks Date Received: 04/13/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/13/2010

Submitter's Comments

| understand that the primary objective of this rail extension is to facilitate the movement of freight between interior Alaska
and a port. Since the Anchorage port is further away and has very little land for staging industrial projects, extending the RR to
the port at MacKenzie does make sense.

| believe the Willow route should be selected for the following reasons:

1. It is the most direct route from the interior to a port.

2. It has the least impact on dedicated recreational trails.

3. It crosses or impacts less private property than the other 2 routes.

4. 1t will not cross any major roads, and only a few minor ones.

5. Although this route requires the construction of more rail miles, the reduced cost of road and trail crossings and the fewer
land condemnations and conflicts with private land owners could make it the most cost effective route.

6. If a road were to be constructed later adjacent to the Rail, it would greatly reduce commercial traffic though downtown Big
Lake.

7. As the port becomes more successful, increased Rail traffic to it along the Willow route will be the least disruptive for the
majority of the population.

8. The Willow route follows a glacier moraine and might avoid more wet lands than the other two routes.

| encourage you to select the Willow route.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/EF797...  5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 12 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record

Page 1 of 1

#EI-18096

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Douglas Debenham Date Received: 04/12/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/12/2010

Submitter's Comments

Re: Houston south route for the railroad.

consideration of this request.
Sincerely,
Douglas R. Debenham, M.D.

Please do not use this route for the railway. There are many cabins and recreational areas on this route that would be
adversely affected. | have spent the last almost forty years of my life enjoying the areas around crooked lake in particular.
Please give careful consideration to the Willow route as this would affect fewer people. Thanks for your thoughtful

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/8CDE...  5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 13 |

Surface Transportation Board £

Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18097
Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0

Name of Sender: WILLIAM MAILER Date Received: 04/14/2010

Group: Date of Letter: 04/14/2010

Submitter's Comments
Please see attached document.

Image Attachment(s)

Draft EIS Comments ARR Extension.doc

Draft EIS Comments ARR Extension.doc

http://www.sth.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/734495... 5/5/2010
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[Comment Number: 13 (continued) |

WILLIAM and KATHLEEN MAILER
P.O. Box 947
12374 Hagion Shores Drive

Willow, Alaska 99688
wmailer@mtaonline.net

April 14, 2010

Surface Transportation Board
395 E Street, SW
Washington, DC 20423-0001

To Whom It May Concern: Reference: Finance Docket No. 35095

The purpose of this correspondence is to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement regarding the Port Mackenzie Rail Extension Project. We would like to
compliment the authors of this document for the apparent thoroughness and
thoughtfulness.

Willow, Alaska is directly and negatively impacted by the proposed Willow route of the
rail extension. This area is very rural and dependent on the near pristine quality of our
environment. The Willow Creek State Recreation Area and the Nancy Lake State
Recreation Area would both be adversely affected by the rail extension. Each is
immediately adjacent to the community of Willow.

Residents of Willow use the area proposed for the rail extension for recreation, hunting
and fishing. The proposed loss of wildlife habitat and degradation of the many highly

used trails in the area would have a profound negative impact on the area. | just can’t
imagine how snow machines and dog sled teams will safely negotiate crossing tracks.

Additionally, the estimated cost for the Willow route is higher by tens of millions of
dollars that other routes. This factor alone should preclude this route from being
selected.

These concerns are well supported in the Draft EIS.

There is one special request that we would like you to consider. That is to require the
Alaska Railroad to salvage all trees in the right-of-way of whatever route is selected.
There is a great need for firewood by residents in the area. Trees in excess of three
inches in diameter should be salvaged and transported to staging areas where
individuals could collect them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

William and Kathleen Mailer

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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[Comment Number: 14 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18098

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Lev Shvarts Date Received: 04/19/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/19/2010

Submitter's Comments

As a landowner in Willow, I'm very concerned about both the environmental impact of the proposed branch through Willow,
and the loss of trail access and recreational opportunities the branch through Willow will undoubtedly bring. This would be a
devastating loss to a community that caters to recreational interests, and the loss of trail access would be disastrous.

I'm deeply against running the proposed rail line through Willow. Houston wants it, give it to them. Don't run it through Willow.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/524E23... 5/5/2010

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011

R-16



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

[Comment Number: 15 (continued) |

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

[Comment Number: 16 |

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011
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(continued)
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(continued)
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[Comment Number: 19 |

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

I

COMMENT FORM

Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail them
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http://
www.stb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment letter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-
ments.

Full Name: L.u V\é,e, A QL*’COYYI‘b

Address: DO éa)o)x 90} (% N 5(0906'] . D‘“’LS 747"”{)

City, State, Zip : \,O‘\\\uv\) ‘QSK %u}f@

Phone: Llﬂ\g" ,,4 f(ﬂ

What comments do you have about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement?

Dt pddlend o irs om,v»o’tuj Al He tods .
w\\«\o Yy ‘WJZA:\\J,(&J\S dﬁmﬁ«w ANy HDer 5 %‘QJ?AL«*J
sparrrig ol mmujﬁms xm can g oA
WVY*%JQ VLUBW w' s wsz One ﬂ‘two
JISLTES! ULU Ja A=) (VMM%

Mm uxu/vud oM bttt e - witlaads
ol Blaggrn < _lod m"tm 5N _ate,

STB Finance Docket No. 35095
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Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

[Comment Number: 20 |

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-27



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 20
(continued)
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(continued)
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Comment Number: 22 |

April 7, 2010

David Navecky

STB Finance Docket No. 35095

Surface Transportation Board

395 E Street S.W. i
Washington, DC 20423-0001

Re: Port MacKenzie Rail Line Extension through Big Lake, Alaska

Dear Mr. Navecky,

Trails are vital part of the environmental, social, historical and economic fabric of Big Lake. Both secured
and non-secured trails provide a critically important stimulus to our local economy, provide valued
recreational opportunities for our residents and provide required transportation links to cabins,
settlements and other communities. The rail extension through Big Lake is of grave concern to trail users
because it threatens to permanently divide, damage or destroy the tapestry of this community that so
many of us have so carefully woven.

The attached map shows the impact that the proposed rail alignments will have on the Big Lake trail
system See the orange arrows for intersecting rail and trail points. The proposed rail extensions will
impact Big Lake recreational trails, as follows:

e Big Lake Route - Currently intersects and conflicts with trails in two locations. Not shown is a
conflict with a multi-million dollar proposed Wasilla to Big Lake Trail which is currently under
study to provide both motorized and non-motorized trails linking these two communities. This
proposed trail, when developed, will be of economic importance to the whole Matanuska-
Susitna Borough

e Willow Route - Intersects and conflicts with trails in three locations.
e Houston Routes (North and South) - Intersects and conflicts with trails in seven locations.

Because trails are so important to Big Lake, many residents and non-residents joined together as
guardians of current trails and as developers of future trails to form Big Lake Trails. Big Lake Trails, Inc. is
a non-profit 501c3 organization representing over 100 trail user members. Many more citizens rely on
this organization to protect area trails. The members and Board of Big Lake Trails have unanimously
approved the following position as it applies to the rail extension through Big Lake:

e The Willow route provides the best alternative for the community because it provides the least
conflict with private property owners and will minimally impact legally protected trails. It is our

Page 10f3
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Comment Number: 22
(continued)

understanding that these legally protected trails will be provided with adequate crossings that
will allow use by the general public as well as grooming access for large groomers that will
enable us to maintain these trails. Choosing this route may have the unintended benefit of
opening up land to the west of Big Lake allowing for growth of the Borough tax base and
allowing the future westward expansion of our road system. This would be viewed as a positive
benefit of the rail extension versus a negative.

e |fthe Willow route were to be removed from consideration, the Big Lake route to the south
would be a second but poor choice. Clearly, the Big Lake route has the least impact to
recognized trails. Unfortunately, it does have a high impact on private property owners and
property ownership.

e The two Houston routes are totally unacceptable to our trail users because of the very high
impact on trails and on private property owners. It would be better for the STB to take the “no
action” alternative rather than to consider either the North or South Houston route. These
routes would completely destroy winter recreational trail opportunities, and would create a
high noise and safety issue for property owners.

Our position is further supported by many residents of the community, the current Big Lake
Comprehensive Plan, the Big Lake Community Council and the Big Lake Chamber of Commerce. It is our
hope that the STB recognizes the right of this community to manage change in a way that fits our life
style and our vision for the future. Any funding concerns or politics that have come into play regarding
choosing either of the Houston routes need to take a back seat to the destruction of our quality of life.

The additional rail options for consideration in the draft EIS located to the south of the routes discussed
above, namely Conn 1, Conn 2, Conn 3, Mac East and Mac West, do not present conflicts with our
existing trail system and therefore, we have no stated position or preference as to these routes.

Big Lake Trails stands ready and willing to work with engineers who will insure adequate design work on
the future trail crossings needed for this project. Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Best Regards,

Dan Mayfield

President, Big Lake Trails, Inc.
PO Box 520705

Big Lake, AK 99652

Cell: 907-223-2447

Page 2 of 3

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-32



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 22

(continued)
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[Comment Number: 23 |

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT FORM
Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail them
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http://
www.stb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment letter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-

ments.

Full Name: __ ”3/1 o
Address: 3755 AL Siecca ST roe+

City, State, Zip : [A)Oéﬂ/[ﬁ[, AK qugg/

Phone: }Z/// -7 éB

What comments do you have about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail thera
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http://
www.stb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment lefter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-
ments.

Address: ?(') Bl \&?’7“2 qaz
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City, State, Zip: (), . = |( e, Aleslce 9687 '
Phone: Oy~ 2 57— 039D

‘What comments do you have about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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STB Finance Docket No. 35095
Surface Transportation Board
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Washington, D.C. 20423-0001

STB Finance Docket No. 35095

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-40



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 27

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT FORM

Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail them
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http://
www.stb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment letter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-
ments.

Full Name: \\'D(}\A\l?\\ A/. R.MQSELL
Address: £ (. ‘Eok £179

City, State, Zip : \/\/i\\’\‘:V\/ ) V/DFK qq{g%}
Phone: 07-372- 2176
What comments do you have about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT FORM

Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail them
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http:/
www.stb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment letter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-
ments.

Full Name: /c‘iébfc —?‘/’4Ncuu55¢og_
Address: Box 89/

City, State, Zip : A) N Al 9568 8
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Y95 0812

What comments do you have about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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GREGORY E. STRONG

Mr. David Navecky

STB Finance Docket No: 35095
Surface Transportation Board
395 E st. SW

Washington D.C.

20423-0001

February 28, 2008
RE: The Castle Mountain Earth Quake Fault vs The Houston South Rail Proposal
Dear Mr. Navecky

At an earlier Assembly Meeting our local elected officials were provided with an
“Evaluation Matrix™ for the proposed routes for the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension
Project (Exhibit A). The Matrix reviewed ten (10) categories for eight (8) proposed
routes. A map reflecting cach of the proposed routes is included ( Exhibit B).

What is of concern, and the reason for this letter is that the status of the sub surface
geologic estate is NOT part of the Evaluation Matrix. The proposed Houston South route
runs perfectly parallel for its entire length of travel with the Castle Mountain Earthquake
Fault (Exhibit C). Let me be clear, we're not talking about the proposed rail line merely
crossing the fault, but rather the proposed route runs directly on top of or directly along
side of the fault from the Susitna River to the Parks Highway. Dr. Peter Haeussler of the
USGS states that this fault could fail at anytime with an expected 7.2 magnitude
carthquake(1). This fault line has failed every 650-700 years for the last 2500 years. The
last time this fault line failed was 650 years ago.

The construction of a portion of a quarter of a billion dollar rail project paid for with
taxpayer dollars on top of a known, well documented and well studied earthquake fault is
something prudent officials, such as your self, should avoid.

Even minor quakes could create frequent rail alignment failures resulting in numerous,
expensive derailments. Let me urge you to remove from consideration the Houston South
route as it is certainly not a safe, viable, commercial transportation route

P.O.Box 875169, WasiLLA, ALASKA 99687
PrONE: (907) 745-9096 + Fax: (907) 746-6440
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In January of this year the Alaska Rail Road’s “Preliminary Environmental and
Alternatives Report™ finally acknowledged the existence of this fault. Unfortunately the
Alaska Rail Road gave it “short shrift” sighting the 1964 earth quake in Alaska did little
damage to the railroad. Of course they failed to mention that the 1964 quake occurred
twenty miles out at sea, and five miles below the earth’s surface, which is far and away
an entirely different scenario than building a rail line virtually on top an active seismic
fault. Because of its potential significance the USGS has studied the Castle Mountain
Fault for nearly 35 years. The Castle Mountain Fault, according to Drs. Labay and
Haeussler of the USGS, “is one of several major east-northeast striking faults in southern
Alaska, and is the only fault with historic seismicity and Holocene surface faulting™(2).
For your convenience and review [ have enclosed an abstract of that report.

T am not expert on the matter, but I suspect that a bonding company may be reluctant to
commit funding to a project designed (in part) to be constructed virtually on top of an
“active seismic fault™. It is my belief that individuals at the following agencies may
express serious chagrin at such a proposal: Alaska Earthquake Information Center,
Alaska Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys, Applied Technology Council,
Alaska Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Earthquake
Engineering Research Institute, Federal Emergency Management Agency, U.S.
Geological Survey. [ know as I have spoken with many of them.

The Houston South route was removed from consideration in the 2003 study of rail line
extensions. Just 5 years ago the Alaska Rail Road endorsed the westerly route, which is
now referred to Connection 3 or the “Willow Route”. Because of the length of track and
subsequent cost this “Willow Route™ appears to be less favorable today than the shorter
Houston South route. The problem remains of the potential of a 7.2 magnitude
earthquake under the entire length of the Houston South Route. I urge you to again make
the Connection 3 route, or Willow Route the preferred route of the Surface
Transportation Board.
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Res ctful 7 Submitted,

Gre;geﬁ' E. Strong Ph.D.

Attachments (4)

(1) Haeussler, Peter J., Seismic Disturbances of Upper Quaternary Deposits along the
Castle Mountain Fault near Houston, Alaska: US Geological Survey Open File
Report 1998

(2) Keith Labay and Peter Haeussler, GIS Coverages of the Castle Mountain Fault,
South Central Alaska.US Geological Survey, Open File Report 01-504

Cc: Members of the” Friends of the Lakes”

Bee: (12)
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Open-File Report 01-504

GIS C,verages of the Castle Mountai Fault, So th
Ceritral Alaska

By Keith Labay and Peter J. Haeussler

Comment Number:
30 (continued)

View toward the west-southwest along the Castle Mountain fault, west of
Houston, Alaska, with Mt. Susitna in the distance. The upthrown, north,
side of the fault is on the right,

ABSTRACT

The Castle Mountain fault is one of several major east-northeast-striking faults in
southern Alaska, and it is the only fault with had historic seismicity and Holocene
surface faulting. This report is a digital compilation of three maps along the Castle
Mountain fault in south central Alaska. This compilation consists only of GIS coverages
of the location of the fault, line attributes indicating the certainty of the fault location,
and information about scarp height, where measured. The files are presented in
ARC/INFO export file format and include metadata.

Go to files to download
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Figure 1. Location of Castle Mountain fault in south central Alaska, and previous USGS
maps along the fault.

Introduction

The Castle Mountain fault is one of several major east-northeast-striking faults in southern
Alaska, and it is the only fault with historic seismicity and Holocene surface faulting (Lahr and
others, 1986; Detterman and others, 1974). The Castle Mountain fault is approximately 200 km
long, and is one of the longest structures in the Cook Inlet basin. Martin and Katz (1912) first
noted the fault, but it was delineated on a regional scale by Detterman and others (1974, 1976).
They mapped and divided it into two physiographic segments: the western Susitna Lowland and
eastern Talkeetna Mountains segments (Fig. 1). Haeussler (1994, 1998) mapped and examined
the 30-km-long region between the two Detterman and others (1974, 1976) maps.

This report is a compilation of the three USGS maps that cover the location of the Castle
Mountain fault in some detail (Detterman and others, 1974, 1976; Haeussler, 1998), with the
purpose of providing land managers with an authoritative source for the location of the fault in
the Talkeetna Mountains and Susitna Lowland. There are other maps that also cover parts of the
Castle Mountain fault (Reger and others, 1995a,b,c; Clardy, 1974; Fuchs, 1980), but these do
not alter the location of the fault. Thus far, there are no land use or building regulations
associated with proximity to the Castle Mountain fault.

The surface trace of the Castle Mountain fault is not the only earthquake hazard associated with
the fault. The two historic earthquakes on the Castle Mountain fault were located on the part of
the fault where there is no surface expression (Lahr and others, 1984), and thus even the part
of the fault with no scarp should probably be considered active. In addition, Haeussler and
others (2000) showed there is a 3-4 km wide fault-cored anticline on the north side of the fault
near Houston. The faults in the core of the anticline do not crop out at the surface, but certainly
also represent a seismic hazard. Saltus and others (2001) use aeromagnetic data to show that
this anticline continues for the length of the Castle Mountain fault in the Susitna Lowland.

Methodology
The Haeussler (1998) map was the easiest to include in this compilation. It was published at

1:25,000-scale, and was already available digitally and included metadata
(http://geopubs.wr.usgs.gov/open-file/of98-480/).
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The Detterman and others (1974) map along the Castle Mountain fault was the most difficult to
capture. This report consisted of three 1:24,000-scale aerial photograph strips along the fault,
with point annotations on the photographs. The photographs had not been registered or
rectified. In order to georeference the data it was digitized in straight table coordinates, and
then registration points were established between the photographs and georeferenced images of
USGS topographic maps. Due to the lack of prominent features on the photographs the
registration points could not be located with as much precision as desired. To compensate for
this the faults and points were rubber sheeted to the images of the topographic maps after
registration. However, the locations of these faults should still be considered less accurate then
those from the other sources.

The Detterman and others (1976) map along the eastern end of the fault is atl:63,360-scale,
and was digitized from a paper copy of the map. This map was drawn over a topographic base,
SO it could be registered without accuracy problems. All faults on the map were digitized. These
included not only the Castle Mountain fault, but the Caribou fault as well. ‘

There was some overlap in the three geologic maps, and we used the Haeussler (1998) map in
the overlap areas. There was a slight difference in the location of the main trace of the fault at
the western end of the Haeussler (1998) map and the Detterman and others (1974) map. We
used the lines from the Haeussler (1998) map and adjusted the position of one fault on the
Detterman and others (1974) map to match up within a half-mile distance west of the Haeussler
(1998) map. At the eastern end of the Haeussler (1998) map one small fault was completely
removed from the Detterman and others (1976) map while the two main fault traces were
trimmed and the northern portion was matched to a fault on the Haeussler (1998) map.

Discussion of Line Types

The Haeussler (1998) map identified the following line types: fault; fault, approximate location;
fault, probable location; fault, possible location; fault, concealed; and lineations. The first four
fault types are listed in descending order of certainty.

The faults for the Detterman and others (1974) and (1976) maps were attributed based on the
coding scheme previously established by the Haeussler (1998) map. This allowed us to be
consistent when the three maps were merged. However, based on the descriptions from the
Detterman and others (1974) and (1976) maps we decided to code the faults using only three
levels of uncertainty instead of four. Thus any fault whose description was equivalent to a
"probable location" was given the same code as faults with an "approximate location." The faults
that were lumped together have been given an additional attribute parameter that can be used
to distinguish them. There is also a parameter to distinguish portions of the fault where visual
evidence of movement can be seen. Refer to the metadata for more specific information about
the line attributes.

Seismic reflection data demonstrate there is a 3-km wide fault-cored anticline (fold) on the
north-side of the trace of the Castle Mountain fault (Haeussler and others, 2000). The faults that
core this fold are probably active and also constitute a seismic source. An aeromagnetic high is
associated with uplifted basement in the core of the fold (Saltus and others, 2001), which can be
used to deliniate the structure on a regional scale. The high parallels the Castle Mountain fault
for a length of 65 km from the Susitna River to the Houston area, and it has a separate line code
in the coverage.

Discussion of Point Coverages
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The Detterman and others (1974) map had annotations on the aerial photographs indicating
scarp height and various observations along the fault trace. The high and low elevations for
these locations are reproduced in the point coverage cmfault_pnt. Refer to the metadata for
more specific information about the point attributes.
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Files for Viewing and Plotting

JPG verson

Map of entire Castle Mountain fault (jpeg file)

PDF vexsiom

Map of entire Castle Mountain fault (PDF file - note large file size 19.7 MB)

Wosern port on Castle Maounteir B

Map of western part of Castle Mountain fault (jpeg file)

Fustorn por on Castle Mot |

Map of eastern part of Castle Mountain fault (jpeg file)

Data

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-55



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 30 (continued) |

“osizrn norti o Coist'e Mo mtain F o

150 30'¢"W 150 15'0"W 150 0'0'W 149 45°0"V¢

61 450N

L ANEYLAKE -
I'\- Lw.y,(;‘-\xz\’.n

A ir 1y
e
.A'LL.SJ! w
o ST
i e
. L Papose C

U 7’1;\\](5".(
PR
i, ‘,F] |

2

A Haghs
Lk ‘l\‘

Troweii
K

61 360 M

———

I
150 150 150 00"W 140 450V

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-56



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 30 (continued) |

, |
N Willow Over'Willow Cr *

———

. 4
K .

- T
r{! Fouston;North over
¥ Litle.SuRy,’

Legend Y

Big Lake Ly
Connection 1
Connection 2
Connection 3
Houston
Houston North
Houston South )
Port Mackenzie East T

_ Parks Hwy over Willow ., =

LV ‘
;" Houston, South sidingi
over Little:SuRv

SR

‘over Big‘Liake.
Wil S0

Bingake_oyerLLﬁ
~Big Lake Rd °

Port Mackenzie West \ ¢
Willow i
=+t EXisting Mainline
== Parks Highway
—=— Major Road o oos1 3 4 & 9 Qe
. — R - o .
Castie Mountain Fault ALASKA RAILROAD CORPORATION
Waterbodies PORT MACKENZIE RAILROAD EXTENSION
Bridges CASTLE MOUNTAIN FAULT
¢ Grade Seperation AND S MACKENAE:
€ \Water Crossi STRUCTURE LOCATION MAP
) ater Crossing
! ov _mm O v FIGURE 4-X
Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-57



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 31

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-58



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 31
(continued)

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-59



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 31
(continued)

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-60



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 32 Page 1
, ¢
/‘. _
2 7 7://.
-~ AL . ‘
yd -

/

Lo (M R l(,‘\'

G ™MD o
/ GUFGRYOO TG o

1586115 -179.937856 — £ nd o Row iy
Blow p Ve Y, Du»\)w‘ay £ RE :@i((l& 7
ety
Encd er Tiee O,i;mm.,\j Fov ﬁ)-,apeocm(”‘ o ’,»/r‘porz/’
). 5579/ — 149,92 7p03

) ;C)O }/—/ EF}‘[ L' &’C/\C O/ L‘RA V:;C/ {Q S‘fﬁ,yre,;{f‘

ppears o e Wioeﬂ't7 Tl E48 /
My IQUNthfj 0w TEL Norfhh edD ,
e UJ/&@Q/A(’Q

Google Earth:Directions 4 N /§’ “ ?/C O v L/ge 4/7/2010
/g Loie  ALysie
C) -5 - £35 e

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-61



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

BT e i

o NOE N T e

STSHUOSH JN 'HLNDS NOLSTOH
FTI08d QNV NV

N

<lammm SNIINIWVA SNLSIX OL

Comment Number: 32

(continued)

NSSOUI
ua@# J«zgo e

—_—
ﬂ .:mwzzu_#
LHIGOS HCASNOH

JIZNINIVI J¥0d OL

A
¥y an

M N 2>

FHESBRAIREBEEBerRA-

R-62

March 2011

Written Comments on the Draft EIS



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

|Comment Number: 33 |

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT FORM
Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail them
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http://
www.sthb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment letter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-
ments.

Full Name: _ \/\, 0 1 1 € 3(//77/76/
Address: ff)O 50>< 572992

City, State, Zip : Lug,u /_/[éi /6]16 95457
Phone: 37é ~ 5(55;8,

What comments do you have about the DPraft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Surface Transportation Board
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|Comment Number: 34

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Section of Environmental Analysis

Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project
Environmental Impact Statement

- . -

COMMENT FORM

Your input is an important element in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement phase of this project.
To help us incorporate your views and suggestions, please provide your comments below and mail them
to the address preprinted on the back of this form. Please write legibly. You may attach additional sheets
if necessary. Alternatively, you may submit your comments online at STB’s Web site (http://
www.stb.dot.gov/) by clicking on “E-Filing” and selecting “Environmental Comments” or by mailing a
comment letter to the address provided on the back of this form.

Please include your name and address so that we can add you to our mailing list if you would like to re-
ceive subsequent information on the project. Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your com-

ments.
Full Name: _ Ao Zewpsbec )

Address: 20 oy 22014

Lssi en Ak 79e87

City, State, Zip :

Phone: (5,5 ) $92—>ac ¢

‘What comments do you have about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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|Comment Number: 36 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18127

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Toby Riddell Date Received: 04/21/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/21/2010

Submitter's Comments

Locating the rail adjacent to Point MacKenzie Road would create several problems with development of our community. The
Point MacKenzie Comprehensive Plan identifies the area around the “T” intersection at Point MacKenzie Road and Ayrshire
Road as the best location to develop a community town center. Situating the rail next to Point MacKenzie Road would prohibit
development to the West side of the road and promote “strip type” development from the intersection all the way to Port
MacKenzie on the East side of the road. The Point MacKenzie Community Council supports the Mac West route since it would
have the least impact on our growth and allow better access for residents, business, and visitors. Wasilla and Palmer are both
trying to relocate or abandon rails through their cities due to traffic congestion and access problems.

(Our home on Carpenter Lake is off of Farmers Road and we would have to cross the rail twice (Mac East/Connector 3) in
order to get to work and back home if both crossings are “on grade”. Although we sincerely welcome and support the
leconomic opportunities associated with the rail line, it is important to plan for the growth of our community in order to avoid or
limit negative impacts from development.

[Toby and Kay Riddell
12503 S. Farmers Rd.
\Wasilla, AK 99654
(907) 373-7768

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/38FC1... 5/6/2010
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[Comment Number: 37 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18131

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Kenneth Farmer Date Received: 04/22/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/22/2010

Submitter's Comments
in Chater 11 - Grade Safety and Crossing Delay, You publish a schedule of expected delays at anticipated road crossing.

For connector 3 you identify two road crossings; Ayrshire Avenue and West Carpenter Lake Road. However, in actual fact,
IThe connector crosses three roads, Ayrshire Road, West Carpenter Lake Road, and Farmers road, all within the space if a
half mile.

No Mention is made of the crossing of Farmers road which woul occur within one hundred yards of the crossing of West
carpenter Lake Road. Farmers Road is perpendicular to Aryshire Road and is used as an access Road to several homes on
or near Carpenter Lake.

If the connector 3 route were to shift a couple of hundred yards to the west and south, it would only need to cross one road,
IAyrshire road, saving two unnecessary and extremely inconvenient crossings.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/28COF...  5/6/2010
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[Comment Number: 38 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18132

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Radlinski, Nicholas J. Date Received: 04/28/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 04/28/2010

Submitter's Comments

| can't help but to believe as a resident of the locale where the Port Mac RR extension is under consideration that it is a
foolish waste of time and resources when the road system is readily available. If more freight is needed to be moved, than
more trucking would adequately solve the problem. The roads are not overcrowded, so my vote will be to scrap the project in
it's entirety as folly.

Sincerely,

Nicholas J. Radlinski

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/077BB... 5/6/2010
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|[Comment Number: 40 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18134

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Julie Peterson Date Received: 04/29/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/19/2010

Submitter's Comments
The use of the area around our cabins will be destroyed if they put the railroad inside this recreational area.

From the environmental way of looking at it, | would like to make the following coments.

1- The railroad bed will create a "dam" that is 35 miles long. This will keep the surface and ground water from flowing as it is
now. We will have more wet lands with big puddles of water. The Willow route is mostly predominately morine soil were the
Houston routes are predominately bog and out wash. The Bourgh informed the Alaska Fish and Game that they would have to
build bridges over any wet lands that were identified as "bog" or 'out wash." The Willow Route is along a glacial moraine that
is above the water table and has less chance of impact on the lakes, rivers or wells.

2- There are more cultural and historic sites along the Huston route.

3- The displacement of wildlife is about the same for the Willow and the Huston route. However the Loons in Crooked lake will
be effected by the noise and most likely not mate or lay their eggs.

4- The railroad would directly affect private property within several miles of the route with noise and vibration, restricting
recreational use of trails, additional safety issure and visual impact; not to mention the potential of spills in a populated area.
Property value will be reduced, quality of life will decrease, and the quiet enjoyment of our land will be effected.

So why put the railroad were it effects the most people? Very few people would be effected by the Willow route.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/364AB... 5/6/2010
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[Comment Number: 42 |

Surface Transportation Board £

Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18138
Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0

Name of Sender: E. Joe Griffith Date Received: 04/29/2010

Group: Date of Letter: 04/29/2010

Submitter's Comments

Letter re: Comments on DEIS Alaska Railroad Corp. Construction and Operation of Rail Line Extension to Port MacKenzie,
IAlaksa (2 pg letter and 2 attachments).

Image Attachment(s)

Navecky STB Finance re RR ext PtMacK.pdf

Navecky STB Finance re RR ext PtMacK.pdf

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/C2EEF... 5/6/2010
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|Comment Number: 43 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18140

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Duane Maney Date Received: 05/03/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/03/2010

Submitter's Comments

| have reviewed the EIS for the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension and it appears very obvious that the Willow route has the most|
severe negative impact to the environment in many accounts. It would have huge impacts to all classes of wetlands as well as
several creek crossings. The Willow corridor would disrupt prime basically untouched wilderness/forested areas with huge
impacts to wildlife. The Houston and Big Lake routes are through fairly populated and developed areas. The Big Lake route
would have little impact to the environment, and Houston route would have slightly more impact but still nothing as severe as
the Willow route. The Nancy Lake State Recreation Area is a very pristine natural park full of wildlife and scenic Alaskan
beauty, but still within close proximity to communities, and also with good accessibility. The State Of Alaska DNR has
performed a wonderful job throughout the decades preseverving its beauty and pristiness. Accessing and exploring the park is
like going back in time. Its quiet and serene, in a very theraputic way. Constructing a railroad adjacent to it would be a travesty
to say the least. Building a railway to a dock that is really unwarranted since we already have rails to three deep water ports in
the southcentral area seems like a waste of time and money. The Willow route is also the most expensive and time
consuming due to both permitting and construction procedures, having to build through wetlands and creek crossings. As you
can tell | am very much opposed to the Willow route, and actually opposed to the extension project in its entirety. | know that
the MSB is in a financial bind with many problems to resolve in their fast gromwing communities, therefore | see the railway as
a way for them to make revenue in many areas once it is built. However at the stake of ruining a very special wonderful piece
of Alaskan splender it is not worth the price we would pay in the end for the loss. It would be a shame.

IThank you for your time, and | appreciate your consideration in regard to my concerns.

Duane Maney

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/C5121... 5/6/2010
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[Comment Number: 44 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18141

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Becky Long Date Received: 05/05/2010
Group: Alaska Survival Date of Letter: 05/05/2010

Submitter's Comments

5/5/10

[Comment on Draft EIS Construction and Operation of a Rail Line Extension To Point MacKenzie by the Alaska Railroad
Corporation

ITHIS IS TO SUPPORT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

ITHERE IS NO ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC DATA THAT SUPPORTS THE EXISTENCE OF THIS RAIL
EXTENSION WHICH IS PROPOSED TO BE BUILT BY FEDERAL FUNDS. THIS SUBSIDIZED PROPOSAL THREATENS
ITHE NON-RESOURCE EXTRACTIVE ECONOMY AND RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE RAILBELT.

On the face of it, why would a mere 30 —48 mile new rail line threaten the integrity of the railbelt current economy? The current|
lAlaska State and MatSu Borough administration desire this proposed project in order to jumpstart a mining and timber harvest
boom along the railbelt and to expand the current Port MacKenzie. The administrations are inflating the number of
construction jobs and the economic profit. The costs to our environment are not figured into their profits.

[This new rail does not promote long term growth and development because it will negatively impact the current economy of
the Susitna Valley by bringing development and environmental destruction to fish and game habitat, water quality, dedicated
and undedicated trail systems, structured and dispersed recreation areas, fishing and hunting. It will blow a hole through
undeveloped forests now creating developed access that will cause irrevocable changes.

IThe 2007 Mat Su Borough funded Cole report states that the non-consumptive uses of the resources in the borough exceed
the consumptive uses by a ratio of about 20 to 1 which in dollars is $363 million in tourist expenditures compared to $18
million for consumptive uses such as commercial logging.

IThe Alaska Department of fish and Game, Division of Sport Fishing has estimated that for 2007, in southcentral Alaska, $989
million($561million residents, $428 million non-residents) was spent by sport fishers on fishing trips, equipment, and
development and maintenance of land use. The “Opportunity to go fishing has a value often difficult to measure in dollars. But
it is an important part of the economy and a vital source of income to many in small towns and cities.”

’Why am | mentioning these figures for an area larger than the proposed extension? If this proposed rail is to jump start an
industrial economy, then our current economy for the railbelt and the Mat Su Borough is affected by the cumulated impacts.

IThis proposal would detrimentally lower the quality of life for the residents of Willow, Houston, and Big Lake by the noise and
environmental pollution, and displacement of trails and homes.

IThe money that has been spent on this whole process, and the subsidies to design and build the project would be better spent
on developing the Port of Anchorage.

IThe ARRC has an agenda to spray herbicides on their rail line as a vegetation control strategy. They are not dedicated to
finding non-herbicide alternatives to control in spite of overwhelming majority public opinion and comment against herbicides.
[Thus, they will want to spray this new line and we will have to deal with these toxins ending up in our waters, fish and wildlife
and our bodies causing much illness.

IA development project like this will cause the influx of invasive plant species. And since the powers that be have made this the
new boogy man and provided many federal and state grants to fight such, eventually there will be herbicide applications to
control invasive plants.

IWhy was there no draft EIS plan in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek libraries since the cumulative impacts will affect these
areas? This is a deficiency in the process.

[The National Marine Fisheries Service will be looking and commenting on the draft after the public comment period closed for
the critical habitat designation for the Endangered Cook Inlet Beluga Whale. But the public will not have access to that
comment. This is a deficiency in the process.

In conclusion, the No Action Alternative is necessary for a project that will wipe out wetlands, property, rural living and
recreational venue and non-extractive economies. There is no real economic justification besides being based on “long-term

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/53BD... 5/10/2010
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[Comment Number: 44 (continued) |

possibilities” of increasing an industrial economy. NO MITIGATION MEASURES COULD EVER BE ENOUGH TO MAKE UP
FOR THE LOSSES.

Becky Long, Board of Director, Alaska Survival
Box 320, Talkeetna AK 99676 Issues320@hotmail.com

5/5/10
[Comment on Draft EIS Construction and Operation of a Rail Line Extension To Point MacKenzie by the Alaska Railroad
Corporation

ITHIS IS TO SUPPORT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

ITHERE IS NO ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC DATA THAT SUPPORTS THE EXISTENCE OF THIS RAIL
EXTENSION WHICH IS PROPOSED TO BE BUILT BY FEDERAL FUNDS. THIS SUBSIDIZED PROPOSAL THREATENS
ITHE NON-RESOURCE EXTRACTIVE ECONOMY AND RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE RAILBELT.

On the face of it, why would a mere 30 —48 mile new rail line threaten the integrity of the railbelt current economy? The current|
lAlaska State and MatSu Borough administration desire this proposed project in order to jumpstart a mining and timber harvest
boom along the railbelt and to expand the current Port MacKenzie. The administrations are inflating the number of
construction jobs and the economic profit. The costs to our environment are not figured into their profits.

[This new rail does not promote long term growth and development because it will negatively impact the current economy of
the Susitna Valley by bringing development and environmental destruction to fish and game habitat, water quality, dedicated
and undedicated trail systems, structured and dispersed recreation areas, fishing and hunting. It will blow a hole through
undeveloped forests now creating developed access that will cause irrevocable changes.

IThe 2007 Mat Su Borough funded Cole report states that the non-consumptive uses of the resources in the borough exceed
the consumptive uses by a ratio of about 20 to 1 which in dollars is $363 million in tourist expenditures compared to $18
million for consumptive uses such as commercial logging.

IThe Alaska Department of fish and Game, Division of Sport Fishing has estimated that for 2007, in southcentral Alaska, $989
million($561million residents, $428 million non-residents) was spent by sport fishers on fishing trips, equipment, and
development and maintenance of land use. The “Opportunity to go fishing has a value often difficult to measure in dollars. But
it is an important part of the economy and a vital source of income to many in small towns and cities.”

'Why am | mentioning these figures for an area larger than the proposed extension? If this proposed rail is to jump start an
industrial economy, then our current economy for the railbelt and the Mat Su Borough is affected by the cumulated impacts.

IThis proposal would detrimentally lower the quality of life for the residents of Willow, Houston, and Big Lake by the noise and
lenvironmental pollution, and displacement of trails and homes.

IThe money that has been spent on this whole process, and the subsidies to design and build the project would be better spent|
on developing the Port of Anchorage.

IThe ARRC has an agenda to spray herbicides on their rail line as a vegetation control strategy. They are not dedicated to
finding non-herbicide alternatives to control in spite of overwhelming majority public opinion and comment against herbicides.
IThus, they will want to spray this new line and we will have to deal with these toxins ending up in our waters, fish and wildlife
and our bodies causing much illness.

IA development project like this will cause the influx of invasive plant species. And since the powers that be have made this the
new boogy man and provided many federal and state grants to fight such, eventually there will be herbicide applications to
control invasive plants.

\Why was there no draft EIS plan in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek libraries since the cumulative impacts will affect these
areas? This is a deficiency in the process.

IThe National Marine Fisheries Service will be looking and commenting on the draft after the public comment period closed for
the critical habitat designation for the Endangered Cook Inlet Beluga Whale. But the public will not have access to that
comment. This is a deficiency in the process.

In conclusion, the No Action Alternative is necessary for a project that will wipe out wetlands, property, rural living and
recreational venue and non-extractive economies. There is no real economic justification besides being based on “long-term
possibilities” of increasing an industrial economy. NO MITIGATION MEASURES COULD EVER BE ENOUGH TO MAKE UP
FOR THE LOSSES.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/53BD... 5/10/2010
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Becky Long, Board of Director, Alaska Survival
Box 320, Talkeetna AK 99676 Issues320@hotmail.com

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/53BD... 5/10/2010
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[Comment Number: 45 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18142

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Gary Swearer Date Received: 05/05/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/05/2010

Submitter's Comments
We feel if a RR spur must be built, the MOST sensible route would be the "Willow Route".

Image Attachment(s)

rail spur - EIS.doc

rail spur - EIS.doc

http://www.sth.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/22C7...  5/10/2010
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It has recently been brought to our attention that there are plans to construct a RR Spur
from Port McKenzie to the north-south main RR line.

On April 11,2010 my wife and | attended an EIS meeting where comment was taken
regarding the various spur plans. All making comments supported one spur over another,
with the exception of Mrs. Grace Wedby, who called attention to the problems with
increased siltation occurring above and below the new port facility (Port McKenzie) and
on the Knik Shelf (located in Cook Inlet. The increased siltation has occurred only since
the construction of Port McKenzie and has resulted in an increase in dredging costs by
ten fold. This increased silt buildup was also reported in the “Alaska Journal of
Commerce” (posted on the web on June 19, 2005). To our minds this report calls into
question the existence of the port facility. Within this time period the streams in the Mat-
Su Valley have experienced reduced salmon runs (of all 5 species of salmon). Cook Inlet
has also had a problem with the population of beluga whales suffering a sharp drop,
resulting in their being placed on the “Threatened Species” list. Perhaps there are
correlations between the increased silt flowing into the inlet and the plummeting marine
stocks (?).

The “Big Lake Spur Route” will pass very close to both Echo and Homestead Lakes
(within 2500-3000 feet). Both lakes currently have numerous waterfowl nesting habitats
for the following species: loons, swans, sandhill cranes, mallard ducks, goldeneye ducks
and other various duck and wildfowl species. A rail line in close proximity would cause
most of the species listed to seek other nesting areas and possibily result in lost nesting
seasons.

The Aroura Dog Mushing Club is located at the end of Gonder Road. There are
numerous mushing trails in the area (including connectors with the Iditarod Trail). Also
located in the area are many snowmachine trails. The Big Lake Spur Route would cause
a major disruption of many of these trails.

The woods and wetlands that would be destroyed by a rail spur are home to many moose,
bear, fox, lynx, grouse, etc. The loss to the area of these animal species would also result
in a loss of quality of life for the human inhabitants of the area.

It seems to us that at a time of reduced oil production on the North Slope and falling
revenues for the State of Alaska, the expenditure of millions (perhaps billions) of dollars
that has serviced nine (9) ships since its opening over seven (7) years ago is a
TERRIBLE WASTE of taxpayer dollars. At some point, someone has to make the hard
decision and say, “Enough is enough, lets find a better way to use these funds.
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[Comment Number: 46 |

Surface Transportation Board £
Incoming Correspondence Record #EI-18143

Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Ken Hilfiker Date Received: 05/06/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/06/2010

Submitter's Comments

In the last days of the legislative session, approximately $57 million was added to pay for part of an environmental impact
study and also part of the rail starting at the Point McKenzie dock heading North. This appropriation was made without public
meeting or public input.

Since no final decision has been made on the four options for the rail, one of which is "do not build", I think the appropriation
of funds is premature. If a decision to issue a permit is made in the future, the funds could be allocated at that time. South
Central Alaska already has three deep water ports (Whittier, Seward, and Anchorage-which is only a couple miles from Point
McKenzie) that are accessible by rail. Building a rail spur at Point McKenzie that has no permitted connection has the potential
lto be labeled the "rail to nowhere” and an embarrassment to Alaskans and our government.

In addition, | do not agree with the position of DNR as quoted in the Draft Environmental Impact Study for the Rail Extension
to Point McKenzie stating that the Willow route which divides the Willow Creek and Nancy Lake State Recreation Areas has
‘no facilities or specific resources within that area that would be adversely affected”. Since | recreate in Nancy Lake State
Recreation Area nearly every month of the year, | can tell you the noise from the current location of the railroad detracts from
the wilderness experience | have on Red Shirt Lake. The current location of the track is 8 miles away. Putting a railroad within
1 mile of Red Shirt Lake will decrease the recreational experience in one of the Mat-su nicest recreation areas.

Since the building of the rail is years away if at all, | feel there are more pressing needs for these state funds, such as the
Bullet Gas Line. The bullet line will ensure continued diverse, economic growth to South Central Alaska and | prefer to be
warm in my home in the next decade.

IThank you for your consideration

Ken Hilfiker

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/0F405... 5/10/2010
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Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: John Strasenburgh Date Received: 05/06/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/06/2010

Submitter's Comments
STB Finance Docket 35095.

ITo whom it may concern:

IThese are my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Alaska Railroad Corporation Construction and
Operation of a Rail Line Extension to Port MacKenzie, Alaska. STB Finance Docket 35095.

If there is a build option, | support “Mac East” at the south end and “Houston South” at the north end.

However, there is considerable question in my mind as to the financial viability of the rail extension. | have seen the “Benefit-
Cost Assessment of the Port McKenzie Rail Extension,” prepared by Steve Colt and Nick Szymoniak, Institute of Social and
Economic Research, dated March 10, 2008. | believe the assumptions that form the basis of this analysis are unrealistically
optimistic (e.g., “coal to Agrium”) and that before proceeding to a build alternative, further cost-benefit analysis must be
performed to confirm that this proposed extension makes financial sense.

IThe only acceptable build option, in my opinion, is the “Mac East/Houston South” alternative. The DEIS considers Section 4(f)
of the National Environmental Policy Act (‘NEPA”) and discusses the impacts that a rail extension, under each alternative, on
public parks, refuges, and recreation areas.

[Such impacts to 4(f) resources under the Mac West, Willow, and Houston North alternatives are significant and unacceptable,
and these alternatives must be ruled out.

Feasible alternatives exist in Mac East for the southern portion and Houston South for the northern portion, both of which have
minimal impacts to 4(f) resources. Although the Big Lake alternative has minimal impacts to 4(f) resources, it has impacts to
residences and archeological resources, where Houston South does not.

Hence, if the rail extension is to be built, the Mac East/Houston South route is the only acceptable alternative, and is the only
one | would support.

[Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/CF75...  5/10/2010
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Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Eric E Egeland Date Received: 05/07/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/07/2010

Submitter's Comments

Thank you for all of your hard work. | am submitting my comments on what | desire to see as an outcome in the Pt. Mac
project IF it is to happen. First off | am not in favor of the extension b/c of its impact on wetlands in the Valley. My biggest
concern is that which ever rout is picked that the Houston Route be AVIODED IF AT ALL POSSIBLE. | write my comments as
a long time Alaska photographer and birder. | believe that the impact to wetlands would be disasterious to migratory bird
habitat and life cycle. The area just east of the Papoose Lk area has many groups and populations of Trumpertor Swans,
Sand Hill Cranes, many species of geese and to nurmourous of ducks to name. | am asking that the routes of Willow and Big
Lake be choosen before the Houston route.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/4E13...  5/10/2010
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Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Joan Egeland Date Received: 05/07/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/07/2010

Submitter's Comments

concerning the port mackenzie rail extension project: | do not want the Houston alternative, | don't think any of the
alternatives are ideal but especially not Houston. | don't like the fact that it separates state recreation areas that are highly
used by people in the big lake area. | don't like the high impact it will have on the wetlands surrounding the area.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/32F04... 5/10/2010
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Docket #: FD 35095 0

Name of Sender: Peter Sedgwick Date Received: 05/07/2010

Group: Date of Letter: 05/07/2010

Submitter's Comments

As a land owner in Point MacKenzie area | would like to make an input to the proposed railway extention in STB 35095. My

major concern is the safety of the railway/road crossings. | feel the Mac West route would have the lowest impact on the
residence and have the fewest vehicle driving across the track.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/C5FC... 5/10/2010
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Submitter's Comments
May 9, 2010

ITo: David Navecky

STB Finance Docket No. 35095
Surface Transportation Board
395 E Street S.W.

\Washington, D.C. 20423-001

Re: Proposed Alaska Rail Line Extension to Port MacKenzie; Draft EIS

|After review of the Draft EIS it appears as if the Willow route makes the least sense from many perspectives. As noted in the
Draft EIS, it is the most expensive, crosses the most streams and rivers and cuts through the most recreation areas. Of
particular concern is the impact on Recreation Areas.

(On occasion we find a rare place worth more than another for some inherent qualities that exist within that area and we
attempt to preserve those qualities and that area so that they may be enjoyed. Such is the case with the Recreation Areas that
the Willow route proposes to cut through.

IThe Draft EIS points out the obvious drawbacks, such as noise, vibration, negative hunting and wildlife impacts, access
restriction across RR right of way (trespass) and other limitations that will be imposed on the recreation areas referenced. The
affected recreation areas are close enough to population centers that they actually get used by many people for the purpose
that they were intended and not as preserves or refuges where access is limited by a more remote situation.

In short, people use and enjoy these places for the qualities they have to offer. | know of no one who currently defines their
recreation activities in these areas to include the presence of a railroad. The Willow railroad spur will not enhance recreational
activities. A railroad corridor through these recreational areas will in fact have an adverse affect on all recreation activities.
Recreation, be it in the form of snowmachine riding, skiing, hunting, fishing, or just the quiet enjoyment of a unique area, is the
purpose for which these Recreation Areas were established.

Please select a route other than the Willow route.

Sincerely,

Daniel E. Smith

8945 Emerald Dr.
lAnchorage, Alaska 99502
(907) 244-1811

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/016E6... 5/10/2010
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Group: Date of Letter: 05/10/2010

Submitter's Comments
See attached letter

Image Attachment(s)

Letter to STB.docx

Letter to STB.docx
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To: David Navecky May 6, 2010
Surface Transportation Board

Re: Port Mackenzie Rail Extension Project
FINANCE DOCKET NO. 35095

We are strongly opposed the proposed railroad route that begins in Willow for the following reasons:

e The proposed route beginning in Willow is one-third longer than the other routes.

e Itis unconscionable that this route, which will cost $100 million more of the taxpayers money
than the other routes is even being considered

e The Willow route, being 1/3 longer than the other routes through winter moose habitat means 1/3
more moose will be killed by the railroad than through the other routes.

e The route from Willow and west of Red Shirt Lake has deeper snow than the other routes, which
will result in many more moose using the railroad tracks for travel.

e Ifatrain had to go from Anchorage to Port McKenzie, it would have to travel all the way up to
Willow and then down to Port McKenzie, which is 64 miles longer than if the Big Lake Route
were in place.

e To the east, where the other routes originate, there is less and less snow (which is why the
Iditarod sled dog race was moved to Willow).

e The EIS Willow #2 noise study aerial photograph has a big, solid color purple dot that completely
covers our house and it cannot be seen. This makes it looks like there is nothing there to be
impacted by this area that the railroad is expected to cause an unacceptable level of noise. This
should be changed so that it is apparent that there is a residence in that area.

¢ Inreviewing the EIS, it appears that the negatives of the Big Lake route are thoroughly examined,
but not the Willow or the Houston routes. This gives the impression that the Big Lake route is
being viewed differently and being removed from consideration from the outset.

e WILLOW IS A RARE TREASURE IN THE WORLD TODAY WITH PHENOMENAL
TRAILS AND RECREATION AREAS UNIQUE EVEN IN ALASKA. THE AREA IS
ENJOYED BY ALL, NOT JUST THE LOCAL RESIDENTS. IF THIS IS DESTROYED BY A
RAILROAD BI-SECTING IT, IT CANNOT BE REPLACED.

We are opposed to the RR going to Port McKenzie utilizing ANY OF THE THREE ROUTES
and support the “No railroad extension option” for the following reasons:

e It has the strong potential for being “The railroad to nowhere.”

e The current railroad line and the existing Port of Anchorage ( 3 miles across the Cook Inlet)
are obviously under-utilized.

e Itis not known how usable the dock at Port McKenzie will prove to be due strong currents
and major ice problems.

Written Comments on the Draft EIS March 2011 R-92



Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Number: 52
(continued)

e The location of the dock was picked in part because they said with the strong currents it
would be self-scouring and would not need dredging. Already the pulp ships have had to
untie from the docks at times due to heavy ice conditions and strong currents.

e Are we going to create an environmental disaster? At Kenai there have already been several
incidents of strong tides and heavy ice conditions that have caused the ships to break loose
from the docks and cause environmental incidents and the conditions are a fraction of those at
Pt McKenzie.

e The EIS addresses the noise issue using a factor of 10 trains during the day for every one that
runs at night, but the reality is that along the current rail line the majority of the freight trains
run at night.

e Section line easements- Even though there are no existing roads in this area at present there
are easements on the protracted section lines. The Matanuska Susitna borough and the State
of Alaska have not allowed these easements to be vacated until equal or better access has
been provided. Is the railroad going to be allowed to vacate these easements and not allow
access across the tracks?

e The State of Alaska says there is a fifty foot pedestrian easement along all major river,
streams and lakes that must be honored. Is the railroad going to block them?

e The Mat-Su borough is a 2™ class borough and does not have road powers except in
individual, limited road service areas. We don’t think it is right that the RR should be able to
force these costs on the local road services areas which have very limited budgets, and then
make the local taxpayers pay through their property taxes as they have done in the past. Who
is going to pay for building any of the crossings in the future?

e The RR has a bad reputation for not allowing any new crossings. In spite of the rapid growth
in the area, we don’t believe any new RR crossings have been allowed in the past 30 years in
the Mat-Su borough. If a person’s land is divided by the railroad, they might as well let it go
for taxes because they will not have access to it.

Additionally.....

e The coal fields from Tyonek , Chuit River and Beluga are being considered for development
with a 10 mile long conveyor belt to bring the coal to tidewater. If this does occur, will the
RR be able to compete when they will be shipping the coal over 200 miles to bring it to
tidewater?

e This project is going to put the Seward coal loading facilities out of business. Who will
compensate the community for this economic loss? Who will pay for the equipment no longer
used?

e Will the equipment at Pt McKenzie no longer be needed when these other areas then are
developed just 10 miles from the tidewater?

Edward and Brenda McCain PO BOX 27 Willow, AK 99688

907-495-1318 edwardmccain@mtaonline.net
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Correspondence Information

Docket #: FD 35095 0
Name of Sender: Tara Oney Date Received: 05/10/2010
Group: Date of Letter: 05/10/2010

Submitter's Comments

In Regards to STB 35095 As a resident for 12 years on Point Mackenzie | think that the railroads plan to follow the roads
lwould be catastrophic to our quality of life. Noise pollution and danger to children and wild life in the area. Point Mackenzie is
also a critical land to protect the run off into cook inlet. There are alternate routes they can take that would be healthier for
residents and wild life.

http://www.stb.dot.gov/ectl/ecorrespondence.nsf/PublicincomingByDocketNumber/037C...  5/10/2010
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Submitter's Comments

My husband and | own property on West Papoose Lake and are opposed to the construction of a rail line on Pt McKenzie that
lwould seriously restrict recreational travel in the Matsu area. The ability to cross rail lines by snowmobile or other means
would be greatly restricted, severely limiting winter access and activities in the area. Furthermore, the routes cross lots of
wetlands, causing construction and ongoing maintenance issues and potential environmental damage from runoff and access
roads. Further, we question the purpose and need for this project. The Port is not deepwater and will need to be dredged just
like Anchorage. For two trains a day (forecast), those trains can go to Anchorage. There is no pressing need to build this rail
line when one already exists that could absorb the volume.

In summary, we oppose the project as being unnecessary, environmentally harmful, severely damaging to recreation in the
area as well as being unnecessarily expensive for any "benefit" received.
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